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Executive Summary 

 
Over the past decade, economic development thinkers and practitioners have come to 

realize that fostering local entrepreneurship is an efficient and sustainable policy strategy 

to achieve long-run regional economic prosperity. This study addresses one type of 

entrepreneurial firms’ needs- -  raising equity capital through Initial Public Offerings 

(IPO).  

Using an IPO list primarily from Hoovers IPO Center, this study first evaluates 

Georgia’s performance in IPO issuance between April 1996 and June 2005. The results 

indicate that given its economic size, Georgia has issued disproportional IPOs over the 

past nine years. Then, the study examines the extent of IPO success of Georgia-based 

small high-tech firms in comparison to a national sample comprising 138 cases, and finds 

that Georgia-based small high-tech firms underperformed in IPO events, whether 

measured by time to IPO, offering price, or the net proceeds raised through IPO.  Finally, 

this research investigates the major predictors of small high-tech firms’ IPO performance 

using three ordinary least squares regression models. The study reveals the following 

relations:  

• The presence of venture capital has virtually become a prerequisite to IPO 

success;  

• Small high- tech firms that were primarily supported by local venture capital (VC) 

firms reached the IPO event more quickly compared to firms that were backed by 

remote VCs or not backed by VCs at all;  

• Firms with academic scientists in their management team were associated with 

more successful IPOs than were other firms;  
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• Professor- founded small high-tech firms on average have achieved less successful 

IPOs than have other firms;  

• Firms in the regions with relatively weak technological infrastructures have 

difficulty in getting access to localized academic research;  

• Biotech firms rely upon university-industry collaboration much more than do 

companies in other industries.  

Based upon the above findings, this study proposes several policy recommendations 

that aim to build a more entrepreneur-friendly business environment in Georgia. First, 

design economic development programs that help firms compete for VCs. Second, create 

or strengthen a statewide network of entrepreneurs who provide mentoring, education, 

and information. Third, continue to strengthen programs that aim to attract prominent 

scientists to the state such as the Georgia Research Alliance (GRA) program. And fourth, 

promote university- industry collaborations, with a focus on the biotech industry.  
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I. Introduction 

 
Over the past decade, economic development thinkers and practitioners have come 

to realize that in the long run fostering local entrepreneurship is a more effective and 

sustainable policy tool to achieve regional economic prosperity than the traditional 

formula of incentive-based industrial recruitment. Because industrial recruitment 

programs are usually associated with expensive incentive packages and their ultimate 

effects are debatable, they are becoming politically unacceptable today when many state 

or local governments are struggling with exceptionally tight fiscal situations. Instead, a 

great number of policy makers have turned to supporting entrepreneurship (NGA, 2004).  

Despite its popularity, there are varying opinions about what constitutes 

entrepreneurship and who is an entrepreneur (Kayne, 1999; NGA, 2004). From the policy 

makers’ perspective, the term of entrepreneurs frequently refers to those small-company 

owners who aggressively pursue innovation and high growth. For example, the National 

Commission on Entrepreneurship defines entrepreneurs as “leaders of small companies 

that are based on innovation and are designed to grow quickly - -  often at an annual rate 

of 15-20 percent” (NGA, 2004. p.6)2. Large firms can be very entrepreneurial, but they 

are usually out of public policy targets.   

Entrepreneurial firms are typically represented by high-tech start-ups, which hold 

greater potential for high-quality job growth than do other types of firms. Unlike most 

small businesses whose main objective is usually to provide employment and income for 

the owner and the owner’s family, entrepreneurial firms typically focus on providing new 

                                                 
2 See Jay Kayne, State Entrepreneurship Policies and Programs , Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation, 
November, 1999, p.3.  
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products or services in previously unforeseen ways, and aggressively strive to capture 

market share (NGA, 2004). Given their unparalleled significance to a state’s economy, it 

is important to design specific policies or programs to address entrepreneurs’ unique 

needs. Traditional economic development policies that aim to enhance labor force skills, 

invest in infrastructure, and create a competitive tax and regulatory climate are still 

necessary, but they are no longer sufficient at least in terms of nurturing entrepreneurship 

(NGA, 2004).  

This study aims to address one of the entrepreneurial firms’ financing mechanisms 

- -  Initial Public Offering (IPO). Financial capital has long been viewed as essential to a 

venture’s ability to survive and grow. An IPO, the first sale of a company’s stock, is a 

major channel through which a firm can raise a substantial amount of capital from the 

public market.  

In the early stages of firm development, entrepreneurs can rely on self- financing or 

funds from family, friends, angel investors, commercial banks, or venture capital. But 

after they enter into the rapid-growth stage, private financing may no longer meet their 

needs, especially when those firms plan to invest in high-risk projects, which is typical 

for high-tech start-ups.  

Reportedly, most small high-tech firms actually obtain little debt financing, 

primarily because of their highly variable returns, substantial information asymmetries 

between firms and potential investors, and limited collateral values of Research & 

Development (R&D) investments (Carpenter, et al, 2002). Furthermore, IPO is a major 

existing strategy for private and public venture capital.  Beyond the financing function, 

IPO is also an organizational milestone for a firm. By going public, the firm can increase 
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its legitimacy in the business community, improve its internal management qualities, and 

enhance its probability of success. Given that IPO is so critical to an entrepreneurial firm, 

one may reasonably assume that most such enterprises choose to go public as soon as 

they become eligible, and a firm that has successfully completed an IPO represents the 

winner. Based upon this assumption, one can use IPO data to observe entrepreneurial 

firms’ common characteristics and identify their specific needs.   

It is well- recognized by Georgia policy makers that entrepreneurship, especially 

technological entrepreneurship, is crucial to ensure sustainable high-paid job growth and 

long-term economic opportunities. Several initiatives have been launched during the past 

two decades. Prominent examples include the Advanced Technology Development 

Center (ATDC, formed in 1980) and Georgia Research Alliance (GRA, created in 1990). 

It is reported that ATDC has nurtured more than 100 high- tech start-ups since 1980, and 

the GRA programs have attracted more than 50 top scientists to Georgia universities and 

helped to foster and nurture some 120 new companies since its inception3.  

Anecdotal evidence suggests some of these high-tech start-ups have successfully 

become publicly-held companies and experienced rapid growth. However, few efforts 

have attempted to conduct a comparative analysis of small high- tech IPO issuance 

between Georgia and other states over recent years. This study is designed to rectify this 

neglect while evaluating Georgia’s overall business environment for small high-tech 

entrepreneurs. Specifically, the research objectives are to: (1) examine the overall trend 

of Georgia’s IPO issuance during the past nine years; (2) evaluate whether Georgia-based 

small high-tech firms have launched successful IPOs in comparison to those in other 

                                                 
3 ATDC overview: http://www.atdc.org/overview.asp;  
  GRA overview: http://www.gra.org/economicimpact.asp 
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states; and (3) investigate the key predictors of small high-tech firms’ IPO success based 

upon a national sample.  

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents a brief literature 

review and develops several testable hypotheses. Section 3 describes the data and 

measurements. Section 4 interprets the findings. The final section proposes several policy 

recommendations. 
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II. Theoretical Foundation and Hypotheses 

 
In the existing literature, the extent of IPO success is usually measured by the time 

to IPO, the offering price, and the net proceeds raised in the IPO (Deeds, et al, 1997; 

Brau, et al, 2004; Chang, 2004, Stephan, et al, 2004). The time to IPO suggests how fast a 

firm has grown in its early stages, while the offering price and net proceeds measure 

firms’ value at IPO for which the diversified outside investors are willing to pay.  

There are mainly two disturbing factors that might affect the appropriateness of 

these three IPO success measures. First, as Benninga et al (2005) pointed out, some 

entrepreneurs do indeed time their decisions to go public. Going public is not without 

cost. It means that the original owners give up private benefits of control and subject 

themselves to monitoring by various outsiders such as security authorities, investment 

banks, auditors, analysts, and investors. It is not uncommon that some firms may 

intentionally postpone their IPO time even though they are eligible. Consequently, the 

measurement of “time to IPO” may underestimate those firms’ early-stage growth rate. 

However, we believe this is not a serious bias in our study because we limit our 

regression analysis exclusively to a sample of small high-tech IPOs. We reason that if a 

firm at IPO is still a small company, its probability of delaying IPO is relatively low.  

Second, IPO price and net proceeds are affected by the varying equity market 

condition. It has been well-documented that the IPO market cycles from hot to cold 

(Helwege and Liang, 2004). Even though there is no difference in their intrinsic values 

among them, firms that issue IPOs in a “hot market” face better investment opportunities 

and can raise substantially larger amounts of capital than those in a “cold market”. Our 
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solution to this problem is to set up a timeframe in our model that consists of “cold 

market”, “neutral market”, and “hot market”, and includes a variable that controls for the 

general market condition. 

After controlling for the above-mentioned disturbing factors, we may reasonably 

assume that a firm’s IPO success is mainly predicted by its intrinsic value, which is 

reflected by its pre-IPO performance and embedded potential for future growth. In 

addition, theories of market signaling mechanisms suggest that IPO success also depends 

upon whether a firm has effectively sent signals about its “invisible” capabilities to 

potential investors and thus alleviated their information asymmetry concern (Deeds, et al, 

1997).This is particularly critical for small high-tech firms, which are often characterized 

by considerable uncertainty and informational asymmetries (Lerner, 2002).  

This study focuses on examining how a small high-tech firm’s access to VCs and 

academic scientists affects its IPO success. The importance of these two groups of 

players lies in the fact that they not only can provide critical resources directly to a high-

tech start-up, but also can serve a certification function that mitigate information 

asymmetries between the issuing firm and IPO investors.  

Although there is considerable literature affirming the importance of VCs as 

resources for both financing and mentoring on business management, some studies 

demonstrate doubts about VCs’ values. For example, on the one hand, Shane and Stuart 

(2002) have shown that linkages with venture capitalists were more likely to lead to 

success, especially as it related to reaching an IPO stage. On the other hand, Brau et al 

(2004) found that the presence of VCs makes no difference in a firm’s post-IPO 

performance based upon an examination of 234 small manufacturing firms going public 
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between 1990 and 1996. Bygrave (2004) argues that given the fact that the most small 

high-techs are never likely to be VC targets, self- financing and informal investment are 

far more important. He claims that “if self- financing and informal investment dried up, 

entrepreneurship would wither and die. On the other hand, if classic venture capital dried 

up, entrepreneurship in general would continue to flourish.” 4 The policy implication 

derived from these arguments is that let VCs take care of themselves and give 

entrepreneurs and informal investors a tax break and other incentives. A more neutral 

argument is that the effects of VC firms vary, depending on their reputation, the size of 

ownership, and whether they are in close physical proximity to the funded companies. 

This study doesn’t measure the reputation of VC firms because of the absence of 

reliable information. We do consider the difference caused by the size of VCs’ ownership 

and their geographical proximity to funded firms. We develop the following three 

hypotheses in regard to the effects of VC firms.  

• Hypothesis 1: VC-backed small high-tech firms have achieved more successful 

IPOs than non-VC-backed firms.  

• Hypothesis 2: The extent of IPO success is positively associated with the size of 

primary VC ownership because VCs tend to assist and monitor firms in which 

they have high stakes more closely than they do those with relatively small 

investments. 

• Hypothesis 3: Firms that are primarily supported by local VCs have more 

successful IPOs than those funded by remote VCs.  

                                                 
4 William D. Bygrave, presentation in 2004 Globel Entrepreneurs Monitor Conference in London, 
http://www.gemconsortium.org/category_list.asp?cid=165 
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The relationship between a firm’s IPO performance and its affiliation to academic 

scientists (particularly prominent scientists) has been extensively examined (Audretsch 

and Stephan, 1997; Deeds, et al., 1997; Stephan, et al, 2004). These studies are generally 

consistent with each other, suggesting this relationship is positive and significant. With 

close ties to academic scientists, a firm can have access to university-based scientists’ 

expert knowledge, expensive scientific equipment, and talented students in a timely and 

efficient manner. In the early stages when a firm has not accumulated substantial assets 

yet, the affiliation of top university scientists lends legitimacy to the firm and its quest for 

resources from third-party providers. Moreover, because some types of knowledge 

spillovers (namely transmitting tacit knowledge) are geographically mediated, access to 

local academic scientists is critical. One limitation of above studies is that they almost 

exclusively concentrate on the bio-tech industry. In addition, few efforts have explored 

how the effects of affiliation of academic scientists vary between direct ties and indirect 

ties. This study will use four indicators to test the following hypotheses:  

• Hypothesis 4: The number of a firm’s top management team members who have 

worked in academia is positively related to the extent of IPO success.   

• Hypothesis 5: Firms founded by professors or students have more ties to academic 

researchers, and thus are associated with more successful IPOs than are those not 

founded by professors.   

• Hypothesis 6: The size of a firm’s scientific advisory committee is positively 

related to the extent of IPO success.   

• Hypothesis 7: The number of a firm’s local scientific advisors is positively related 

to the extent of IPO success.   



 15 

III. Methodology 

Sample and data collection 
 

To conduct a comparative analysis between Georgia and other states in IPO 

issuance, we examined all U.S. IPOs completed between April 1996 and June 2005. Our 

IPO list started from April 1996 because this was the earliest date when our primary data 

source - - Hoover's Inc - -  began to collect IPO data and made it freely accessible 5.  

In Hoover’s IPO list, each firm’s name, stock ticker, public date, offering price, 

shares offered, and first-day stock performance were recorded. A significant drawback to 

this list was its lack of firm-specific industrial affiliation and geographic location. To 

rectify these limitations, we searched for every IPO listed by Hoover in the Security 

Exchange Commission (SEC)’s Edgar database, and obtained the corresponding ZIP 

code and four-digit SIC code6. The accuracy of Hoover’s IPO list was verified by these 

supplementary processes.  

We also made substantial efforts to reduce the possibility of missing cases. We first 

cross-check Hoover’s list with Jay Ritter's 1975-2003 IPO dataset, which is mainly drawn 

from another commonly used IPO data source - - Thomas Financial Co.’s SDC New 

Issue Database7. For more recent years, we cross checked Hoover’s list with Howard and 

Co.’s “Going Public-The IPO Reporter” (2004, 2005). We did find a sizable number of 

IPOs that were not included in Hoover’s list. In the end, we obtained a list of 1,471 U.S. 

IPOs, including 36 that are Georgia-based (see Appendix 1 for the list). Given that the 

                                                 
5Hoover IPO center: http://www.hoovers.com/business-information/--pageid__10008--/global-ipoc-
index.xhtml. 
6SEC Edgar database: http://www.sec.gov/edgar/searchedgar/companysearch.html. 
7Jay Ritter is the Cordell Professor of Finance at the University of Florida. His 1975-2003 IPO list is 
available online at http://bear.cba.ufl.edu/ritter/foundingdates.htm. The author has made hundreds of 
corrections to the SDC dataset (see, Ritter & Loughran, 2004). 
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scope of IPO varies in these sources, our final IPO list cannot be considered as a 

comprehensive one.  

We limited the regression analysis to small high-tech IPOs, which we viewed as 

typical entrepreneurial firms. As mentioned above, the focus on small high-tech firms 

also provided an extreme setting of potential asymmetric information. Our assumption 

that every firm went public as soon as it became eligible was most likely the case for this 

group of firms. Furthermore, the certification effects of venture capitalists and academic 

scientists should be more detectible in these firms than in other types of firms. 

The screening criteria and the number of IPOs meeting each successive criterion are 

as follows. First, the firm conducted an IPO in the first quarter of 2000, or between 

January 1, 2001, and June 30, 2005 (n=584). We intentionally included the first quarter of 

2000 into our analysis because it represents a period of “hot equity market”, where a 

high-tech company was easier to become public and receive high valuation.  Second, the 

firm was classified as a high- tech firm based upon its four-digit SIC (n=195)8. Third, the 

firm must have had fewer than 500 employees reported in the offering prospectus 

(n=155). Fourth, the firm was not a holding company or a spin-off from a publicly-traded 

company (n=138). Our final national sample consisted of 138 small high-tech IPOs, 

including 50 software companies and 49 biotech firms.  

During the same time period, Georgia had only three small high-tech IPOs. To get 

more observations, we included all Georgia-based, small high-tech IPOs between April 

                                                 
8 There is no standardized definition of what constitutes “high technology”. Our approach is to draw the 
most common four-digit SIC codes identified in the existing literature (Walcott 2000, Field and Hanka, 
2001, Toole 2003, and Brau et al 2004).  Specifically, the high-tech sector is defined in this study as 
industries with one of the following four-digit SIC codes: Computers (357), Biotech (SIC=283 and 8731), 
Semiconductors (3674), Electronics (3670, 3674, 3677, 3678, 3679), Scientific instruments (382), Medical 
device (384), and Software (737). 
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1996 and June 2005. However, we still could only get nine cases. See Table 1 for the 

profiles of these nine small high- tech IPOs, and Appendix 2 for more detailed 

information.   

Table 1: Georgia small high-tech IPO profiles 

Company name 
Public 

year 

Total assets at IPO 

(million $) 

Employees 

at IPO 
Location Industry 

Spectrx 1997 4.9 80 Atlanta Medical device 

Radiant Systems 1997 14.6 265 Alpharetta Software 

Internet Security Systems 1998 9.9 141 Atlanta Software 

Manhattan Associates 1998 15.0 191 Atlanta Software 

AtheroGenics 2000 14.4 58 Alpharetta Biotech 

T/R Systems 2000 10.1 97 Norcross Computers 

Witness Systems 2000 8.9 178 Roswell Software 

SynQuest 2000 6.9 203 Atlanta Software 

Inhibitex 2004 26.9 61 Alpharetta Biotech 

Source: data drawn from each firm’s prospectus in SEC filing database 

These nine companies are all located in metro Atlanta. Five of them are software 

companies, three represent the bio tech or medical device industries, and one is a 

computer manufacturer. After their IPOs, two of them were delisted because of merger or 

other reasons. The relatively small sample is partially due to our restrictive selection 

criteria. For example, Mindspring, a company that graduated from ATDC, is not included 

in our sample because it completed its IPO on March 14, 1996, 15 days prior to our 

starting point. Logility Inc was a small high-tech firm when it completed its IPO in 1996, 

but we didn’t include it because it was a spin-off of another publicly-traded company - -  

American Software. Creating a fairly homogeneous data sample permits the comparison 

between Georgia and other regions.  
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Dependent variables 
 

Our measure of IPO success was calculated based upon three continuous variables: 

years since the date of founding to IPO, the initial public offering price, and net IPO 

proceeds. We obtained these values from each firm’s final prospectus. We paid particular 

attention to the value of net IPO proceeds, which was calculated by subtracting the 

underwriter’s fees from the total value of the capital raised by the firm. It is common that 

when a company issues an IPO to raise money for its future development, some of the 

previous stockholders (e.g., venture capitalists, entrepreneurs themselves) use the IPO as 

an exiting means. We measured the size of net IPO proceeds as the amount of capital 

from the offering that is actually transferred to the firm. Capital that flows to previous 

owners was not included because this in essence was a form of exchange among 

stockholders and doesn’t reflect a firm’s growth.       

  

Independent variables 
 

We had two groups of independent variables- -  measuring a firm’s access to VCs 

and academic research.  

Access to VCs is reflected by three dimensions. First, is the company backed up 

by a VC firm? Second, how much is the share of the primary VC?  Third, is the primary 

VC located within the same state in which the firm locates? The data on these variables 

were gathered from each IPO’s prospectus, specifically the sections on “Related-party 

Transactions” and “Principle Shareholders.”  In some cases, we had to judge whether a 

shareholder was a venture capitalist or not based upon his or her biography shown in the 

section of “Management-Executive Officers and Directors.”   
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We used four variables to measure the extent to which a firm had access to 

academic research: (1) the number of top team members who are or have been affiliated 

with research universities, (2) whether the firm was founded or co-founded by professors 

or students, (3) the size of scientific advisory committee, and (4) the number of local 

scientific advisors among the committee. The term “top team members” refers to those 

who have vice president or higher titles. We reasoned that firms founded or managed by 

professors or current students have more network ties to academic research than those 

solely founded or managed by business persons. Although most scientific advisors are 

part-time, they do provide additional channels for firms to access academic research. The 

data on these variables is primarily located in the “Management-Executive Officers and 

Directors” section of a prospectus.  In some cases, we needed to obtain more information 

about the key players from the firm’s website.    

 
Control variables 
 

Four variables were included as controls: (1) equity market condition, (2) geographical 

location, (3) industry difference, and (4) firm size. Based upon the number of IPO 

issuances, we roughly divided our timeframe into three market conditions: 1=cold market 

(2001-2002), 2=neutral market (2003-2005), 3=hot market (1Q 2000).  We also used a 

dummy variable to control for regional differences in the overall condition of 

technological infrastructures and other supportive resources (1=CA, or MA, 0=other 

states). Firm sizes were measured by the natural log of assets and the number of 

employees at IPO. 
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IV. Findings 

Georgia IPO issuance 
 

According to our final IPO list, 1,471 U.S. companies successfully launched IPOs 

between April 1996 and June 2005. Not surprisingly, a state’s IPO number is generally 

associated positively with its economic size (see Figure 1 and Table 2). California, New 

York, and Texas are traditionally the three biggest states measured by their Gross State 

Product (GSP) sizes. 9 They also ranked as the top three in terms of IPO issuance. These 

three states issued 648 IPOs, accounting for 44 percent of all U.S. IPOs during the period 

examined. Particularly, California accounts for the biggest proportion, with 417 IPOs and 

a share of 28.3 percent. 

We calculated each state’s relative rank by dividing the state’s normal counts of 

IPOs by its average real GSP share between 1997 and 2004, and found some states issued 

more IPOs than one might expect from their ‘economic size’. After controlling for a 

state’s economic size, the three best-performance states were Massachusetts, California, 

and Colorado (Table 2). For the study period, Massachusetts issued 90 IPOs, with a share 

of 6.1 percent, which is more than twice of its GSP share of 2.8 percent. As mentioned 

above, California issued the largest number of IPOs, with a share of 28.3 percent. 

Compared to its GSP share of 12.9 percent, it still outperformed. Colorado issued 45 

IPOs, with a share of 3.1 percent, which is much larger than its average economic size- -  

1.7 percent of the U.S. economy. Therefore, one can’t simply attribute a state’s IPO 

performance to its economic size. The common feature of California and Massachusetts 

is that both of them have long been viewed as intensely productive regions at the 

                                                 
9 Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce: 
http://www.bea.doc.gov/bea/regional/gsp/ 
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forefront of innovative activity. One may speculate that their extraordinary performance 

in IPO issuance might be explained by their dynamic high-tech industries. This is not 

surprised because the equity market prefers innovative businesses to traditional 

companies. 

Georgia issued 36 IPOs over the study period, with a share of 2.4 percent. These 

IPOs were mainly located in metro Atlanta and in service industries (Figure 2 and 3; see 

Appendix 1 for more information). In terms of rank, Georgia placed 12th among 50 

states. After controlling for economic size, Georgia has a relative rank of 17th. Statistics 

show that during the period of 1997 to 2004, Georgia’s economic size has been 

consistently ranked 10th, with an average real GDP share of 3.0 percent.10 Therefore, 

compared to its economic size, Georgia underperformed in IPO issuance over the past 

nine years.  

Georgia’s annual number of IPOs fluctuated over time, which was consistent with 

the overall trend of the American equity market (see Figures 4, 5, 6). In the hot market of 

2000, 11 Georgia-based companies went public. However, after the burst of “dotcom” 

bubble in March 2000, Georgia, like other states, began to suffer from a recession and a 

slumping stock market that kept any would-be public companies from selling stock. 

Consequently, in 2001 only one Georgia-based company went public, and in 2002, the 

number of IPOs was zero. The drought of IPOs was broken in 2003, with two companies 

issuing IPOs. Since then, Georgia’s IPO issuance has improved slightly, but no obviously 

upward trend has appeared. Although Georgia’s annual IPOs fluctuated over time, its IPO  

 

                                                 
10 Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. Department of Commerce: 
http://www.bea.doc.gov/bea/regional/gsp/ 
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 Figure 1: Geographical distribution of U.S. IPOs (April 1996-June 2005) 

 
 

Table 2: Top 15 states regarding IPO issuance (April 1996-June 2005) 

 

State IPO 
Count 

IPO 
Share 
(%) 

1997-2004 
Average GSP 

Share (%) 

IPO 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Absolute  
Rank 

Relative 
 Rank 

CA 417 28.3 12.9 28.3 1 2 
NY 118 8.0 7.8 36.3 2 9 
TX 113 7.7 7.4 44.0 3 9 
MA 90 6.1 2.8 50.1 4 1 
FL 58 3.9 4.9 54.1 5 17 
IL 57 3.9 4.7 57.9 6 17 
PA 52 3.5 4.1 61.5 7 13 
NJ 49 3.3 3.6 64.8 8 12 
VA 47 3.2 2.7 68.0 9 6 
CO 45 3.1 1.7 71.1 10 3 
WA 41 2.8 2.2 73.9 11 5 
GA 36 2.4 3.0 76.3 12 17 
MD 30 2.0 1.9 78.3 13 8 
MI 27 1.8 3.4 80.2 14 28 
CT 26 1.8 1.6 81.9 15 7 

 
Note: Compared to its economic size, Georgia has issued a disproportionately low number of 
IPOs over the past nine years. California, Massachusetts, Colorado, and other states 
outperformed. Source: IPO data primarily from Hoovers IPO Center, GSP data from U.S. Bureau 
of Economic Analysis. 
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Figure 2. Geographical Distribution of Georgia IPOs (April 1996-June 2005) 

 
 

Figure 3. Industrial Distribution of Georgia IPOs (April 1996-June 2005) 
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Note: Geographically, the majority of Georgia -based IPOs located in metro Atlanta.  The major 
industries were service and utility. Source: Hoovers IPO Center. 
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Figure 4: Annual distribution of American IPOs between April 1996 and June 2005 
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Figure 5: Annual distribution of Georgia IPOs between April 1996 and June 2005 
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Figure 6. Change in Georgia's annual shares 
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Note: The IPO market cycles from hot to cold. However, in most years, Georgia’s IPO share was 
smaller than its economic share. Source: IPO data primarily from Hoover’s IPO Center, GSP data 
from U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
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share has often been lower than its economic shares except in 1997 and 2000 (Figure 6). 

That is further evidence suggesting that Georgia has underperformed in its IPO issuance. 

However, compared to its neighbors, Georgia was not the worst performer (Table 

3). In the Southeast, Florida issued the largest number of IPOs (58) over the study period, 

followed by Georgia (36), North Carolina (21), Tennessee (18), South Carolina (7), and 

Alabama (6). This order exactly reflects their relative rank in regard to their economic 

size. Interestingly, no state in the region was associated with an IPO share larger than its 

corresponding GSP share, indicating that Southeastern states as a whole underperformed 

in IPO issuance. After controlling for their economic size, both Florida and Georgia 

ranked 17th nationally, followed by Tennessee (23th), North Carolina (32th), South 

Carolina (35th), and Alabama (37th).   

Table 3: IPOs in the Southeast (April 1996-June 2005) 

State IPO Count IPO Share 
(%) 

1997-2004 Average 
GSP Share (%) Absolute Rank Relative Rank 

FL 58 3.9 4.9 5 17 

GA 36 2.4 3.0 12 17 

NC 21 1.4 2.8 18 32 

TN 18 1.2 1.8 19 23 

SC 7 0.5 1.2 32 35 

AL 6 0.4 1.2 33 37 

 
Note: No state in the Southeast was associated with an IPO share larger than its 
corresponding GSP share. Source: IPO data from Hoovers IPO Center, GSP data from U.S. 
Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
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Georgia small high-tech firms’ IPO success  
 

Our national small high-tech sample consisted of 138 IPOs, whose spatial 

distribution is more skewed than that of general IPOs (see Figure 7 and Table 4). In terms 

of the absolute number, California was the overwhelming winner, accounting for 52.2 

percent of our sample. Massachusetts ranked the second, with a share of 11.6 percent. 

Colorado, Texas, and Washington ranked third, with 5 small-high IPOs respectively. Not 

surprisingly, even after controlling for a state’s economic size, Massachusetts and 

California still were top two, as they ranked in general IPO issuance. During the period 

we chose for the national sample, Georgia issued three small high-tech IPOs, with a share 

of 2.2 percent, which is still smaller than its average GSP share. 

The variability of small high-tech IPO success is obvious (Table 5). In our national 

sample, the time to IPO ranged from 1 year to 21 years, with a standard deviation of 4.3 

years. The IPO offering price ranged from $5 to $10, with a standard deviation of $6.3. 

The minimum IPO net proceeds were only $1.5 million, but the maximum reached 

$200.8 million. The standard deviation of net proceeds was $35.9 million.   

We compared the average IPO success of nine Georgia-based small high tech firms 

with that of our national sample, and unfortunately found that, on average, Georgia’s 

small high-tech firms have launched less successful IPOs than the national firms have 

done (see Table 5).  This conclusion consistently holds for all three IPO success 

indicators. For example, on average, it took Georgia-based, small high-tech firms nine 

years to become public, whereas the national average time to IPO was about seven years. 

The average IPO offering price per share was $11.7l, while the national average was 
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$13.5. The average Georgia IPO proceeds were about $38.5 million, but the national 

average was $62.7million.  

We also split our national sample into two parts: (1) the high-tech leading area that 

consists of California and Massachusetts, and (2) the high-tech following area that 

includes all other states. Although the leading area is associated with more small high-

tech IPOs than the following area, the re is no big difference in IPO success between them 

(see Table 5). However, on average, Georgia’s small high-tech firms have achieved less 

IPO success than those either in the leading area or the following area.  

We also attempted to control for the change of the IPO market (Table 6). We found 

the overall equity market condition did have substantial impacts on average IPO price 

and net proceeds, but few impacts on time to IPO, which is mainly determined by firm-

specific factors. In the first quarter of 2000, the last “hot market” right before the Internet 

bubble collapsed, small high-tech firms on average received a higher IPO price and net 

proceeds than in other periods. Georgia’s average IPO success was not only worse than 

the level in the “hot market”, but also worse than in most of “cold” or “neutral” markets. 

For example, in terms of time to IPO, Georgia’s level was only better than the national 

average in 2002.  Georgia’s average net proceeds were smaller than any year’s national 

average.  

Finally, we found that small high-tech firms in the Southeast as a whole achieved 

less successful IPOs than the national average. Georgia small high-tech firms performed 

better than those in neighboring states except regarding the indicator of net offering size. 

In sum, our data shows that the extent of IPO success for Georgia’s small high- tech firms 

was worse than the national average. 
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Table 4: Top 15 states regarding small high- tech IPOs (1Q 2000, plus 2001-2Q2005)  

State IPO 
Count 

IPO 
Share 
(%) 

1997-2004 
Average GSP 

Share (%) 

IPO 
Cumulative 

Percent 

Absolute  
Rank 

Relative 
 Rank 

CA 72 52.2 12.9 52.2 1 2 
MA 16 11.6 2.8 63.8 2 1 
CO 5 3.6 1.7 67.4 3 4 
WA 5 3.6 2.2 71.0 4 7 
TX 5 3.6 7.4 74.6 4 15 
VA 4 2.9 2.7 77.5 6 8 
PA 4 2.9 4.1 80.4 6 13 
NY 4 2.9 7.8 83.3 6 20 
GA 3 2.2 3.0 85.5 9 12 
UT 2 1.4 0.7 87.0 10 5 
WI 2 1.4 1.8 88.4 10 9 
MD 2 1.4 1.9 89.9 10 10 
MN 2 1.4 1.9 91.3 10 11 
NJ 2 1.4 3.6 92.8 10 17 
IL 2 1.4 4.7 94.2 10 21 

 

Figure 7: Geographical distribution of U.S. small high-tech IPOs (1Q 2000, plus 2001-2Q 
2005) 
 

 

Note: The distribution of small high-tech IPOs is highly skewed. More than 60 percent of our 
samples were from California  and Massachusetts. Source: IPO data primarily from Hoover’s IPO 
Center, GSP data from U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. 
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Table 5: Geographical variation of small high-tech IPO performances 

  Unit Regions  N Mean Min. Max. Std. Dev. 

American 138 7.7 1 21 4.3 

CA, MA 88 7.8 1 20 4.7 

Other States 50 7.6 1 21 4.9 

Southeast 6 9.7 7 13 2.5 

Time to 

IPO 
Years 

Georgia 9 9.0 4 14 3.4 

American 138 13.5  5.0 36.0 6.3 

CA, MA 88 13.2  5.5 36.0 6.1 

Other States 50 14.0  5.0 35.0 6.7 

Southeast 6 12.1 7 20 4.8 

IPO Price $ 

Georgia 9 11.7 7 22 5.8 

American 138 62.7 1.5 200.8 35.9 

CA, MA 88 63.6  1.5 200.8 39.8 

Other States 50 61.1  9.1 133.9 28.3 

Southeast 6 50.1 26.8 72.8 20.3 

Net 

Offerings 
$million 

Georgia 9 38.5 13.0 70.7 17.9 

 

Table 6: Average annual IPO success for American small high-tech IPOs  

 Unite 1Q 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 1-2Q 2005 

Time to IPO Year 7.32 6.92 11.5 7.13 8.06 7.74 

Price $ 19.97 9.58 11.92 12.8 10.59 9.25 

Net Proceeds $million 87.02 45.78 59.77 61.03 52.33 44.24 

Sample size  41 13 6 15 53 10 

 

Note: Small high-tech firms in Georgia, as well as in the whole southeast region, have achieved 
less successful IPOs than the national average. Source: The IPO success data is drawn from each 
company’s prospectus located in the SEC filing database 
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Predictors for small high-tech firms’ IPO success 
 

Based upon a national sample of 138 small high-tech IPOs, we investigated how 

firm-specific characteristics predict their IPO success. Table 8 presents the descriptive 

results, including the correla tion matrix. We were primarily interested in a firm’s access 

to venture capital and academic research.  

In the sample, 93 percent of small high- tech firms were VC-backed. The 

proportion was slightly higher for firms in high- tech leading areas than those in the 

following regions, but the difference was not substantial (Figure 8). In addition, Figure 9 

shows the proportion of VC-backed firms doesn’t vary much across industry.  Because 

our samples are all “winners” that have successfully completed an IPO, it indicates that 

the presence of venture capital has virtually become a prerequisite to IPO success. 

Without the assistance of VC funding, mentoring, and monitoring, some of our sample 

may never have made it to the IPO stage.  

The proportion of firms primarily funded by local VCs shows a larger variation 

than that of VC presence (Figures 10 and 11). Nationally, 51 percent of firms were 

primarily backed by a VC firm located in the same state. This proportion is 63 percent for 

firms in the leading areas, and 30 percent for those in the following areas. Due to the 

uneven distribution of VC firms, firms in leading regions generally have more linkages to 

local VCs than do those in the following regions. In terms of industrial difference, firms 

in the semiconductor industry were most likely to be funded by local VCs, whereas only 

33 percent of computer or other electronic companies were primarily funded by local 

VCs. This finding matches our observation that semiconductor firms are mainly located 
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in a small number of states like California, Massachusetts, and Texas, while computer 

companies are widely dispersed.      

Defining the network ties to academic research embedded in firms’ founders or 

top management members as internal ties, and those embedded in scientific advisory 

committees as external ties, we found in our sample that the number of internal ties 

doesn’t vary much across region, but the number of external ties does. For example, 

Figure 12 illustrates that whether in the leading area or the following areas, some 24 

percent of small high-tech IPOs were founded or co-founded by academic professors or 

enrolling students, and 20 percent of firms whose management team has former or 

current professors. Nearly no regional variation was observed. The difference between 

these two indicators results from the fact that some academic professors, particularly 

“star” scientists, are founders but not managers. In regard to the size of external network 

ties, the proportion of having scientific advisor committee is substantia lly higher for 

firms in the leading areas than for those in the following regions (figure 12). This is also 

true for the proportion having local scientific advisors in the advisory committee.  

These numbers suggest one regional disadvantage that a small high- tech firm 

located in a following region must overcome: how to efficiently and readily access off-

site academic research. While firms themselves may rely on their own networks to 

overcome this obstacle, public efforts that aim to attract remote star scientists to the 

region are in need.  

In regard to industrial differences, the data shows that biotech firms rely on 

academic research most, followed by companies in computer and medical device 

industries. Software and semiconductor companies have fewer network ties to academic 
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research. This substantial industrial variance suggests that university- industry 

collaboration is more significant for bio-tech firms than for other firms.    

Table 8 presents the results of three ordinary least squares regression models. In 

model 1, the dependent variable is “time to IPO”. Its overall predictive power is very 

limited (adjust R2 =0.054), suggesting other important causal factors are not included in 

this model. Model 2 and model 3 have some predictive power (adjust R2 =0.35, 0.21 

respectively) and show similar results due to the relatively high correlation between the 

IPO offering price and the size of net proceeds (correlation coefficient =0.68, see Table 

7). Among the VC-related independent variables, only the “proximity to the primary VC” 

has a negative and significant coefficient in model 1, indicating that small high-tech firms 

primarily supported by local VCs reached the IPO event more quickly compared to firms 

that were backed by non- local VCs or not backed by VCs at all. 

 In regard to a firm’s access to academic research, the number of top managers 

who have worked in academia has a positive and significant impact on IPO price, 

insignificantly negative impact on time to IPO, and insignificantly positive impact on 

IPO net proceeds. Therefore, our hypothesis 5 (see p.14) is confirmed.  Firms founded or 

co-founded by professors or current students have significantly negative impacts on IPO 

net proceeds, insignificantly positive impact on time to IPO, and insignificantly negative 

impacts on IPO price. This observation may be caused by the fact that professors or 

students in general have less business operation experience compared to experienced 

entrepreneurs, and therefore have negative impacts on a firm’s performance. The size of a 

scientific advisory committee has similar impacts on a firm’s IPO success as the above 

variable. These two variables are positively correlated with each other (correlation 
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efficient =0.22 and significant at 0.01 level, see Table 7). Therefore, we can use a similar 

reason to explain it. Finally, the variable of access to local scientists is not significant, 

although it does have negative impacts on time to IPO and positive impacts on the size of 

net proceeds.  

Among the control variables, the equity market condition and firm size have 

significant predictive power for our IPO measures. Consistent with previous studies, the 

equity market has significantly positive impacts on IPO price and net proceeds, and 

negative impacts on time to IPO. Not surprisingly, IPO success in general is correlated 

positively with firm size, although all of our cases are small high-tech companies.  

Although we have found strong empirical support for our model, it should also be 

noted that a significant amount of variation remains unexplained. Due to the data 

problem, we intentionally excluded variables that measure the reputation of venture 

capitalists, affiliated academic researchers, and investment bankers or underwriters. We 

expect these variables have significant explanatory powers in IPO success, and deserve 

further research.  



Table 7: Descriptive statistics of small high-tech IPO success 

 

 Mean St. Dev. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Time to IPO (year) 7.74 4.33 1.00 -0.08 -0.09 0.02 0.10 -0.18* -0.10 -0.04 0.02 -0.03 

2. IPO offering price ($) 13.49 6.29 -0.08 1.00 0.68** 0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02 -0.12 
-

0.22** 
-0.19* 

3.Net proceeds ($million) 62.70 35.97 -0.09 0.68** 1.00 0.01 -0.06 0.01 -0.06 -0.19* -0.17* -0.11 

4. Whether a firm is  VC-backed 0.93 0.26 0.02 0.01 0.01 1.00 0.40** 0.28** -0.04 -0.04 -0.05 0.02 

5. Primary VC ownership (%) 0.22 0.16 0.10 -0.01 -0.06 0.40** 1.00 0.01 -0.15 -0.17* -0.12 -0.08 

6. Whether primarily funded by local VCs 0.51 0.50 -0.18* -0.02 0.01 0.28** 0.01 1.00 -0.04 0.04 -0.09 0.04 

7. Number of top managers who have worked in 
academia 

0.48 0.80 -0.10 -0.02 -0.06 -0.04 -0.15 -0.04 1.00 0.66** 0.29** 0.23** 

8. Whether founded by professors or students  0.24 0.43 -0.04 -0.12 -0.19* -0.04 -0.17* 0.04 0.66** 1.00 0.22** 0.31** 

9. Size of scientific advisory committee 2.87 4.83 0.02 -0.22** -0.17* -0.05 -0.12 -0.09 0.29** 0.22** 1.00 0.69** 

10. Number of local scientific advisors 0.61 1.39 -0.03 -0.19* -0.11 0.02 -0.08 0.04 0.23** 0.31** 0.69** 1.00 

 

Note: *Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level; **Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level



Figure 8. Regional variance in the proportion of VC-backed small high- tech IPOs(%)  
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Figure 9. Industrial varia tion in the proportion of VC-backed small high-tech IPOs (%) 
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Note: The presence of VCs is the most common feature in the sample. The proportion of being 
backed by a VC varies little over region or industry. 
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Figure 10. Regional variance in proportion of local VC-backed small high-tech IPOs (%) 
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Figure 11: Industrial variance in proportion of local VC-backed small high-tech IPOs (%) 
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Note: Firms in leading areas are more likely to be funded by a local VC than are those in the 
following regions. The presence of local VCs varies across industry. 
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Figure 12: Regional variance in proportion of small high- tech IPOs that have access to 
academic research (%) 
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Figure 13: Industrial variance in proportion of small high-tech IPOs that have access to 
academic research (%) 
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Table 8: Results of OLS regression 

Dependent Variable  

Independent Variables Time to IPO IPO price Net proceeds  

Whether a firm is VC-backed -.029 .023 -.057 

Primary VC ownership .12 -.031 .001 

Proximity to the primary VC firm  -.205** -.069 -.039 

Number of top management members 
who have worked in academia  

-.088 0.12** .082 

Founded by professors or students .09 -.113 -.208* 

Size of scientific advisory committee .125 -.179* -.262** 

Number of local scientific advisors  -.065 -.014 .112 

Equity market condition -.032 0.517*** .366*** 

Whether it is in California or 
Massachusetts -.129 -.026 .037 

Whether it is in the Southeast .113 -.091 .071 

Whether it is in the biotech industry -.101 -.02 .085 

Whether it is in the software industry -.147 .055 -.044 

Log of employees .314** 0.207** .108 

Log of total assets -.077 0.054 .264** 

 

Adjusted R2 .054 0.35 0.209 

F-value 1.55 6.27 3.58 

Sample  size  138 

 

Note: (1) The coefficients are standardized;   

         (2) ***, **, and * indicate significance at the 1%, 5%, and 10% levels, respectively. 
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V. Summary and policy recommendations 

 
Based on an IPO list primarily from Hoover’s IPO Center, we analyzed Georgia’s 

performance in IPO issuance over the past nine years. We found that Georgia 

unfortunately has issued a disproportionately small number of IPOs compared to its 

economic size, an occurrence true for all other states in the Southeast. Within the region, 

Georgia has the second largest number of IPOs, right after Florida. After taking economic 

size into account, Georgia was the best performer in the Southeast.  

We then compared the extent of IPO success between Georgia’s small high-techs 

and others. Compared to the average level of our national sample that consisted of 138 

small high-tech IPOs, we found that Georgia’s small high-tech firms have not achieved 

the success with IPOs that the national average has, whether measured in time to IPO, 

offering price, or the net proceeds raised through IPO.     

Finally, we investigated the major predictors of small high- tech firms’ IPO 

performance, and found that: (1)The presence of venture capital has virtually become a 

prerequisite to IPO success, even though its impacts on a firm’s long-term performance 

are still debatable; (2) Small high- tech firms primarily supported by local VCs reached 

the IPO event more quickly compared to firms backed by remote VCs or not backed by 

VCs at all; (3) Firms with academic scientists in their management team were associated 

with more successful IPOs than other firms; (4) Professor- founded small high- tech firms 

on average have achieved less successful IPOs than other firms; (5) Firms in the regions 

with relatively weak technological infrastructures have difficulty accessing local 

academic research; and (6) Biotech firms rely upon university- industry collaboration 

much more than do those in other industries. 
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Small high- tech firms, a critical subset of entrepreneurial ventures, hold great 

potential for high-quality job growth and long-term economic prosperity. Due to their 

unique characteristics, they have special needs for going public. However, our study 

shows Georgia’s small high-tech firms, on average, have underperformed in IPO events 

over recent years. Although the decision of going public is under private companies’ 

control, state or local governments still can play a leading role in developing more 

entrepreneur-friendly environments conducive to IPO success. In addition to the efforts 

that continue to improve Georgia’s overall technological infrastructures, we recommend 

policy makers pay attention to several approaches:  

One, design economic development programs that help firms compete for VCs. 

This study shows the presence of VCs, particularly local VCs, is critical to IPO success. 

VCs have strong incentives and relevant skills or knowledge to help small high- tech 

firms go to public quickly. Self- or debt financing can play an important role in the 

formation or seed-stage, but not meet the needs for firms in the fast-growing stage. VC is 

a scarce resource. Economic development practitioners may act as brokers to help firms 

compete for the scarce resources.  

Two, create or strengthen a statewide network of entrepreneurs who can provide 

mentoring, education, and information. Our study shows that firms founded by professors 

or students, on average, have achieved less successful IPOs than those founded by 

experienced entrepreneurs, mainly due to lack of business skills. Integrating localized 

entrepreneurial education into existing training programs or public educational institutes 

may be a cost-efficient approach.  
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Three, continue to strengthen programs aimed at attracting top scientists to the state, 

such as the GRA program. The study suggests one of the major disadvantages for firms 

located in high-tech following regions is that they have to mainly rely on remote 

academic research, which makes knowledge transfer costly and inefficient.   

Four, promote university-industry collaborations, with a focus on biotechnology 

firms and university scientists. Georgia has shown great potential to develop its biotech 

industry. Reportedly, Georgia is now ninth in the nation in the number of biotech 

companies.11 University-based research is an important source of disruptive innovations 

for many industries, but biotech firms have especially urgent needs.  

 
.

                                                 
11 Source: http://www.gra.org/economicimpact.asp 



Appendix 1: Georgia-based IPO list (April 1996 - June 2005) 

Name Ticker IPO Date  Year 
founded 

Employees 
at IPO Industry Location Note 

Cox Radio, Inc. CXR 9/27/1996 1934 635 Radio Broadcasting Stations Atlanta   
EarthLink, Inc. ELNK 1/22/1997 1994 2,067 Computer Programming, Data Processing Atlanta   
Radiant Systems, Inc. RADS 2/13/1997 1985 265 Computer Integrated Systems Design Alpharetta   
Net Bank, Inc. NTBK 7/29/1997 1996 15 Savings Institutions Alpharetta   
Industrial 
Distribution Group 

IDGR 9/24/1997 1997 880 Machinery, Equipment & Supplies Atlanta   

Logility, Inc. LGTY 10/7/1997 1996 185 Software Development Atlanta   
ITC DeltaCom, Inc. ITCD 10/24/1997 1997 500 Telephone Communications West Point   
Spectrum Brands, 
Inc. 

SPC 11/21/1997 1921 2,150 
Miscellaneous Electrical Machinery, 
Equipment & Supplies 

Atlanta   

Internet Security 
Systems , Inc. ISSX 3/24/1998 1994 141 Software Development Atlanta   

Manhattan 
Associates, Inc. MANH 4/23/1998 1990 191 Software Development Atlanta   

Innotrac Corporation INOC 5/7/1998 1984 513 Business Services Duluth   
Cumulus Media CMLS 6/26/1998 1997 660 Radio Broadcasting Stations Atlanta   
Community Capital 
Bancshares, Inc. ALBY 3/17/1999 1998 17 National Commercial Banks Albany   

CompuCredit 
Corporation CCRT 4/23/1999 1996 95 Personal Credit Institutions Atlanta   

Internap Network 
Services, Corp. 

IIP 9/29/1999 1996 221 Computer Programming, Data Processing Atlanta   

United Parcel 
Service, Inc. UPS 11/10/1999 1907 330,000 Trucking & Courier Services Atlanta   

T/R Systems , Inc. TRSI 1/26/2000 1991 97 Computer Peripheral Equipment Norcross 
delisted in 
2003 
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Appendix 1: The list Georgia-based IPOs (continued) 

 

Name Ticker IPO Date  Year 
founded 

Employees 
at IPO Industry Location Note 

eOn 
Communications, 
Corp. 

EONC 2/4/2000 1991 249 Telephone Communications Kennesaw   

Cypress 
Communications, Corp. CYCO 2/10/2000 1995 191 Telephone Communications Atlanta 

delisted in 
2002 

Witness Systems, Inc. WITS 2/10/2000 1988 178 Software Development Roswell   
First Horizon 
Pharmaceutical, Inc. FHRX 5/31/2000 1992 150 Drugs, Proprietaries & Druggists' Sundries Alpharetta   

Interland, Inc. ILND 7/25/2000 1997 549 Computer Processing & Data Preparation Atlanta   
AtheroGenics, Inc. AGIX 8/9/2000 1993 58 Pharmaceutical Preparations Alpharetta   

SynQuest, Inc. SYNQ 8/15/2000 1986 203 Software Development Atlanta 
delisted in 
2004 

O2Wireless Solutions, 
Inc. OTWO 8/16/2000 1991 641 Telephone Communications Atlanta 

delisted in 
2002 

Mirant, Corp. MIRKQ.PK 9/27/2000 1993 7000 Electric Services Atlanta   

Elastic Networks, Inc. ELAS 9/29/2000 1998 166 Telephone & Telegraph Apparatus Alpharetta 
delisted in 
2002 

AFC Enterprises AFCE 3/2/2001 1992 12,078 Eating Places Atlanta   

Carters, Inc. CRI 10/24/2003 1865 5,557 
Apparel & Other Finishd Prods of Fabrics 
& Similar Matl Atlanta   

Knology , Inc. KNOL 12/18/2003 1896 1,280 Radiotelephone Communications West Point   
Inhibitex, Inc. INHX 6/4/2004 1994 61 Biological Products Alpharetta   
HomeBanc, Corp. HMB 7/14/2004 1929 1,221 Real Estate Investment Trusts Atlanta   
Gold Kist Holdings, Inc. GKIS 10/7/2004 1933 16,000 Poultry Slaughtering and Processing Atlanta   

BlueLinx Holdings, Inc. BXC 12/14/2004 1954 3,400 Lumber, Plywood, Millwork & Wood 
Panels  Atlanta   

Tri-S Security Corp. TRIS 2/9/2005 1983 732 Detective, Guard & Armored Car Services Alpharetta   
Citi Trends, Inc. CTRN 5/18/2005 1946 1800 Apparel & Accessory Stores Savannah   



 

Appendix 2: Georgia-based small high-tech IPOs profile  

(April 1996-June 2005) 

 

Radiant Systems , Inc. (RADS, 1997), a provider of innovative store technologies for the 
hospitality, petroleum and convenience store, and cinema industries, was founded in 1985 
and headquartered in Alpharetta, Georgia. Its current stock price is about $13. Website: 
http://www.radiantsystems.com/. 

 
SpectRx, Inc. (SPRX.OB, 1997), operates as a medical technology company. It was 
founded in 1992, graduated from ATDC in 1995, and went public in 1997. It is 
headquartered in Norcross, Georgia. Its current stock price is less than $1. Website: 
http://www.spectrx.com/. 

 

Internet Security Systems , Inc. (ISSX, 1998), a provider of security management 
solutions located in Atlanta, was founded in 1994 by a Georgia Tech student - -  
Christopher W. Klaus. In its early stage, the company received venture capital primarily 
from Greylock Equity (California-based) and Sigma Entities (Massachusetts-based). 
Since its IPO in 1998, the company has achieved an annual growth rate of 36 percent in 
revenue, and its number of employees has increased from 141 to 1,200. Its current stock 
price is around $22. Website: http://www.iss.net/. 

 

Manhattan Associates, Inc. (MANH, 1998), a provider of technology-based solutions 
for logistics management, was founded in California in 1990 and relocated to Atlanta in 
1995. Since its IPO in 1998, its number of employees has increased from 191 to 1,400. Its 
current stock price is about $21. Website: http://www.manh.com/. 

 

AtheroGenics, Inc. (AGIX, 2000), a biopharmaceutical company located in Alpharetta, 
was co-founded in 1993 by two Emory Medical School professors –Dr. Medford and Dr. 
Alexander. Its two leading venture capital firms were Alliance Technology Venture (GA-
based) and William Blair Capital (Chicago-based). Since its IPO in 2000, it has not 
achieved profitability yet, but its workforce has doubled from 58 to 106. Its current stock 
price is around $17. Website: http://www.atherogenics.com/. 

 

T/R Systems , Inc. (TRSI, 2000), a provider of digital document processing and printing 
systems located in Atlanta, was founded in 1991 by two entrepreneurs - -  E. Neal 
Tompkins  and Francis A. Rowe. The company received venture capital primarily from 
Alliance Technology Ventures (Georgia-based) and William Blair Capital Partners 
(Chicago-based). Two years after its IPO in 2000, the company was acquired by 
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Electronics for Imaging Inc (EFI), a California-based publicly-traded company. Website: 
http://www.efi.com/. 

 

Witness Systems , Inc. (WITS, 2000), a provider of contact center software, was 
incorporated in 1988 and is headquartered in Roswell. It has about 485 employees. Its 
current stock price is about $20. Website: http://www.witness.com/content/. 
 

SynQuest, Inc. (SYNQ, 2000), a provider of advanced e-business solutions designed to 
optimize supply chain performance, was founded in New York in 1986 and 
reincorporated in Georgia in 1997. Three years after its IPO in 2000, the company was 
delisted due to its merger with Viewlocity. Website: http://www.viewlocity.com/. 

 

Inhibitex, Inc. (INHX, 2004), a biopharmaceutical company located in Alpharetta, was 
co-founded in 1994 by two Texas A&M University professors-Dr. Patti and Dr. Hook. It 
was primarily funded by New Enterprise Associations (MD-based) and Alliance 
Technology Ventures (Georgia-based). Since its IPO in 2004, the company has not 
achieved profitability yet, but its employees have increased from 61 to 74. Its current 
stock price is around $9. Website: http://www.inhibitex.com/. 
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