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INTRODUCTION

There is a growing historical literature on the diverse shapes institutions take under the many forms of capitalism.
 An important topic within the comparative discourse on the development of modern business enterprise is the history of the management of risk and business organization.
  However, the study of the evolution of the firm -as an entity- in Greek business culture is still in its early stages.
  This paper examines Greek joint stock company formation during the extended nineteenth century, c.1780-1910.  It should be noted right at the start that the transition from flat /horizontal organizational structures to corporate capitalism has been hesitant in the Greek world of business.   

 Three questions are central to the historical analysis of the Greek joint stock company and  nascent ‘corporate sector’: 

1)Which (f)actors were critical to its introduction and dissemination? 

2) What were its key features and how was it embedded in Greek business culture? 

3) What prevented its faster growth ? 

The focus in this  essay is on the first two questions, but some preliminary comments are also offered regarding the third. The paper opens with a short account of the international development of incorporation in the modern era. It then briefly surveys the origins and dissemination of the joint stock company within Greek diaspora business c.1780s-1870s. It continues with an outline of the core features of the nineteenth century Greek economy and its institutional framework. The main body of this study explores in detail the dissemination of incoporation in Greece between national independence in 1830 and 1910 on the basis of a new data set compiled from the founding charters of the total population of Greek joint stock companies. 
 The paper closes with a summary of the main arguments and comments on how the Greek case can be placed in a comparative perspective. Before moving on, let it be noted that from its inception, the Greek joint stock company was equivalent to the French Société Anonyme (SA). 
 

1. (IN)CORPORATION AS AN INSTITUTIONAL INNOVATION 

In the body of research on the history of business organizations, the spread of the modern joint stock company is usually linked from a micro perspective to big business, and from a  macroeconomic perspective to  industrialization  and economic development. Although there may be some disagreement as to whether incorporation is an inevitable outcome of the evolution of business organization  and  economic growth, there is a general concensus that it is an important financial cum institutional innovation. At a conceptual level, the rise of the modern corporation is studied from the analytic perspectives of:  risk management, transaction cost economics, the nexus of contracts paradigm and the Chandlerian scheme/framework. 

The modern corporation is considered by many as  a superior form of business organization vis a vis  horizontal/flat business organizations  or early day ‘share companies’  and  ‘unincorporated associations because it combines five characteritics/functions. These are the: 1) limited liability of  shareholders; transferability of ownership (trading of equity/shares); 2) external financing in other forms ;  3) seperation of ownership from control (management); 4) accountability; 5) alonger term horizon. 

The dissemination  of the corporation either as a legal and economic entity has not been uniform. In terms of legal identity, the British Companies Act of 1844, marks the beginning of the modern era corporation.  It introduced accountability and made possible the founding of joint stock companies simply through a formal process of registration. However, a system of tight public control monitoring the creation of joint stock companies persisted longer elsewhere in Western Europe. For example, in France and Italy (two of the countries which adopted the 1807 Napoleonic Commercial Code)  a  ‘Company Law’ was introduced in 1865 and 1867 respectively. 

 Historically, prior to the mid-nineteenth century joint stock companies were not widespread. The partnership remained the predominant form of business organization even in core capitalist nations. Up to WWI the public share corporation (managerial capitalism) was largely confined to transport infrastructure, primarily railways, which had very large requirements in capital. The majority of joint stock companies were private corporations some of which evolved out of converted partnerships. Nevertheless, in spite of the existence of the aforementioned general pattern, there were differences in the pattern of corporate growth among the leading industrial countries. (For example, in most of continental Europe within public corporations the existence of controlling banking interests and majority shareholder blocks was less prominent than in the USA.) 

If we go one step further and take into account countries in the periphery, it becomes all the more obvious that history (path dependence) matters. Indeed, from a global perspective it is difficult, if not impossible, to perceive the evolution of business organization from the personal to the corporate firm as a necessarily linear, spontaneous, and inevitable process. The plurality in the environmental, cultural and institutional make up among nations has led to alternative ways to manage risk and hence a variety of ‘corporate’ configurations. For example, in certain European continental countries, in which the family element in business has remained strong the corporate sector became less prominent in size and perhaps less pure in form vis a vis the Chandlerian prototype. Joint stock companies would sometimes engulf family interests, thereby assimilating features of horizontal/flat organizations. 

 The study of Greek joint stock companies is didactic in that it highlights the fact that there has been a variety among different countries  in the pattern of corporate growth. It also  offers insights on the process of institutional and technology process. Nineteenth century Greece, was an emerging economy and a young nation state at the periphery of the core capitalist countries. Upon gaining independence from the Ottoman Empire in 1830 it had to create almost from nhil a capital market, (re)define a framework for individual property rights, and establish through imitation these and other bourgeois institutions which had sponatneously sprung up in the west over the centuries. It is within this context that the joint stock company was transplanted in Greece. The vital mediators  for this transplanation were the Greek state
 and elite members of the Greek nation living outside the homeland. This  diaspora  by the opening of the long nineteenth century had evolved into a cosmopolitan bourgeoisie, which was well aquainted with modernity, the joint stock company and other institutions of  the western market place. Therefore, the unravelling of our story will begin in the world of Greek diaspora business.    

2. a bird’s eye view of the societe anonyme

in the greek diaspora, C.1780s-1870s
During the extended nineteenth century, the Greek diaspora became internationally prominent in the long-distance maritime trade of staple goods and financial intermediation. The core of the flourishing and numerous Greek merchant communities ‘paroikies’ spanned the trade routes from the Black Sea to the Eastern Mediterranean and  Western Europe. Greek diaspora traders followed a uniform entrepreneurial method of a ‘mercantile’ orientation. The term ‘mercantile’ as used here, is meant to describe entrepreneurial behaviour consisting ‘of adaptive responses to short-term opportunities for capital accumulation. The term also denotes that Greek merchants combined trade with other activities. 
 Business collaborations were flexible and were conducted with other merchants belonging to the tightly knit Greek diaspora Traders’ Coalition.  By arranging agency relations through this peer organisation, the Greek merchant was able to overcome the twin problem of limited contract enforceability and asymmetric information in long distance trade.

Prominent diaspora traders set up transnational ‘Merchant Empires’. The centre of each Empire contained a merchant house. The latter would take the shape of a general or a limited partnership. Throughout the growth of the Empire, the merchant house itself would persist as its core organization.  However, the house did not have rigid boundaries and its international branches would often essentially function as separate entities. Moreover, it would build opportunistic collaborations with other houses or merchants, who belonged to the internationally dispersed coalition of Greek diaspora traders. External collaborations involved a mixture of formal and  informal ad hoc partnerships -often based on oral agreements. Some were short-term joint ventures, with specific objectives such as the chartering of ships; some took the shape of sea loans; others were commenda type deals. When diversifying outside trade, occasionally the house or its individual partners would also participate in  societé anonyme (henceforth, SA ) companies.   

The first evidence of the setting up of a SA within the community of diaspora merchants is that of the 1770s marine insurance companies in Livorno and Trieste.
 From the mid nineteenth century onwards, Greeks became even more familiar with the SA as an organizational structure. This was in connection to the growing involvement of some merchant barons in sectors in which the joint stock company prevailed as a form of business organization in the global economy.   

For example, in the Black Sea area certain Greek grain traders and merchant bankers (such as Theodore Rodocanachis) are known to have also participated in joint stock companies in large scale banking, railway networks, urban public utilities and mechanical engineering. The same pattern was repeated in Egypt, where diaspora merchants such as Ioannis Choremis and Konstantinos Salvagos became founding shareholders in important joint stock ventures outside trade.
 

  Another interesting nineteenth example is that of Greek bankers, in Constantinople, who from the 1860s, while jealously guarding their private banking firms (in their original form as partnerships)  would also as  privateers  participate in the setting up of new banks, or even public utilities, in and outside the Ottoman Empire-  which had the shape of Société Anonyme firms.
 Moreover, a small and newcomer group of diaspora bankers, in the 1870s, transformed their privately owned banks from partnerships into SA companies. Indeed, in the case of the Banque de Constantinople in 1872, part of the shares of which were offered for public subscription in Paris.
 The previous are but a few examples of the familiarity of the diaspora with the SA as a form of business organization.  Hopefully, future research will throw more light on questions such as whether and how Greek diaspora based SA companies may have  differed from their western counterparts and why the (SA) joint stock company as a form of risk management did not become predominant within the diaspora. 
 Central to the analysis here, is the observation that in the world of mainland Greek business the SA was introduced ‘via the diaspora’, although as mentioned above the latter maintained, for the majority of its business operations, flat/horizontal organizational schemes based on (in)formal partnerships. 

This brief account here on the diaspora terminates in the 1870s. This is so because by the end of this decade the phenomenon of incorporation within the Greek diaspora had reached a stage of maturity.
 Moreover, from this point  onwards an increasing number of diaspora merchant entrepreneurs repatriated and /or became intimately and directly involved in shaping the business life of the young Greek state. 

3.  ECONOMIC LIFE IN MAINLAND GREECE (1830-1910)

In the nineteenth century, the great majority of the Greek population laboured within the narrow confines of a peasant subsistence economy. Nevertheless, nineteenth century Greece was not static, neither economically or socially. The transitional post independence reconstruction phase (1830-c.1860) was followed by an era marked by reforms, territorial expansion and socio-economic changes (1864-1909). An important event was the introduction of parlimanetarism in 1875. Moreover, the country’s borders expanded significantly with the annexation in 1864 of the ‘westernized’ Ionian Islands and in 1882 of Thessaly with its fertile plains plus part of Epirus.
 There were important cultural developments such as the expansion of public education and the spread of bourgeois culture/values. The latter process was intimately linked with rising repatriation of eminent diaspora Greek entrepreneurs after 1870. On the economic front there was an increase in monetization, the propagation of symbolic money and bank finance.
 Among the most easily observable quantifiable shifts were: firstly, the rather sharp increase in the share of commerce and shipping in GDP and employment from the 1870s onwards;
 secondly, the industrialization spurt c.1867-1875 which, albeit briefly, lifted the share of the secondary sector  in GDP from 5 to 8 per cent; thirdly, the (post 1879 and 1870 respectively) massive influx of foreign and diasporic capital; and fourthly, the construction of a national railway system under state initiative (1882-1910).

It should again be underlined, that regardless of these economic changes and the overall expansion of the market economy, dualism prevailed as the subsistence economy continued to be large. A common characteristic of the(se) two separate economic spheres was the predominance of the institution of the family. Indeed, the starting point for any analysis of business organization in Greece during the period under study is the family; for it was at the centre of social, political and economic identity. 
 The great majority of businesses were small/if not tiny family enterprises which, when ‘formalised’, took the shape of either private propietorships or partnerships.

The ideal type of business person in Greece was a merchant entrepreneur (emporo-epiheirimatias in Greek). He would combine commerce and shipping with other activities. These would usually be money lending, insurance, real estate, and more rarely, industry or the leasing of tax collecting rights from the state. There was an  absense of a strict division of labour not only within economic activities on the one hand, but also between business and politics. The most prominent entrepreneurs and members of their families sought political power.
 

What style of business organization did the entreprneurial elite adopt? In the context  Greek type of mercantile-family capitalism, a businessman of substance would be simultaneously involved in multiple short term -general or limited liability- partnerships.
  If he espoused the SA as a form of business enterprise usually he maintained in parallel his investments in private propietorships and partnerships.  Thus, although nearly all SAs were, by Greek standards, large enterprises, a small proportion of big business firms in Greece took the shape of SAs.
 Only in railways large public utilities and to some extent banks can the claim be made that big business was equated with the SA.  An important nineteenth century commentator on affairs in Greece,  Nikolaos Demathas wrote in 1877, that at the time, the SA was practically unknown even among the one hundred and fifty steam factories of Greece! 
     
The small Greek ‘corporate sector’ consisted in large part of SAs which were  companies whose founding shareholders belonged to the family or community network. 
 Specifically, ten SAs in 1897  and twenty two in 1914 were registered on the Athens Stock Exchange (est.1876). 
  (See Appendix TABLE 1)  The Athens Stock Exchange which primarily dealt in new issues of Greek government debt would rarely however issue debentures of joint stock companie. It may be argued that the pattern of evolution of the Greek SA might have been different, and there would have been more Greek SA companies had  the capital market been more developed.  But, then, it may also be counter argued that the Athens Stock Exchange listed only a few SA companies, because business persons hesitated to create publically subscribed SAs.  However, prior to any attempt to explore in depth the two way relationship between SA formation and the institutional framework/environment, we must first undertake the more straightforward task of examining in detail the key features of Greek SA start-ups.  To this we now turn. 

4. CORE FEATURES OF SOCIETE ANONYMES START-UPS, 

1830-1910

This section of the paper examines twenty four parameters/variables compounded from the data set of 298 
founding charters of SA start-ups established between 1830 and 1910.
 The analysis treats the period examined as a uniform entity, but it also traces those structural shifts that occurred over the decades.  Two main preliminary conclusions are reached regarding the Greek SA: 

•  It  was a hybrid organism, in which modernity intermingled with tradition.  

• It was not a static organism. Over time,  it evolved as an economic and legal entity  and  in certain instances came closer to the  western more hierarchical corporate prototype(s).

It is useful at this point to note that the first S.A.
 in post independence Greece was the ‘Achaia Naval Insurance Co’ established in 1836 in Patras.
 Its legal decree cum founding charter is rather circumspect in length, but it is nevertheless interesting:  Firstly, it contained a statement from the King of Greece and the council of ministers that ‘with pleasure’ they were informed of the creation of this SA. Secondly,  but not least, it was required from this SA to act as a social benefactor and allocate part of its profits to schools and ‘other philanthropic’ institutions. This charter gives the impression that the institution of the SA was at the time viewed by the country’s leadership as an exceptional symbol of modernity. It was vested with a wider social role, perhaps out of idealism, but also maybe in order to preempt any social opposition in a society where personal relations of trust prevailed in business and where the notion of incorporation was still unknown. This SA was not much of a success. It operated for two years, and as the story that unfolds shows, the spread of the SA in Greece did not prove to be an easy affair.   
Before proceeding, a small digression on source evaluation is appropriate. As already noted in the text above, the data in this section is drawn from the published founding charters of the total population of  SA start-ups.  I would like to bring to the attention of the reader that company charters are a valuable but nevertheless problematic source of information. They are valuable in two diverse respects. They are the only official source which provides (in detail and in a consistent manner) information on the nineteenth century nascent Greek ‘corporate sector’ and big business. Moreover, this source allows us to take a long and deep glimpse at the largely hidden world of business expectations. However, simultaneously, in this ‘beauty’, lies the inherent weakenss/bias of founding charters. For although  the charters were also the constitutions that SA companies were governed by ex post 
 this source is problematic in that it  primarily reveals the ex ante ‘ intentions’  of the parties involved in SA formation and cannot be equated with a totally precise account of  what actually materialized in reality ex post.  A next stage in the research agenda is to create a complementary data base containing ex post information. But, unfortunately at this stage whatever such information exists is scattered and cannot easily form a detailed and consistent whole.
4.1.  Number

Between 1830 and 1910, two hundred and ninety eight S.A. companies were founded. 
 These start-ups were almost exclusively new companies. However, there were two types of exception: Firstly, and more rarely, a SA start-up would be a  re-establishment of a previous SA company. Secondly, and more frequently, some SA start-ups were in actual fact a direct outgrowth of a preexisting general or limited partnership which would be dissolved upon the creation of a SA start-up.
  The composition of shareholders reveals that up to the end of our period of study, most start-ups, regardless of which sector they belonged to, were loosely connected to diaspora mercantile enrepreneurs and their Merchant Empires.

On the basis of the annual rate of creation of SA start-ups we can discern four phases: 

The first (1830-1860) was anemic in terms of the numbers of SA companies founded. Apparently, most start-ups either did not actually operate or were dissolved shortly after their creation.
 

The second phase (1860 – 1880) accounted for nearly half of the start-ups of the period.  The great majority of companies set up during this second phase were mining firms founded just before and during the infamous ‘Lavrion  Bubble’ of 1872-3. 
 However, the abrupt rise in numbers did not signify an important turning point because during the 1870s -as was the case in the first period- over two thirds of the companies did not go beyond the ‘start-up’ phase

_________Insert Table 1________

 In the third phase (1880-1900) there was a decrease in the number of  startups; and this occurred in spite of the annexation of the Ionian Islands  in 1864  and Thessaly in 1882. 

In the fourth phase (1900-1910) the falling trend was drastically reversed and  the total number of start-ups reached a total of seventy eight companies, most of which actually survived their ‘birth’   and went into operation.  

 Although at this stage it is not possible to provide a comprehensive explanation for the fluctuations over time in the rate of creation of start-ups, yet the following two observations can be made:

•The chronology of the indeed anemic primary phase coincided with the rather ‘stagnant’ from an economic viewpoint post independence transitional period. 

• The fourth and most dynamic phase coincided with a decade which has recently been described as the ‘hidden economic miracle’ due to the fast growth of shipping and other economic activities. 
  

Future research will hopefully examine whether an interrelationship can be established between fluctuations in the pace of start-up formation, survival rates  and the pace of economic growth. At the moment we are still in the dark concerning  possible interlinkages between the speeding up of  the dissemination of the SA in Greece and Western Europe, as for example in the 1860s and 1870s.
  Moreover, we are still ignorant of how the rate of SA formation was affected by fiscal measures, such as the introduction of : a new tariff system in 1867; a tax on the profits of limited liability companies in 1877;
and the inheritance tax of 1898. Last but not least, an important open question is whether and how the hesitation of the state to introduce an Income Tax and a Companies Act may have had repercussions on SA formation during our period of study. (The first was introduced in 1910 and the second in 1920) 
  

Finally,  an important counterfactual question is the following: If Greece had introduced the Société à Responsabilité Limiteé, (Private Limited Liabilty Company PLLC)  
 not in 1955, but in the 1890s  as for example was the case in Germany, how would this have affected the rate of formation of SA start ups in the last decade of our period? Indeed, one is tempted to ask a related question: Why was the PLLC  not introduced in earlier and what role if any did the adoption of the Napoleonic Commercial Code by the Greeks even before national independence  play in this delay? As a  form of business organization the PLLC  stood midway between the  private propietorship/ parthership and the joint stock company. It  combined the advantages of the organizational flexibility of the first and the limited liability of the latter and as the international experience shows it was particularily suited to family businesses and or small -medium size firms, i.e exactly the types of firms,  which as Sections  4.3 ,4.6, 4.7  show, formed the majority of Greek SA companies. Could it perhaps then be argued that in the Greek case, if  the PLLC had existed as a real/legal option, some of the smaller and medium start-ups (which were set up as SA companies presumably so as to escape from the disadvantages of the partnership form of business organization)  would not have  adopted the SA form of organization?  More research has to be done in order to answer these questions.

4.2. Sectoral Composition

Out of a total of two hundred and ninety eight start-ups, only four were involved in purely ‘agricultural’ activities. Although Greece was an agricultural economy this was not peculiar. Generally, in the ninteteenth century international arena few joint stock companies were in agriculture and pointedly, Greece was probably in the backwaters of  SA formation in agriculture as it lacked a landed ‘aristocracy’and did not wish to create one. In contrast, in spite of the absence of industrialization,  start-ups in industry accounted for roughly 30 per cent of the total.
 The majority of industrial SA start-ups were primarily in mining and knowledge/capital intensive heavy industry (metallurgy, mechanical engineering, electricity production and chemical fertilizers).  Food and textiles, the two main manufacturing activities in Greece, were not as popular among SA founders.

 Quite a few industrial SA start-ups were not specialised. For example, they combined flour milling with the processing of oil or silk of even tool production. This feature was in part a reflection of the small size of the market and was styical of Greek industry as a whole and not only its corporate segment. 
 

Services, the fastest growing sector of nineteenth century Greece,  accounted for the  vast majority of nineteenth century S.A. start-ups. 
 However,  the distribution of the total of around one hundred and sixty start-ups in services, diverged markedly from the service sector composition as reflected in the Gross Domestic Product of the nineteenth century. Although commerce and shipping made up for the bulk of services, there were only twelve commercial and fourteen shipping SA start-ups. In contrast, in the specialised area of marine insurance there were seventy two SA start-ups and in the nascent banking sector there were twenty eight start-ups. Moreover, among service sector SA start-ups there were a few public interest bodies and over twenty railways and public utilities. On the basis of these observations, it may be argued that quite a few  service based SA start-ups were cutting-edge formations that contributed, perhaps even unwittingly, to the drive towards: the monetization of economic transactions; the formation of a ‘national market’ and the creation of a more favourable environment for entrepreneurship. 

Before moving on, a digression is necessary in order to place the discussion on the sectoral distribution of SA start-ups in its proper context. A large share of start-ups reflected the low division of labour in Greece generally speaking. For example, money lending was designated as a parallel activity in  many charters of marine insurance companies and  some commercial and construction SA start-ups. Quite a few industrial start-ups were also involved in commerce. The existence of ‘polymorphic’/multipurpose SA start-ups persisted throughout our period. Indeed, out of a total of seventy eight start-ups founded between 1900 and 1910 eighteen were ‘polymorphic’. 

_____________Insert Tables 2, 3 and 4__________

 Over the decades the sectoral distribution of SA start-ups changed. Up to the mid 1870s, nine out of ten start-ups were marine insurance companies. The prevalence of this branch within early SA formation was partly the result of the advantages that incorporation offered to an activity which was by definition, high risk. However, it was also connected to the fact that shipping was the main area in which homeland-based Greeks had developed strong entrepreneurial inclinations since the days of Ottoman rule.  From the mid 1870s onwards, with the transition from sail to steam, Greek owned marine insurance was drastically reduced. 
 

In the next dscades the sectoral composition became much more diversified. The share of services in the total population  of SA start-ups fell from roughly 90 to 50 per cent. Within service sector start-ups there was an expansion in  banking, large commerce, shipping
 and after 1900 public interest bodies. 
 Moreover, through two important post 1879 arrivals, namely large scale public utilities and railways, there was a large increase in the involvement of foreign capital in SA start-ups. Industry became the second largest sector within SA start-ups and within this area there was a more obvious presence of foreign capital.

In a nutshell, the preceeding discussion on the sectoral distribution of SA start-ups suggests that the SA as an institution enhanced avant garde economic activities and emerging sectors. Hence, it may be argued that it was seminal in preparing the ground for Greece to embark on its first intensive phase of industrialization (1922-1938). 
     

4.3. Capital and time horizon 

The first SA start-up of which the capital is known is the National Bank of Greece (est. 1841). 
 This institution from its inception stood as an exception in the nineteenth century Greek corporate world,  not only because of its large size, but also because it was a  semi-public organization. 

The founding charters of SA start-ups began to consistently provide data on nominal and registered capital only from 1849 onwards. The nominal capital of the two hundred  SA start-ups, for which such information exists, ranged from under 500,000 drs to over 10,000,000 drs. 
 Slightly under 30 per cent of  these start-ups had a  nominal capital of less than 500,000 drs., and 63 per cent had a nominal capital of under 2,000,000 drs. Namely, over half of these start-ups although large for Greece, were small and medium size companies, fof international standards.  A mere 3.5 per cent of SA start-ups had a nominal capital of over 10,000,000 drs. The largest start-ups in terms of capital were almost  exclusively banks, railways, utilities, and public interest bodies. 
In some of these large firms, the capital was deposited in foreign exchange (largely gold francs). The smallest nominal capital of a start-up denominated in gold francs was 125,000 and the largest  was 35,000,000 .
There were short term fluctuations, but over the long run there was a rising trend in the average nominal capital of start-ups. 
This was in contrast to the falling long-term trend in the number of shareholders per start-up. This twin development must have been related to two factors: The after shock of the 1873 Lavrion Scam which frightened away members of the public from buying shares, and, also, the growing presence of business/banking groups as founding shareholders in SA start-ups, especially towards the end of the period under study.    
The average ratio per SA start-up of deposited to nominal capital was 46 per cent. Although there was a wide variation among start-ups, it is not possible to detect a specific pattern in relation to any of the following: size, sector, geographical locus, or date of establishment. Nevertheless, the one correlation that can be made is that the ratio of paid over nominal capital was much higher in the start-ups founded by banking/business groups. Not coincidentally, in such companies there was a significant presence of foreign and diaspora capital. 

Initially, the main source of funds for the formation of start-ups came from the mercantile sector (largely commerce) and landowners.
 This was also true for industrial start-ups. 
  However, over  time banking/business groups as well as shipping became the main sources for the financing of SA start-ups. 

Towards the end of the period the number of companies in which the capital was denominated in foreign exchange increased. These were usually medium and large companies in which often, but not always there was a foreign involvement and the foreign currency used was in most cases gold francs.
 Moreover, in the final  decades the founding capital of an SA would no longer exclusively take a monetary form, but would sometimes consist partially or exclusively of fixed capital (land, buildings, machinery). 
  This new development was related to the fact that, over time, more individual SA start-ups evolved from the merging of (dissolved) partnership based firms or even the reconstitution of a preceeding SA company.   
____________Insert Table 5_________

Initially, the time horizons of most SA start-ups were short and in this they once again ‘resembled’ flat business organizations. Namely, in the founding charters of SA companies the declared expected life was between three to thirty years. Circa the 1880s, however, the expected life became fifty to ninety nine years.     

4.4. Geographical layout

The great majority of SA start-ups were established in the main four commercial-business centers of nineteenth century Greece: Athens and the ports of Ermoupolis, Patras and Pireaus. From the thirty nine start-ups set up outside these towns/cities, nine were in the Ionian islands (annexed in 1864) and the remaining thirty were in peripheral commercial/shipping centers. Only one of the latter SA companies, the ‘Bank of Epiro Thessaly’, was established  in the city of Volos in Thessaly (annexed in 1882).

Athens together with its port Pireaus, commanded the largest share of SA start-ups. Initially, however their presence was not pronounced on of the map of SA start-ups. This is not surprising considering that both were small towns prior to the mid nineteenth century. In fact, they developed into the most dynamic and important interwined business complex of Greece only towards the last third of the nineteenth century.  Up to the 1870s the main centers for the founding of SA start-ups were the ports of Ermoupolis (on the island of Syros) and Patras (the commercial ‘capital’ of the Peloponese).  Both ports were exceptional in the Greek national setting. 

Ermoupolis was a new arrrival. Roughly a decade after the flight of Chiot merchants to its port in 1822, Ermoupolis  was transformed from a port of 4,000 inhabitants to Greece’s second largest town. By the mid 1850s its population reached  over 16,000.  It was the major centre of transit trade in the entire Eastern Mediterranean and the leading trading port in Greece up to the late 1860s.
 
Patras was the main port for the export of black currants, a commodity which was almost exclusively exported from Greece. With a population of 15,000 in the mid 1850s, it was the only one of the four SA based towns/cities to have a strong (pre 1822) commercial -business heritage and was also the only port in mainland Greece closest in geographical proximity to Western Europe. Moreover, its bourgeoisie were in close socio-economic contact with its counterpart in the Ionian islands, where since the late eighteenth century western influence was far stronger than elsewhere in Greece. 
  In fact, during the peak years of SA formation in Patras, prominent merchants from Corfu –and other diaspora merchants - played a seminal role in initiating S.A. firms.  

Although Ermoupolis was the most important centre in terms of the number of pre 1870 SA startups, the first S.A. was established in Patras.  Moreover, on average the nominal capital of  SA start-ups in Ermoupolis was under 1,000,000 drs.  Thus, they were of a smaller in size than the start-ups of Patras which on average had a nominal capital between 1,000,000 and 2,000,000 drs. That Patras appears to have developed  a slightly more mature corporate identity is also coroborated by the fact that  during the peak economic period of these two ports,  four SA banks were established in Patras whereas none were founded in Ermoupolis. In addition, inspite of the currant crisis of the 1890s, which slowed down the economic dynamism and population growth of Patras, the latter retained throughout our period of study its second position in the geogrpahical distribution of SA formation in Greece. 
From the 1870s onwards, following the decline in importance of Ermoupolis as a calling station for ships in the eastern Mediterranean,  Athens became the main centre for the founding of SA companies. Although it resembled a sprawling village prior to becoming the capital of Greece, Athens was already the largest urban centre in Greece by the 1850s and the fastest growing one after Piraeus. 
   In fact, for the period as a whole, nine out of the ten largest SA start-ups (in terms of nominal capital) were based in Athens. Moreover, Athens  accounted for only 10 per cent of startups up to 1870, was thereafter the base for  62 per cent of the total number of S.A. start-ups.  If we also take into consideration the port of Pireaus, the ‘greater Athens area’ accounted for 72 per cent of the total. An enigma at this stage of research is why the rapidly expanding town of Piraeus, Greece’s main (import  based) port after 1870 and the largest commercial and industrial center of Greece by the 1880s  failed  – with the exception of the 1870s- to develop into a more dynamic base for the creation of SA start-ups?  
  

In a nutshell,  Athens became the primary leader in SA formation from the 1870s onwards. Athenian start-ups were on average larger in terms of their capital outlay; had a wider range of activities; had a national scope and not a local one and were largely ‘business group based’.  (For more on business groups and how the class/occupational composition of founding shareholders varied geographically  and over time see below: 4.5 and 5)   

____________Insert Table 6__________

It may be argued that by studying the geography of SA start-ups we gain valuable insights regarding the composition and business practices of the local bourgeoisie in each of the main commercial centres of nineteenth century Greece. At this stage, it is obvious that the changes over time in the geographical layout of the ‘corporate sector’ mirrored shifts in the main locations of business activity.
 Further research will hopefully also reveal whether the formation of SA companies affected the specific evolutionary path and vitality of each of the main four commercial centres of nineteenth century Greece.   

4.5. Founding Shareholders

The charters of SA start-ups as a whole began to include the names of founding shareholders from 1849 onwards. By 1910, the total number of registered  names was circa 7,000.
 The first and largest in number category of shareholders were individuals, almost exclusively male. Most stakeholders in SA start-ups belonged to the business and social elite.  Primarily, shareholders lived in the town/city in which the SA was founded. But, even among those locally established shareholders, there were some ‘outsiders’. These were either  individuals who had migrated to mainland Greece directly from Chios (which still belonged to the Ottoman Empire) and the Ionian islands; or  prominent diaspora merchant entrepreneurs  who had returned from abroad such as Theodore Vlastos, Andreas Syngros, Grigoris Kouppas, and Stephanos Franghiades.  There were also few Western European business men domiciled in Greece such as the German merchant Th. Hamburger, in Patras.  

In The first decades most shareholders were merchants and landowners by occupation.
 However, there was some diversity.  In Ermoupolis the proportion of merchants and captains/sailors was more pronounced, whereas in Patras landowners and politicians were over represented. As a rule, founding shareholders were already well established in business. Some were also involved  in politics, (as) for example, Andreas Syngros Michael Giatros and Stephanos Skouloudes.  
 

From the 1880s onwards –by which time the greater Athens area had become the main basis for SA start–ups- there was a substantial rise in shareholders who were professionals (lawyers, civil servants, professors) and technocrats (engineers and chemists, some of whom were already industrialists).
 Another important development was that bankers had, by then, become dominant, both in numbers and capital, within the overall group of large shareholders. Over time their strength became even more evident and during the first decade of the twentieth century, nine out of the nineteen largest founding shareholders were bankers.

The second category of founding shareholders consisted of commercial firms organised as general or limited partnerships. This category of shareholder was especially prominent in Patras during its hey day, Notably, out of the nineteen SA start-ups founded in Patras between 1849 and 1870, twelve featured commercial partnerships among the founding shareholders. 
 Sometimes, in a specific SA start-up a business person would have a dual involvement. Directly, as an individual shareholder and indirectly as a member in a partnership (firm) which was also a shareholder in the same start-up.

The third category of shareholders were natural personae and institutions that particpated in a SA as members of specific business/banking groups.
 These groups consisted of an amalgamation of  local, diaspora and foreign banks;
 industrial and international contracting firms; and less often, public organizations. Indeed, between 1900 and 1910 one third of SA companies were founded by such tightly knit business groups. The most prominent player within these business groups was the National Bank of Greece.
 The Bank of Athens and the Bank of Industrial Credit, both of which contained  a  diaspora presence, were also important actors. 
 
The  observation which can be made on the basis of the shareholder data is that the most advanced segment of the ‘corporate sector’ was dominated by banks and their business groups. As was the case in other latecomer countries, banks assumed an entrepreneurial role in face of the ‘inadequate spontaneous supply of entrepreneurs’. 
 Through their multiple cross investments in SA companies these institutional ‘entrepreneurs’ contributed towards the creation of a ‘corporate sector’ with oligopolistic features and high entry barriers. 
  

4.6  Shareholder base and fragmentation in stock  ownership

The maximum number of shareholders in an individual start-up was two hundred, but most firms had less than fifty shareholders. Initially, the average number of founding shareholders per start-up was ninety three. However, as the decades passed, it dropped.  It fell to eight in the 1890s and stabilized at this rate up to the end of our period of study.
  

In terms of  the fragmentation/distribution of stock ownership,   four important categories of  SA start-ups can be detected in our data set of two hundred and ninety eight firms. All with the exception of the last category were  ‘private’ SAs. ( This term denotes SA s whose shares were not sold to the public or traded on the securities market.)

The first category was made up of  SA start-ups , of medium to large nominal capital, which were established by  fifty to one hudred or more minority shareholders and some five to ten majority shareholders. The latter group of shareholders consisted not only of individuals but also of partnership firms. All shareholders were drawn from family networks and the local community. Amost all of such start-ups  were basically  founded prior to the 1870s/80s. 

The second category was comprised of  SA start-ups in which there was a small number (usually less than ten) of majority shareholders. The shareholders wwere a combination of individuals related by blood or pre-existing close business ties  and some partnership firms. This type of SA more often concerned small or medium start-ups persisted throughout the whole period of study. 

The third category were  SA start-ups with a large nominal capital  founded by  banking/business groups in the post 1870 era. In these  start-ups the  number of founding shareholders was betweenaound ten:  a mixture of  banks and other large business organizations of Greek, diaspora and foreign origin. Sometimes representatives of large banks and other business enteprises would also participate as individuals.
The fourth category was made up of large  ‘public’ start-ups in which usually there was a small number of institutional majority shareholders (banks or contractors) and a large number of minority shareholders. With the notable exception of the NBG, these start-ups were established from the 1870s onwards.     

Thus, there was some variety in terms of typology in the fragmentation/distribution of stock throughout the nineteenth century and prior to WWI. 
 4.7.  Local and national networks 
Most of the individuals who were founding shareholders participated in only one SA. It was usual for members of the same family and social acquaintances/local business collaborators to participate in the same start-up(s).
 However, in all four aforementioned urban centres,  especially Athens and Patras, it was the case that already from the early days, major shareholders usually participated in more than one SA start-up .
 As a rule these were individuals with a broad experience in multiple (in) formal partnership based business ventures. The following pattern seems to have been established: prominent entrepreneurs would use the SA as a tool to expand their operations without deserting their preceeding partnership based firm(s). However,  towards the end of our period, a few  elite businessmen  made the full transition from the partnership form to the SA company. Notable such examples were Ioannis Pesmazoglou in banking and Nikos Vlangalis  in industry. 
 

The mapping of the composition of founding shareholders confirms that throughout the period of study a unified national market/economy was still in the process of being created and that localised networks were strong especially before the 1870s/1880s.
  Nevertheless, it also suggests that elite Greek entrepreneurs increasingly acted as a unifying force through their wider contacts and geographic mobility.  

4.8. Corporate Governance

Prior to the 1920 Companies Act, the legal framework for the operation of SA companies was provided by Articles 29-37, 40 and 45 of the 1807 Napoleonic Commercial Code, which was introduced into Greece in  April 1822/35.
 Within this institutional context government authorization was necessary.  The charter of a  SA company had to be ratified by a royal decree and incorporation required an Act of Parliament.
 Shareholders were given little legal protection, proper audited accounts did not exist, and there was no strict uniformity. Indeed, in the first decade, with the exception of the National Bank of Greece,  the founding charters of SA companies were as a rule exceptionally laconic. 
The details regarding a company’s foundation were often arranged in separate private agreements among the founders. 
 No minimum paid up capital was specified by law for the operation of an S.A. Each individual charter specified  in situ the  percentage of the total shares that had to be issued following the ratification of the charter [i.e. as was the case in Britain for example where many companies used only partly paid shares]. Over time some changes were introduced in an ad hoc manner yet they did not – at least formally- apply to all companies. 
 Notably, the charters over time became less minimalist and more detailed. By the 1860s the number of articles per charter were at least twenty five and in the last decade of the period under  study the number of articles per charter rose to over sixty.         

Prior to the 1880s, company statutes usually required that 1/10 of the issued shares be deposited (for the operation of the company to commence).  Thereafter, in practice this ratio, increased as did the percentage of issued shares.   (In fact in some cases all of the issued shares were pre deposited) Moreover, in 1881  for the first time to my knowledge, in a SA charter (that  the’ Elliniki Vamvakovourgiki Etaireia’ ) the board of directors was given a clearly defined managerial role and an internal auditing system was established. Eventually, in more and more SA start-ups any payments made to the board of directors were democratically specified by the general assembly. Another general improvement in governance after 1880, was the introduction of the institution of the supervisory Council. However, this institution had for nearly thirty years little substance, the reason being that before 1918 the members of the supervisory council were drawn from the shareholders of the company. 
  

One could possibly make the conjecture that some of the post 1880 ad hoc changes were related to three developments. Firstly, the Lavrion scam of 1873 which raised many questions among the public regarding the trustworthiness of the SA as an institution. Secondly, the increasing presence of foreign business interests in Greek SA companies. Thirdly, the rising importance  of SA companies founded by banks and other business organizations. 
  

After the turn of the century, the second and third factors mentioned above became even more prominent. Perhaps it was no coincidence that as a result of this,  the pace of institutional reforms within SA companies quickened- although as was the case in the past, changes were introduced in an ad hoc manner and were not obligatory. One example of the ‘spirit’ of reform was that in the decade 1900-1910 in over  30 per cent of S.A. start-ups  more than half of the nominal capital was pre-deposited as opposed to only 17 per cent for the previous decade.

The exact interrelationship between  ‘better’ governance, the more diverse  sectoral structure/composition of SA start-ups and the rise business groups have yet to be established. Nevertheless, even at this early stage we are able to detect an intertwining of all the above. For example, it cannot be by coincidence that the 1870s/80s – a turning point relating to the governance of SA companies- ‘coincided’ with a greater degree of diversification among start-ups and the increasing involvement of business groups in SA formation. The word ‘coincided’ is put in apostrophes because the changes seem to have arrived with a small time lag –and perhaps in reaction to (or because of)-  specific changes in the pattern of evolution of SA companies and the Greek world of business at large. 

One  final comment on corporate governance: 

In spite of  the aforementioned ad hoc changes there was continuity because there essentially remained little separation between ownership and management. It is noteworthy that even in the more hierarchical SA start-ups the board of directors of individual S.A. companies originated from the firm’s basic founding shareholders. In fact, over time -and more so in companies founded by internationalized banking/business groups- the board of directors came to control an increasing share of the total capital in SA start-ups.
 Indeed, this last comment enhances even further our observation in the closing paragraph of section 4.5. above.  Ironically, the segment of the Greek ‘corporate sector’ which was more hierarchical, was also oligopolistic and  further increased the concentration of capital. 
   

5. Greek SA start-ups: serving Greek mercantile business culture or ‘modern’ agents of change?  

As the preceding analysis has demonstrated, the SA as an institutional innovation first appeared within the diaspora. Indeed, the latter played a seminal role in the transplantation of the SA to mainland Greece. This transplantation however did not lead to a drastic turn around in the world of Greek business. The corporate sector in spite of its growing diversification and capital deepening remained small in size. In 1900 only thirty SAs were in operation.
 
This paper has argued that the Greek SA is an example of transplantation via adaptation. Namely, this institution was transplanted in a hybrid form, bearing some resemblance to partnerhsips. It was embedded in the traditional networks and accomodated the needs of the Greek type of mercantile-family capitalism. However, it was not a static organism. Over time, with the quickening in the pace of socio-economic reforms and internationalization, there were to be changes and as an economic and legal entity, the Greek SA transformed itself to some extent. 

The 1870s/1880s were in many respects a watershed.  Up to  to  this date SA start-ups: i) were overall few in number and usually small in terms of capital; ii) concerned mainly marine insurance companies in Patras and Ermoupolis;  iii) were ‘private’ and set up by a small group of well known business persons who were relatives or close collaborators drawn from the local communities; and iv) were rather primitive in terms of their governance.  
During 1870/80 to 1910  SA start-ups: i) were more numerous and larger in terms of their capital; ii) covered a wider spectrum of economic activities; iii) increasingly involved public SA companies of a national scope founded in the Athens Piraeus area by internationalised banking/business groups; iv) had a smaller number of founding shareholders per unit and v) adopted, albeit in an eclectic fashion, a more mature governance structure.  
 It should be underlined that in part because of the railway boom from 1882 within the corprorate sector there was an increasing depth. By the term ‘ increasing depth’specifically  we  mean here  a higher degree of diversification, a rising share of professionals and institutional investors  among shareholders and a more marked presence of SA firms on the Stock Exchange.  

Nevertheless, in spite of the partial move away from the family owned/ private SA, the Greek SA remained a hybrid. Even the public SA in Greece, controlled as it was by  banking/business groups which posed high entry barriers, resembled more continental European private  joint stock companies rather than US public corporations which had a wider and perhaps more democratic shareholder base (larger fragmantation in stock ownership). Moreover, it was also the case in Greece that on the one hand  the family element was still aparent in those public corporations in which a foreign involvement was either absent/ unimportant and that on the other hand,  the separation between ownership and control/management was unclear.  

 Looking from a long term perspective at the dawn of the Greek ‘corporate sector’, the question arises as to what were the constraints to a more substantial expansion? In part, it was the predominance a family type of  mercantile capitalism and familiarity with –a path dependence on – risk management through horizontal business organizations based on networks of trust. But, it was also a result of economic backwardness of the country and its:  low level of per capita GDP and savings; large subsistence sector; limited monetization of economic transactions; regional segmentation of the local market through toll stations; and small in size bourgeoisie. It could also be argued that heavy public borrowing by the Greek state crowded out the supply of capital for investment in business in general and hence indirectly distracted funds away from the formation SA companies. 
 On the other hand, we might also question whether the small size of the ‘corporate sector’ impeded the faster development of the Greek economy. But, this is a topic for another paper. 

At this point I cannot ignore the following  puzzle  which emerges from the data: This is the fact that  the rising presence of more hierarchical and over 2,000,000 drs  and foreign exchange SA start–ups between 1900 and 1910  materialised in parallel  with a surge  in the numbers of SA start-ups  of a nominal capital less than 500,000 drs.  These small formations  were essentially converted family partnerships and in the 1890s there share in the total population of start-ups had bee much lower. Therefore, an interesting research topic to be pursued is why  and how this ‘re emergence ’ of  small SA start-ups occurred  in the 1900s and what were the longer term repercussions regarding SA formation? 

 Before closing this historical assessment, I would like to add a positive note. Despite its hesitant expansion, the nascent corporate sector acted as a venue through which the Greek business elite could expand into avant garde/emerging  sectors and investments which were high risk, were capital intensive and had a long period of maturity.  At this point we cannot leave out of this account the important technocrats and ( largely western educated) engineers of the turn of the century. Among them were with the banker Ioannis Pesmazoglou; the law school graduate turned industrialist   Epaminondas Harilaos; and the engineers  Nikos Kanellopoulos,  Alexandros Vlangalis, and Antonis Matsas.  These and other westernised technocratic so so say individuals founded important SAs which were to play a seminal role in the 1922-1938 intensive industrialization phase of Greece. Among the most noteworthy were the: ‘Bank of Athens’ (est. 1893);  Anatolian Bank(est.1904) ;‘Popular Bank’ (est. 1905); Commercial Bank( est. 1907); ‘Hellenic Electricity Company’ (est. 1904); ‘Wine and Alcohol Distillery’ (est. 1906); ‘Hellenic Company of Chemical Products and Fertilizers’ (est. 1909).
 All of the aforementioned banks and companies were among the select few to be already listed on the Athens Stock Exchange in 1914. (See again Appendix, Table 1) 

A topic which should be further explored in the future is the role –or interlinking - of the nascent corporate elite with the rising technocratic segment of the national bourgeoisie.  The latter was the social force behind the Greek ‘bourgeois’ revolution which culminated in the so called Goudi military league uprising of 1909. 
 Perhaps, one might argue that the study of SA start-ups might provide valuable insights into the evolution  of the Greek bourgeois class and the  impact of the ‘technocrats’ on the post 1909 socio-economic reforms, some of which triggered the  further development of the nascent corproate sector, although not always in the desired direction. 
  

To conclude. At this stage there are more questions than answers. Hopefully further research will address some and bring to light the stories of the failed attempts to set up SA companies, as there seem to have been plenty of the latter. 
 

6. Preliminary Thoughts on how to Embed the Greek Case in the INTERNATIONAL Literature

This study is relevant to a number of themes which concern the evolution of  business organization and primarily the joint stock company. Within this context the Greek case can be embedded in  the international debates and comparisons on:  the dissemination of the joint stock company as a new technology/institutional innovation; the nature of interaction between the joint stock company and industrialization/economic development; the role of banking groups in the corporate sector; legal background/formal company law;  the politics of corporate governance and the intersection between corprorate and politcal elites. 
 Indirectly, the analysis in this paper suggests that the Greek case may not perhaps fit neatly into  a general model pertaining to ‘latecomers’ or Balkan countries. The main reason for this is the seminal impact  of its cosmopolitan diaspora on institution building and  socio-economic formations within the homeland.  

At another level, the study of Greek SA companies, from an evolutionary view point, more or less allows us to confirm that institutions evolve over time and that sometimes reforms in the official  legal framework  are but a mere ex post confirmation of ad hoc and de facto changes in their operation. 
      

Furthermore, this study can be embedded in the strand of business history literature which explores the plural  forms which emege in the evolution of business organization.  The Greek example shows that big business should not be necessarily identified with the ideal type Chandlerian ‘corporation’, but that it  may take various hybrid shapes combining elements from horizontal/flat business organizations and hierarchies.
 

Seen from again another perspective, what emerges from this essay is an affirmation of the claim that the cultural background and national entrepreneurial culture are important in determining the characteristics that the joint stock company takes in different historical periods and countries. 
 Moreover, the Greek case is an example of the long-term resilience of family enterprises and how they have populated the corporate sector. A comparison with Italy where family business has remained strong even in the era of managerial capitalism might lead to interesting parallels.      

The analysis also supports the hypothesis that when the transplantation of institutions takes place between societies of a different level of economic development and social background, a process of adaptation is involved.
 As the Greek example suggests, at first the institution must -in order to be accepted- adapt to or even mirror/mimic the local culture, but as time goes by a process of internal evolution and even some convergence might  take place. 

At this point it might be useful to attempt some preliminary international comparisons. Certain parallels seem to indeed exist with Britain, France and other European countries in the ninetenth century:

Firstly, as was the case initially for the Western European countries (and throughout the century for Greece) there was relatively little regulation concerning the corproate sector’. 

 Secondly, joint stock companies (as was also the case in other Western European countries and especially in Germany) were rare up to the mid nineteenth century. 

Thirdly, incorporation as a financial innovation which provided capital ‘beyond the capacity of informal markets’ was important for insurance, railways, mines and banks.   

  Fouthly, the stock exchange was not important as a source of capital for most joint stock companies.

Fifthly, the denomination of shares tended to fall towards the end of the century.

Sixthly, there was probably some element of crowding out and  the stock exchange may have starved local industry because of  government bond flotations (and in the case of Western European countries also because of the issuing of foreign bonds).
  

However, as the analysis in the preceeding sections of the paper has shown it is also clear that the Greek case diverged both from the British  and  the general  Western European experience and that of developing economies because of the Diaspora. Regarding the first group however, it came somehwat to resemble the German case towards the end of the century with the increasing roles of banks in the organizational control of SA start-ups. But, on the other hand, neither was Greece a typical developing economy in that the concentration of capital increased with the growth in the size of companies.       

This final section of the paper is still an early draft and in the future version, the international comparison will be expanded.  At this stage, suffice it to say that the Greek case is universally a rather typical one in that the larger SA companies were in railways and public utilities and banks, all sectors in which capital/financial requirements were substantial. 

TABLES

TABLE 1

NUMBER OF SA START UPS
	
	
	
	
	

	Decade
	Number of Start Ups
	
	
	

	1830-1839
	5
	
	
	

	1840-1849
	13
	
	
	

	1850-1859
	12
	
	
	

	1860-1869
	48
	
	
	

	1870-1879
	81
	
	
	

	1880-1889
	35
	
	
	

	1890-1899
	26
	
	
	

	1900-1910
	78
	
	
	

	Total
	298
	
	
	

	Compiled from selected issues of the Greek Government Gazette
	
	
	 1830-1910


TABLE 2

GDP STRUCTURE   (1867-1909)
                               PRIMARY  
 SECONDARY          TERTIARY  
                                        %                                %                                  %

1867


77


5


18


1870


74


7


19

1880


64


5


31

1890


71


4


25

1900


62


4


34

1909


56


5


39

Source: George Kostelenos, Money and Output in Modern Greece: 1858-1938, (Athens, 1995).

(See also Graph1 in appendix)
TABLE 3

SECTORAL DISTRIBUTION OF SA START UPS, 1830-1910
	Decade
	PRIMARY

(mining included)
	 SECONDARY


	TERTIARY 



	1830-1839
	0
	0
	100%

	1840-1849
	0
	0
	               100%

	1850-1859
	0
	8%
	92%

	1860-1869
	2%
	4%
	94%

	1870-1879
	40%
	18.5%
	41.5%

	1880-1889
	14%
	34%
	52%

	1890-1899
	7%
	52%
	41%

	1900-1909
	22%
	24%
	55%

	
	
	
	


Compiled from selected issues of the Greek Government Gazette, 1830-1910 

	TABLE 4

	Number of start-ups per decade per sector
	,1830-1910
	
	
	
	
	

	DECADE
	AGRICULTURE
	MINING
	MANUF
	CONSTR
	SERVICES
	PUBLIC UTILITIES
	POLIMORPHIC
	UNIONS
	other
	TOTAL

	1830-1839
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5

	1840-1849
	0
	0
	0
	0
	13
	0
	0
	0
	0
	13

	1850-1859
	0
	0
	1
	0
	11
	0
	0
	0
	0
	12

	1860-1869
	0
	1
	1
	2
	42
	1
	1
	0
	0
	48

	1870-1879
	2
	27
	19
	0
	23
	2
	2
	0
	6
	81

	1880-1889
	0
	1
	7
	3
	11
	7
	2
	0
	4
	35

	1890-1899
	0
	2
	11
	0
	7
	5
	1
	0
	0
	26

	1900-1909
	2
	10
	12
	2
	25
	5
	16
	1
	0
	73

	1910
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	2
	0
	0
	5

	TOTAL
	4
	41
	52
	7
	138
	21
	24
	1
	10
	298

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Compiled from selected issues of the Greek Government Gazette, 1830-1910
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	TABLE 5



	NOMINAL CAPITAL
	1840-1849
	1850-1859
	1860-1869
	1870-1879
	1880-1889
	1890-1899
	1900-1909
	1910
	TOTAL

	 UP TO 499,000 DRS
	1
	3
	20
	9
	4
	3
	23
	2
	65

	500,000-1,000,000 DRS
	0
	1
	5
	5
	4
	2
	6
	1
	24

	1,000,000-1,999,000 DRS
	0
	2
	13
	3
	3
	3
	12
	1
	37

	2,000,000 TO 4,999,000 DRS
	0
	5
	5
	3
	1
	4
	8
	1
	27

	5,000,000 DRS TO 7,999,000 DRS
	0
	0
	1
	1
	5
	0
	3
	0
	10

	8,000,000-10,000 DRS
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	2

	10,000,000 DRS AND ABOVE
	 
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2
	3
	0
	7

	IN FOREIGN EXCHANGE 
	0
	0
	3
	0
	4
	2
	10
	0
	19

	UNKNOWN 
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2
	1
	5
	0
	9

	TOTAL
	1
	11
	47
	23
	25
	18
	70
	5
	200

	ROWS 11-13 AS % OF R.20
	100%
	55%
	81%
	74%
	44%
	44,50%
	59%
	80%
	

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Source: Compiled form selected issues of the Greek Governemnt Gazette, 1840-1910. Only those companies for which the nominal capital is known are refered to. 


	TABLE 6

	Geographical distribution of S.A. companies
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Decade
	Athens
	Piraeus
	Ermoupolis
	Patra
	others
	Unknown 
	Total

	1830-1839
	1
	0
	2
	1
	1
	0
	5

	1840-1849
	2
	0
	9
	2
	0
	0
	13

	1850-1859
	1
	0
	6
	5
	0
	0
	12

	1860-1869
	4
	2
	20
	13
	9
	0
	48

	1870-1879
	42
	12
	12
	4
	10
	1
	81

	1880-1889
	25
	5
	0
	1
	4
	0
	35

	1890-1899
	17
	1
	2
	2
	4
	0
	26

	1900-1910
	52
	4
	5
	6
	11
	0
	78

	Total
	144
	24
	56
	34
	39
	1
	298


	TABLE 6
	GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION OF START-UPS IN NUMBERS AND PERCENTAGES
	

	
	1830-1910
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Periods
	Athens
	Piraeus 
	Ermoupolis
	Patra
	others
	Unknown 
	Total
	
	
	

	
	1833-1869
	8
	2
	37
	21
	10
	0
	78
	
	
	

	
	1870-1910
	136
	22
	19
	13
	29
	1
	220
	
	
	

	
	Total
	144
	24
	56
	34
	39
	1
	298
	
	
	


	Periods
	Athens
	Piraeus
	Ermoupolis
	Patra
	others

	1833-1869
	10,2%
	2,5%
	47,4%
	27%
	25,6%

	1870-1910
	62%
	10%
	8,6%
	6%
	74,4%

	Total
	48,3%
	8%
	18,8%
	11,4%
	13%


	Compiled from selected issues of the Greek Governemtn Gazette, 1830-1910


APPENDIX 

TABLE 1*

COMPANIES LISTED ON THE ATHENS STOCK EXCHANGE 

IN  1897 and 1914

1897 

1. National Bank of Greece

2. Industrial Bank

3. Bank of Athens

4. Lavrium Mining Company 

5. Piraeus Athens  Peloponese Railways (1882)

6. Thessaly Railways (1882)

7. Athens Piraeus Railways (1890)

8. Public and Demotic Public Works 

9. Hellenic Gunpowder and Cartridge Company

10.Panhellenic Steamship Company

                         _____________________________________________

 1914 

1. National Bank of Greece (1841) 

2. Commercial Bank of Greece (1907)

3. Bank of Athens (1893)

4. Bank of Crete (1899)

5. Ionian Bank (established in London)

6. Bank of Mytilene (1901)

7. Popular Bank(1905)

8. Anatolian Bank (1904)

9.  Athens Piraeus Railways (1890)

10.   Thessaly Railways (1882)

11.  Piraeus Athens  Peloponese Railways (1882)

12.  Monopoly  Management Company (1887)

13.. Pronomiouhos Company for the Protection, Production and  Commerce of Currants (1905)

 14.Athens Pireaus  Tramways 

15. Panhellenic Steamship Company (1883)

16. Hellenic Gunpowder and Cartridge Company 

17.New Company of the Corinth Canal (1907)

18. Wine and Alcohol Distillery (1906) 

19.Hellenic Electricity Company (1904)

20  Hellenic Company of Chemical Products and Fertilizers (1909)

21.Hellenic Mines Company 

22. Lavrium Mining Company 

Source: I owe some of this information to Eugenia Bournova who is writing a book on the history of the Athens Stock Exchange with Michael Righinos and George Progoulakis,  Department of Economics, Athens University. Also see: Estia,  January 16, 1897 .

* In this table the names of the firms have been anglicized.
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 Chart 1 .Compiled from Dertilis, “Istoria tou Ellinikou Kratous”, Volume Two: 1024-6, 1035-6 and selected issues of the Greek Government Gazette.Let it be noted that in order to detect more clearly the fluctuations in the rate of  creation of SA start-ups,  a zero was added to all the numbers relating to the numbers pertaining to all of the types of start-ups presented in this chart.   
 The purpose of the above chart is to follow how the rate of creation of non-bank financial SA start-ups compared with that of: 1) bank SA start-ups; 2)the total population of SA start-ups and 3) the level of activity of the formal bank sector as seen trough the provision of NBG credits to the private sector.  






�This study has been financially supported by the Center of Economic Research and the Department of Economics of the Athens University of Economics and Business. A first draft of the paper was presented at the Eighth Mediterranean Social and Political Research Meeting  held in Florence and Montecantini Terme , 21-25 March 2007 organised by the Mediterranean Programme of the Robert Schuman Centre of Advanced Studies at the European University Institute in Florence. I wish to thank the members of the workshop in Terme , Andrew Godley, Robin Pearson and Stavros Thomadakis for their helpful comments. I am deeply grateful to James Foreman-Peck who guided my first explorations into the fascinating world of joint-stock company start-ups and their charters.  


� See for example, Peter A. Hall and David Soskice, eds, (2001) Varieties of Capitalism, (Oxford:  Oxford University Press); Geoffrey M. Hodgson (2001), How economics forgot history, the problem of historical specificity in social science, (London: Routledge).


� See for example, Gordon Boyce and Simon Ville,(2002)  The Development of Modern Business, (Basingstoke: Palgrave);  Andrea Colli,(2003)  The History of Family Business 1850-2000, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press); Andrea Colli, Paloma Fernandez Perez, Mary Rose, (2003) ‘National Determinants of Family Firm Development? Family Firms in Britian, Spain and Italy in the Nineteenth and twentieth Centuries’, Enterprise and Society 4 (March): 28-64. 


� A first  attempt at dissecting the features of the total population of Greek SA start-ups is made in  : Ioanna Pepelasis Minoglou, ‘Epiheirimiatikotita’ in Kostas Kostis and Socrates Petmezas (2006, eds) I Anaptyxi tis Ellinikis Oikonomias ton 19o Aiona (1830-1914),  (Athens: Alpha Bank): 463-496. Also, see: James Foreman-Peck and Ioanna Pepelasis Minoglou (2000), ‘Entrepreneurship and Convergence: Greek Businessmen in the Nineteenth Century’, Rivista di Storia Economica,  XVI,( 3): 279-303.  Moreover, the following works refer to the evolution of business organization and more particularly to the SA company: Angelos Angelopoulos,(1928) Ai Anonymai Etaireiai en Elladi, (Athens: Typois Ellas Makedonias); Stathis Tsotsoros,(1994), I Sygrotisi tou Viomihanikou Kefalaiou stin Ellada (1898-1939), (Athens: National Bank of Greece) Vol. 2,;  Margarita Dritsas (1997), ‘Naissance et Évolution des enterprises Greques au XXe Siècle’ in Michael Moss et Phillipe Jobert, Naissance et Mort des Enterprises en Europe XIXe – XXe Siecles, (Bourgogne: Universite de Bourgogne); Sakis Gekas,(2004) ‘Nineteenth-century Greek port towns. History, historiography, comparison. The case of the marine insurance companies’, (New  Researchers' Session, Economic History Society Annual Conference, Royal Holloway, April; George Dertilis, (2005), Istoria tou Ellinikou Kratous , 1830-1920,  (Athens: Estia). In addition, the following texts are also of  relevance: George Koutsis, (1944) I Exelixis ton Ellinikon Asfalistikon Etaireion, (Athens); Hristos Hadziiossif,  (1993)   Giraia Selini, I Viomihania stin Elliniki Oikonomia,1830-1940, (Athens: Themelio);Aliki Vaxevanoglou, 1994 Oi Ellines Kefalaiouhoi 1900-1940: Koinoniki kai Oikonomiki Proseggisi, (Athens: Themelio). 


� These charters were published in the Greek Government Gazette between 1830 and 1910. The data set is being constructed within the context of the ‘Entrepreneurial History Project’ of the Department of Economics at the Athens University of Economics and Business(AUEB).  


�For a first analysis of the  shape–corporate governance of the Greek SA, see below Section 4.8. 


�  C. E. Walker (1931), ‘The History of the Joint Stock Company’, The Accounting Review, Vol. 6, No. 2 (June: 97-105); Michael. J Everett and Alanson P. Minkler, (1993),  ‘Evolution and organisational choice in nineteenth-century Britain’, Cambridge Journal of Economics, 17: 51-62; Oliver E. Williamson (1981), ‘The Modern Corporation: Origins, Evolution, Attributes’ Journal of Economic Literature,  19(4),  December: 1537-1568; Gordon  and Ville, The Development of Modern Business; Colli, Fernandez Perez, Rose, ‘National Determinants of Family Firm Development; Leonard W. Hein, (1963), The Auditor and the British Companies Acts. The Accounting Review, 38 (3) (July): 508-520.


    � For example, see: Harold James, (2006), Family Capitalism,: Wendels, Haniels, Falcks, and the Continental European Model, (Cambridge Mass: Harvard University Press). 


� Count Ioannis Kapodistrias, the first Head (Governor) of Greece  (1827–1832) could perhaps be considered as the first symbolic state mediator for the introduction of the ‘corporation’. Among his first acts as Head of State  was to create a Banque d’ Etat (named ‘Ethniki Hrimatistiki Trapeza’), which after a nebulous existence was dissolved in 1834. See:  Resolution Z of February 2 1928, Efimeris tis Ellados: 38-9;  Ioannis A. Valaoritis, Istoria tis Ethnikis Trapezis, (Athens: National Bank of Greece):1-5.  


� Ioanna Pepelasis Minoglou (2005), ‘Towards a Typology of Greek Diaspora Entrepreneurship’ in Ina Baghdiantz McCabe, Gelina Harlaftis, and Ioanna Pepelasis Minoglou eds,  Diaspora Entrepreneurial Networks Four Centuries of History, (Berg, Oxford): 173-189.


� The operation of a reputation mechanism among the members of the network ensured the proper conduct of merchants and their agents. See: Ioanna Pepelasis Minoglou (1998),  ‘The Greek Merchant House of the Russian Black Sea. A 19th century example of a Traders’ Coalition’, International Journal of Maritime History, 10(1): 1-44.  


� Ioanna Pepelasis Minoglou, ‘Towards a Typology of Greek Diaspora Entrepreneurship’.  See also, Ioanna Pepelasis Minoglou and Helen Louri (1997), ‘Diaspora Entrepreneurial Networks of the Black Sea and Greece, 1870-1917’, Journal of European Economic History,  26 (1):  69-104.  


� Gekas, ‘Nineteenth-century Greek port towns’; Olga Katsiardi-Hering, (1986), I Elliniki Paroikia tis Tergestis (1751-1830), Athens: University of Athens, School of Philosophy). In a revised version of the paper I hope to be able to discuss also the question of how these first Greek diaspora SA companies compared to their western European  counterparts. 


� Pepelasis Minoglou and Louri ‘Diaspora Entrepreneurial Networks’; Pepelasis Minoglou ‘The Greek Merchant House of the Black Sea’; Matoula Tomara Sideri, (2004), ‘Alexandrines Oikogeneies Horemi-Benaki-Salvagou, (Athens: Kerkyra)


� Greek bankers of Constantinople  participated in some of these new ‘corporate’ banks. S. Saul,(1997) La France et L’ Égypte de 1882 a 1914 Intérêts économiques et implications politiques, (Paris : IGPDE) :82 ; and Stanley Chapman,(2006) The Rise of Merchant Banking,(London: Routledge).





� Ioanna Pepelasis Minoglou, (2002) ‘Ethnic Minority Groups in International Banking: Greek Diaspora bankers of Constantinople and Ottoman State Finances c.1840-1881’. Financial History Review,9(2):125-146; Haris Exertzoglou, (1986 )Greek Bankers in Constantinople, 1830-1881, Ph.D. Thesis, (London: London University) .


�Indirectly the following paper touches upon the issue of stronger preference of Greek diaspora merchants for horizontal forms of business organizations. See: Stavros Ioannides and Ioanna Pepelasis Minoglou, ‘Diaspora Entrepreneurship Between History and Theory’, in Youssef Cassis and Ioanna Pepelasis Minoglou eds (2005), ‘Entrepreneurship in Theory and History’  (Palgrave, London):163-189.


� The first share (and perhaps proper SA companies) in mainland Greece, were marine insurance  companies founded in Ermoupolis during the war of independence by diaspora related Chiots.  Koutsis, ‘I Exelixis ton Ellinikon Asfalistikon Etaireion’: 11-13. 


� By maturity meaning that by this date the mercantile diaspora was well into the process of   a partial transition/diversification into economic activities which at an international level were conducted within the organizational framework of the joint stock company.    


� For explaining this growing interest in doing business  in Greece see: Dertilis ‘Istoria tou Ellinikou Kratous’.   


� During this period territory increased from 47,516 km2 to 63,211 kms in 1910. (circa 30% increase).


�Stavros Thomadakis (1985), ‘Monetary Arrangements and Economic Power in Nineteenth Century Greece: The National Bank in the Period of Convertibility(1841-77),  Journal of the Hellenic Diaspora, Vol. XII (4), winter: 55-90.    


� For example, in 1920 the share of the (labouring population) in commerce was  9.30 per cent compared to 2.69 per cent for Bulgaria and 10.37 per cent for France. George Haritakis et al, (1931), Oikonomiki Epetiris tis Ellados 1929 (Athens: Pyrsos)    Part One: 19. 


� Helen Louri and Ioanna Pepelasis Minoglou (2002), ‘A Hesitant Evolution: Industrialization and De-industrialization in Greece over the Long Run’ , Journal of European Economic History, 31(2): 321-348; Lefteris Papayiannakis, (1982), Oi Ellinikoi Sidirodromoi (1882-1910) (Athens: Cultural Foundation of the National Bank of Greece). 


� Here by family we also include ritual kinship. Dertilis ‘Istoria tou Ellinikou Kratous’.  


� Elpida Vogli, (2005) Erga kai Imerai Ellinikon Oikogeneion, 1750-1940, (Athens: ELIA , Greek Literary and Historical Archive); Foreman-Peck and  Pepelasis Minoglou (2000), ‘Entrepreneurship and Convergence’.  


� The charters of SA companies contain/provide examples of  some multiple alliances and (in)formal partnerships made by prominet business men.  Moreover, the  following rather idiosyncratic/erratic biographical lexikon indirectly  also gives  in a concnetrated form some socio economic bakckfround information relating to this strategy:  Konstantinos Vovolinis, (1938), Mega Ellinikon Viografikon Lexikon, (Athens: Viomihaniki Epitheorisis) .


� For horizontal business organizations of a large size such as individual propietorships and (general or limited) partnerships a quantitative and aggregate data has yet to be constructed. The data is not easily accessible . However, at the moment one can gain a first glimpse of  the founding documents of some of these enterprises and their activitiesin the National Bank of Greece Archives, Legal (Court) Affairs Series 40, Section 8 ‘Legalization’, For example, Files: 1235,1246,1315,1440, 2421. 


� As quoted in Angelos Angelopoulos ‘Ai Anonymai Etaireiai’: 19.


� Among the first SA start-ups to have part of their shares publicly offered for subscription were the Bank of  ‘EpiroThessaly’ in 1882 (¾ of its shares were offered for public subscription) and the Railway Company of ‘NorthWestern Greece’ (1890), in which case 13 per cent of the shares were offered for public subscription in Athens and elsewhere.  Greek Governement Gazette, selected issues. 


� I have not yet estimated how many SA companies were operating in 1897 or 1914.  However, it is known that in 1900 thirty SA companies were in operation.A ngelopoulos, ‘Ai Anonymai Etaireiai’ : 23. It is also known that in  from the available statistics of the ministry of national economy [Haritakis, Oikonomiki Epetiris tis Ellados] that in 1920 two hundred SA companies were in operation. Before assessing the significance of this figure let it be noted that between 1910 and  1920 there was a steep rise in start-ups, but the rate of failure was also probably high.   


� This Section is based on the recently constructed data set of the entrepreneurial history project of the Department of Economics at AUEB. I wish to thank Veni Arakelian, Vasiliki Halatasi, Panagiota Nika, Evangellos Prountzos, George Talieris, and  Panagiotis Takopoulos for their research assistance during their graduate studies. 


� The data set of 298 SA charters  used  for this version of the paper does not include but very few of the  known twenty four mutual assistance societies/cooperatives  founded  during our period of study which took the shape of SA companies.  


� The twenty four variables per  SA start-up specifically used  for the analysis in this paper are: date and place of establishment of the firm; declared purpose of business; nominal and deposited monetary capital; non pecuniary(i.e. fixed capital) deposited in the firm; time horizon; total number of shares; denomination of shares;  number of shares per founding shareholder; names and occupation of founding shareholders who were natural personae;  names, line of business of other firms or institutions that were founding shareholders; numbers and names of shareholders who were apparent relatives; numbers and names of diaspora origin shareholders; size of board of directors and names of its members; number of shares purchased by the board of directors; supervisory council; role of general assembly; balance sheet requirement.


� Six months earlier a decree for the purpose of establishing a National Bank was published in the Government Gazette.  But in the end, this mixed bank did not even reach the start-up phase. No proper charter was drawn, as  the British investors withdrew in disagreement with some of the terms posed by the Greek government. 


� This S.A. which is known to have operated for at least two years was directed by George S. Galatis.  Hristos Moulias, (2000) To Limani tis Stafidas Patra 1828-1900, (Patras: Peri Tehnon): 524. 


� At least this was the case for those companies which had a ‘life’ in that they were not still born. 


� Because a formal registrar for the dissolution of start-ups came into existence  after our period of study, it is not possible to portray numerically  the net formation (i.e. births minus closures) of SA companies.


� For example, there was the mechanical engineering (machine) factory of Vassiliades which had been founded  in 1860 and which was converted into a SA firm in 1888 with the title ‘Ellinikon Mihanopoieion Vassiliades’. Another example is that of the bank of the Empedokleous family  which was founded in 1902 as a general partnership and which in 1905 was converted into a limited partnership and in 1907 was converted into a SA with the name ‘Emporiki Trapeza’. Selected issues of  the Greek Government Gazette and  Kostas Kostis and Vassias Tsokopoulos (1988), Oi Trapezes stin Ellada 1898-1928, (Athens: Union of Greek Banks):  53-5.  


�  Angelopoulos, ‘ Ai Anonymai Etaireiai en Elladi’:17-18.  


� Most did not operate. See selected issues of the Greek Government Gazette .For the Lavrion Bubble/Scam:  Dertilis ‘Istoria tou Ellinikou Kratous’.


� The thesis of the ‘hidden economic miracle’ has been put forward in Dertilis ‘Istoria tou Ellinikou Kratous’.  


� In contrast it is also interesting to explore indepth the impact on joint stock company formation of the   European  financial crises of 1848 and 1856.   See for example Charles P. Kindleberger ( 1993), A Financial History of Western Europe, (2nd Edition, New York/Oxford: Oxford University Press): 190-207.


� Initially it was 2 per cent but in 1885 this tax was raised  to 5 per cent. Angelopoulos, ‘ Ai Anonymai Etaireiai en Elladi’: 77-79.


�  Dertilis‘Istoria tou Ellinikou Kratous’: Vol 1: 731.


�Timothy Guinnane, Ron Harris, Naomi Lamoreaux, Jean Laurent Rosenthal, (2007) ‘Putting the Corporation in its Place’ , Working Paper 13109, National Bureau of Economic Research, Cambridge. 


� Slightly over half of these industrial start-ups however  were in mining. 


� Christina Agriantoni (1986), Oi Aparhes tis Ekviomihanisis stin Ellada ton 19o Aiona, (Athens: Commercial Bank of Greece).


�  And indeed, if we classify the sectoral distribution of  SA start-ups not on the basis of the number of start-ups  but on the basis of the nominal capital of start-ups shows that –with the exception of the 1850s- the share of services was even higher. 


� Among the factors leading to their capital shortage was fraudelence in the sinking of ships. Koutsis,  I Exelixis ton Ellinikon Asfalistikon Etaireion. For the causes and chronology of the decline in Greek marine insurance see: Vasilis Kardasis, (1987) Syros, Stavrodomi tis Anatolikis Mesogeiou, (Athens: National Bank of Greece); Vasilis Kardasis, (1993), Apo tou Istiou eis ton Atmon (Athens: Greek Bank of Industrial Development). 


� Nearly all public interest bodies were established in the first decade of the twentieth century. Moreover, during this decade ten shipping SA companies were established (out of the total of fourteen for the period as a whole). Greek Government Gazette, selected issues.  


� With this term is meant SA companies which acted as public -social benefit organizations in which the state had an indirect involvement. Such an example was the ‘Pronomiouhos Etaireia Pros Prostasian tis Paragogis kai Emporias tis Stafidos’  which was founded in 1905 as part of the effort to handle the prolonged crisis in the currant export trade. Such SA start ups were rather few before 1900 but they accounted for 17 per cent of the start-ups in the first decade of the twentieth century.


� Louri and Pepelasis Minoglou ‘A Hesitant Evolution’. 


�For a traditional history of the National Bank of Greece, see: Ioannis Valaoritis,(1902/1980) Istoria tis Ethnikis Trapezis tis Ellados 1842-1902, (Athens : Cultural Foundation of the National Bank of  Greece) 


� These figures should be adjusted for inflation. 


� A notable exception of a very large firm outside of these sectors was the ‘Anglo-Elliniki Atmoplooia’ Anglo-Hellenic Shipping Company founded in 1909. Its  nominal capital of 46.000.000 drs was far larger than that of any other SA company in which the capital was stated in drs.   


� These figures need to be adjusted for inflation. 


� Some landowners were actually wealthy business persons who also owned land. They declared  this occupation either in order to hide their business activities or in order to enhance their social status, or for both reasons. 


� Generally, within industry –and not only specifically for industrial SA companies-merchant capital would be the source of finance for and go into manufacturing activities. See for example the case of the merchant (Georgios?) Kongos. Nikos Bakounakis , (1995)Patra 1828-1860 Mia Elliniki Protevousa ton 19o Aiona, (Athens: Kastaniotis):  71.


�Actually, the first company in which the capital was denominated in foreign exchange was the insurance company cum bank ‘Archangellos’ which was founded  in 1868.


� Perhaps the first SA in which part of the capital was in a non pecuniary form was the construction building firm Neon Faliron which was founded in Athens in 1888.  Actually quite a few women shareholders in the first decade of the twentieth century would provide fixed and not pecuniary capital for the founding of a SA company. Seefor example the case of Eirini Pezmazoglou who was  co-owner of the steam ship ‘Orion’ which  was ‘deposited’ as fixed capital in the SA start-up  ‘Anatoliki Etaireia Thalassion Metaforon’ in 1918.  Source: Greek Government Gazette, Selected issues. 


�  Kardasis, ‘Syros, Stavrodomi tis Anatolikis Mesogeiou’; Christina Agriantoni and Angeliki Fenerli (1999) , Ermoupoli- Syros, A Historical, (Athens: Olkos). 


� For the close contact s between the business world /bourgeoise  of Patras and the Ionian islands see  Gekas, ‘Nineteenth-century Greek port towns’. Also, for the development of Patras see: Moulias, ‘To Limani tis Stafidas’, chapters 6 and 9;  Bakounakis, ‘Patra 1828-1860’.


�  Athens population was roughly 31,000 in the mid 1850s. By 1907 with a population of 167,000 it was the only city in Greece with a population over 100,000. The population of Piraeus was approximately 6,000 in the mid century and was 71,700 by 1907. For the population data on the cities see: Socrates Petmezas, (2004) I Elliniki Agrotiki Oikonomia kata ton 19o Aiona (Crete, University of Crete).


� For a summary account of the fluctuations and trends in business activity in the city of Piraeus in the last two decades of the nineteenth century and more specifically the crisis years of the mid 1880s see: Lydia Sapounakis Drakakis,(2005)  Oikomiki anaptyxi kai koinoniki prostasia. I gennisi ton ypiresion ygeias ston Peiraia kai to Tzaneio Nosokomeio,(Athens: Dionikos); Giannis Giannitsiotis, (2006), I Koinoniki Istoria tou Peiraia, Isygrotisi tis Astikis Taxis, (Athens: Nefeli)  


� For the business/cultural variety among ports  in relation specifically to marine insurance see:  Gekas ‘Nineteenth-century Greek port towns’. 


� Known because before 1854 we do not have data on the names of the founding shareholders.  


� Some of the landowners classified themselves as merchant-landowners. This term would some times conceal landowners who were also money lenders. see:  Panagiota Nika, ‘Oi Protes Anonymes Etaireies stin Ellada (1833-1870’ Unpublished Diplomatic Essay for the M.Sc. Course, Department of Economics, Athens University of Economics and Business (2002-3).  


� Vovolinis, Mega Ellinikon Viografikon Lexikon.


� Indeed, already for the twenty year period 1880-1900, bankers were the second largest group of shareholders (22 per cent of the total); professionals were the third largest group with 20 per cent of the total; and merchants came third with only 13 per cent. Notably, engineers accounted for 7 per cent and industrialists for 5 per cent. Lawyers alone also accounted 7.4 per cent of the total. The first group was landowners, but from most of the names it is obvious that by this stage this occupation was declared by some very wealthy persons in business for reasons of social status. The percentages are compiled from Greek Governement Gazette, selected issues.


� Greek Governement Gazette, selected issues. 


�Almost always, when a partnership would be a founding shareholder in a SA start-up, other partnerships would also be founding shareholders in the same start-up. Indeed, in one case,  seventeen commercial partnership firms  participated in an individual SA start-up. Greek Governement Gazette, selected issues. 


� For example, in Patras Κostantinos Κaramesitis, George Kostopoulos  and George Panos participated both as individuals and through their commercial partnerships in the founding of SA start-ups. Greek Governement Gazette, selected issues.  


� More research is required but apparently some of these groups would have had the seal of approval of the Commercial Code as the latter provided for the creation of ‘secret’ share companies which operated as joint ventures/syndicates. See Law for ‘ General Commerce’, Decree of 19 April/11 May 1835 Artile 19, and Commercial Code, Articles 29 to 37, 40 to 41 and 45 in Hellenic Republic, Ministry of the Government , Codification Department, Continuous Code of Law Making, Volume 11, Commercial Law. 


� These foreign banks were: Societé Générale de l’Empire Ottoman, Anglo-Foreign Banking Company Limited, the Dissount Bank of Paris, Hambros, Societé de Crédit Mobilier, Union Bank of Paris, and  E. Erlanger & Bros.


� Here let us note that bankers, as was the case with other business persons,  would participate in a SA start-up both as individual shareholders and through their banks also. The National Bank of Greece alone participated in a total of seventeen SA companies.


�Ioanna Pepelasis Minoglou (2002), ‘Between Informal Networks and Formal Contracts:  International  Investment  in Greece during the 1920s’, Business History,  44(2): 40-64.See Also, Evangelos Prountzos, I Symmetohi ton Megalon Kefalaiouhon kai Trapeziton stis A.E. (1836-1910) (Unpublished Diplomatic Essay for the M.Sc. Course, Department of Economics, Athens University of Economics and Business (2005-6); George Talieris, ‘The Founding of Banking Establishments (1828-1913), (Unpublished Diplomatic Essay for the M.Sc. Course, Department of Economics, Athens University of Economics and Business (2002-3).  


� Eric Hobsbawm,  (1975) The Age of Capital 1848-1875, (Encore editions). 


� Gekas, ‘Nineteenth-century Greek port towns.’


� However, throughout the decades a few exceptions still existed such as the ‘Megariki Etaireia Oinon kai Oinopnevmaton’ which was established in 1909 by almost three hundred shareholders. 


� Such were the examples of Mihail and Dimitrios Kallifronas in the SA start-up ‘I Angira’; or Agamemnonas, Aristovoulos, Konstantinos, Leandros, and Ioannis Metaxas in the SA start-up ‘ Arhangellos’; or Konstantinos and Leonidas Geroussis in the SA start-up ‘I Anatoli. Greek Governement Gazette, selected issues. 


� For example, in Patras each of its five major SA shareholders participated in six to eight start-ups between 1849 and 1870.  Greek Governement Gazette, selected issues. 


� For example Nikos Vlangalis participated in the founding of the SA start-ups ‘Elliniki Vamvakourhiki Etaireia’(est. 1881); ‘Mechanical Hat Production’ ( est. 1894) and in seven other SA start-ups between 1900 and 1909. The names of his collaborators in these firms were drawn from a rather closed group and with some such as Antonios and Zafeirios Matsas he collaborated in more than one start-up.


� For the localized nature of networks and the eventual transition to national networks, see:   Kostis and Tsokopoulos, ‘Oi Trapezes stin Ellada’; Dertilis, ‘Istoria tou Ellinikou Kratous’; Nika , ‘Oi Protes Anonymes Etaireies stin Ellada’; (2002-3);  Vasiliki Halatsi,‘Oi Anonymes Etaieries stin Ellada (1900-1910),  Unpublished Diplomatic Essay for the M.Sc. Course, Department of Economics, Athens University of Economics and Business (2002-3).


� Konstantinos Karavas (1930), Egheiridion Theoritikon kai Praktikon peri Anonymon Etaireion’ (Athens: ), 14.  


� However, unlike what was the case with SA companies in France (prior to 1867) it was not required in Greece that all capital be paid up prior to the registration of a SA. James Foreman-Peck, Elisa Boccaletti and Tom Nicolas,(1998),  ‘Entrepreneurs and Business performance in Nineteenth Century France’ , European Review of Economic History  1: (2), 235-262.   


�  For the founding charter of the National Bank of Greece and its governance structure,  see:  Panagiotis Takopoulos, ‘Etairiki Diakivernisi stin Ellada (1830-1910): Mia Syngritiki Proseggisi’, Unpublished Diplomatic Essay for the M.Sc. Course, Department of Economics, Athens University of Economics and Business (2006-7).


� These private agreements were not copied in a printed form in the Government Gazette and I am searching the General Archives of the State in the hope of discovering them.  Also I would like to note that although the phenomenon of private agreements specifying the major points of the constitution of SA companies died out, the last two such cases were in 1870 and 1911.  


� The principle of the drawing of an annual balance sheet was first established in 1856. This was approved by the general assembly.  However there was no mention of a special audit.


� Greek Government Gazette, selected issues. 


� See Pepelasis Minoglou, ‘Epiheirmiatikotita’;   Ioanna Pepelasis Minoglou and Pangiota Nika, A Gender Analysis of Nineteenth Century Joints Stock Company Start Ups: The Case of Greece, ‘ New Research on Gender and Business History, Athens Workshop 19-20 May 2006 organised by the European Business History Association, Athens University and the Athens University of Economics and Business.


� Greek Government Gazette, selected issues.


� For more detail  see; Takopoulos, ‘Etairiki Diakivernisi stin Ellada (1830-1910):


� However, it should be noted that there was some process of democratization of shareholding involved as the average denomination of shares dropped over time from around  1,000  to 200 current drs. This perhaps indicated a growing informal market for shares for the private companies.


� This was function of the still birth or short life span of most SA companies.  Angelopoulos, ‘Ai Anonymai Etaireiai’ : 23.


� See also: Pepelasis Minoglou ‘Epiheirimatikotita’. 


� For a first attempt of developing an argument in this direction see: Foreman Peck and Pepelasis Minoglou ‘Entrepreneurship and Convergence’; Ioanna Pepelasis Minoglou (1995/2001),‘Political Factors Shaping the Role of Foreign Finance: The Case of Greece (1832-1932)’ in J.Harriss, J.Hunter, C.M.Lewis (eds), The New Institutional Economics and Third World Development. Routledge, London (1995 hardback, 2001-third paperback edition) pp.250-264.


� Here the names of the firms have been anglicized so as to conform to Table 1 in the Appendix.


� Stathis Tsotsoros,(1994),  ‘I Sygrotisi tou Viomihanikou Kefalaiou’ , vol. 2: 20-21. In particular for the role of engineers see: Christina Agriantoni, ‘Oi Mihanikoi kai I viomihania, Mia Apotihimeni Synanatisi’, in Ch. Hadziiossif (ed) (2002), Istoria tis Elladas tou 20ou Aiona, O mesopolemos 1922-1940, (Athina: Vivliorama) Vol.2, Part 1: 269-290.    
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