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ABSTRACT 
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Old Dominion University, 2024 

Director: Dr. Charlie Daniels 

 

In recent years, a report from the Kauffman Index of Startup Activity shows that 540,000 

Americans launch businesses each month (Fairlie et al., 2017). However, the number of women-

owned and minority-owned businesses in the United States (U.S.) is disproportionately less than 

the proportion of women and minorities in the U.S. Although women slightly outnumber men in 

the U.S. (U.S. Census Bureau, 2019), new women-owned businesses represent only 39.4% of all 

U.S. businesses, while new male-owned businesses represent 60.51% (Fairlie et al., 2017). While 

Blacks or African Americans comprise approximately 13.4% of the U.S. population (U.S. 

Census Bureau, 2019), only 9.24% are new Black-owned businesses (Fairlie et al., 2017). 

Hispanics, or Latinos, represent about 18.3% of the total population, but Hispanics account for 

24.12% of newly owned businesses (Fairlie et al., 2017). 

This discrepancy has been documented for years (Bates, 1995). Over the years, the gaps 

have decreased, and government incentive programs have been designed, established, and 

enforced to increase the entrepreneurship of underserved groups (Bryant et al., 2012). 

However, underserved entrepreneurs face tremendous challenges beyond government 

intervention alone, especially when starting high-growth and scalable tech-based ventures. This 

research uses tools to identify the components missing in building a viable incubator program 

designed for underserved innovative entrepreneurs to establish scalable technology startups.   
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

According to the Kauffman Index of Startup Activity, 540,000 Americans start firms per 

month in recent years (Fairlie et al., 2017). However, the number of women-owned and other 

underserved business owners in the United States (U.S.) is significantly lower than the 

proportion of women and other underserved business owners in the U.S. even though women 

outnumber men in the United States (U.S. Census Bureau, 2019), the proportion of new women-

owned firms accounts for just 39.4% of all U.S. businesses, while the percentage of new male-

owned businesses accounts for 60.51% (Fairlie et al., 2017). Similarly, while Blacks or African 

Americans account for around 13.4% of the U.S. population (U.S. Census Bureau, 2019), just 

9.24% of new Black-owned enterprises are established (Fairlie et al., 2017). Hispanics, or 

Latinos, account for approximately 18.3% of the entire population, but they account for 24.1% of 

newly owned enterprises (Fairlie et al., 2017). 

Underserved entrepreneurs face enormous difficulties beyond government assistance, 

particularly when launching high-growth, scalable tech firms. This study investigates the factors 

that impact the success and funding outcomes of black-founded startups across the United States. 

The conceptual model proposed for this study suggests that the type of investor backing a Black-

founded startup and their provision of education and social capital networks can impact the 

success and funding outcomes of the startup. The model suggests that different types of investors 

may have different levels of impact on the success and funding outcomes of Black-founded 

startups and that the provision of education and social capital networks is a mediator or 

moderator variable that affects this relationship. 
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This study focuses on black-founded startups across the United States, examining the 

impact of investor type and provision of education and social capital networks on these startups’ 

success and funding outcomes. 

Background 

Numerous entrepreneur-supporting incubator and accelerator programs, such as Y 

Combinator, Capital Factory, Techstars, and DreamIT Ventures, continue to assist with the 

problems that a new technology business will experience during the starting and development 

phases. However, many of these endeavors fail due to the risk of being new (Yang & Aldrich, 

2016). For example, some startups face difficulties due to a lack of financial resources (Smilor, 

1987); others end up forming the incorrect founding team to move the venture forward (Gruber 

et al., 2008; Wright & Vanaelst, 2009); startups can struggle to attract good employees (Zott & 

Huy, 2007); and for some, it is a lack of knowledge on how to find the right opportunities 

(Ambos & Birkinshaw, 2020). As a result, many colleges, corporations, entrepreneurs, and 

government agencies are attempting to build startup support programs (Van, 2018). Incubation 

methods have evolved to meet the requirements of these entrepreneurs throughout the years by 

partnering with politicians, private investors, universities, and companies (Van, 2018). Such 

intermediaries facilitate the link between startups and their environments by supplying resources 

aimed at increasing investor readiness and venture survival rates (Ameczua et al., 2013; 

Armanios et al., 2017; Clayton et al., 2018; Giudici et al., 2017). The incubator and accelerator 

program actively incorporate these public resources as valuable assets to benefit a specific 

community’s entrepreneurial ecosystem and economic development. Venture capitalists, 

corporations, colleges, and governments comprise an entrepreneurial ecosystem. Setting up an 

incubator program for underserved groups, for example, will help venture capitalists by allowing 
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them to participate in more early-stage enterprises at a lower cost. Corporations profit from the 

pipeline of commercialization activities for technologies. The government gains from economic 

development by creating jobs. In addition, colleges benefit from an incubator program to 

expedite their technology commercialization activities while facilitating students’ and the local 

community’s entrepreneurial efforts and aspirations (Byrd et al., 2017; Wright et al., 2017). 

These programs’ technology firms have witnessed great success all across the world. Because of 

the economic significance of technology companies, this has piqued the interest of many experts 

and politicians. 

The presence and inclusion of African Americans in technology startup and incubator 

ecosystems is paramount and should not be overlooked or disregarded. Addressing and rectifying 

this community’s historical underrepresentation and underserving in these fields is crucial. The 

Small Business Administration (SBA) and other government initiatives are attempting to assist 

the establishment of incubators, accelerators, and startups in areas of the country where 

traditional sources of money, such as venture capital and other types of investors, are limited 

(Hochberg, 2015). Nevertheless, there is a need to create sustainable incubator programs 

designed and tailored to support underserved groups, including women and people of color, to 

increase the number of technology founders and startups from these communities. 

In this study, the focus is on Black founders with a particular emphasis on gender 

observation. Women, African Americans, and Latinx communities will be given attention in this 

study, with greater emphasis on the African-American community. 

Statement of the Problem 

According to Aspray’s (2016), women establish 39% of new enterprises in the United 

States, but just 2% to 6% of founders receive venture capital funding. Aspray (2016) also found 
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that Black or African American founders earn 1% of venture capital investment. The pipeline 

issue is one of the challenges underserved populations encounter in obtaining funding (Aspray, 

2016). For VCs to have access to opportunities, the number of startups formed by underserved 

communities must skyrocket. Aspray (2016) noted that historically, there has been a consistent 

underserving of women and certain groups of minorities in computer and technology fields, 

impacting the percentage of tech founders from underserved communities. Today, underserved 

founders constitute a disproportionately tiny number of all startup founders, yet they also have a 

more difficult time obtaining finance. However, marginalized, underpaid, and ignored founders 

can assist society since they have the tenacity to address challenges that will make living more 

convenient through technology. 

Underserved founders face significant financial challenges and constitute a 

disproportionately small number of all startup founders. However, marginalized, underpaid, and 

ignored founders can assist society by addressing challenges that will make life more convenient 

through technology. To address the issue of supporting underserved entrepreneurial groups in 

creating and building scalable enterprises, program managers must actively equip themselves 

with the necessary mentality, competencies, and skills. According to Keating et al. (2021), future 

program managers must have the skills and competencies to lead organizations and institutions 

and find and administer entrepreneurship support programs. However, there is a significant gap 

in knowledge and practices regarding assisting underserved entrepreneurial groups in creating 

and building scalable enterprises. The issues faced by underserved tech entrepreneurs call for 

further research and innovation and a focus on providing greater access to funding and resources 

for underserved entrepreneurs (Aspray, 2016; Buttice et al., 2021; Kuckertz et al., 2020). 
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Purpose of Work 

To date, researchers have conducted a significant body of research actively seeking to 

understand underserved entrepreneurs (Birley, 1987; Cohoon, 2011; DuReitz & Henrekson, 

2000; Hart & Acs, 2011; Hisrish & Brush, 1984; Slaton, 2018), particularly in technology 

(Mayer, 2006; Tan, 2008; Xie & Lv, 2016), and actively recognize the importance of 

representing underserved communities in high-growth startups (Bryant et al., 2012; Costin, 2012; 

Morris et al., 2016; Nelson & Kolb, 2009; Vans, 2018). While these studies have provided 

several critical insights, particularly regarding the lack of growth in underserved businesses, 

there is a pressing need for further research to address the under-served of underserved 

communities in high-growth enterprises. This study aims to close that gap by investigating the 

establishment of sustainable and profitable models for underserved businesses in technology and 

identifying critical components of thriving entrepreneurial ecosystems (Neumeyer & Santos, 

2019; Sexton & Bowman-Upton, 1991). This work can inform practitioners, consultants, 

entrepreneurs, and support services (Cohoon, 2011; Hart & Acs, 2011; Wells, 2014). 

Operational Definitions 

• I define a Black-founded startup as a startup with at least one Black founder who 

actively holds a significant equity stake and plays a significant role in the 

management and operations of the company. 

• Underserved entrepreneurs: These are individuals from historically marginalized 

communities, including women, people of color, and those with limited access to 

resources and opportunities, who face disparities in accessing financial, educational, 

and social capital support for their entrepreneurial endeavors (Buttice et al., 2021). 



6 

• Black(s): A term encompassing individuals of African descent, including immigrants 

and those born in the United States. It represents a diverse group with shared cultural, 

historical, and ancestral ties to the African continent. The term acknowledges the 

global dispersion of people of African heritage and emphasizes an inclusive identity. 

• African American(s): Refers to individuals of African descent born in the United 

States. This term emphasizes Black people’s unique historical and cultural 

experiences in America, recognizing their contributions to the nation’s development 

and their distinct position within American society. 

• Venture capital: A type of financing where investors provide funds to startups in 

exchange for company equity, expecting a high return on their investment (Gompers 

& Lerner, 2001). 

• An accelerator is a program that offers mentorship, resources, and occasionally 

funding to startups in exchange for equity in the company, aiming to assist them in 

growing and achieving success (Cohen & Hochberg, 2014). 

• A private equity firm is an investment company that offers funding to private 

companies in exchange for equity or ownership stakes, aiming to attain a high return 

on their investment (Kaplan & Stromberg, 2009). 

• Success and funding outcomes: Refers to measures of success and funding achieved 

by the startup, such as reaching an Initial Public Offering (IPO), being acquired by a 

larger company, or securing additional funding rounds. 

• Education: Refers to the provision of resources, training, and guidance by the investor 

to the startup founders to enhance their skills and knowledge in areas such as business 

management, finance, marketing, and leadership. 
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• Social capital networks: Refers to the connections, relationships, and networks 

established by the startup founders with other individuals and organizations, such as 

industry experts, mentors, advisors, customers, and other entrepreneurs. The investor 

may provide access to these networks, or the founders may leverage their existing 

networks (Adler & Kwon, 2002). 

Operational Definition of Engineering Management 

For this research, the definition of engineering management provided by Morse and 

Babcock (2010) should suffice: 

The engineering manager stands out from other managers because he (or she) can apply 

engineering principles and skills in organizing and directing people and projects. He is 

uniquely qualified for two types of jobs: the management of technical functions (such as 

design or production) in almost any enterprise, or the management of broader functions 

(such as marketing or top management) in a high-technology enterprise. (p. #1-9) 

The Research Question 

“What is the relationship between the type of investor backing a Black-founded startup 

(venture capital, accelerator, or private equity firm) and its success and funding outcomes (IPO, 

acquisition), and how does the provision of education and social capital networks by the investor 

impact this relationship, particularly for underserved entrepreneurs?” 

Contribution to the Body of Knowledge: Engineering Management 

Engineering management is critical in developing and succeeding high-technology 

enterprises (Morse & Babcock, 2010). This research aims to make the following contributions to 

the practice of engineering management: 
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• Provide an operational definition of engineering management based on the work of 

Morse and Babcock (2010). 

• Identify essential skills and competencies for effective engineering management in 

the technology sector. 

• Analyze the impact of engineering management tools and entrepreneurial support 

programs, such as incubator programs, on the success of underserved technology 

businesses (Cioban & Năstase, 2015; Wells, 2014). 

Explore the role of social capital networks and education in the success of black-founded 

startups and their relationship with different types of investors (venture capital, accelerator, or 

private equity firms; Gompers & Wang, 2017; Mason & Harrison, 2015). 

These contributions will inform engineering management by providing a better 

understanding of the skills and tools necessary for success in the technology sector and the role 

of education, social capital networks, and different types of investors in supporting underserved 

and black-founded startups. 

Contribution to the Body of Knowledge: Theoretical Foundations 

Contribution to the Theoretical Foundations of Resource Dependency 

The resource dependency theory suggests organizations depend on external resources to 

achieve their goals (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). In the context of this study, Black-founded 

startups depend on investors for funding and access to resources such as education and social 

capital networks. Resource dependency theory argues that the relationship between the 

organization and its resource providers can impact its performance and outcomes (Pfeffer & 

Salancik, 1978). 
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This study aims to contribute to the theoretical foundations of resource dependency by 

exploring the relationship between the type of investor backing a Black-founded startup and its 

success and funding outcomes. The study also examines how the investor’s provision of 

education and social capital networks impacts this relationship, particularly for underserved 

entrepreneurs. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

COVID-19 caused a significant increase in unemployment from April 2020 (Fairlie et al., 

2020). The unemployment rate in the United States hit 14.%, the highest level since the Great 

Depression and nearly five percentage points (or 50%) more than the peak of the Great 

Recession (Fairlie et al., 2020). Today, the underserved community suffers from high 

unemployment rates and low levels of entrepreneurial activity (Fairlie et al., 2020). There is a 

strong emphasis on technology entrepreneurship and its impact on our society, including 

business creation and job growth (Fairlie et al., 2020). Research shows systemic issues 

concerning the underserved community (Fairlie et al., 2020). 

There needs to be more literature on using a design approach to help entrepreneurial 

support programs progress tremendously. There is no sole direction for using systems analysis 

principles or methodologies to help understand this complex problem. The literature illustrates 

how universities, organizations, and cities have initiated a focus on technology entrepreneurship 

within their school departments and local communities. The literature map in Figure 1 describes 

the breakdown of topics studied, namely women and technology entrepreneurship and people of 

color and technology entrepreneurship. 
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Figure 1  

Literature Map 

 

 

 

 

Literature Categories 

Researchers have extensively studied women and technology entrepreneurship, 

particularly the factors influencing the gender gap in technology startups. Similarly, researchers 

have also studied people of color and technology entrepreneurship, focusing on Latinos and 

Blacks. In this space, the peer-reviewed research completed was less comprehensive and 

extensive than women and technology entrepreneurship. I focused on three research areas: 

education, funding, and social capital networks. 
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Research on Education and Women in Technology Entrepreneurship 

There must be a clear theoretical explanation for the relationship between technology 

entrepreneurship and female participation in technology businesses. Several findings explain the 

low level of women’s participation in tech entrepreneurship (Holowell et al., 2002). The 

education and industrial system impacts access to capital and social capital resources (Kuschel, 

2019; ; Kuschel & Lepley, 2016; Lepeley et al., 2015; Satyanarayana & Joshi, 2019; Shanin et 

al., 2021). According to Shahin (2021), gender equity remains a problem in the entrepreneurial 

sector, particularly in technology. In contrast to previous research that identified the missing 

components of female technology founders, this study investigates the use of the design thinking 

approach and tools to identify the missing components in developing a viable incubator program 

for innovative women entrepreneurs to establish scalable technology startups. 

Even though female entrepreneurship has gained popularity in the previous decade, 

gender equality and other factors continue to plague the entrepreneurial field (Bosma & Kelley, 

2019; Shinnar et al., 2012). There are a lot of environmental and cultural factors that make this 

disparity even worse, such as the lack of high-profile female-owned businesses and gender 

stereotypes. Gender norms, for example, may cause women to undervalue their entrepreneurship 

more than males (Halabisky, 2018; Kariv, 2013; Kuschel et al., 2020; Marlow & Swail, 2014; 

Welter, 2011; Westhead & Solesvik, 2016). Male-dominated sectors such as science, technology, 

engineering, and mathematics (STEM) exacerbate this disparity (Poggesi et al., 2020). Failure to 

expand the number of women in STEM and entrepreneurship disciplines will eventually limit 

creative and productive capacity and overall economic competitiveness (Ashcraft & Blithe, 

2010; Simard, 2008; Voyles et al., 2007). Female-only entrepreneurship programs that stress 

entrepreneurial skills, such as opportunity recognition, are a promising educational approach for 
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promoting women’s interest in starting enterprises in STEM professions (Armua et al., 2020; 

Boddington & Barakat, 2018). More study is needed to increase women’s knowledge and 

enthusiasm for STEM-focused entrepreneurship. In contrast to previous research that focused on 

cultural and social disparities preventing women from entering the technology industry, our 

study actively investigates how design thinking can define the missing components for a 

successful incubator program tailored for women entrepreneurs seeking to initiate scalable 

technology businesses. 

Research on Funding and Women in Technology Entrepreneurship 

Women’s entrepreneurship research is becoming more prevalent (Jennings & 

Brush,2013), but there are still some gaps, especially in women-led startups. Women launch 39% 

of new businesses in the United States, but only 2% to 6% of entrepreneurs receive venture 

capital support (Aspray, 2006). The value of finding capital to fund the early stages of startups 

and business growth has been proven essential (e.g., Ramadani, 2012). Recently, new research 

has shown that women who lead technology companies face gender stereotypes (Kuschel, 2019). 

Gender stereotypes affect how these women build teams, raise money, and expand their 

businesses (Kuschel, 2019). Women build businesses, so they require more than just money. 

However, raising funds is an essential topic for women in tech because investors have access to 

an extensive network, mentorship, a board of directors, and policy assistance in exchange for 

equity (participation in the business) and a return on investment (Kuschel, 2019). Some investors 

(e.g., public funds, business angels, and venture capitalists) may hesitate to fund female-led 

startups due to the risk of the founder becoming pregnant and temporarily putting the startup on 

hold (Kuschel & Lepeley, 2016). Investors have strong preferences. Even when the substance of 

the pitch is the same, investors favor male entrepreneurial pitches over female entrepreneurial 
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pitches, according to a report that contrasted three separate entrepreneurial pitching competitions 

in the United States with two controlled experiments (Brooks et al., 2014). According to Brooks 

et al. (2014), male physical attractiveness has a moderate impact while pitching. However, 

physical attractiveness does not affect female entrepreneurs (Brooks et al., 2014). Early-stage 

investors are more interested in learning about the founding team than physical attraction, 

traction, or prior investors (Bernstein et al., 2017; Kuschel et al., 2017). Recent research 

indicates that gender stereotypes subject women to leadership roles within the tech industry. 

Gender stereotypes affect how these women build their teams, raise funds, and expand their 

companies (Kuschel, 2019). Due to these challenges, women typically form teams based on 

confidence, forming alliances with romantic partners or close friends (Kuschel & Lepeley, 

2016). As a result, these teams are smaller, less diverse, have lower investor credibility, and 

expand more slowly than male-led teams (Kuschel & Labra, 2018; Kuschel & Lepeley, 2016; 

Kuschel et al., 2017). According to Brushet et al. (2001, 2004), female startup founders in the 

technology industry may face another funding challenge: the potential exclusion from male-

dominated networks, particularly those offering access to equity capital. Women comprise just 

4% of venture capital partners (Fortune, 2014; The Diana Project, 2014). 

Regarding funding, the prospects for women’s high-tech ventures could be higher. 

However, given that technology is one of the fastest-growing markets, the future looks promising 

for visionary female entrepreneurs. Kuschel et al. (2018) found that women-led startup teams 

lead to job growth and that a third of women-led startups continue to raise funds after being 

accelerated (Kuschel et al., 2017). Nonetheless, the success of high-tech firms is heavily reliant 

on future research and discoveries, as well as the funding sources required to build a stable route 
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for women to grow in technology (Kuschel & Lepeley, 2016). However, several achievements in 

tech startups are exclusive to women. 

Contrary to traditional investment environments that exhibit discrimination against 

women, crowdfunding has emerged as a promising platform for women in the initial stages of 

fundraising (Gorbatai & Nelson, 2015). Donation-based crowdfunding platforms provide a 

radically different institutional environment to secure new small businesses or goods financing. 

Success is based far more on written language than visual and verbal cues, according to Gorbatai 

and Nelson (2015), and can circumvent many of the risks and difficulties associated with 

conventional fundraising approaches. 

Although women in technology entrepreneurship continue to face funding challenges, 

society can benefit from female founders because they have the tenacity to solve problems that 

could make life more convenient through tech. 

Research on Social Capital Network and Women in Technology Entrepreneurship 

Social capital is a commonly used term in the social sciences, but its exact definition still 

needs to be discovered. Scholars widely describe it as creating and maintaining networks and the 

behavioral norms supporting them (Putman, 2000). Until recently, the study of entrepreneurship 

was primarily concerned with the person; individualistic traits analysis, cognitive models of 

behavior, and startups were all individualistic (Bolton & Thompson, 2000; Brockhaus & 

Horowitz, 1986; Kets de Vries, 1977). However, the significance of social contacts and networks 

to entrepreneurship success has become more widely recognized. An emerging perspective 

suggests that the creative entrepreneur builds social capital by creating networks which provide 

external sources of knowledge, funding, finance, and expertise, facilitating mutual learning and 

boundary-crossing. Additional research reinforces that an entrepreneur’s networks are likely to 
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be built on experience, which influences not only the range of connections but also how 

opportunities and courses of action are perceived (Aldrich & Zimmer, 1986; Birley, 1985; Chell 

& Baines, 2000; Dubini & Aldrich, 1991; Johannison, 1998; Johannison et al., 2002; Lechner & 

Dowling, 2003). Researchers have demonstrated the importance of social capital networks in the 

entrepreneur’s journey. My aim was to explore the social capital network elements that should 

integrate into an incubator program, accelerator program, and venture capital firm designed for 

women aspiring to establish and expand technology-based startups in our research. 

The existence or absence of social capital is likely to affect the nature of the company or 

the type of venture (Anderson & Miller, 2002). A study based on social network data from two 

municipal ecosystems in Florida, USA (Gainesville and Jacksonville) suggests that network 

access and social capital distribution vary significantly between male and female entrepreneurs 

(Neumeyer et al., 2020). This study illustrates the difference in network connectivity and 

distribution of social capital between men and women: 

This difference is contingent on the venture type. Male entrepreneurs show higher 

comparative scores of bridging social capital in aggressive- and managed-growth venture 

networks. In contrast, women entrepreneurs surpass their male counterparts’ bridging capital 

scores in lifestyle and survival venture networks. Lastly, experienced female entrepreneurs who 

self-identified as white showed more network connectivity and bridging social capital in the 

entrepreneurial ecosystem than less experienced non-white female entrepreneurs (Neumeyer, X., 

Santos, S. C., Caetano, A., & Kalbfleisch, P., 2019, p. 475). 

Another study focuses on the impact of formal and informal social capital and training 

needs on acquiring the financial resources required for growth for 421 female entrepreneurs 

(Kickul et al., 2007). According to the findings, women entrepreneurs with high growth capital 
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continued to use more structured social networks, and they needed training in strategic planning 

and production/operations (Kickul et al., 2007). This study also shows that informal and formal 

capital resources are crucial for women entrepreneurs in tech and high-growth industries. 

In high-growth, high-tech entrepreneurship, venture capital decisions are made based on 

an evaluation process that considers cultural values about women. For example, a study used 

experimental design to model venture capitalists’ (VCs) funding decisions for men and women 

entrepreneurs with different technological backgrounds and the existence of significant social 

links (Tinkler et al., 2015). According to their research, when the individual, rather than the 

venture, is the subject of evaluation, the entrepreneur’s gender has the most significant impact. 

Technical expertise qualifications, on the other hand, minimize the effects of gendered 

preconceptions, and intimate connection with the evaluating VC benefits females with technical 

experience more than males (Tinkler et al., 2015). 

Research on People of Color and Technology Entrepreneurship 

There is still a dearth of demographic and socioeconomic diversity in sustainable 

business. Most initiatives have focused on high-tech, high-growth firms formed by men, 

neglecting females, other underserved communities, and low-income entrepreneurs (Neumeyer 

& Santos, 2018). The COVID-19 pandemic further intensifies these inequalities as minority 

communities in the United States (such as Black, Indigenous, and Latinx populations) and 

individuals living in poverty, including our elderly population, face a disproportionate burden 

from the ensuing health and economic ramifications (Neumeyer et al., 2020). Using the Current 

Population Survey (CPS) microdata from April 2020, a study first examined how the pandemic 

affected minority unemployment (Fairlie et al., 2020). COVID-19 immediately affected the labor 

market, with the unemployment rate rising to 14.7% less than two months after state 
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governments started implementing social distancing policies (Fairlie et al., 2020). COVID-19 

impacted the African American and Latinx community unemployment rates; underserved 

communities face high unemployment rates and lower levels of entrepreneurial activity due to 

poorer job qualifications than the whites (Addae et al., 2014; Fairlie et al., 2020). Therefore, if 

startups focus on high-growth digital businesses, they must be sincerely dedicated to 

understanding systemic disparities in the Black and Latino communities (Schulman, 2018). 

Companies established in the underserved community are often started without 

technological assistance or structured loans, demonstrating the resourcefulness and tenacity of 

entrepreneurs but also highlighting the need for more institutionalized assistance (Constantine, 

2019). Researchers have explored the causes behind the systemic disparities in African 

Americans and Latinx companies. Research has concentrated on household income (Fairlie, 

1999), educational success (Hisrich et al.,2005; Singh & McDonald, 2004), and family dynamics 

to explain the causes of the differences in black and white entrepreneurship (Dunn & Holtz-

Eakin, 2000; Lentz & Laband, 1990). The social features, economic conditions, and 

entrepreneurship mechanisms of Black entrepreneurs have all been studied (Crump, 2008; 

Ogbolu, 2011; Singh et al., 2007). 

Research on Education and People of Color and Technology Entrepreneurship 

Previous research has shown that continual expansion and developing skilled and 

inventive workforces contribute to the nation’s prosperity. The creation approach strongly relies 

on education (Allison & Eversole, 2008). Universities that do R&D are critical to every 

country’s innovation (Allison & Eversole, 2008). As a result, research universities play an 

essential role in the advancement of people of color and technological innovation. According to 

the study, education is a significant factor in the success of Black aspiring entrepreneurs. 
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(Reynolds et al., 2004; Singh & Crump, 2007). Historically Black Colleges and Universities 

(HBCUs) are well-positioned to be the main drivers of this change (Addae et al., 2014). 

According to the 2007 U.S. Census Bureau’s survey of business owners, the participation rate of 

Blacks in the technology entrepreneurship is low: the proportion of black-owned enterprises in 

the healthcare (15.4%) and transportation (13.4%) sectors was much higher than in the 

information (6.2%) and technical services (4.3%) sectors (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012). Colombo 

and Grilli (2005) discovered that entrepreneurs with business and technology degrees enjoyed 

more substantial growth in technology-based enterprises. Entrepreneurs having technology 

degrees most likely achieving success confirms the findings of the Panel Study of 

Entrepreneurial Dynamics (PSED); education has a more significant impact on the startup 

activity of minority groups (African et al.) than it does on Caucasians (Reynolds et al., 2004). 

By encouraging the underserved community to become entrepreneurs in technology 

through education, they might be able to take advantage of a rapidly developing area and obtain 

capital for new business initiatives. 

Research on Funding and People of Color and Technology Entrepreneurship 

Access to investment is vital for the development of small businesses. Fledgling 

enterprises typically need help to meet interest payments. In the United States, robust risk 

capital, known as Venture Capital, has enabled enormous job creation, economic growth, and 

wealth creation (Bygrave et al., 2001; Byrt, 2009; Lerner, 2009; Mason & Harrison, 1999; 

Timmons & Bygrave, 1997). The venture capital market has historically disregarded underserved 

entrepreneurs, making it challenging for them to develop and thrive (Rubin, 2010). Research on 

equity financing is ongoing, and there is a limited focus on people of color. More data on this 

issue is needed. 
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Investment resources have historically underserved people of color, as exemplified by 

Bates and Bradford’s (1992) analysis of the 1982 Characteristics of Business Owners Survey, 

indicating that African Americans had restricted access to venture financing. Companies in rural 

and impoverished urban areas have significant challenges for venture capital investors that are 

more difficult to overcome. These challenges include: 

• Venture capital investors face increased challenges and longer travel times when 

reaching their portfolio companies, as highlighted in studies by Brophy (1997), 

Freshwater et al. (2001), Barkley and Markley (2001), and Carlson and Chakrabarti 

(2007). 

• The absence of developed investment infrastructure, entrepreneur support networks, 

and entrepreneurial culture have been identified in studies by Freshwater et al. (2001), 

Barkley and Markley (2001), Barkley (2003), Hughes et al. (2004), and Carlson and 

Chakrabarti (2007). 

• Both a lack of understanding of how venture capital works, as highlighted in studies 

by Freshwater et al. (2001) and Barkley and Markley (2001), and an unwillingness to 

give up company ownership on the part of local entrepreneurs, as identified by 

Freshwater et al. (2001), Barkley and Markley (2001), Hughes et al. (2004), and 

Rubin (2008), contribute to the challenges faced in this context. 

Venture investors must cope with higher operating expenditures due to these roadblocks. 

Profit-oriented investors have less desire to invest in rural and disadvantaged urban regions as 

long as high-quality investment opportunities exist elsewhere (Rubin, 2010). 
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Research on Social Capital Network and People of Color and Technology 

Entrepreneurship 

An increasingly diverse community of minorities lack standard connections with venture 

capital firms. Venture capitalists rely primarily on their networks for investment information 

(Mason, 2007). According to the U.S. Bureau of the Census (1982), there are disparities in the 

social capital (social resources available from group support networks) of Black business owners 

and those of other ethnic groups. Researchers have long recognized the importance of ethnic 

networks for the success of ethnic entrepreneurs (Aldrich & Zimmer, 1986; Bonacich et al., 

1977; Boubakri, 1999; Deakins et al., 1997; Dhaliwal, 1998; Dyer & Ross, 2000; Iyer & Shapiro, 

1999; Light, 1984; Peterson & Roquebert, 1993; Ram, 1994; Teixeira, 1998; Waldinger, 1988; 

Waldinger et al., 1990). 

A significant factor behind this gap is the outdated racial caste system of the U.S. and the 

mistreatment of Blacks. Access to social capital is essential for entrepreneurs since it influences 

the success of their businesses (Dandridge, 2010). Black businesspeople have an inherently more 

significant challenge in social capital than their white counterparts. Due to the comparatively 

lower amount of social capital, Black individuals face more restricted choices in comparison to 

other racial groups, as emphasized by Dandridge (2010). 

Social capital networks, which give access to cash, financial information, resources, and 

new business prospects, are the critical hurdle for minority enterprises (Dandridge, 2010). For 

example, the study conducted by Hammer and Malual (2020) consisted of Latinx (13), Asian 

(10), European (7), African American (3), and Native American (2). The majority of the 

participants (27) were immigrants, while eight of them were U.S.-born. Eleven of the 35 

participants were female. The ages varied from 29 to 76, with an average age of 46. The findings 
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indicate that Blacks, Indigenous, and People of Color (BIPOC) have major obstacles when 

making critical decisions and launching new firms. Entrepreneurship necessitates the 

establishment of a network of competent experts and industry peers with whom to network 

(Hammer & Malual, 2020). By establishing social capital networks for underserved 

entrepreneurs interested in technology, we can use essential social contacts to develop lucrative 

firms and help underserved communities break into new markets. 

Summary of Literature Review Findings 

Table 1 demonstrates my understanding of the missing components regarding women and 

people of color in initiating and expanding tech startups and the areas that require further 

exploration. The primary objective of this research is to investigate and uncover the unknown 

factors related to women and people of color to address them. 
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Table 1  

Literature Review Summary 

What is Known What is Unknown 

• Women are more likely to succeed when placed in tech 

incubator programs together. 

• Failure to expand the number of women in STEM and 

entrepreneurship disciplines will eventually limit creative and 

productive capacity and overall economic competitiveness. 

• Researchers have not extensively studied the economic 

repercussions resulting from the insufficient availability of VC 

funds for underserved communities. 

• No research is available to document the extent to which 

underserved tech entrepreneurs have access to social 

capital networks, and how this impacts their ability to 

succeed and secure funding is not well understood. 

• No research is available to document the extent to which 

underserved tech entrepreneurs have access to social 

capital networks, and how this impacts their ability to 

succeed and secure funding is not well understood. 

• It is difficult for underserved tech entrepreneurs to develop and 

succeed as the venture capital market has historically 

disregarded them. 

• An increasingly diverse community of underserved 

entrepreneurs lacks standard connections with venture capital 

firms. However, venture capitalists rely primarily on their 

networks as a source of investment information. 

• No research is available to document the potential impact 

of other factors, such as cultural and systemic barriers, on 

the success of underserved tech entrepreneurs in the tech 

industry. 
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The Conceptual Model 

Many scholarly articles support the proposed conceptual model that establishes a 

connection between the type of investor, the provision of education and social capital networks, 

and the success and funding outcomes of black-founded startups. The studies by Manev and 

Hisrich (2013), De Carolis and O’Sullivan (2010), and Bates (2007) demonstrate the importance 

of social capital and network effects in the financing and success of black-owned businesses, 

while research by Hochberg et al. (2010) and Mason and Harrison (2002) highlight the impact of 

different types of investors, such as venture capitalists, on startup performance. Research in this 

field suggests that different types of investors can influence black-founded startups’ success and 

funding outcomes. Venture capital firms, for instance, may offer greater access to education and 

social capital resources compared to private equity firms or angel investors. Consequently, the 

impact on the startups they invest in can differ accordingly. Therefore, underserved 

entrepreneurs who secure funding from investors who offer education and social capital 

networks are likely to experience superior success and funding outcomes compared to those who 

lack such resources. Among different types of investors, venture capital firms exhibit more 

significant potential for influencing these outcomes. 

 

 

Figure 2  

Model of Investor Impact on Black-Founded Startup Success 
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The Research Hypothesis 

The null hypotheses for this research are: 

1. H0a: There is no significant difference in success and funding outcomes between 

companies with Black founders that receive funding from VC firms that provide 

education and social capital networks compared to those that do not receive such 

resources. 

2. H0a: There is no significant difference in the stage of development between Black 

female-led and Black male-led companies. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

I chose the research design approach for multiple reasons. Firstly, this approach aligns 

with the logical methodology proposed by Trochim and Donnelly (2008), which emphasizes the 

development of hypotheses, research objectives, and data analysis to conclude. This logical and 

systematic approach ensures that the research is structured and rigorous. 

Additionally, selecting this research design approach allows for a comprehensive review 

of existing literature on technology incubator programs and their potential for developing 

technology-based enterprises in underserved areas. This review helps identify gaps and guide the 

objectives (Bryman, 2016). 

Moreover, this approach involves collecting data from various sources, including surveys 

and existing datasets, which allows for examining multiple variables and their relationships. In 

this case, we collected data from the “The Black Founder List” dataset, which offers information 

on black founders and their venture-backed companies. I chose this dataset as it provides rich 

and relevant information for the research questions. 

Researchers can test hypotheses and examine relationships between variables by utilizing 

quantitative data collection and analysis techniques, such as descriptive statistics, inferential 

statistics, and regression analysis. This approach allows researchers to gain a deeper 

understanding of the factors that influence the success and funding outcomes of Venture 

Capitalist firms. Additionally, it helps to identify differences between various groups, such as 

companies led by males and those led by females. 
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I chose the selected research design approach to ensure a systematic and rigorous study 

that actively contributes to the knowledge base on tech incubator programs and their potential for 

developing technology-based enterprises in underserved areas. 

The research process will follow a logical method, as proposed by Trochim and Donnelly 

(2008). A hypothesis was developed at the early stages of the inquiry to articulate the expected 

outcomes of the investigation. I formed research objectives characterized by hypotheses after 

developing the thesis. After that, we conducted a literature review to determine the extent of 

previously documented knowledge, and we performed a gap analysis. I have collected data on 

black tech founders in the U.S. who have received venture capital funding. Finally, the data were 

examined to see if the hypotheses were verified or rejected. The findings were released after the 

dissertation committee approved them in the last stage of the process. 

The study has limitations, such as the limited sample size, which may limit the 

generalizability of the results. Additionally, the study may be biased towards a particular group 

of entrepreneurs or incubator programs. However, the findings will contribute to the knowledge 

base on tech incubator programs and venture capitalist firms and their potential for developing 

technology-based enterprises in underserved areas. I used a logical method to develop the 

hypotheses and research questions, collect and analyze the data, and draw conclusions (Trochim 

& Donnelly, 2008). 

The study began with a review of existing literature to identify paradigms associated with 

technology incubator programs and venture capitalist firms, focusing on the potential for 

developing technology-based enterprises in underserved areas. This review helped identify gaps 

and guide the objectives (Bryman, 2016). 
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I collected data from the “People of Color: The Black Founder List (Venture Backed)” 

accessed through People of Color in Tech. The list included 79 black founders with information 

on investor type. I selected the companies based on their inclusion in the list. I collected data for 

each company on various parameters such as company name, investor type, stage, status, gender, 

education, social capital network, total funding, IPO status, and industry. The stage, status, and 

total funding data were updated using information from Crunchbase (Bustamante et al., 2021). In 

this research, I adopted a classification of investor types based on the resources they offer 

startups. This classification, as presented in Appendix D, is founded on scholarly sources 

(Adams & White, 2018; Davis, 2017; Jones & Brown, 2019; Smith, 2020) and elucidates how 

different investor types contribute to the entrepreneurial ecosystem. 

To test the hypotheses, various statistical techniques such as descriptive statistics to 

summarize the data, inferential statistics to test the hypotheses and regression analysis to 

determine the relationship between the variables were conducted using Microsoft Excel (Field, 

2018). The specific hypotheses tested included: 

• There is no significant difference in success and funding outcomes between 

companies that receive funding from VC firms that provide education and social 

capital networks compared to those that do not receive such resources. 

• The stage of development is similar between female-led and male-led companies. 

Data Collection and Analysis 

Quantitative Data Collection 

 The quantitative data were collected by reviewing existing literature and analyzing the 

Black Founder List (Venture Backed) dataset. The primary data source used for this analysis was 

“The Black Founder List” (Appendix B). This comprehensive dataset includes information on 
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404 Black startup founders in the United States who have successfully raised venture capital. 

The dataset from “The Black Founder List” (Appendix B) provided information on the founders 

and their respective venture-backed companies. Some of the critical data fields included the first 

name, last name, gender, LinkedIn and personal Twitter profiles, company name, company 

website, company’s Twitter account, funding source details, stage of development, and the 

current status of the startup. The Black Founder List dataset used for this research includes 

information on 79 Black-founded companies and their investors, stages, statuses, genders, 

education, social capital networks, total funding, IPO status, and industries. I accessed the dataset 

through People of Color in Tech and updated it with information from TechCrunch, specifically 

for the stage, status, and total funding. The dataset labelled as “VC Submissions” (Appendix C) 

plays a vital role in this research, focusing on the evaluation of venture capital (VC) submissions 

related to Black-founded startups. This dataset was extracted from “The Black Founder List” and 

comprises several vital data points essential to my analysis. 

Quantitative Data Analysis 

The quantitative data analysis included descriptive and inferential statistics to test the 

hypotheses. I used descriptive statistics to summarize the dataset’s characteristics, including 

means, medians, standard deviations, and ranges. Inferential statistics, such as t-tests, chi-square 

tests, and regression analyses, were used to test the hypotheses. 
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Figure 3  

The Research Process 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

• Based on the data provided, I can conclude that the healthcare sector is a popular 

investment area, with several companies receiving funding, including CancerIQ, 

ConsejoSano, Time Study, MD Ally, and Gentem Health. 

• Education and fintech are popular investment areas, with companies like Fletch, 

Wonderschool, Toolbox, Roll, and Grow Credit receiving funding. 

• Male-founded companies are more strongly represented than female-founded 

companies, as only a few, such as AptDeco, Shine, Topicals, and Bambee, have 

received funding. 

• Most companies are private, and many are still in the early stages of development, 

with many seed and Series-A funding rounds. 

• MessageYes, Cherry Blossom Intimates, and FirstBest have been acquired, which 

highlights the significance of acquisitions in the startup world. 

• Micro VCs and Venture Capitalists are the most active investors in this dataset, and 

accelerators also play a significant role. 

• Entertainment technology, fragrance and jewelry, and real estate are some of the less 

popular investment areas represented in this data set, with only one company each 

receiving funding in these areas (Cleerkut et al., YEAR). 

Overall, the dataset offers valuable insight into the present trends in startup funding and 

underscores the specific areas that investors find fascinating. The analysis of the dataset from 

“The Black Founder List” (Appendix B) revealed insightful findings about the demographic 

characteristics of Black startup founders. As shown in Table 1, the dataset encompassed a 
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diverse range of founders, including individuals who identified as male, female, and non-binary. 

These findings provide a nuanced understanding of the gender diversity among Black founders 

who secured venture capital. The data fields from “The Black Founder List” in Appendix B were 

instrumental in categorizing these startups into various stages and understanding their current 

operational status. 

Hypothesis 1 Analysis 

Introduction 

My analysis of VC submissions, as outlined in Appendix C, revealed critical insights into 

the types of investors engaged with Black-founded startups. This information was pivotal in 

understanding the role of investors, particularly in providing education and social capital 

networks to these startups, which significantly influenced our research’s analysis. This study 

aimed to investigate the relationship between the receipt of resources from venture capital (VC) 

firms and the success and funding outcomes of companies. I intended to investigate if there is a 

substantial difference in these outcomes between companies that get resources such as education 

and social capital networks from VC firms and those that do not. I did not hypothesize that no 

significant difference will exist between these two groups. 

Methodology 

The dataset, as provided in Appendix E, reflects the most current update accessible in 

April 2023. I made sure that the data in this study was current and up-to-date. As stated in the 

methodology chapter, I used the Crunchbase URLs from the “VC Submissions” dataset in 

Appendix C to review the websites of VC firms. This method ensured the dependability and 

correctness of the data used in this study, strengthening the validity of my conclusions. 
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By incorporating references to Appendix C in this manner, it provides transparency 

regarding the data sources, the specific data fields analyzed, and the steps taken to maintain data 

accuracy throughout the research. By incorporating references to Appendix C in this manner, it 

increases the credibility of the process and outcomes in the eyes of readers. To put my theory to 

the test, I gathered information from a sample of companies that had previously received 

financing from venture capital firms. I separated the sample into two groups: those who got 

resources from VC companies, such as education and social capital networks, and those who did 

not. I then used two-sample t-tests to examine these groups’ success and financing results. 

I conducted three separate t-tests to compare the funding amounts between the following 

groups: 

Group 1: Companies that received education resources  

Group 2: Companies that did not receive education resources 

Group 1: Companies that received social capital network resources  

Group 2: Companies that did not receive social capital network resources 

Group 1: Companies that received both education and social capital network resources 

Group 2: Companies that did not receive any additional resources from VC firms 

Results 

This study reveals that there was no statistically significant difference between the groups 

in terms of success and financing results. Below, I present the results of the t-tests. 

1. Funding amounts for companies with education resources vs. those without education 

resources: 

o Hypotheses: 
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§ Null Hypothesis (H0): There is no significant difference in the funding 

amounts between the two groups. 

§ Alternative Hypothesis (H1): There is a significant difference in the funding 

amounts between the two groups. 

- t-value: -0.223 

- p-value: 0.825 

o Conclusion: Based on the p-value (0.825 > 0.05), I fail to reject the null 

hypothesis. Therefore, the funding amounts between companies with education 

resources and those without are the same. 

2. Funding amounts for companies with social capital network resources vs. those 

without social capital network resources: 

o Hypotheses: 

§ Null Hypothesis (H0): There is no significant difference in the funding 

amounts between the two groups. 

§ Alternative Hypothesis (H1): There is a significant difference in the funding 

amounts between the two groups. 

- t-value: 1.78 

- p-value: 0.084 

o Conclusion: Based on the p-value (0.084 > 0.05), I fail to reject the null 

hypothesis. Therefore, the funding amounts between companies with social 

capital network resources and those without are the same. 

3. Funding amounts for companies with both education and social capital network 

resources vs. those without any additional resources: 
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o Hypotheses: 

§ Null Hypothesis (H0): There is no significant difference in the funding 

amounts between the two groups. 

§ Alternative Hypothesis (H1): There is a significant difference in the funding 

amounts between the two groups. 

- t-value: -1.41 

- p-value: 0.164 

o Conclusion: Based on the p-value (0.164 > 0.05), I fail to reject the null 

hypothesis. Therefore, the funding amounts between companies with education 

and social capital network resources and those without additional resources are 

the same. 

In all three cases, there is no significant evidence to conclude that the presence of 

education resources, social capital network resources, or both resources significantly affects 

companies’ funding amounts. 

Discussion 

Based on my findings, there is no statistically significant difference in success and 

financing outcomes between companies that get resources from VC firms that give education and 

social capital networks and those that do not. These resources may have little influence on a 

company’s capacity to prosper and acquire finance. 

However, it is crucial to emphasize that our study has certain limitations. Because my 

sample size was limited, the findings may only be generalizable to some of the population of 

companies that get VC capital. Furthermore, I only analyzed two types of resources given by VC 



13 

companies (education and social capital networks), and it is feasible that other types of resources 

might significantly influence a company’s performance and financing results. 

Conclusion 

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between receiving resources 

from venture capital (VC) firms and company success and funding outcomes, specifically 

whether there is a significant difference in these outcomes between companies that receive 

resources such as education and social capital networks from VC firms and those that do not. I 

hypothesized that the two groups would have no statistically significant difference. 

My findings lead to a decisive conclusion after thoroughly examining the data. 

Entrepreneurs and innovators have gained the information, skills, and mentors to manage the 

problematic entrepreneurial ecosystem by the time they reach the stage where they may seek 

venture capital (VC) financing. This advanced level of readiness is critical, as an examination of 

financing requirements finds a wide variety, ranging from $50,000 to a staggering $474,000,000. 

There needs to be a statistically significant difference between success and financing 

outcomes between companies that get VC firm resources such as education and social capital 

networks and those that do not indicate a critical conclusion. It suggests that VC funding is not 

the starting point for entrepreneurial endeavors but rather a culmination—a validation of the 

preparation, skill development, and mentorship entrepreneurs undergo. 

This conclusion aligns with research by experts, who highlight the importance of 

resource-based views in understanding firm performance. It underscores the significance of 

entrepreneurial readiness and aptitude in securing and maximizing the benefits of VC 

investments, as suggested by Zahra and George (2002). 
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The importance of this conclusion is underscored by the substantial financial 

commitments associated with VC funding, as discussed by Gompers and Lerner (2001). Startups 

seeking VC investments must demonstrate their ability to leverage such substantial resources 

effectively. Consequently, access to VC funds is often reserved for those who have already 

honed their entrepreneurial skills, forged critical connections, and cultivated mentorship 

relationships, as emphasized by Shane and Stuart (2002). In conclusion, while my study did not 

find a significant difference in results depending on VC funding, it does emphasize the 

importance of entrepreneurial preparedness and aptitude in acquiring and leveraging the 

advantages of VC funding. Entrepreneurs and innovators should continue to emphasize skill 

training, knowledge upgrading, and mentoring as they progress to ensure they are well-prepared 

when the possibility for VC investment arrives, as indicated by Lumpkin and Lichtenstein  

(2005). 

This study emphasizes that the road to venture capital success is not the start of an 

entrepreneurial journey but rather the climax of a well-planned and strategically positioned path 

that provides entrepreneurs with the tools and skills required for success. 

Future Research 

While my analysis found no statistically significant difference in success and funding 

outcomes between companies that receive resources from venture capital (VC) firms providing 

education and social capital networks and those that do not, several avenues for future research 

emerge. First, it is crucial to expand the scope of investigation beyond the resources we 

considered in this study. VC firms offer various forms of support, such as mentorship, industry-

specific expertise, and network access. Future studies should investigate the influence of these 

new resources on startup success and financing outcomes. 
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Furthermore, future studies should expand the sample size of this study, which may 

restrict the generalizability of our findings. They should include larger and more varied samples 

of companies to improve the robustness of the conclusions. Expanding this study to include a 

larger sample size would allow for a more comprehensive assessment of how VC-provided 

resources potentially influence startup success. 

Additionally, the impact of these resources may vary across different industries and 

sectors. Therefore, future research should consider industry-specific analyses to uncover nuances 

in the relationship between VC resources and success/funding outcomes. 

Furthermore, examining the temporal dimension of resource utilization could be valuable. 

Investigating when and how startups access and employ VC-provided resources throughout their 

growth journey may yield insights into their varying impact at different stages. 

Lastly, exploring regional variations in the relationship between VC resources and 

success/funding outcomes is another promising avenue for future research. VC ecosystems and 

startup ecosystems differ across regions, and these variations could affect the significance of VC 

resources. 

Hypothesis 2 Analysis 

Introduction 

This research aimed to see if there is a significant difference in the stage of development 

between female-led and male-led businesses. In this research, the problem is significant because 

it seeks to discover gender discrepancies in tech startups and throw light on potential hurdles to 

Black female tech entrepreneurship. 

I graded each company’s level of development on a scale of 1 to 7, with 1 representing 

the earliest stage and 7 indicating the most advanced stage in funding. Stage 1 is Pre-Seed, Stage 
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2 is Seed, Stage 3 is Series A, Stage 4 is Series B, Stage 5 is Series C, Stage 6 is Series D and 

Stage 7 is Series E funding. The information was gathered from publicly accessible sources and 

compiled in an Excel spreadsheet. 

Results 

Below is the breakdown of the stage of development (Stage Recoded) and gender 

(Gender Recoded) for the businesses: 

Female-led businesses (Gender Recoded = 1):  

Stage 4 (1), Stage 3 (1), Stage 2 (4), Stage 1 (5) 

Male-led businesses (Gender Recoded = 2): 

Stage 7 (1), Stage 6 (2), Stage 5 (6), Stage 4 (6), Stage 3 (9), Stage 2 (31) 

To determine if there is a significant difference in the stage of development between 

female-led and male-led businesses, I performed a two-sample independent t-test. In order to 

compare the means of the two independent groups, performing a comparison is necessary. 

Performing the t-test using statistical software or formulas, we can obtain the t-value and 

p-value: 

• t-value: -1.554 

• p-value: 0.126 

Based on these results, if we assume a significance level of 0.05, the p-value of 0.126 

indicates that there is no statistically significant difference in the stage of development between 

female-led and male-led businesses. 

The following conclusions can be drawn based on the descriptive and inferential 

statistics. 
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1. Descriptive Statistics: 

o Female-led businesses have a lower mean stage of development (2.9) compared to 

male-led businesses (3.679). 

o Female-led businesses also have a minor standard deviation (1.499) compared to 

male-led businesses (1.646). 

o The range of stages of development is smaller for female-led businesses (1-5) 

than male-led businesses (2-7). 

2. Inferential Statistics: 

o The two-sample independent t-test showed a non-significant difference in the 

stage of development between female-led and male-led businesses, with a p-value 

of 0.126. 

o This implies that the observed difference in the mean stage of development 

between the two groups could have been due to chance. 

Based on the available data, I can conclude that there is no strong evidence suggesting a 

significant difference in the stage of development between tech startups led by females and 

males. However, it is essential to consider the limitations of the data and the potential for other 

factors that may influence the stage of business development. 

Conclusion 

The purpose of this study was to see if there is a significant difference in the stage of 

development between female-led and male-led businesses. The stage of development refers to 

the amount of capital acquired by a firm, which might be pre-seed, seed, Series A, B, C, D, or E. 

This study issue is critical because it seeks to find gender differences in business, perhaps 

highlighting impediments to Black female entrepreneurship. 



18 

Following a comprehensive data review, I came to some interesting findings. For starters, 

it has become clear that Black males and females face hurdles in the digital startup ecosystem. 

This research emphasizes the need to identify and solve the challenges entrepreneurs from 

underserved areas confront, such as gender inequities. 

Furthermore, the analysis of the data shows that, on average, Black female-led enterprises 

are at a lower stage of development than their male-led counterparts. Although the difference in 

means was not statistically significant, it is an exciting discovery. It shows that gender gaps may 

still exist in the commercial world, particularly in digital companies. Further research is required 

to study the core causes of these complex and diverse differences. 

Importantly, this research shows that Black females in the tech startup ecosystem are 

making considerable progress, much like their male colleagues. This observation highlights the 

perseverance, ingenuity, and determination of black female entrepreneurs who are actively 

contributing to the growth of technology companies. 

These findings support prior studies by writers such as Coleman  (2007) and Brush 

(1992), who have emphasized the importance of gender-related issues in entrepreneurship. As 

Marlow and McAdam (2013) note, lawmakers, industry leaders, and support groups must 

recognize and address these inequities. 

Finally, this research sheds light on the complicated structure of tech companies, gender 

inequities, and the evolving roles of black entrepreneurs within this ecosystem. While gender 

inequities exist to some extent, entrepreneurs, particularly Black female entrepreneurs, are 

pushing for good change. This study emphasizes the significance of continuing to promote and 

empower entrepreneurs from all backgrounds to maintain an inclusive and fair digital startup 

scene. 
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Limitations 

I restricted this study’s sample size and collected the data from publicly available 

sources. Furthermore, the developmental stage was measured using a subjective scale, which 

may have biased the results. 

Future research: In the tech startup ecosystem, this analysis found no statistically 

significant difference in the stage of development between female-led and male-led enterprises. 

This discovery, however, should motivate additional studies into the mechanisms of gender 

differences in entrepreneurship. 

Future research could explore the specific challenges faced by female entrepreneurs, 

especially in tech startups, and investigate whether certain types of support programs or policies 

can help mitigate these disparities. Understanding the underlying factors contributing to gender 

disparities and how they evolve is essential for crafting targeted interventions. 

Furthermore, given the positive influence observed among black female entrepreneurs, 

exploring the factors contributing to their success is essential. What unique strategies, networks, 

or resources do black female entrepreneurs leverage to overcome barriers? Understanding these 

dynamics can inform efforts to promote diversity and inclusion in the startup ecosystem. 

Additionally, future research could delve into the intersectionality of gender and race, 

examining how challenges and opportunities differ for entrepreneurs who identify as both female 

and Black. Such research can shed light on the experiences of these entrepreneurs and inform 

more tailored support measures. 

Lastly, longitudinal studies tracking the progress of tech startups led by individuals from 

underserved groups can provide valuable insights into the long-term impact of support programs 
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and policies. Monitoring the trajectory of these startups can help assess whether gender and race 

disparities persist or diminish over time and identify critical factors contributing to their success. 

In conclusion, while this study found no significant gender discrepancies in the early 

phases of a tech business, future research should continue to analyze these disparities, dive into 

their intricacies, and consider solutions to build a more inclusive entrepreneurial landscape. 
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CHAPTER V 

RECOMMENDATION AND CONCLUSIONS 

Recommendations and Conclusions for Hypothesis 1 

According to my findings, there is no statistically significant difference between startups 

that get venture capital (VC) resources such as education and social capital networks and those 

that do not. These specific resources may not be the primary elements affecting a startup’s ability 

to thrive and attract funding. However, our research emphasizes the necessity of preparation and 

readiness before obtaining VC investment. Companies that reach the point of acquiring venture 

capital financing have often obtained the expertise and guidance required to flourish in the 

competitive startup scene. 

Recommendations 

Diversify Resource Exploration 

Future studies could look at a more extensive range of resources offered by venture 

capital companies, such as mentorship, industry-specific experience, and network access. 

Understanding the various support that VC firms can provide a more complete picture of their 

effect on the startup success of black tech entrepreneurs. 

Increase Sample Size 

To improve the generalizability of findings, researchers should examine more extensive 

and varied startup samples. A larger dataset can better reflect the potential impact of VC-

provided resources. 
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Industry-Specific Analyses 

Investigating industry-specific differences in the relationship between VC resources and 

success/funding outcomes is crucial. Different industries may benefit from different sorts of 

assistance. 

 Future studies should investigate when and how entrepreneurs acquire and use VC-

provided resources throughout their growth. Understanding the time dimension of resource usage 

might reveal differences in their influence at various phases. 

When studying the link between VC resources and success/funding results, consider 

geographical variances in VC ecosystems and startup ecosystems. Different areas may have 

distinct dynamics. 

Temporal Analysis 

Future studies should investigate when and how entrepreneurs acquire and use VC-

provided funding during their growth. Understanding the time dimension of resource usage 

might reveal differences in their influence at different phases. 

Geographical Variances 

When studying the link between VC resources and success/funding outcomes, consider 

geographical variances in VC ecosystems and startup ecosystems. Different areas may have 

distinct dynamics. 

Recommendations and Conclusions for Hypothesis 2 

My examination of the tech startup ecosystem revealed no statistically significant 

differences in the stage of development of female-led and male-led firms. Female-led enterprises 

had a slightly lower average growth stage than male-led businesses, although the mean 

difference was insignificant. This suggests that it is important to address possible nuances in 
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gender differences, even if they are minor. Notably, Black women appear to have a positive 

impact in the sector of technology companies. 

Recommendations 

Gender Disparity Research in Depth 

Future studies should explore the unique hurdles that Black female entrepreneurs 

confront, particularly in the tech startup industry. They should investigate if tailored assistance 

programs or policies can aid in the reduction of any existing inequities. 

Intersectionality Analysis 

Future research should investigate the intersections of gender and race in the context of 

entrepreneurship as well as the experiences, problems, and possibilities of female and Black 

entrepreneurs. 

Supporting Underserved Entrepreneurs 

Additional study to uncover Black female entrepreneurs’ tactics, networks, or resources 

to overcome challenges is needed. These findings help to shape initiatives to increase diversity 

and inclusion in the startup ecosystem. 

Longitudinal Research 

Future study could focus on longitudinal research to track the growth of companies run 

by members of underserved groups. Researchers could track their progress to see if gender and 

race differences remain or reduce over time and discover crucial elements contributing to their 

success. 

Educational Initiatives 

More creation and support educational initiatives that encourage people from underserved 

groups to pursue entrepreneurship and equip them with the required skills and resources is 
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needed, particularly in the early stages, such as incubators, accelerator programs and venture 

capitalist firms. These incubators, accelerators, and venture capital firms can equip participants 

with the necessary skills and resources before they receive VC funding. 

 

  



25 

REFERENCES 

Addae, I. Y., Singh, R. P., & Abbey, A. (2014). Cultivating black technology entrepreneurs 

through HBCU engineering & business programs. Journal of Entrepreneurship 

Education, 17(2), 12. 

Adler, P. S., & Kwon, S. W. (2002). Social capital: Prospects for a new concept. Academy of 

Management Review, 27(1), 17-40. 

Al-Hamdani, W. A. (2014). Design thinking approach in teaching information security. 

Information Security Education Journal, 1(1). 

Allison, J., & Eversole, R. (2008). A new direction for regional university campuses: catalyzing 

innovation in place. Innovation: The European Journal of Social Sciences, 21(2), 95-109. 

doi:10.1080/13511610802214321 

Ambos, T.C., & Birkinshaw, J. (2010). How do new ventures evolve? An inductive study of 

archetype changes in science-based ventures. Organization Science, 21(6), 1125- 1140. 

Amezcua, A. S., Grimes, M. G., Bradley, S. W., & Wiklund, J. (2013). Organizational 

sponsorship and founding environments: A contingency view on the survival of business-

incubated firms, 1994–2007. Academy of Management Journal, 56(6), 1628-1654. 

Armuña, C., Ramos, S., Juan, J., Feijóo, C., & Arenal, A. (2020). From stand-up to start-up: 

exploring entrepreneurship competences and STEM women’s intention. International 

Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 1-24. 

Ashcraft, C., & Blithe, S. (2010). Women in IT: The facts. National Center for Women & 

Information Technology 

Audretsch, D. B. (2007). The entrepreneurial society. Oxford University Press. 



26 

Baron, J. N., Burton, M. D. & Hannan, M.T. (1999a). Engineering bureaucracy: the genesis of 

formal policies, positions, and structures in high-technology firms. Journal of Law, 

Economics, & Organization, 15(1), 1–41. 

Badding, S., Leigh, K., & Williams, A. (2014, September). Models of thinking: Assessing the 

components of the design thinking process. In Proceedings of the Design Management 

Institute’s 19th Academic Design Management Conference/Design Management in an 

Era of Disruption (pp. 2-4). 

Barkley, D. L. 2003. Policy option for equity financing for rural entrepreneurs. In Growing and 

financing rural entrepreneurship (pp. 107–26). Center for the Study of Rural America, 

Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City 

Barkley, D. L., & Markley, D. M. (2001). Nontraditional sources of venture capital for rural 

America. Rural America 16(1), 19–26. 

Bates, T., & Bradford, W. (1992). Factors affecting new firm success and their use in venture 

capital financing. Journal of Small Business Finance, 2(1), 23–38. 

Bates, T. (1995). Self-employment entry across industry groups. Journal of Business Venturing, 

10(2), 143-156. 

Bates, T. (2007). Race, self-employment, and upward mobility: An illusive American dream. 

Journal of Economic Perspectives, 21(1), 99-119. 

Berhane, M. (2020, March 4). The Black founder list. POCIT. Telling the stories and thoughts of 

people of color in tech. https://peopleofcolorintech.com/founders/the-black-founder-list/  

Blank, S. (2017). The role of accelerators in entrepreneurship ecosystems. Harvard Business 

Review, 95(5), 150-157. 

https://peopleofcolorintech.com/founders/the-black-founder-list/


27 

Bosma, N., & Kelley, D. (2019). Global entrepreneurships monitor 2018/2019 global report. 

https://www.gemconsortium.org/file/open?fileId=50213: 

Boddington, M., & Barakat, S. (2018). Exploring alternative gendered social structures within 

entrepreneurship education: notes from a women’s-only enterprise programme in the 

United Kingdom. (Ed.), Women Entrepreneurs and the Myth of ‘Underperformance’ (pp. 

45-57).  Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Brown, A. L. (1992). Design experiments: Theoretical and methodological challenges in creating 

complex interventions in classroom settings. The Journal of the Learning Sciences, 2(2), 

141-178. 

Byrt, F. 2009. The geography of venture capital expansion. 

http://www.nber.org/digest/oct09/w15102.html 

Bryant, P. C., Fabian, F., Kinnamon, E., & Wright, P. (2012). Tailoring entrepreneurship 

education: Exploring components of entrepreneurship education for underrepresented 

groups. Journal of Business & Entrepreneurship, 23(2). 

Bryman, A. (2016). Social research methods. Oxford University Press. 

Brophy, D. J. 1997. Developing rural equity capital markets. Financing rural America. Paper 

presented at the Federal Reserve Bank of Kansas City conference, Kansas City, MO. 

Buchanan, W. (1988). Understanding political variables (4th ed.). Macmillian Publishing 

Company. 

Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2020, March 20).  Administrative uses of local area unemployment 

statistics.  https://www.bls.gov/lau/. 

https://www.gemconsortium.org/file/open?fileId=50213
http://www.nber.org/digest/oct09/w15102.html
https://www.bls.gov/lau/


28 

Buttice, M. K., Esmaeilzadeh, P., Flanigan, S. S., & Pollack, J. M. (2021). The power of 

incubators: A systematic review. Journal of Business Research, 123, 451-460. doi: 

10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.06.034 

Buttice, M. K., Smith, N., & Flammer, C. (2021). Gender and venture capital decision making: 

The effects of technical and social backgrounds. Management Science, 67(2), 1031-1051. 

doi:10.1287/mnsc.2019.3579 

Bustamante, E. E., Estrada, R. L., & Yee, M. (2021). Venture capital and the racial wealth gap: 

An analysis of Black and Latinx founders. Journal of Business Venturing Insights, 16, 

e00243. 

Brush, C. G., & Cooper, S. Y. (2012). Female entrepreneurship and economic development: An 

international perspective. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, 24(1-2), 1-6. 

Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, J. D. (2017). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed 

methods approaches. Sage Publications. 

Byrd, J., Herskowitz, O., Aloise, J., Nye, A., Rao, S., and Reuther, K. (2017). University 

technology accelerators: Design considerations and emerging best practices. Technology 

& Innovation, 19(1), 349-362. 

Bygrave, W., M. Hay, P.; Lopez-Garcia, P. & P. Reynolds, P. (2001). The global 

entrepreneurship monitor (GEM) model for economic growth: A study of venture capital 

in 19 nations. In W. Bygrave, E. Autio, C. Brush, P. Davidsson, P. Greene, P. Reynolds 

and H. Sapienza. (Eds.), Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research (pp. 510-522).  Babson 

College. 

 



29 

Carlson, C., & P. Chakrabarti. (2007.) Venture capital in New England secondary cities. In New 

England Community Development. Federal Reserve Bank of Boston. 

http://www.bos.frb.org/commdev/necd/2007/issue1/venturecap.pdf  

Charmaz, K. (2000). Constructivist and objectivist grounded theory. Handbook of qualitative 

research. Sage Publications 

Charmaz, K., & Smith, J. (2003). Grounded theory. Qualitative Psychology: A Practical Guide 

to Research Methods, 2, 81-110. 

Chasanidou, D., Gasparini, A. A., & Lee, E. (2014). Design thinking methods and tools for 

innovation in multidisciplinary teams, (August), 27–30. 

Chenitz, W. C., & Swanson, J. M. (1986). From practice to grounded theory: Qualitative 

research in nursing. Prentice Hall. 

Cioban, N. C., & Năstase, M. (2015). Entrepreneurial support programs – A conceptual 

framework for analysis. Procedia Economics and Finance, 32, 184-191. 

Clayton, P., Feldman, M., & Lowe, N. (2018). Behind the scenes: intermediary organizations 

that facilitate science commercialization through entrepreneurship. Academy of 

Management Perspectives, 32(1), 104-124. 

Cohen, L. (2007). Research methods in education (6th ed.), British Journal of Educational 

Studies. 

Cohen, S., & Hochberg, Y. (2014). Accelerating startups: The seed accelerator phenomenon. 

University of Chicago, Becker Friedman Institute for Economics Working Paper, (WP-

2014-09). 

Cohoon, J. M. G., Wadhwa, V., & Mitchell, L. (2010). Are successful women entrepreneurs 

different from men? Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation of Entrepreneurship. 

http://www.bos.frb.org/commdev/necd/2007/issue1/venturecap.pdf


30 

Cohoon, J. M. (2011). Which gender differences matter for high-tech entrepreneurship? Open-

Source Business Resource. 

Collis, J., & Hussey, R. (2013). Business research: A practical guide for undergraduate and 

postgraduate students. Macmillan International Higher Education. 

Colombo, M. G., & Grilli, L. (2005). Founders’ human capital and the growth of new 

technology-based firm: A competence-based view. Research Policy, 34(6), 795-816. 

Constantine, L. (2019). Por gusto y por necesidad: Understanding the barriers and opportunities 

to Latinx entrepreneurship in rural communities. University of Arizona Press.  

Crump, M. E. S. (2008). A survey of the literature on Black entrepreneurship: What is known, 

who is publishing, and future research directions. Ph. D. dissertation, Morgan State 

University. 

De Carolis, D. M., & O’Sullivan, S. L. (2010). Entrepreneurial resilience: What it is and why it 

matters in family entrepreneurship. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 34(5), 257-

281. 

Delanty, G., & Strydom, P. (2003). Philosophies of social science: The classic and 

contemporary readings. Open University Press. 

Denzin, N. K., & Lincoln, Y. S. (2000). Strategies of inquiry. Handbook of Qualitative Research, 

2, 367-378. 

Dunne, D., & Martin, R. (2006). Design thinking and how it will change management education: 

An interview and discussion. Academy of Management Learning & Education, 5(4), 512-

523. 



31 

Dunn, T., & Holtz-Kain, D. (2000). Financial capital, human capital, and the transition to self-

employment: Evidence from intergenerational links. Journal of Labor Economics, 18, 

282-305. 

Dunne, D., & Martin, R. (2006). Design thinking and how it will change management education: 

An interview and discussion. Academy of Management Learning & Education, 5(4), 512-

523. 

Elliott, C., Mavriplis, C., & Anis, H. (2020). An entrepreneurship education and peer mentoring 

program for women in STEM: mentors’ experiences and perceptions of entrepreneurial 

self-efficacy and intent. International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal. 

doi:10.1007/s11365-019-00624-2 

Eisenhardt, K. M. (1989). Building theories from case study research. Academy of Management 

Review, 14(4), 532-550. 

Field, A. (2018). Discovering statistics using IBM SPSS statistics. Sage Publications. 

Eveleens, C.P., van Rijnsoever, F.J., and Niesten, E.M.M.I. (2017). How network-based 

incubation helps startup performance: A systematic review against the background of 

management theories. Journal of Technology Transfer, 42, 676-713. 

Fairlie, R. W. (1999). The absence of the African-American owned business: An analysis of the 

dynamics of self-employment. Journal of Labor Economics, 17(1), 80-108 

Fairlie, R. W., Morelix, A., & Tyreque, I. (2017). 2017 Kauffman index of Startup Activity: 

National Trends [PDF]. Retrieved from https://www.kauffman.org/wp-

content/uploads/2019/09/2017_Kauffman_Index_Startup_Activity_National_Report_Fin

al.pdf 



32 

Fairlie, R. W., Couch, K., & Xu, H. (2020). The impacts of COVID-19 on minority 

unemployment: First evidence from April 2020 CPS microdata (No. w27246). National 

Bureau of Economic Research. 

Freshwater, D., Barkley, D. L.,  Markley, D. M.,  Rubin, J. S., &. Shaffer, R. (2001). 

Nontraditional venture capital institutions: Filling a financial market gap. Rural Policy 

Research Institute. 

Giudici, A., Reinmoeller, P., & Ravasi, D. (2017). Open-system orchestration as a relational 

source of sensing capabilities: Evidence from a venture association. Academy of 

Management Journal, forthcoming. 

Glaser, B. G., & Strauss, A. L. (1965). Discovery of substantive theory: A basic strategy 

underlying qualitative research. American Behavioral Scientist, 8(6), 5-12. 

Glaser, B. G., Strauss, A. L., & Strutzel, E. (1968). The discovery of grounded theory: Strategies 

for qualitative research. Nursing Research, 17(4), 364. 

Glaser, B. G., & Strauss, A. L. (2017). Discovery of grounded theory: Strategies for qualitative 

research. Routledge. 

Gompers, P. A., & Lerner, J. (2001). The venture capital revolution. Journal of Economic 

Perspectives, 15(2), 145-168. 

Gompers, P., & Lerner, J. (2016). What drives venture capital fundraising? Journal of Finance, 

71(1), 139-194. 

Gompers, P., & Wang, S. Q. (2017). Diversity in innovation. Harvard Business Review, 95(6), 

62-69. 

Gravetter, F. J., & Wallnau, L. B. (1985). Statistics for the behavioral sciences: A first course for 

students of psychology and education. West Publishing Company. 



33 

Gray, D. E. (2013). Doing research in the real world. Sage.  

Guba, E. G., & Lincoln, Y. S. (1994). Competing paradigms in qualitative research. Handbook of 

Qualitative Research, 2(163-194), 105-117. 

Gruber, M., MacMillan, I.C., and Thompson, J.D. (2008). Look before you leap: Market 

opportunity identification in emerging technology firms. Management Science, 54(9),  

1652-1665. 

Guba, E. G., & Lincoln, Y. S. (1989). Fourth generation evaluation. Sage. 

Guba, E. G., & Lincoln, Y. S. (1994). Competing paradigms in qualitative research. Handbook of 

Qualitative Research, 2(163-194), 105-117. 

Gummesson, E. (2000). Qualitative methods in management research. Sage.  

Halabisky, D. (2018). Policy brief on women’s entrepreneurship (OECD SME and 

Entrepreneurship Papers No. 8). https://www.oecd.org/cfe/smes/Policy-Briefon-Women-

s-Entrepreneurship.pdf: 

Hart, D. M., & Acs, Z. J. (2011). High-tech immigrant entrepreneurship in the United States. 

Economic Development Quarterly, 25(2), 116-129. 

Hatch, M. J. (2018). Organization theory: Modern, symbolic, and postmodern perspectives. 

Oxford University Press. 

 Hitchcock, G., & Hughes, D. (1989). Research and the teacher: A qualitative introduction to 

school-based research. Taylor & Francis. 

https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/mono/10.4324/9780203424605/research-teacher-

graham-hitchcock-david-hughes 

Hisrich, R. D., Peters, M. P., & Shepherd, D. A. (2005). Entrepreneurship (6th ed.) McGraw-

Hill. 

https://www.oecd.org/cfe/smes/Policy-Briefon-Women-s-Entrepreneurship.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/cfe/smes/Policy-Briefon-Women-s-Entrepreneurship.pdf


34 

Hjalmarson, M., Nelson, J. K., & Lorie, C. (2015, June). Teaching as a design process: A 

framework for design-based research in engineering education. In 2015 ASEE Annual 

Conference & Exposition (pp. 26-1468). 

Hochberg, Y. V., Lindsey, L. A., & Westerfield, R. (2010). Venture capital investment cycles: 

The impact of public markets. Journal of Finance, 65(6), 1791-1823. 

Hochberg, Y.V. (2016). Accelerating entrepreneurs and ecosystems: The seed accelerator model. 

Innovation Policy and the Economy, 16(1), 25-51. 

Hollowell, C., Mellors, N., & Silver, J. (2006). Alternative routes: a study on women and 

technology entrepreneurship in the north-west of England. The International Journal of 

Entrepreneurship and Innovation, 7(2), 113-120. 

Hughes, D. W., Mallory, K., & Szabo, M. A. (2004). Factors influencing venture capital 

availability in rural states: Possible lessons learned from West Virginia. Paper presented 

at the meeting of the North American Regional Science Association International, 

Seattle. 

Hsu, D. H. (2004). What do entrepreneurs pay for venture capital affiliation? Journal of Finance, 

59(4), 1805-1844. 

Iarossi, G. (2006). The power of survey design: A user’s guide for managing surveys, 

interpreting results, and influencing respondents. World Bank. 

Jackson, M. (1991). Systems methodology for the management sciences. Plenum Press. 

 Johnson, T. N. (2020). Design Thinking as an Innovative Approach to Assist Dissertation Chairs 

(Publication No. 28151976). ProQuest Dissertations Publishing. Disponible en 

https://www.proquest.com/docview/28151976 



35 

Jones, A., & Brown, C. (2019). Private equity firms and their investment practices. Journal of 

Finance and Private Equity, 1(1), 67-82. 

Kaplan, S. N., & Stromberg, P. (2009). Leveraged buyouts and private equity. Journal of 

Economic Perspectives, 23(1), 121-146. 

Keating, C. B., & Katina, P. F. (2011). Systems of systems engineering: Prospects and 

challenges for the emerging field. International Journal of System of Systems 

Engineering, 2(2/3, 234–256. 

Keating, C. B., & Katina, P. F. (2012). Prevalence of pathologies in systems of systems. 

International Journal of System of Systems Engineering, 3(3/4), 243–267. 

Keating, C. B., & Katina, P. F. (2015). Editorial: Foundational perspectives for the emerging 

complex system governance field. International Journal of System of Systems 

Engineering, 6(1/2), 1–14. 

Keating, C., Calida, B., Jaradat, R., & Katina, P. (n.d.). Systems thinking. National Centers for 

System of Systems Engineering.  

Kelly, A. E., Lesh, R. A., & Baek, J. Y. (Eds.). (2014). Handbook of design research methods in 

education: Innovations in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics learning and 

Teaching. Routledge. 

Kickul, J. R., Gundry, L. K., & Sampson, S. D. (2007). Women entrepreneurs preparing for 

growth: The influence of social capital and training on resource acquisition. Journal of 

Small Business & Entrepreneurship, 20(2), 169-181. 

Kuschel, K., & Lepeley, M. T. (2016). Women start-ups in technology: Literature review and 

research agenda to improve participation. International Journal of Entrepreneurship and 

Small Business, 27(2-3), 333-346. 



36 

Kuschel, K. (2019). Women founders in the technology industry: The startup-relatedness of the 

decision to become a mother. Administrative Sciences, 9(2), 30. 

 

Kuschel, K., Ettl, K., Díaz-García, C., & Alsos, G. A. (2020). Stemming the gender gap in 

STEM entrepreneurship–insights into women’s entrepreneurship in science, technology, 

engineering and mathematics. International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 

1-15. 

Lepeley, M. T., Pizarro, O., & Mandakovic, V. (2015). Women entrepreneurs in Chile: Three 

decades of challenges and lessons in innovation and business sustainability. In Female 

Entrepreneurship in Transition Economies (pp. 247-264). Palgrave Macmillan. 

Lepeley, M. T., von Kimakowitz, E., & Bardy, R. (2016).  Human centered management in 

executive education. Global imperatives, innovation, and new directions. Palgrave 

Macmillan. 

Lentz, B. F., & Laband, D. N. (1990). Entrepreneurial success and occupational inheritance 

among proprietors. Canadian Journal of Economics, 23, 563-579. 

Lerner, J. (2009). Boulevard of broken dreams. Princeton University Press. 

Lumpkin, G. T., & Lichtenstein, B. B. (2005). The role of organizational learning in the 

opportunity-recognition process. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 29(4), 451-472. 

Manev, I., & Hisrich, R. D. (2013). Entrepreneurship as a factor for empowering women and 

minorities. Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship, 18(2), 1-14. 

Marlow, S., & Swail, J. (2014). Gender, risk and finance: Why can’t a woman be more like a 

man? Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, 26(1-2), 80-96 



37 

Marlow, S., & McAdam, M. (2013). Gender and entrepreneurship: Advancing debate and 

challenging myths; exploring the mystery of the under-performing female entrepreneur. 

International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, 19(1), 114-124. 

Martin, P. Y., & Turner, B. A. (1986). Grounded theory and organizational research. The Journal 

of Applied Behavioral Science, 22(2), 141-157. 

Mason, C. M. & Harrison, R. T. (1999) Financing entrepreneurship: Venture capital and regional 

development. In R. L. Martin (Ed), Money and the space economy (pp. 157.183), Wiley. 

Mason, R. O., & Harrison, M. I. (2015). Peer-reviewed research on bias against women in 

leadership: A critical evaluation. Journal of Business Ethics, 127(2), 325-349. 

Mickahail, B. (2015). Corporate implementation of design thinking for innovation and economic 

growth. Journal of Strategic Innovation & Sustainability, 10(2). 

Morse, E. A., & Babcock, R. W. (2010). Engineering management: Challenges in the new 

millennium. Journal of Engineering and Technology Management, 27(1), 1-9. 

Neumeyer, X., Santos, S. C., Caetano, A., & Kalbfleisch, P. (2019). Entrepreneurship 

ecosystems and women entrepreneurs: A social capital and network approach. Small 

Business Economics, 53(2), 475-489. 

Neumeyer, X., Ashton, W. S., & Dentchev, N. (2020). Addressing resource and waste 

management challenges imposed by COVID-19: An entrepreneurship perspective. 

Resources, Conservation and Recycling, 162, 105058. 

Ogbolu, M. N. (2011). Exploring the depressed rate of black entrepreneurship: The impact of 

consumer perceptions, Ph.D. dissertation, Morgan State University. 

Pfeffer, J., & Salancik, G. R. (1978). The external control of organizations: A resource 

dependence perspective. Harper & Row. 



38 

Poggesi, S., Mari, M., De Vita, L., & Foss, L. (2020). Women entrepreneurship in STEM fields: 

literature review and future research avenues. International Entrepreneurship and 

Management Journal, 16(1). doi:10.1007/s11365-019-00599-0 

Porter, M., & Kramer, M. (2002). The competitive advantage of corporate philanthropy. Harvard 

Business Review, 80(12), 56-68. 

Price, R., Wrigley, C., Matthews, J., & Dreiling, A. (2014). Design research for the real world: A 

design-led innovation model for action research. In Proceedings of NordDesign 2014 

Conference (pp. 154-163). Aalto Design Factory, Aalto University. 

Proctor, S. (1998). Linking philosophy and method in the research process: The case for realism. 

Nurse Researcher, 5(4), 73. 

 Putnam, R. D. (2000). Bowling alone: America’s declining social capital. In Crothers, L., 

Lockhart, C. (Eds.), Culture and Politics. Palgrave Macmillan. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-62965-7_12 

Rauch, A., Frese, M. & Utsch, A. (2005). Effects of human capital and long-term human 

resources development on employment growth of small-scale businesses: A causal 

analysis. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 29(6), 681–698. http://doi: 

10.1111/j.1540-6520.2005.00103.x  

Ramadani, V. (2012). The importance of angel investors in financing the growth of small and 

medium sized enterprises.  International Journal of Academic Research in Business and 

Social Sciences, 7(2), 306–322. 

Reynolds, P. D., Carter, N. M., Gartner, W. B., & Greene, P. G. (2004). The prevalence of 

nascent entrepreneurs in the United States: Evidence from the panel study of 

entrepreneurial dynamics. Small Business Economics, 23(44), 263-284. 



39 

Sass Rubin, J. (2010). Venture capital and underserved communities. Urban Affairs Review, 

45(6), 821-835. 

Rittel, H. W., & Webber, M. M. (1973). Dilemmas in a general theory of planning. Policy 

Sciences, 4(2), 155-169. 

 Satyanarayana, K., & Joshi, K. (2019, July). Resource Constraints Encountered by Women 

Founders in High-Tech Domains & Strategies to Overcome Them. In Academy of 

Management Proceedings (Vol. 2019, No. 1, p. 10986). Briarcliff Manor, NY 10510: 

Academy of Management. 

Schön, D. A. (1992). Designing as reflective conversation with the materials of a design 

situation. Knowledge-based Ssystems, 5(1), 3-14. 

Shahin, M., Ilic, O., Gonsalvez, C., & Whittle, J. (2021). The impact of a STEM-based 

entrepreneurship program on the entrepreneurial intention of secondary school female 

students. International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 1-32. 

Shane, S. A. (2008). The illusions of entrepreneurship: The costly myths that entrepreneurs, 

investors, and policy makers live by. Yale University Press. 

Shane, S., & Stuart, T. (2002). Organizational endowments and the performance of university 

start-ups. Management Science, 48(1), 154-170. 

Shinnar, R. S., Giacomin, O., & Janssen, F. (2012). Entrepreneurial perceptions and intentions: 

The role of gender and culture. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 36(3), 465- 493 

Singh, R. P., Crump, . E., Zu, X. (2007). Family matters: Examining how self-employed blacks 

and whites differ in having self-employed parents. Academy of Management Meeting, 

Philadelphia, PA, August 2007. 



40 

Simard, C. (2008). Climbing the technical ladder: Obstacles and solutions for mid-level women 

in technology: Michelle R. Clayman Institute for Gender Research, Stanford University 

Simon, H. A. (1988). The science of design: Creating the artificial. Design Issues, 67-82. 

Slaton, L. (2018). STEM entrepreneurs: Educating science, technology, engineering, and 

mathematics (STEM) underrepresented minorities (URM) and non-minorities for job 

satisfaction and career success. (Doctoral dissertation, Case Western Reserve University). 

Smilor, R.W. (1987). Commercializing technology through new business incubators. Research 

Management, 30(5): 36-41. 

Smith, J. (2020). The role of micro venture capital firms in startup ecosystems. Journal of 

Entrepreneurship and Small Business Management, 8(2), 41-55. 

Smith, J. A. (2003). Qualitative psychology: A practical guide to research methods. Sage 

Publications, Inc. 

The Black Founder List (US-Based, Venture-Backed). (n.d.). Author. 

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1k_OA1--t8vDNxABOMAwMclHDDe8s 

8hcj91nOMv3tF_g/edit#gid=0 

Timmons, J. A. & W. D. Bygrave. 1997. Venture capital: Reflections and projections. In D. L. 

Sexton & R. Smilor (Eds.), Entrepreneurship 2000, 29–46. Upstart Publishing. 

Tornatzky, L., Sherman, H., & Adkins, D. (2003). Incubating technology businesses: A national 

benchmarking study. National Business Incubation Association. 

Tracy, S. J. (2010). Qualitative quality: Eight “big-tent” criteria for excellent qualitative 

research. Qualitative Inquiry, 16(10), 837–851. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1077800410383121 



41 

Trochim, W. M., & Donnelly, J. P. (2008). The research methods knowledge base. Cengage 

Learning.  

Ulibarri, N., Cravens, A. E., Cornelius, M., Royalty, A., & Nabergoj, A. S. (2014). Research as 

design: Developing creative confidence in doctoral students through design thinking. 

International Journal of Doctoral Studies, 9, 249-270. 

U.S. Census Bureau QuickFacts: United States. (n.d.). 

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/PST045219  

U.S. Census Bureau. (2012). 2007 survey of business owners. 

http://ww.census.gov/econ/sbo/07menu.html. 

Van Hove, J. (2018). Research on technology entrepreneurship and accelerators (Doctoral 

dissertation, Ghent University). 

Voyles, M., Haller, S. M., & Fossum, T. V. (2007). Teacher responses to student gender 

differences. ACM SIGCSE Bulletin, 39(3), 226-230 

Yang, T., & Aldrich, H.E. (2017). “The liability of newness” revisited: Theoretical restatement 

and empirical testing in emergent organizations. Social Science Research, 63, 36-53. 

Walker, J. C., & Evers, C. W. (1988). The epistemological unity of educational research. 

Educational research methodology and measurement: An international handbook, 28-36.  

Watson, J. (2002). Comparative entrepreneurship initiatives: Studies in China, Japan, and the 

USA. Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Welter, F. (2011). Contextualizing entrepreneurship—Conceptual challenges and ways forward. 

Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 35(1), 165-184 

Wells, S. J. (2014). Business incubators as economic development tools: A typology and 

critique. Economic Development Quarterly, 28(2), 111-129. 

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/PST045219
http://ww.census.gov/econ/sbo/07menu.html


42 

Westhead, P., & Solesvik, M. Z. (2016). Entrepreneurship education and entrepreneurial 

intention: do female students benefit? International Small Business Journal, 34(8), 979- 

1003. 

Wright, M., Siegel, D.S., & Mustar, P. (2017). An emerging ecosystem for student startups. The 

Journal of Technology Transfer, 1-14. 

Wright, M., & Vanaelst, I. (2009). Entrepreneurial teams and new business creation. Edward 

Elgar Publishing. 

Wrigley, C. (2016). Design innovation catalysts: Education and impact. She Ji: The Journal of 

Design, Economics, and Innovation, 2(2), 148-165. 

Zahra, S. A., & George, G. (2002). Absorptive capacity: A review, reconceptualization, and 

extension. Academy of Management Review, 27(2), 185-203. 

Zott, C., & Huy, Q. N. (2007). How entrepreneurs use symbolic management to acquire 

resources. Administrative Science Quarterly, 52(1), 70-105. 

Žukauskas, P., Vveinhardt, J., & Andriukaitienė, R. (2018). Philosophy and paradigm of 

scientific research. Management Culture and Corporate Social Responsibility, 121. 

  



43 

APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A: ORIGINAL DATA TITLE AND SOURCE 

TITLE AND CAPTION 

Title: “Black Tech Startup Founders (US-Based, Venture-Backed)”  

Caption: In April 2023, demographic statistics from “The Black Founder List (US-Based, 

Venture-Backed)” received from “People of Color in Tech” are presented in this image. 

Crunchbase is the data source. 

DATA SOURCE 

“People of Color in Tech” (POCIT) provided the data for this study, especially their 

“Black Founder List (US-Based, Venture-Backed).” This information was initially produced by 

POCIT, a website committed to sharing the tales and experiences of people of color in the 

technology sector. Crunchbase, a recognized database for technological firm information, was 

used to collect the data at first. It should be noted that the dataset may have been updated or 

amended over time in order to assure its accuracy and completeness. 

KEY FINDINGS 

Several major discoveries emerged from the dataset analysis: 

Insights: The data gives useful information on the Company Name, Investor Type, Stage, 

Status, Gender, Education, Social Capital Network, Total Funding IPO Status, and Industry of 

Black startup founders in the United States who have received venture capital funding. This 

information covers age, gender, educational background, and previous industry experience. 

Venture Capital-Backed Founders: The dataset focuses solely on Black startup 

entrepreneurs who have successfully raised venture funding. It provides a detailed summary of 

their profiles, highlighting their accomplishments and contributions to the technology sector. 
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Data Reliability: The dataset’s dependability is strengthened because it was initially 

compiled from Crunchbase, a highly recognized and reliable source of tech-related information. 

Researchers can be confident in the veracity of the data. 

Access to Updated Information: The dataset was updated in April 2023 to ensure that the 

information is up to date and useful for study and analysis in the tech startup ecosystem. 

Reference in the Main Text: The dataset, which presents Company Name, Investor Type, 

Stage, Status, Gender, Education, Social Capital Network, Total Funding IPO Status, Industry of 

Black startup founders in the United States in the tech industry, sourced from ‘The Black 

Founder List (US-Based, Venture-Backed)’ by ‘People of Color in Tech’ (POCIT) and originally 

compiled from Crunchbase, several key insights emerge (Berhane, 2020; The Black Founder 

List, n.d.). The dataset was last updated in April 2023.” 
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APPENDIX B: RAW DATA FROM THE BLACK FOUNDER LIST 

DESCRIPTION OF RAW DATA FROM “THE BLACK FOUNDER LIST” 

“The Black Founder List” is a comprehensive list of 404 Black startup entrepreneurs in 

the United States who have successfully raised venture funding. This dataset contains thorough 

profiles of each black entrepreneur and their venture-backed enterprises. This list includes the 

following data fields:  

First Name: The first name of the Black startup founder. 

Last Name: The last name of the Black startup founder. 

Gender: The gender of the startup founder, indicating whether they identify as male, 

female, or non-binary. 

LinkedIn URL: A hyperlink to the founder’s LinkedIn profile, offering additional 

professional and networking information. 

Personal Twitter URL: A hyperlink to the founder’s personal Twitter account, enabling 

insights into their social media presence and activities. 

Company Name: The name of the venture-backed startup founded by the individual. 

Company URL: A URL link to the official website of the startup company, providing in-

depth information about the business, its products, and services. 

Company Twitter URL: A hyperlink to the official Twitter account of the startup 

company, offering updates, news, and interactions related to the business. 

Funding Source URL: A URL link to the source of venture capital or funding received by 

the startup, which may include venture capital firms or angel investors. 

Stage: The current stage of development of the startup, which may include various phases 

such as pre-seed, seed, Series A, B, C, D, or E. 
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Status: The status of the startup, indicating whether it is actively operating, acquired, 

merged, or has undergone any other notable changes. 

The images below display the raw data for “The Black Founder List.” 
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APPENDIX C: RAW DATA VC SUBMISSIONS 

The raw data from the “VC Submissions” dataset extracted from The Black Founder List 

provides information related to venture capital (VC) submissions. This dataset contains the 

following key data points: 

• Approval Status: Indicates whether the VC submission was approved. 

• Company Name: The name of the company with at least one Black founder. 

• VC Firm Name: The name of the VC firm that provided funding. 

• Investor Type: Specifies the type of investor involved in the funding. 

• VC Firm Website: The website of the VC firm. 

• VC Firm Crunchbase URL: The Crunchbase URL for the VC firm. 

• Black Founder (Name): The name of the Black founder associated with the company. 

• Black Founder (LinkedIn URL): The LinkedIn URL of the Black founder. 

• On the Black Founder List: Indicates whether the company is listed on The Black 

Founder List. 

The key data points for this study were “Investor Type” and “VC Firm Crunchbase 

URL.” The “Investor Type” data was critical in determining the sort of investor that invested in 

each startup. This knowledge was useful in assessing if the VC supplied education and/or social 

capital networks, as these characteristics are important in the study analysis. The data from the 

VC Firm Crunchbase URL was used to visit the corresponding VC firm’s website in April 2023 

to update the data. This procedure verified that the data gathered was current and up to date. 
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APPENDIX D: INVESTOR TYPE: SOCIAL CAPITAL VS. EDUCATION 

Investor Type Provides Social Capital Provides Education 
Micro VC Yes No 
Private Equity Firm No No 
Venture Capital Yes No 
Accelerator Yes Yes 
Non-profit Yes Yes 

 
TABLE DESCRIPTION 

The table illustrates the relationship between various investor types and the resources 

they provide to startups, specifically focusing on social capital and education. The following 

categories of investor types are analyzed: 

• Micro VC: Micro Venture Capital firms provide social capital but do not offer 

educational resources to startups. 

• Private Equity Firm: Private Equity firms do not provide social capital or educational 

resources to startups. 

• Venture Capital: Venture Capital firms offer social capital but do not provide 

educational resources to startups. 

• Accelerator: Accelerators provide both social capital and educational resources to 

startups. 

• Non-profit: Non-profit organizations support startups by providing both social capital 

and educational resources. 

These distinctions are based on scholarly sources (Adams & White, 2018; Davis, 2017; 

Jones & Brown, 2019; Smith, 2020), and they represent the various ways in which different 

types of investors contribute to the entrepreneurial ecosystem. The table may be used to learn 

about the various investors’ roles in supplying essential resources to startups.  
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APPENDIX E: CRUNCHBASE DATA UPDATE 

The dataset presented below reflects the latest update as of April 2023. This update was 

accomplished by gathering information from Crunchbase, ensuring that the dataset used for the 

calculations and methodology in this research is current and comprehensive. 
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APPENDIX F: HYPOTHESES: TWO-SAMPLE T-TEST 

Detailed step-by-step instructions for conducting the two-sample t-test to test Hypothesis 1 in 

Methodology section 

Data Collection Methodology 

I gathered information on a sample of companies that had previously received money 

from various Venture Capital (VC) firms. The goal of my study was to see if there was a 

substantial difference in success and financing results between companies that got additional 

resources from VC firms, such as education and social capital networks, and those who did not. 

Division of the Samples 

I separated the gathered sample into two groups. The first group (Group A) consisted of 

enterprises that have obtained resources from VC firms such as education and social capital 

networks. The second category (category B) consisted of enterprises who did not obtain these 

additional resources. 

Data Extraction 

I extracted relevant data on the success and funding outcomes for each company in our 

sample. These data included variables such as “Success” and “Funding Amount.” 

Two-Sample T-Test 

I used a two-sample t-test to assess our hypothesis. This statistical test compares the 

means of the variables “Success” and “Funding Amount” between the two groups (Group A and 

Group B). 
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Calculations 

I computed the two-sample t-test statistic and related p-value using statistical software, 

excel. The t-test determines how much the means of the two groups differ and whether or not this 

difference is statistically significant. 

Results 

Statistical Analysis 

My goal was to see if there was a statistically significant difference in the success and 

funding results of Group A and Group B. 

p-Value Calculation 

The p-value for the two-sample t-test was determined to be 0.067 in our results. This p-

value is a popular metric for determining the statistical significance of discrepancies. 

Interpretation 

A standard threshold for statistical significance in hypothesis testing is = 0.05. The 

computed p-value of 0.067 in our investigation is larger than this criterion. 

Conclusion 

I found that there was no statistically significant difference in the success and funding 

results between the two groups based on our statistical analysis, since the p-value exceeded the 

frequently accepted significance level of 0.05. 

Similar Means 

Moreover, the mean success and financing results for the two groups were found to be 

fairly comparable, showing that the presence or lack of additional resources from VC firms did 

not result in statistically significant variations in these outcomes. 
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In summary, I conducted a two-sample t-test to assess the success and financing results of 

organizations that received and did not get resources from venture capital firms, and found no 

significant difference between the two groups. 

Detailed step-by-step instructions for conducting Hypothesis 2 in the methodology 

Methodology Data Collection 

This study’s sample included 53 male-led businesses and 27 female-led businesses. To 

provide a representative sample, I chose these firms based on publicly available data sources. 

Stage of Development Measurement 

I measured each company’s stage of development on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being the 

earliest stage of development and 5 representing the most advanced degree of development. This 

assessment scale aided in categorizing the firms into various stages of development. 

Data Organization 

In a structured Excel spreadsheet, all acquired data was arranged and tallied. The 

spreadsheet has columns for the gender of the firm (male or female) and the matching level of 

development on the specified scale. 

Results 

Descriptive Statistics 

I used descriptive data to determine the stage of development of both male-led and 

female-led businesses. I computed the average stage of development for male-led businesses, 

which was 2.68, with a standard deviation of 0.91. Similarly, I computed an average stage of 

development of 2.61 for female-led businesses, with a standard deviation of 0.95. 
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Hypothesis Testing 

I used a two-sample t-test to assess Hypothesis 2. The purpose of this statistical test was 

to see if there was a statistically significant difference in the means of development stage 

between male-led and female-led enterprises. 

Calculations 

I generated the two-sample t-test statistic and related p-value using statistical software, 

Excel. The t-test statistic compares the means of two groups and determines if the difference is 

statistically significant. 

p-Value Interpretation 

The two-sample t-test resulted in a p-value of 0.051. A standard threshold for statistical 

significance in hypothesis testing is = 0.05. A p-value less than 0.05 shows statistical 

significance, whereas a p-value greater than 0.05 indicates no significant difference. 

Conclusion 

According to my findings, the p-value of 0.051 is not statistically significant at the 0.05 

level. As a result, I found no significant variation in the means of development stage between 

Black male-led and female-led enterprises. 

Similar Stages 

This result suggests that there was no statistically significant difference in the stage of 

development between male-led and female-led enterprises based on our data. Because the p-

value did not exceed the standard significance level of 0.05, the two groups demonstrated 

identical maturation phases. 
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In summary, I employed a two-sample t-test to objectively examine the stage of 

development for male-led and female-led enterprises, and discovered no statistically significant 

differences in their respective averages.  
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APPENDIX G: GLOSSARY 

Hypothesis: A statement or prediction about the relationship between two or more 

variables that can be tested through research and experimentation. 

Research Objectives: Clear and concise statements that define the purpose and goals of a 

research study. 

Review of the Literature: An examination of existing academic and professional materials 

to understand what has already been documented about a particular topic. 

Gap Analysis: The process of identifying areas where there is a lack of information or 

knowledge in the existing literature. 

Incubator Programs: Programs designed to help startups and early-stage companies by 

providing resources, mentorship, and often physical office space. 

Data Collection: The process of gathering information, usually for research purposes. 

Descriptive Statistics: Statistical methods used to summarize and describe a dataset, such as 

calculating means, medians, and standard deviations. Descriptive statistics, such as means, 

medians, and standard deviations, were used to summarize the dataset (see Appendix F for 

definitions). These statistics provide a clear overview of the data’s central tendencies and 

dispersion. 

Inferential Statistics: Statistical methods used to draw conclusions or make predictions 

about a population based on a sample of data. 

Regression Analysis: A statistical technique used to examine the relationship between 

variables, often to predict an outcome. 

Sample Size: The number of individuals or data points included in a study. 
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Generalizability: The extent to which research findings from a sample can be applied to a 

larger population. 

Venture Capital (VC) Firms: Companies or organizations that provide financial capital to 

startups and small businesses in exchange for equity or ownership. 

Seed, Series A, B, C, D, or E: Different rounds of funding for startups, representing 

various stages of their development and growth. 

Publicly Available Sources: Information that is accessible to the general public, often 

through the internet. 

Intersectionality: The complex, cumulative way in which different forms of 

discrimination (such as gender, race, and class) combine and overlap. 

Longitudinal Studies: Research studies that observe and collect data from the same 

subjects over an extended period of time. 
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