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Abstract 

 

This study explores the impact of gender and nationality diversity within startup 

founding teams on various performance metrics, shedding light on the complex 

dynamics between diversity and entrepreneurial success. Utilizing a dataset of 13,355 

companies and 27,277 founders, the research employs linear and logistic regression 

models to investigate how diversity influences operational status, strategic exits, total 

funding amount received, and the number of funding rounds. The findings reveal a 

nuanced relationship between diversity and startup performance, highlighting both 

benefits and challenges. Gender diversity showed a non-significant effect on 

operational status but decreased the probability of strategic exits by 33%. Additionally, 

companies with women founders received $1.48 million less in funding compared to 

all-male teams. Nationality diversity, on the other hand, increased the probability of a 

company being active by 65% and was associated with more funding rounds, though 

not a higher total funding amount. These results underscore the need for a balanced 

approach in the startup ecosystem, recognizing both the potential drawbacks and 

advantages of diverse founding teams. The study's implications are significant for 

academics, venture capitalists, founders, and policymakers. For academics, it 

highlights the importance of further empirical research to understand the diverse 

impact on entrepreneurial outcomes better. Venture capitalists and founders are 

encouraged to address biases and promote inclusivity to harness the benefits of 

diverse teams. Policymakers should consider strategies to support diverse startups, 

recognizing the potential of diversity to drive innovation and economic growth. Overall, 

this study emphasizes that while diversity poses certain challenges, it also holds 

substantial potential to enhance performance and foster a more inclusive 

entrepreneurial environment. 

 

Keyword: Gender Diversity; Nationality Diversity; Entrepreneurism; Innovation Industry; 

Venture Funding. 
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Resumo 

 

Este estudo explora o impacto da diversidade de gênero e nacionalidade nas equipes 

fundadoras de startups em vários indicadores de desempenho, elucidando as 

dinâmicas complexas entre diversidade e sucesso empreendedor. Utilizando um 

conjunto de dados de 13.355 empresas e 27.277 fundadores, a pesquisa emprega 

modelos de regressão linear e logística para investigar como a diversidade influencia 

o status operacional, saídas estratégicas, o valor total de financiamento recebido e o 

número de rodadas de investimento recebido. Os resultados revelam a complexidade 

da relação entre diversidade e desempenho de startups, destacando tanto os 

benefícios quanto os desafios. A diversidade de gênero mostrou um efeito não 

significativo no status operacional, mas diminuiu a probabilidade de saídas 

estratégicas em 33%. Além disso, empresas com fundadoras mulheres receberam 

$1,48 milhões a menos em financiamento comparado à equipes compostas 

exclusivamente por homens. A diversidade de nacionalidade, por outro lado, 

aumentou a probabilidade de uma empresa estar ativa em 65% e foi associada a um 

maior número de rodadas de investimento, embora não à um valor total de 

financiamento mais alto. Esses resultados ressaltam a necessidade de uma 

abordagem equilibrada no ecossistema de startups, reconhecendo tanto as 

desvantagens potenciais quanto as vantagens das equipes fundadoras diversas. As 

implicações do estudo são significativas para várias esferas. Para os acadêmicos, 

destaca-se a importância de mais pesquisas empíricas para entender melhor o 

impacto diverso nos resultados empreendedores. Investidores de capital de risco e 

fundadores são incentivados a enfrentar preconceitos e promover a inclusão para 

aproveitar os benefícios das equipes diversas. Os formuladores de políticas devem 

considerar estratégias para apoiar startups diversas, reconhecendo o potencial da 

diversidade para impulsionar a inovação e o crescimento econômico. No geral, este 

estudo enfatiza que, embora a diversidade apresente certos desafios, ela também 

possui um potencial substancial para melhorar o desempenho e promover um 

ambiente empreendedor mais inclusivo. 

Palavras-chave: Diversidade de gênero; Diversidade de Nacionalidade; 

Empreendedorismo; Indústria da Inovação; Investimentos de Capital.  
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Executive Summary 

This study delves into the impact of gender and nationality diversity within 

startup founding teams on various performance metrics, offering crucial insights for the 

broader entrepreneurial ecosystem. Drawing from a comprehensive dataset of 13,355 

companies and 27,277 founders, the research examines how diversity influences key 

outcomes such as operational status, strategic exits, total funding amount received, 

and the number of funding rounds. 

Key Findings: 

Gender Diversity and Performance: 

• Gender diversity in founding teams did not significantly affect whether a 

company remains active. 

• However, having women on the founding team decreased the likelihood of 

strategic exits, like IPOs or mergers, by 33%. 

• Companies with female founders received, on average, $1.48 million less in 

funding compared to all-male teams, highlighting ongoing funding challenges 

for female entrepreneurs. 

Nationality Diversity and Performance: 

• Teams with diverse nationalities saw a 65% increase in the probability of being 

active. 

• These teams also experienced more funding rounds, although this did not lead 

to a higher total amount of funding received from investors. 

Implications for Stakeholders: 

• Academics: The findings call for further research to understand the detailed 

mechanisms by which diversity affects startup success. Future studies should 

aim to capture diversity more comprehensively and address the current study's 

limitations. 

• Venture Capitalists and Founders: The results highlight the need to overcome 

biases and embrace inclusivity. Diverse teams can drive innovation and long-

term success, making it crucial for investors and entrepreneurs to support and 

promote diversity. 
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• Policymakers: There is a clear need for policies that support diverse startups. 

By addressing funding disparities and fostering an inclusive environment, 

policymakers can help unlock the full potential of diversity to spur economic 

growth and innovation. 

In summary, while diversity presents certain challenges, it also offers significant 

opportunities for enhancing startup performance and fostering a more inclusive 

entrepreneurial landscape. This study provides valuable insights that can guide efforts 

to harness the benefits of diversity in the innovation industry. 
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1. Introduction  
 

According to McKinsey & Co's 2023 report titled "Diversity Matters Even More: The 

Case for Holistic Impact," companies boasting diverse leadership teams consistently 

demonstrate higher financial returns (Huang, Battisti e Pickernell, 2023)(Dwyer, 

Richard e Chadwick, 2003). The report underscores that for companies excelling in 

gender representation, there exists a notable 39 percent likelihood of outperforming 

their bottom-quartile counterparts. This trend persists across various industries and is 

equally observable in ethnic diversity metrics. Recognizing the potential for enhanced 

financial performance, scholars and researchers are actively engaging in academic 

inquiries to explore the multifaceted impacts of diversity (e.g. Sundermeier e Mahlert, 

2022);(Calder-Wang et al., 2021). 

Diversity can be construed as a multifaceted framework encompassing three 

fundamental dimensions: organizational, external, and internal (Sundermeier e 

Mahlert, 2022). These dimensions encapsulate a total of twenty-three sub-dimensions, 

including variables such as age, gender, ethnicity, race, educational background, and 

work experience, among others. Furthermore, diversity can also be analyzed through 

three disciplinary lenses: economic (Schumpter, 1934), sociological, and psychological 

(Knippenberg, Van, Dreu, De e Homan, 2004; O’ et al., 1989). Sociological and 

psychological perspectives delve into diversity by examining phenomena such as 

homophily, social identity, and cognitive categorization, thereby offering extensive 

empirical insights into the underlying mechanisms shaping the outcomes of diversity 

within work groups (Sundermeier e Mahlert, 2022). In the economic domain, attention 

is directed toward the varied resources and distinct capabilities contributed by founders 

or members within an organization. (Beckman e Burton, [s.d.]; Hoogendoorn, Parker 

e Praag, van, 2017). 

However, these three perspectives economic, sociological, and psychological are 

not equally explored, and the effects of diversity could be a double edge sword 

entailing both benefits and costs (Brixy, Brunow e D’Ambrosio, 2020). When 

managers, teams, and scholars engage in discussions regarding diversity within 

organizations, they often prioritize its potential impacts on facets such as innovation, 

social cohesion, collective problem-solving efficacy, and analytical thinking. This 

emphasis stems from the inherent difficulty in directly observing or attributing diversity 
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to indicators like financial performance, particularly within the context of large 

corporations. Additionally, the effects of diversity on the same performance attribute 

can vary, being positive, negative, or non-significant, suggesting that diversity indeed 

operates as a double-edged sword. For instance, from the perspective of internal 

diversity dimensions, diversity might potentially undermine team communication 

(Croning et al., 2007), cooperation (Chatman et al., 2001), and cohesion (Finkelstein, 

Hambrick, & Cannella, 2009), while simultaneously contributing to enhanced idea 

generation, decision-making, and problem-solving (Wang, Cheng, Chen, & Leung, 

2019; Stahl, Maznevski, Voigt, & Jonsen, 2010; Milliken & Martins, 1996). 

Given its intricate nature, the innovation industry serves as a pertinent testing 

ground. Firstly, within the entrepreneurship landscape, which witnessed approximately 

US$241 billion of venture capital investments in 2022 according to STATISTA (2023), 

issues of underrepresentation loom large. Firms founded by Black and Latino 

individuals received merely 1 percent and 1.5 percent of total US venture capital (VC) 

funding respectively, underscoring a pervasive disparity. This underrepresentation 

extends beyond ethnicity to encompass women-founded companies, which secured 

only 1.9 percent of the total VC funding, persisting across all stages of growth. 

(McKinsey&Co, 2023). Secondly, startups possess several crucial attributes that 

render them an ideal environment for exploring the performance implications of 

diversity. Founder teams in startups typically comprise fewer members compared to 

established organizations, making it easier to discern and leverage the human capital 

contributions, such as skills, abilities, and knowledge (Becker, 1964), which often lead 

to superior results (e.g., Bragunsky & Hounshell, 2016). Finally, in startups, decision-

makers (founders) and performance metrics (e.g., deal-level outcomes, fund-level 

returns, IPO success, time to market) can be precisely assessed (e.g., (Calder-Wang 

e Gompers, 2021); (Beckman, [s.d.]); (Chandler, Honig e Wiklund, 2005)). 

In alignment with the ongoing contextual discourse, this study seeks to leverage 

data from 13,355 start-up companies and their founders as pivotal sources of insight 

to delve into the ramifications of internal diversity on performance. Specifically, this 

paper aims to scrutinize how gender and nationality, both considered exogenous 

variables, within the cohort of company founders across diverse industries and regions 

within the United States innovation market, influence performance metrics such as the 

probability of achieving strategic exits like IPOs or M&As, the capacity of being active 
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(operational status) – which directly impacts the capacity of founder teams to leverage 

diversity— and the amount of funding raised, a variable that may expose underlying 

biases in investment opportunities. 

This analysis is conducted while controlling for other pertinent variables, including 

company sector, operational tenure, headquarters geographical location, and the 

academic and professional backgrounds of founders. 

Within this analytical framework, this article yields several noteworthy contributions. 

From an academic perspective, it enriches the documentation of theory through an 

economic lens, a domain that has produced fewer findings compared to sociological 

and psychological perspectives, thus deepening our comprehension of the financial 

ramifications of diversity. For practitioners, it underscores the critical role of contextual 

considerations in optimizing the benefits of diversity while mitigating potential biases 

in funding allocation processes. Lastly, for venture capitalists and managers, it 

underscores the intrinsic financial value of diversity, emphasizing that diversity can 

indeed translate into enhanced profitability. 
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2. Literature Review 
i. The Context of Diversity 

 

Diversity is a multifaceted construct that describes the heterogeneity of 

individuals in relation to specific characteristics (Kolmann et al., 2017; Van 

Knippenberg et al., 2004). In newly founded firms, there are low impediments to the 

effects of diversity, bringing entrepreneurial teams a unique context for studying 

diversity among team members (Ensley et al., 2006; Welter et al., 2017) especially 

because on a team level, this refers to ‘the distribution of differences among members 

of a unit with respect to a common attribute’ (Harrison & Klein, 2007, p. 1200). 

The dimensions of this construct can be divided into demographic, related with 

to gender, race, age, sexual orientation, physical abilities and ethnicity; functional, 

related to educational background, skills, work experience (Van Knippenberg & 

Schippers, 2007) and; deep-level diversity that is related with personality traits, values 

and beliefs, etc (Sundermeier & Mahlert, 2022). These dimensions were captured by 

Gardenswartz and Rowe (1994) through a four-layer dimension framework: 

personality, internal, external, and organizational (see Figure 1). 

Figure 1: The Four Layers of Diversity by Gardenswartz and Rowe (1994, p. 33) 
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The central layer, personality, describes characteristics of individuals that are 

mostly unobservable, such as personality traits, values, and beliefs. The next layer, 

internal dimensions, covers the common demographic attributes, such as age, sexual 

orientation, gender, ethnicity, physical abilities, and race. The third layer, external 

dimensions, express more contextual than individual attributes of diversity (differently 

from the first and second dimensions). Here are contemplated marital status, 

geographical location, income, personal habits, recreational habits, religion, 

educational and work experience background, and parental status. And lastly, the 

organizational dimension refers to work field, department unit, seniority, management 

status, and union affiliation.  

For the purpose of this paper, this framework helps to understand that diversity 

is multiple and, here the focus lies on two types of internal diversity dimensions: gender 

and ethnicity detailed further, according to the objective of this work to correlate 

diversity with venture performance. 
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ii. Theoretical Lens of Diversity 
 

The disciplinary perspectives that analyze entrepreneurial teams’ diversity can 

be subdivided into three lenses: economic, sociological, and psychological. 

 

Sociological and psychological lenses: These disciplines have generated an 

extensive body of empirical evidence elucidating the underlying mechanisms that 

determine the outcomes of work group diversity, findings that can be extrapolated to 

entrepreneurial teams. Scholars often analyze diversity within entrepreneurial teams 

through two complementary logics, providing a nuanced understanding of the varying 

effects of team diversity.  

Firstly, through social logic, studies shed light on relational aspects, frequently 

invoking the concept of homophily—the tendency to associate with individuals who 

share similar characteristics (e.g., Gompers et al., 2016). Teams characterized by 

higher levels of homogeneity typically exhibit more favorable and efficient processes. 

Conversely, higher levels of diversity tend to impede integration and foster 

interpersonal conflicts, thereby diminishing team performance (Khan et al., 2015; 

Kollmann et al., 2017). 

Secondly, through decision-making logic, the pronounced presence of diversity 

within founder teams suggests positive outcomes. This perspective posits that 

heterogeneous teams possess a broader range of task-related knowledge, skills, and 

abilities, which positively influence group processes, often manifested through the 

outcomes of activities requisite for entrepreneurial teams (Beckman, 2016; Khan et al., 

2014). Research on work groups traditionally persists in employing both lenses to 

decipher the mechanisms underpinning team success (O'Reilly et al., 1989). 

 

Economic Lens: rooted in “The Theory of Economic Development” 

(Schumpeter, 1934) the economic lens aims lie on the explanation of distinct outcomes 

and performance impact through diverse resources and unique capabilities brought by 

founders or members of an organization (e.g. Beckman & Burton, 2008; Hoongerdoor 

et al., 2017). Recognizing the pivotal role of human capital in entrepreneurial success, 
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Schumpeter characterizes entrepreneurs as individuals possessing specialized 

abilities, including knowledge, foresight, and leadership skills. These individuals are 

central to introducing innovation, thus serving as essential drivers of competitiveness 

and economic change, and occupying a decisive role in economic development (e.g., 

Chaganti et al., 2008; Dai et al., 2019; Zhou et al., 2015; Sledzik, 2013). 

The composition of founding teams in new ventures holds the potential to shape 

business growth, as team members influence strategies, make critical decisions, and 

manage the culture and structure of the new venture. However, findings regarding the 

relationship between founder team diversity and performance do not consistently yield 

positive outcomes. While numerous studies affirm the positive correlation between 

human capital diversity within teams (Foo et al., 2006; Kirschenhofer & Lechner, 2012; 

Zhou et al., 2015) and new venture performance (Hmieleski & Ensley, 2007; McGee 

et al., 1995; Xie et al., 2020), several studies have reported only moderate (Chaganti 

et al., 2008; Hart, 2014) or even negative implications of human capital diversity on 

new venture performance (Amason et al., 2006; Hoogendoorn et al., 2017) and team 

turnover (Ucbasaran et al., 2003). 

Furthermore, the effect of venture performance is contingent upon contextual 

factors, such as environmental variables, shared purpose, and the desired level of 

performance (Zhou et al., 2015). It is often suggested that as entrepreneurial firms 

evolve and mature, they need to attract individuals with diverse skills (Aldrich, 1999; 

Boeker & Karichalil, 2002). 

Despite the mixed findings concerning the outcomes of human capital diversity 

among founding team members, scholarly works grounded solely in economic theories 

are relatively scarce compared to other analytical frameworks. This scarcity is 

attributed to the inherent challenges associated with directly observing or attributing 

diversity to indicators such as financial performance, particularly within the context of 

large corporations. Given its intricate nature of reading diversity in large organizations, 

the innovation industry serves as a pertinent testing ground.  
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iii. Innovation Context and Founder Teams 
 

As mentioned, startups possess several crucial attributes that render them an 

ideal environment for exploring the performance implications of diversity. Founder 

teams in startups typically comprise fewer members compared to established 

organizations, making it easier to discern and leverage the human capital 

contributions, such as skills, abilities, and knowledge (Becker, 1964), which often lead 

to superior results (e.g., Bragunsky & Hounshell, 2016). Moreover, in startups, 

decision-makers (founders) and performance metrics (e.g., deal-level outcomes, fund-

level returns, IPO success, time to market) can be precisely assessed (e.g., (Calder-

Wang e Gompers, 2021); (Beckman, [s.d.]); (Chandler, Honig e Wiklund, 2005)). 

Since Schumpeter first integrated the concepts of 'entrepreneurship' and 

'innovation', scholars and researchers have illuminated this dynamic environment. At 

its core, entrepreneurs challenge the status quo by introducing new, radical, and 

distinct products, services, and processes. Entrepreneurial innovation is even 

regarded as the primary source of national competitive advantage, disrupting 

established patterns (Baumol, 2002). This agenda has the potential to introduce 

significant societal changes, such as artificial intelligence, personal computers, and 

biotechnology (Scherer, 1980). 

Furthermore, it is crucial to acknowledge that entrepreneurial ecosystems play 

a pivotal role in regulating the direction and quality of entrepreneurial innovation. They 

shape the trajectory and potential rewards of alternative technological developments, 

as well as the types of organizational forms deemed legitimate (Wright et al., 2015). 

The size of the entrepreneurial sector is bolstered by both formal and informal 

institutions, including the state, universities, investors, and a rich network of 

professional intermediaries. These institutions are facilitated by legal and economic 

frameworks, adopting policies aimed at stimulating innovation to foster economic 

growth. This is evident in initiatives at the local, regional, and national levels that 

promote university-based start-ups, as well as government programs and 

incubators/accelerators, particularly in developed markets (Grimaldi et al., 2011). 

These initiatives contribute to the creation of innovation networks (Dodgson et al., 

2008), institutional adaptability (Dodgson, 2009), and national innovation systems 

(Intarakumnerd, Chairatana, & Tangchitpiboon, 2002; Kanter, 2012). 
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It is also important to note that the innovation industry is continuously growing. 

A report produced by Silicon Valley Bank (2022) indicates that investment into startups 

in the United States increased at all stages in 2022. This sector mobilizes significant 

amounts of capital; compared to 2021, pre-seed valuations grew by 18.8% in 2022 to 

$11M. Seed-stage valuations grew by 43.7% to $30.6M, Series A valuations grew by 

21.3% to $104.3M, and Series B valuations grew by 9.7% to $340.8M. However, these 

increases are contingent to some variables. 

 

Within the entrepreneurship landscape, which witnessed approximately 

US$241 billion in venture capital investments in 2022 according to Statista (2023), 

issues of underrepresentation loom large. Firms founded by Black and Latino 

individuals received merely 1 percent and 1.5 percent of total US venture capital (VC) 

funding, respectively, underscoring a pervasive disparity. This underrepresentation 

extends beyond ethnicity to encompass women-founded companies, which secured 

only 1.9 percent of the total VC funding, persisting across all stages of growth 

(McKinsey & Co, 2023). This underscores the importance of deeply investigating the 

implications of gender and ethnicity diversity within the innovation sector. 
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iv. Gender and Nationality Diversity Effects in Business Performance 
 

The significance of founder teams in their ability to influence strategic decision-

making and implementation (Burgelman, 1994; Floyd & Wooldridge, 1992; Kanter, 

1982) underscores the necessity of focusing this paper’s literature review on the 

existing knowledge of Top Management Teams' (TMTs) capacity to leverage gender 

and nationality diversity. The rationale for selecting gender and nationality diversity as 

critical variables for correlation with business performance is grounded in their potential 

to yield valuable insights from an economic disciplinary perspective. Both gender and 

nationality are exogenous variables, meaning they originate from external factors, 

allowing for a more precise examination of their effects on business outcomes.  

Overall, while social justice typically serves as the initial impetus behind efforts 

to enhance inclusion and diversity, companies have increasingly begun to regard 

gender and ethnicity diversity as sources of competitive advantage and key enablers 

of growth (McKinsey & Co, 2017). Therefore, setting this agenda as important is crucial 

for fostering a more inclusive and prosperous entrepreneurial ecosystem. 

 

A. Gender 
 

Gender diversity refers to the presence of both men and women in a founding 

team, bringing together a range of perspectives and strengths. Teams with gender 

diversity can benefit from the variety in cognitive approaches that individuals of 

different genders bring. Research suggests that men and women often approach 

information processing differently, with men tending to focus selectively on key details 

(selective), while women often take a broader, more comprehensive view. (Putrevu, 

2001; Chung & Monroe, 1998; Darley & Smith, 1995; Huang, Battisti e Pickernell, 

2023). 

The correlation between gender diversity and business performance is subject 

to variability. Research by Miller et al. (1998) revealed that cognitive heterogeneity 

among executives could impede, rather than enhance, long-term planning. The 

authors suggested that divergent opinions resulting from heterogeneity might lead to 

disagreement among executives, making it challenging to reach consensus on 



 

 

23 

strategic decisions, thereby hindering the organization's ability to effect change. This 

finding aligns with reviews of team diversity, including gender diversity, which have 

indicated that diversity can pose challenges related to cohesion, cooperation, and 

decision-making processes within teams (Webber et al., 2001; O'Reilly et al., 1998).  

Conversely, the notion that diverse groups can foster skill complementarity and 

offer a broader spectrum of knowledge, information, and perspectives persists when 

compared to homogeneous groups. Gender-diverse teams have been shown to 

generate more innovative solutions (Jackson, 1992), foster innovation (Miller and 

Triana, 2009; Torchia et al., 2011), and reduce investment errors, thereby enhancing 

returns (Calder-Wang et al., 2023). Moreover, these effects are particularly 

pronounced when women possess technical backgrounds, attaining legitimacy as 

entrepreneurial leaders, and when the team is led by women (Calder-Wang et al., 

2021; Tinkler et al., 2015).  

Additionally, literature indicates that females are more inclined than males to 

engage in relational information processing, which emphasizes identifying similarities 

among disparate pieces of information. This preference for relational information 

processing enables female team members to effectively connect, integrate, and utilize 

information and ideas dispersed within and beyond the founding team. Consequently, 

gender diversity is positively associated with the innovation performance of new 

ventures (Dai, Byun, & Ding, 2019). 

From a financial perspective, Herring’s (2009) research found that gender 

diversity is associated with increased sales revenue, a larger customer base, greater 

market share, and higher relative profits. His findings align with the argument that a 

diverse workforce benefits business, offering a direct return on investment and leading 

to higher corporate profits and earnings. This internal organizational perspective 

supports the idea that growth and innovation depend directly on people from various 

backgrounds working together and capitalizing on their differences. Although these 

differences may lead to communication barriers and group conflicts, as previously 

mentioned, they ultimately enhance the organization's overall performance.  

Another study conducted by Zhang (2020) found that as gender diversity 

becomes normatively accepted in a country or industry, more gender-diverse firms 

experience positive market valuation and increased revenue. This study aligns with 



 

 

24 

findings from Somlinski et al. (2023), which identified a positive relationship between 

gender diversity and firms' profitability, liquidity, and growth, supporting the idea that 

the presence of gender diversity is positively associated with improved performance 

outcomes. 

On the other hand, examining the side of financial supply perspective for new 

ventures, reveals that gender diversity can negatively impact the total amount of 

funding received by new venture firms due to homophily bias—the tendency to 

establish connections with those similar to ourselves. Cohen et al. (2018) observed a 

phenomenon called "birds of a feather," indicating that venture capitalists prefer to hire, 

invest in, or co-invest with individuals who share similar characteristics such as gender 

and ethnicity. Moreover, Gompers et al. (2016) demonstrated that co-investment 

patterns in venture capital are driven by social similarities; venture capitalists who are 

more similar in gender, ethnicity, school background, and work history are more likely 

to collaborate. Consistent with these findings, Ewens and Townsend (2020) 

discovered gender segregation on AngelList, where male investors show a greater 

interest in male-founded companies, supporting the idea that the presence of gender 

diversity is negatively associated with receiving investment opportunities (e.g total 

funding amount received or, the number of funding rounds). 

This leads to our first and second hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1: The presence of gender diversity in startups founder team is 

positively associated with improved performance outcomes. 

Hypothesis 2: The presence of gender diversity in startups founder team is 

negatively associated with the total funding amount received and the number of 

funding rounds. 
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B.  Nationality 
 

Nationality diversity delineates the degree to which founding team members 

originate from diverse cultural backgrounds. For this article, nationality diversity is 

considered analogous to ethnic diversity, as both relate (in some level) to shared 

cultural heritage, traditions, and practices. Cultural backgrounds impart distinct sets of 

values and beliefs (Hofstede, 2001), shaping decision-making processes and 

behaviors (Schwartz, 2012). Nationality influences individuals' perceptions and 

interpretations of environmental cues, subsequently influencing their responses to 

strategic issues (Schneider & De Meyer, 1991). Like gender diversity, culturally diverse 

teams enhance group decision-making and mitigate groupthink (Maznevski, 1994), 

offering varied perspectives and generating a wider array of solutions to identified 

challenges (Watson, Kumar, & Michaelsen, 1993). Research on nationality diversity 

suggests that founders adopt diverse strategies related to market entry (Chaganti et 

al., 2008), internationalization (Jiang et al., 2020), and innovation (Brixy, Brunow & 

D'Ambrosio, 2020), thereby fostering new product innovation and firm performance 

(Nathan & Lee, 2013; Nielsen & Nielsen, 2013). A meta-analysis of multicultural groups 

by Stahl et al. (2010) corroborates that cultural diversity amplifies team creativity. 

However, from a self-categorization perspective (Williams & O'Reilly, 1998), 

cultural diversity may precipitate relationship conflicts within the founding team, 

hampering group decision-making quality (de Wit, Greer, & Jehn, 2012). 

Furthermore, while cultural diversity may present both advantages and 

drawbacks for the founding team, it is posited that nationality diversity may accentuate 

its effects compared to gender diversity. Variations in national origin often entail 

disparities in values and cognitive frameworks (Hambrick et al., 1998), as well as 

divergent understandings and communication styles (Liao et al., 2011). Nonetheless, 

nationality often brings cultural understanding and social networks that serve as 

valuable "task-oriented" resources, especially in tasks involving "boundary spanning" 

(Caligiuri et al., 2004; Barkema and Shvyrkov, 2007). If diverse teams can surmount 

challenges related to trust-building and communication, the cognitive and resource 

benefits of nationality diversity are expected to reinforce each other (Liao et al., 2011). 
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Conversely, these theoretical considerations await robust empirical support 

within the expansive literature on the performance impact of diversity within top 

management and work teams (Nielsen, 2009; Jackson and Joshi, 2010). For instance, 

Reagans et al. (2004) demonstrate that demographic diversity does not unequivocally 

correlate with team performance. Similarly, limited empirical research examining the 

impact of nationality diversity on firm performance yields inconclusive results. While 

Caligiuri et al. (2004) identify a correlation between nationality diversity in top 

management teams and internationalization among a sample of 76 U.S.-based 

multinationals, they do not explore its impact on performance. Chaganti et al. (2008) 

finds that nationality diversity in founding teams correlates with a more aggressive 

growth strategy among 52 Internet start-ups between 1997 and 2000, but not with 

actual growth. In a study conducted by Laplume et al. (2022) present nationality 

diversity as a key driver of new venture success in terms of funding raised, supporting 

the ‘diversity as advantage’ theories. These findings underscore the need for further 

empirical research in this domain. 

This leads to our third and fourth hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 3: The presence of nationality diversity in startup founder team is 

positively associated with improved performance outcomes. 

Hypothesis 4: The presence of nationality diversity in startups founder team is 

positively associated with the total funding amount received and the number of funding 

rounds. 

This leads to the conceptual model of this article (Figure 2) above: 

Figure 2: Conceptual Model (developed by the author). 
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3. Methodology 
 

i. Data Collection 
 

To test the hypotheses proposed in the conceptual model – examining the effects 

of gender and nationality diversity on startup performance measured by operational 

status, strategic exits (IPOs or M&As), the number of funding rounds received over the 

years, and the total funding amount over the years – data were collected on 39,213 

companies in the innovation sector and 42,657 founders between 2014 and 2023. 

However, our sample was restricted to matching information between founders and 

founded companies, reducing it to approximately 23,271 companies. Cases containing 

missing values on the focal variables were removed, resulting in a final sample of 

13,355 companies matching 27,277 founders for data analysis. 

The database was provided by Crunchbase, a platform that offers immense value 

to businesses and professionals by providing actionable data for market research, 

competitive analysis, investment opportunities, and industry insights. Firms between 

one and ten years old were selected, following the approach of Dai et al. (2019), as it 

takes time for new ventures to establish operations, and firms are generally considered 

new ventures during the first six years of operation. To ensure comparability in team 

size, the average number of founders was set at two. 
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ii. Variables and Measurement 
 

a. Dependent Variables: 

The potential outcomes of entrepreneurial team diversity in venture performance 

are often assessed using proxies such as sales, profitability, and market performance 

(Amason et al., 2006; Beckman & Burton, 2008; Vissa & Chacar, 2009). However, a 

limited number of studies aim to develop a more nuanced understanding of the 

economic implications of entrepreneurial team diversity by examining outcomes 

related to the acquisition of venture capital (Aven & Hillmann, 2018; Beckman & 

Burton, 2008; Franke et al., 2008), innovation performance (Dai et al., 2019), strategic 

orientation (Chaganti et al., 2008), achievement of firm milestones (Beckman & Burton, 

2008; Beckman et al., 2007), product adaptation (Furr, 2019), and choices related to 

geographic market selection, product market, and resource allocation (Fern et al., 

2015). 

For the purposes of this article, venture performance is understood through two 

distinct perspectives. Firstly, it involves the ability of founder teams to leverage human 

capital and resources to sustain company operations, referred to as operating status 

(being active or not), with potential opportunities for strategic exits such as IPOs or 

M&As. Secondly, it pertains to the capacity to attract investment, as measured by the 

number of funding rounds and the total amount raised. These metrics may unveil 

underlying biases in investment opportunities. In the innovation industry, for instance, 

women-founded companies receive proportionally less investment from venture 

capitalists than those founded by men (Ewens & Townsend, 2020). Furthermore, 

research indicates that venture capital firms with a higher proportion of female partners 

demonstrate reduced hiring biases against women, leading to better investments and 

opening discussions on other agendas such as environmental, social, and governance 

issues (Calder-Wang & Gompers, 2021). These biases are not specific to gender 

diversity; nationality diversity can also significantly impact the success of new ventures 

in terms of funding raised, supporting the ‘diversity as advantage’ theory by highlighting 

the presence of complementary expertise (Ensley & Hmieleski, 2005; Der Foo et al., 

2005; Joshi & Roh, 2009). 
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• Operational Status 

Operational Status is a measure of a company's ability to maintain its 

business activities (Hill et al., 2008). Here, it is represented by a binary variable: 

1 indicates that the company is still operational within the ten-year longitudinal 

dataset, while 0 indicates that the company is no longer in the market. 

 

• Strategic Exits (IPO or M&A) 

Strategic Exit is one of the most commonly used measurements for new 

venture performance, representing the maximum success a new venture can 

achieve (Amaral et al., 2007). It is represented by a binary variable: 1 indicates 

that the company has achieved a strategic exit through a merger, acquisition, 

leveraged buyout, or becoming public, while 0 indicates that the company is still 

privately held. 

 

• Number of Funding Rounds Over Years 

The Number of Funding Rounds externalizes the company's capacity to 

raise funds through venture capital (Lu et al., 2007). However, to account for 

the potential bias introduced by differences in company tenure, this 

measurement required transformation. The number of funding rounds was 

divided by the age of the company, resulting in an index that could range from 

0 to 26. 

 

• Total Amount Received of Funding Rounds Over Years 

The Total Amount Received of Funding Rounds quantifies the total 

investment collected through venture capital in US dollars (Lu et al., 2007). This 

measurement can vary from $1,000 to $16 billion. 
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b. Independent Variables: 
 

• Gender and Nationality diversity 

Gender and nationality diversity were captured by assessing the 

heterogeneity within founder teams' composition. If at least one member of the 

founder team differs in terms of gender (male or female) (e.g. Miller et al.,1998; 

Dai, Byun, & Ding, 2019) or nationality (African, Asian, European, North 

American, Latino American, or Middle Eastern) (e.g. Chaganti et al., 2008;  

Reagans et al., 2004), the variable is coded as 1 to indicate heterogeneity, and 

0 to indicate homogeneity. 

It is important to acknowledge a limitation imposed by this dataset. For 

this article, ethnicity diversity is considered analogous to nationality diversity, as 

both relate, to some extent, to shared cultural heritage, traditions, and practices. 

The same refers to gender diversity, captured when at least one founder 

declared themself as women. 

 

c. Control Variables: 

 

• Year Of Foundation 

Year of Foundation captures the age of the company in terms of the 

number of years, ranging from 1 to 10 years (2014 to 2023). Firms between one 

and ten years old were selected, following the approach of Dai et al. (2019). 

 This measure is important because older companies may have greater 

opportunities to outperform. Additionally, dummy variables for each year were 

created by the author,  using 2014 as reference.  

 

• The Headquarter Geographical Location 

Geographical Location serves as a critical control variable in our models 

and results, as opportunities for companies may vary based on factors such as 
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investor presence and networking opportunities. The entrepreneurial 

ecosystems play a pivotal role in regulating the direction and quality of 

entrepreneurial innovation. They shape the trajectory and potential rewards of 

alternative technological developments, as well as the types of organizational 

forms deemed legitimate (Wright et al., 2015). These institutions are facilitated 

by legal and economic frameworks, adopting policies aimed at stimulating 

innovation to foster economic growth. This is evident in initiatives at the local, 

regional, and national levels that promote university-based start-ups, as well as 

government programs and incubators/accelerators, particularly in developed 

markets (Grimaldi et al., 2011). 

Within the United States, there are diverse perspectives on regions 

conducive to start-up growth. According to StartupBlink, a leading startup 

ecosystem map and research center, major cities fostering innovation are 

concentrated on the West Coast, notably the San Francisco Bay Area, Los 

Angeles, Seattle, and San Diego. However, significant entrepreneurial hubs 

also exist on the East Coast, including New York, Boston, and Chicago (refer to 

Appendix 1 and 2). This geographic distribution enriches our analysis by 

positioning the U.S. industry as a significant source of insights, given its more 

mature environment for understanding the implications of diversity on venture 

performance. 

To categorize geographical location, data from Crunchbase linked to the 

United States Startup Footprint sourced by StartupBlink was utilized. This 

classification identified major cities and regions known for fostering innovation, 

resulting in two main categories: the West Coast, notably the San Francisco 

Bay Area, Los Angeles, Seattle, and San Diego; and the East Coast, including 

New York, Boston, and Chicago. If a company's headquarters is located in one 

of these 'hot' areas, it is classified as 1; otherwise, it is classified as 0. 

 

• Startup Sector 

Gender and nationality exhibit distinct patterns across industries, thereby 

impacting entrepreneurial outcomes. A study conducted by Gompers and Wang 
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(2017) categorized companies into seven broad industry segments: Business 

and Financial Services, Consumer Goods, Consumer Services, Energy and 

Utilities, Healthcare, Industrial Goods and Materials, and Information 

Technology (based on the industry code available in VentureSource), utilizing 

data from 42,478 observations of entrepreneurs and their companies. 

Regarding gender and nationality diversity, variations were noted across 

different industries among entrepreneurs. To control for the potential sector 

impact, the startup sector was classified according to the North American 

Industry Classification System (NAICS) code order, developed by the United 

States Bureau of Labor Statistics. This classification system encompasses 10 

sectors: Construction; Educational and Health Services; Financial Activities; 

Information; Leisure and Hospitality; Manufacturing; Natural Resources and 

Mining; Professional and Business Services; Trade, Transportation, and 

Utilities; and Other Services. Based on these classifications, dummy variables 

were created by the author for each sector (see Table 1). 

Table 1: Sector and Correspondent Dummies. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  Soucer: developd by the author 

Sector Dummie 

Construction D1 

Education and Health Services D2 

Financial Activities D3 

Information D4 

Leisure and Hospitality D5 

Manufacturing D6 

Natural Resources and Mining D7 

Other Services D8 

Professional and Business Services D9 

Trade, Transportations, and Utilities D10 
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• Founding Experience of Founders 

The Founding Experience of Founders variable captures the previous 

experience of founders in founding new ventures. A study by Tzabbar and 

Margolis (2017) lends further credence to this idea by demonstrating that prior 

founding experience has a positive and significant effect on the likelihood of a 

firm creating breakthrough innovations. Specifically, they found that the positive 

impact of a founding team's human capital is more pronounced during the 

growth stage than in the early stages of a startup. The presence of prior 

experience is represented by 1, while its absence is denoted by 0. 

• Academic Top School Background 

The Academic Top School Background variable captures the presence 

of an academic track for at least one founder from one of the top one hundred 

leading schools in the world. Research indicates that firm-level outcomes are 

significantly associated with positive effects stemming from educational 

diversity. These outcomes encompass capital acquisition (Beckman & Burton, 

2008; Beckman et al., 2007), evaluations by venture capitalists (Mannor et al., 

2019), division of founder equity (Hellmann & Wasserman, 2017), innovation 

performance (Tzabbar & Margolis, 2017), product adaptation (Furr, 2019), 

achievement of firm milestones (Beckman & Burton, 2008), and business model 

design (Zhao et al., 2021), among others. 

Furthermore, this variable underscores the importance of forming 

founder teams based on functional expertise. Entrepreneurial teams are rarely 

assembled on a purely functional basis; instead, they are often formed through 

non-functional considerations such as member similarity or prior network 

connections (Ruef, Aldrich, & Carter, 2003). 

The classification of this variable is based on the QS World University 

Rankings, which evaluates academic institutions and their programs, comparing 

1,500 universities, 15,700 academic programs, and 104 locations. The 

presence of the founder's academic institution among the top 100 leading 

schools according to the QS 2024 report is represented by a value of 1, while 

its absence is denoted by a value of 0. (See Appendix 5)  
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iii. Method and Models 
 

The research design of this study involves two regression models, the linear 

regression and logistic regression.  

Linear regression is employed to analyze the relationships involving two continuous 

dependent variables: the number of funding rounds over the years and, the total 

funding amount. This model describes the relationship between one dependent 

variable and one or more than one independent variable. The dependent variable, also 

known as the response or outcome variable, is assumed to be a linear combination of 

the regression coefficients and independent variables, which is also known as the 

explanatory variables or predictors. For the purpose of this article, it is considered more 

than one independent variable using a multiple regression model. 

A multiple regression model with p independent variables takes the form: 

 

y | x1 , x2 , ..., xk = b0 + b1 x1 + b2 x2 + ... + bk xk + 𝜀 

 

Υ is the realization of the scalar dependent variable y in the ith observation, and 

𝒳𝑖, 𝜅 represents the value of the kth independent variables in the ith observation. The 

multiple regression model contains 𝜌+1 parameters: one intercept 𝛽0 and p slope 

coefficients, each of which corresponds to an independent variable. 𝜀𝑖 is the 

disturbance term and represents the unexplained part of Υ𝑖 .  𝜀 is often assumed to be 

normally distributed. 

Additionally, Logistic regression is applied to analyze the relationships involving two 

binary dependent variables: Operational Status and Strategic Exits (IPO and M&A). 

This model describes and tests the hypotheses regarding the relationships between a 

binary dependent variable, and one or more discrete or continuous independent 

variables. 

In multiple linear regression the expected value of a response variable, y, is modeled 

as a linear function of the explanatory variables. If dependent variable is binary that 

takes the values 0 and 1, the expected value is simply the probability, p. This model is 

very useful when we wish to estimate the probability that the event of interest will occur 
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or, Evaluation of the influence each independent variable has upon the response, in 

the form of OR (since this is the value resulting from the equation).This technique 

makes it possible to interpret the parameters in an easy manner in terms of odds ratios 

(ORs).  

OR = 1 is interpreted as indicating that there is no such risk factor, since the odds 

for the exposed are the same as those for the non-exposed. 

OR > 1 is interpreted as indicating that there is a risk fac- tor, since the odds of the 

event occurring in response to exposure to the factor are greater than in the case of 

non-exposure. 

OR < 1 is interpreted as indicating that the odds of the event occurring in those 

exposed to treatment are lower than in the case of those not exposed to treatment, 

and thus we are in the presence of a protective factor. 

OR has no dimensions and takes values between zero and infinity. 

These models facilitate the examination of how various factors, including gender 

and nationality diversity, influence startup performance in terms of funding rounds, total 

funding amounts, operational status, and strategic exits. 
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4. Results 
 

i. Descriptive Analyses 
 

Tables 2 and 3 provide a detailed overview of the variables used in this study, 

highlighting essential characteristics of the sample, including founding year, industry 

sector, headquarter location, gender and nationality diversity, educational background, 

and previous entrepreneurial experience.  

The sample encompasses companies founded between 2014 and 2023, with data 

spread relatively evenly across most years. However, there is a noticeable decline in 

the number of companies for the years 2022 and 2023, which may reflect the natural 

lag in data collection for newer ventures. The stability in numbers across other years 

indicates a consistent entry of startups into the ecosystem over the past decade, 

barring recent slowdowns potentially due to economic factors or collection biases. 

The Information sector, representing technology and software-oriented companies, 

constitutes the largest portion of the sample. This is followed by Financial Activities 

and Education and Health Services, which, along with the Information sector, dominate 

the modern startup ecosystem. The prevalence of technology firms aligns with current 

trends in venture capital focus and startup development, emphasizing technology's 

central role in driving innovation. Financial Activities, including FinTech companies, are 

also prominent, likely due to the disruptive nature of financial technologies and digital 

banking solutions in recent years. Conversely, sectors like Construction and Natural 

Resources and Mining represent a much smaller fraction of the sample, suggesting 

that startups in these areas may be less common or receive less attention from early-

stage investors. 

Regarding gender diversity, the sample eveals an underrepresentation of women, 

particularly in sectors such as Financial Activities and Information. This aligns with 

industry-wide observations that these sectors tend to have fewer women founders, 

possibly due to historical biases, a lack of female role models, or barriers to entry. By 

contrast, Education and Health Services and Leisure and Hospitality show a relatively 

higher representation of women founders. This difference across industries may reflect 

varying gender norms, career paths, and entry barriers, with some sectors being more 

inclusive or traditionally attracting a higher proportion of women. 
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In terms of nationality diversity, the Information and Financial Activities sectors 

again stand out, with a larger proportion of founding teams comprising individuals from 

different national backgrounds. This may indicate that these sectors are particularly 

international, attracting talent from across borders due to the global nature of 

technology and finance markets. Nationality diversity may also contribute to the 

adaptability and market reach of startups, potentially making them more attractive to 

investors seeking innovation and scalability, which aligns with the findings of Gompers 

and Wang (2017) (See Appendix). 

It is also important to note the significant impact of heterogeneity in our sample, as 

this study focused exclusively on companies with two or more founders, with the 

average number of founders being close to two. This setup highlights the powerful 

effect of gender diversity; with relatively small teams, the presence of a single woman 

can introduce significant cognitive and experiential diversity.  

Another noteworthy characteristic is the substantial proportion of founders with prior 

experience in founding companies. Approximately 28% of the companies in the sample 

have at least one founder who attended a top academic institution, a factor that may 

influence startup outcomes in several ways. Founders from prestigious schools often 

bring valuable networks, skills, and credibility, which can attract both talent and 

investment. This background may also correlate with a more mature approach to 

business strategy and management, as top institutions often foster leadership and 

entrepreneurial mindsets. Additionally, a substantial portion of founders have prior 

experience in launching companies, suggesting a level of entrepreneurial maturity that 

may enhance the likelihood of survival and success. This experience can provide 

founders with practical insights into navigating the challenges of building a new 

business, as well as a better understanding of investor expectations and market 

dynamics. 

When examining the mean of the Total Funding Amount Received, differences 

between each diversity variable and potential biases in funding selection become 

apparent. On average, companies with nationality diversity in their founding teams 

received 25% more funding than those with homogeneous national backgrounds. This 

may suggest that investors view nationality diversity as a potential asset, associating 

it with innovative perspectives, expanded networks, or a broader understanding of 
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global markets. It may also reflect investor confidence in the adaptability and 

international scalability of these startups. 

Conversely, gender diversity shows a contrasting trend, with teams that include 

female founders receiving 20% less funding on average compared to all-male teams. 

This finding suggests a potential bias in the allocation of venture capital, which could 

be due to perceptions about the risk or scalability of female-led startups. Despite 

growing awareness of the value women bring to leadership roles, these biases may 

persist, affecting access to resources for female founders. Such disparities in funding 

can have long-term implications on the growth trajectory of startups with gender-

diverse teams, limiting their ability to scale or compete effectively in their respective 

markets. 

Furthermore, the presence of at least one founder from a top-tier educational 

institution significantly correlates with higher funding, with these companies receiving, 

on average, 122% more capital. This strong association highlights the importance of 

academic pedigree in the eyes of investors, as founders from elite institutions may be 

perceived as more capable or likely to succeed. This advantage could be attributed to 

the networks, skills, and legitimacy that come with an elite education, which are 

appealing qualities for venture capitalists looking to reduce risk. 
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Table 2: Descriptive Analyses (#) 

Source: developed by the author
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Table 3: Descriptive Analyses (%) 

Source: developed by the author
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ii. Results 
 

To test the hypotheses proposed in this study, two different regression models 

(linear and logistic) were utilized based on the dependent variables. For the first 

hypothesis, which posited that the presence of gender diversity in a startup's founding 

team is positively associated with improved performance outcomes, it was found that 

the relationship between gender diversity and the operational status of companies (i.e., 

whether they are active or not) was non-significant. This result does not support the 

first hypothesis for this variable. When examining the capacity for strategic exits, such 

as IPOs or M&As, the presence of women in the founding team was found to decrease 

the probability of such events by 33%, further invalidating the first hypothesis. 

For the second hypothesis, which posited that the presence of gender diversity 

in a startup's founding team is negatively associated with the total funding amount 

received and the number of funding rounds, the results confirmed that gender diversity 

is indeed negatively correlated with total funding amount received. Companies with 

women on their founding teams can expect to secure $1.48 million less compared to 

companies formed exclusively by men. 

The third hypothesis posited that the presence of nationality diversity in a 

startup's founding team is positively associated with improved performance outcomes. 

The results support this hypothesis, showing that the presence of different nationalities 

improves the probability of the company being active by 65%. However, for strategic 

exits, the results showed no significant relevance. 

Finally, the fourth hypothesis, which related to the presence of nationality 

diversity in a startup's founding team being positively associated with the total funding 

amount received and the number of funding rounds, is also supported by our results. 

Companies with nationality diversity can expect 0.17 more funding rounds, although 

this did not translate to a higher total amount of funding received from venture capital. 

The results also revealed notable findings for the control variables. The 

presence of a founder who attended a top school can boost the probability of the 

company being active by 88%, increase the number of funding rounds by 0.12, and 

secure a higher amount of funding by $4.3 million. Additionally, if the company is 
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located in a hot area, it can expect an increase of $2.6 million in funding and a nearly 

40% greater probability of achieving a strategic exit. 

 

Table 4: Gender and Nationality Regression Results. 

 To simplify the observation of the results, the statistically significant findings (p<0.1, p<0.05, p<0.01) 
are highlighted above. For more detailed information, consult Tables 3 and 4 in appendix section. 
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5. Discussion and Implications 
 

This study aims to explore the implications of gender and nationality diversity within 

startup founding teams on various performance metrics, including operational status, 

strategic exits, total funding received, and the number of funding rounds. Diversity is a 

complex and multi-faceted construct that embodies both potential benefits and 

challenges. It can enrich teams with varied perspectives, experiences, and skills but 

may also introduce conflicts and hinder decision-making due to differing viewpoints. 

Given the intricate nature of diversity, the startup ecosystem—characterized by rapid 

growth and innovation—serves as a compelling context for examining its impact, 

particularly in the face of persistent underrepresentation of women and minority 

founders. 

Using both linear and logistic regression models, this study seeks to provide a 

nuanced understanding of diversity's role in entrepreneurial success. Our findings 

reveal a combination of positive and negative associations, highlighting the complexity 

of diversity's influence on performance. These results offer valuable insights for 

entrepreneurs, venture capitalists, policymakers, and researchers seeking to optimize 

team composition and foster inclusive practices within the startup ecosystem. 

A. Gender Diversity and Performance Outcomes 

Our investigation into the first hypothesis, which posited that gender diversity 

within founding teams positively correlates with improved performance outcomes, 

yielded mixed results. The relationship between gender diversity and the operational 

status of companies was found to be non-significant, indicating that gender diversity 

does not necessarily enhance the likelihood of a startup remaining active. Furthermore, 

the presence of women in founding teams decreased the probability of strategic exits, 

such as IPOs or M&As, by 33%, further invalidating the hypothesis. 

These findings align with existing literature that highlights the challenges of 

cognitive heterogeneity within teams. Studies by Miller et al. (1998) and Webber et al. 

(2001) suggest that diversity can impede long-term planning and decision-making 

processes due to potential disagreements and difficulties in reaching consensus. 

However, it is also important to consider the potential benefits of gender diversity that 

have been documented, such as enhanced innovation and skill complementarity 
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(Jackson, 1992; Miller and Triana, 2009). The mixed results in this study underscore 

the complexity of the relationship between gender diversity and performance 

outcomes, suggesting that while diversity can introduce challenges, it also has the 

potential to drive innovation and strategic advantage under certain conditions. Also, as 

a limitation of this study, underscores the necessity for further analyses, especially if 

they can observe variables such as revenue, size of the company that can bring to 

discussion a more nuanced understanding.  

B. Gender Diversity and Funding 

The second hypothesis posited a negative association between gender diversity 

and the total funding amount received and the number of funding rounds. This 

hypothesis was confirmed, as companies with women on their founding teams 

received $1.48 million less in funding compared to those founded exclusively by men. 

This discrepancy may stem from homophily bias within the venture capital (VC) 

industry, where investors are often drawn to founders who share similar demographic 

characteristics (Cohen et al., 2018; Ewens & Townsend, 2020). This bias highlights 

the systemic obstacles that female entrepreneurs continue to face in accessing 

financial resources. Homophily bias can result in a preference for homogeneous 

teams, leading venture capitalists to overlook the potential of gender-diverse founding 

teams. The gender funding gap is a persistent issue, indicating that despite increased 

awareness of gender diversity's potential benefits, biases remain entrenched within 

the investment landscape.  

C. Nationality Diversity and Performance Outcomes 

Nationality diversity delineates the degree to which founding team members 

originate from diverse cultural backgrounds. For this study, ethnicity diversity is 

considered analogous to nationality diversity, as both relate to shared cultural heritage, 

traditions, and practices. Cultural backgrounds impart distinct sets of values and beliefs 

(Hofstede, 2001), shaping decision-making processes and behaviors (Schwartz, 

2012). 

The third hypothesis examined the impact of nationality diversity on 

performance outcomes, finding that the presence of different nationalities in founding 

teams increases the probability of the company being active by 65%. This supports the 
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hypothesis and aligns with research indicating that culturally diverse teams benefit 

from varied perspectives and decision-making processes (Maznevski, 1994; Watson 

et al., 1993). The presence of diverse cultural backgrounds can mitigate groupthink, 

enhance creativity, and foster new product innovation and firm performance (Nathan 

& Lee, 2013; Nielsen & Nielsen, 2013). These results also corroborate findings from a 

meta-analysis by Stahl et al. (2010), which demonstrated that cultural diversity 

enhances team creativity. However, the study found no significant impact of nationality 

diversity on the likelihood of strategic exits, suggesting that while diversity may 

enhance operational resilience, it does not necessarily lead to higher probabilities of 

achieving major liquidity events. 

D. Nationality Diversity and Funding 

The fourth hypothesis posited that nationality diversity positively correlates with 

the total funding amount received and the number of funding rounds. Our results 

supported this hypothesis in terms of the number of funding rounds, with diverse 

founding teams expecting 0.17 more rounds of funding. However, this did not translate 

into a higher total amount of funding received from venture capital. These findings 

suggest that while diverse teams may attract more rounds of funding, possibly 

indicating investor interest and confidence, the total capital secured does not 

significantly differ from homogeneous teams. 

The mixed results of this study highlight the multifaceted nature of diversity 

within startup founding teams. While diversity can introduce challenges related to 

cohesion and decision-making, it also offers significant benefits in terms of innovation, 

operational resilience, and strategic funding opportunities. The negative impact of 

gender diversity on funding and strategic exits points to the need for addressing 

systemic biases within the venture capital industry. Efforts to mitigate these biases 

could involve promoting greater awareness among investors, fostering inclusive 

investment practices, and providing targeted support to underrepresented 

entrepreneurs. 

Moreover, the positive impact of nationality diversity on operational status 

suggests that fostering a multicultural environment within startups can enhance their 

adaptability and long-term survival. Policymakers and industry leaders should consider 

strategies to promote national diversity within entrepreneurial ecosystems, such as 
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immigration policies that attract international talent and programs that encourage 

cross-cultural collaboration. 

The findings from this study also support the notion that culturally diverse teams 

can overcome challenges related to trust-building and communication, thus leveraging 

the cognitive and resource benefits of nationality diversity. These advantages are 

particularly pertinent in tasks involving "boundary spanning," where diverse teams can 

draw upon their varied backgrounds to navigate complex market environments and 

drive innovation. 

In conclusion, this study significantly adds to the expanding literature on diversity 

in entrepreneurship by offering empirical insights into the intricate relationship between 

diversity and startup performance. The findings highlight the importance of adopting a 

nuanced perspective that acknowledges both the potential challenges and advantages 

associated with diverse founding teams. Addressing biases within the venture capital 

landscape and promoting inclusivity are critical steps towards leveraging diversity to 

enhance innovation and foster sustainable growth in startups. 

For academics, these findings underscore the necessity for further empirical 

research to unravel the nuanced mechanisms through which gender and nationality 

diversity influence entrepreneurial outcomes. Such research can inform the 

development of evidence-based strategies to maximize the benefits of diversity within 

startup environments. Additionally, future studies should address the limitations of this 

research by capturing gender and nationality diversity in a more nuanced way. Venture 

capitalists are encouraged to reevaluate investment practices to mitigate biases 

favoring homogeneous teams. Embracing diversity not only expands the pool of 

entrepreneurial talent but also enhances investment opportunities by tapping into 

diverse perspectives and market insights. Founders are urged to recognize the 

strategic advantages of building culturally and gender-diverse teams. By cultivating 

inclusive environments that celebrate diverse perspectives, founders can enhance 

decision-making, stimulate innovation, and improve overall team performance. 

Governments play a pivotal role in promoting diversity within the startup ecosystem 

through supportive policies, funding initiatives, and educational programs. By fostering 

an inclusive entrepreneurial environment, governments can bolster economic growth, 
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foster job creation, and cultivate a dynamic startup landscape that reflects and serves 

diverse societal needs. 

Advancing diversity in entrepreneurship is not only a matter of equity but also a 

strategic imperative for unlocking innovation and sustainable success in the global 

economy. Further empirical research is essential to deepen our understanding of how 

gender and nationality diversity impact entrepreneurial outcomes and to develop 

effective strategies for fostering diversity in the startup landscape. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

47 

6. References 
 

Acs, Z. J., & Audretsch, D. B., 1987. “Innovation, Market Structure, and Firm Size”. 

The Review of Economics and Statistics, vol. 69(4), pages 567–574.  

Aldrich H. 1999. Organizations Evolving. Sage: Thou- sand Oaks, CA. 

Amaral, António Miguel; Baptista, Rui; and Lima, Francisco, 2007. "Entrepreneurial 

Exit and Firm Performance”. Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research, vol. 27, 

article 1. 

Amason, A. C., Shrader, R. C., & Tompson, G. H., 2006. “Newness and novelty: 

Relating top management team composition to new venture performance”. Journal 
of Business Venturing, vol. 21(1), pages 125–148. 

Aven, B., & Hillmann, H., 2018. “Structural role complementarity in entrepreneurial 

teams”. Management Science, vol. 64(12), pages 5688–5704. 

Barkema, H. G., & Shvyrkov, O., 2007. “Does Top Management Team Diversity 

Promote or Hamper Foreign Expansion?” Strategic Management Journal, vol. 

28(7), pages 663–680.  

Baumol, W.J., 2002. “Free-Market Innovation Machine: Analyzing the Growth 

Miracle of Capitalism”. Princeton University Press, Princeton. 

Beckman, C. M., & Burton, M. D., 2008. “Founding the future: Path dependence in 

the evolution of top management teams from founding to IPO”. Organization 
Science, vol. 19 (1), pages 3–24. 

Beckman, C. M., 2016. “The influence of founding team company affiliations on firm 

behavior”. Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 49(1), pages 741–758.  

Beckman, C. M., Burton, M. D., & O’Reilly, C., 2007. “Early teams: The impact of 

team demography on VC financing and going public”. Journal of Business 
Venturing, vol. 22(2), pages 147–173. 

Boeker, W., & Karichalil, R., 2002. “Entrepreneurial Transitions: Factors Influencing 

Founder Departure”. The Academy of Management Journal, vol. 45(4), pages 

818–826. 



 

 

48 

Brixy, Udo & Brunow, Stephan & D'Ambrosio, Anna, 2020. "The unlikely encounter: 

Is ethnic diversity in start-ups associated with innovation?," Research Policy, 

Elsevier, vol. 49(4). 

Burgelman, R. A., 1996. “A Process Model of Strategic Business Exit: Implications 

for an Evolutionary Perspective on Strategy”. Strategic Management Journal, vol. 

17, pages 193–214.  

Calder-Wang, Sophie & Gompers, Paul A., 2021. "And the children shall lead: 

Gender diversity and performance in venture capital," Journal of Financial 
Economics, Elsevier, vol. 142(1), pages 1-22. 

Calder-Wang, Sophie and Gompers, Paul A. and Huang, Kanyuan and Levinson, 

William, 2023. “Diversity in Venture Capital”. The Palgrave Encyclopedia of 
Private Equity.  

Caligiuri, P., Lazarova, M., & Zehetbauer, S., 2004. “Top managers’ national 

diversity and boundary spanning: Attitudinal indicators of a firm’s 

internationalization”. Journal of Management Development, vol. 23, pages 848–

859. 

Chaganti, R., Raj, S., Watts, A. D., Chaganti, R., & Zimmerman-Treichel, M. , 2008. 

“Ethnic-immigrants in founding teams: Effects on prospector strategy and 

performance in new Internet ventures”. Journal of Business Venturing, vol. 23(1), 

pages 113–139. 

Chandler, G. N.; Honig, B.; WIklund, J., 2005. “Antecedents, moderators, and 

performance consequences of membership change in new venture teams”. 

Journal of Business Venturing, vol. 20, n. 5, pages. 705–725. 

Chatman, J. A., & Flynn, F. J., 2001. “The influence of demographic heterogeneity 

on the emergence and consequences of cooperative norms in work teams”. 

Academy of Management Journal, vol. 44(5), pages 956–974. 

Chechen Liao, Shu-Hui Chuang, Pui-Lai To, 2011. “How knowledge management 

mediates the relationship between environment and organizational structure”. 

Journal of Business Research, vol. 64(7), pages 728-736. 



 

 

49 

Christine M. Beckman & M. Diane Burton, 2008. "Founding the Future: Path 

Dependence in the Evolution of Top Management Teams from Founding to IPO," 

Organization Science, INFORMS, vol. 19(1), pages 3-24. 

Chung, J., & Monroe, G., 1998. “Gender differences in information processing: An 

empirical test of the hypothesis-confirming strategy in an audit context”. 

Accounting & Finance, vol. 38(2), pages 265–279. 

Cronin, M. A., & Weingart, L. R., 2007. “Representational gaps, information 

processing, and conflict in functionally diverse teams”. Academy of Management 
Review, vol.32(3), pages 761–773. 

Darley, W. K., & Smith, R. E., 1995. “Gender differences in information processing 

strategies: An empirical test of the selectivity model in advertising response”. 

Journal of Advertising, vol. 24(1), pages 41–56. 

de Wit, F. R. C., Greer, L. L., & Jehn, K. A., 2012. “The paradox of intragroup 

conflict: A meta-analysis”. Journal of Applied Psychology, vol. 97(2), pages 360–

390. 

Dodgson, JS & Spackman, M & Pearman, A & Phillips, LD, 2009. "Multi-criteria 

analysis: a manual," Economic History Working Papers 12761, London School of 
Economics and Political Science, Department of Economic History. 

Dodgson, M., Gann, D. and Salter, A., 2008. “The Management of Technological 

Innovation: Strategy and Practice”. Oxford University Press, Oxford, page 373. 

Dwyer, Sean & Richard, Orlando C. & Chadwick, Ken, 2003. "Gender diversity in 

management and firm performance: the influence of growth orientation and 

organizational culture," Journal of Business Research, Elsevier, vol. 56(12), 

pages 1009-1019. 

Ensley, M. D., Pearce, C. L., & Hmieleski, K. M., 2006. “The moderating effect of 

environmental dynamism on the relationship between entrepreneur leadership 

behavior and new venture performance”. Journal of Business Venturing, vol. 

21(2), pages 243–263. 



 

 

50 

Fern, M. J., Cardinal, L. B., & O’Neill, H. M., 2015. “The genesis of strategy in new 

ventures: Escaping the constraints of founder and team knowledge”. Strategic 
Management Journal, vol. 127(1), pages 12–13. 

Finkelstein, S., Hambrick, D. C., & Cannella, A. A., 2009. “Strategic leadership: 

Theory and research on executives, top management teams, and boards”. 

Strategic management series: Oxford University Press, New York. 

Floyd, S. W., & Wooldridge, B., 1992. “Middle Management Involvement in Strategy 

and Its Association with Strategic Type: A Research Note”. Strategic Management 
Journal, vol. 13, pages 153–167.  

Foo, M. Der, Sin, H. P., & Yiong, L. P., 2006. “Effects of team inputs and intrateam 

processes on perceptions of team viability and member satisfaction in nascent 

ventures”. Strategic Management Journal, vol. 27(4), pages 389–399. 

Furr, N. R., 2019. “Product adaptation during new industry emergence: The role of 

start- up team preentry experience”. Organization Science, vol. 30(5), pages 

1076–1096. 

Gardenswartz, Lee, and Anita Rowe. 1994. “Diverse Teams at Work: Capitalizing 

on the Power of Diversity”. Chicago: Irwin Professional Publishing. 

Gary S. Becker, 1964. "Human Capital: A Theoretical and Empirical Analysis with 

Special Reference to Education, First Edition," NBER Books, National Bureau of 

Economic Research, Inc, number beck-5, July. 

Gompers, Paul A. & Mukharlyamov, Vladimir & Xuan, Yuhai, 2016. "The cost of 

friendship," Journal of Financial Economics, Elsevier, vol. 119(3), pages 626-

644. 

Grimaldi, R., Kenney, M., Siegel, D.S., et al., 2011. “30 Years after Bayh-Dole: 

Reassessing Academic Entrepreneurship”. Research Policy, vol. 40, pages 1045-

1057. 

Hambrick, D.C., Davison, S.C., Snell, S.A., Snow, C.C., 1998. “When groups 

consist of different nationalities: toward a new understanding of the implications”. 

Organization Studies, vol. 19 (2), pages 181–205. 



 

 

51 

Harrison, D. A., & Klein, K. J., 2007. “What’s the difference? Diversity constructs as 

separation, variety, or disparity in organizations”. Academy of Management 
Review, vol. 32 (4), pages 1199–1228. 

Herring, C., 2009. “Does Diversity Pay?: Race, Gender, and the Business Case for 

Diversity”. American Sociological Review, vol. 74(2), pages 208-224. 

Hmieleski, K. M., & Ensley, M. D., 2007. “A contextual examination of new venture 

performance: Entrepreneur leadership behavior, top management team 

heterogeneity, and environmental dynamism”. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, vol. 28 (7), pages 865–889. 

Hochberg, Yael V. and Ljungqvist, Alexander and Ljungqvist, Alexander and Lu, 

Yang, 2007.  “Whom You Know Matters: Venture Capital Networks and Investment 

Performance”. Journal of Finance, vol. 62, pages 251-301. 

Hofstede, G., 2001. “Culture’s Consequences: Comparing Values, Behaviors, 

Institutions and Organizations across Nations”. SAGE, Thousand Oaks, London, 

New Delhi. 

Hoogendoorn, S., Parker, S. C., & Van Praag, M., 2017. “Smart or Diverse Start-

up Teams? Evidence from a Field Experiment”. Organization Science, vol. 28(6), 

pages 1010-1028. 

Huang, S., Battisti, M., & Pickernell, D., 2021. “CEO regulatory focus as the micro 

foundation of organizational ambidexterity: A configurational approach”. Journal of 
Business Research, vol. 125, pages 26–38. 

Huang, Shuangfa & Battisti, Martina & Pickernell, David, 2023. "The roles of 

innovation strategy and founding team diversity in new venture growth," Journal 
of Business Research, Elsevier, vol. 158(C). 

Intarakumnerd, P., Chairatana, P., & Tangchitpiboon, T., 2002. “National 

Innovation System in Less Successful Developing Countries: The Case of 

Thailand”. Research Policy, vol. 31, pages 1445-1457. 

Jackson SE, 1992. “Team composition in organizational settings: Issues in 

managing an increasingly diverse work force”. Worchel S, Wood W, Simpson JA, 



 

 

52 

eds. Group Process and Productivity (sage, Newbury Park, CA), pages 138-

173. 

Jackson, S. E., & Joshi, A., 2010. “Work team diversity”. In S. Zedeck (Ed.), APA 
handbook of industrial and organizational psychology: Volume II. 
Washington, DC: APA. 

Janina Sundermeier, Natalie Mahlert, “Entrepreneurial team diversity – A 

systematic review and research agenda”, European Management Journal, vol. 

41, Issue 6, 2023, pages 972-984. 

Joshi, A., & Roh, H., 2009. “The role of context in work team diversity research: A 

meta-analytic review”. Academy of Management Journal, vol. 52(3), pages 599–

627. 

Justine E. Tinkler, Kjersten Bunker Whittington, Manwai C. Ku, Andrea Rees 

Davies, 2015. “Gender and venture capital decision-making: The effects of 

technical background and social capital on entrepreneurial evaluations”. Social 
Science Research, vol. 51, pages 1-16. 

Kanter JW, Puspitasari AJ, Santos MM, Nagy GA., 2012. “Behavioural activation: 

history, evidence and promise”. Br J Psychiatry, vol. 200(5), pages 361-363. 

Kanter, R. M., 1982. “The middle manager as innovator”. Harvard Business 
Review, vol. 60, pages 95-105. 

Khan, M. S., Breitenecker, R. J., & Schwarz, E. J., 2014. “Entrepreneurial team 

locus of control: Diversity and trust”. Management Decision, vol. 52(6), pages 

1057–1081. 

Khan, M. S., Breitenecker, R. J., & Schwarz, E. J., 2015. “Adding fuel to the fire: 

Need for achievement diversity and relationship conflict in entrepreneurial teams”. 

Management Decision, vol. 53(1), pages 75–99. 

Kirschenhofer, F., & Lechner, C., 2012. “Performance drivers of serial 

entrepreneurs: Entrepreneurial and team experience”. International Journal of 
Entrepreneurial Behaviour & Research, vol. 18(3), pages 305–329. 



 

 

53 

Knippenberg, d. Van; Dreu, C. K. W. de; Homan, A. C., 2004. “Work group diversity 

and group performance: An integrative model and research agenda”. Journal of 
Applied Psychology, vol. 89, n. 6, pages 1008–1022.  

Kollmann, T., St¨ ockmann, C., Meves, Y., & Kensbock, J. M., 2017. “When 

members of entrepreneurial teams differ: Linking diversity in individual-level 

entrepreneurial orientation to team performance”. Small Business Economics, 

vol. 48(4), pages 843–859. 

Mannor, M. J., Matta, F. K., Block, E. S., Steinbach, A. L., & Davis, J. H., 2019. “A 

liability of breadth? The conflicting influences of experiential breadth on perceptions 

of founding teams”. Journal of Management, vol. 45(4), pages 1540–1568. 

Maznevski, M. L., 1994. “Understanding our differences: Performance in decision- 

making groups with diverse members”. Human Relations, vol. 47(5), pages 531–

552. 

McGee, J. E., Dowling, M. J., & Megginson, W. L., 1995. “Cooperative strategy and 

new venture performance: The role of business strategy and management 

experience”. Strategic Management Journal, vol. 16(7),  pages 565–580. 

Michael Ewens, Richard R. Townsend, 2020. “Are early stage investors biased 

against women?”, Journal of Financial Economics, vol. 135(3), pages 653-677. 

Miller CC, Burke LM, Glick WH., 1998. “Cognitive diver- sity among upper-echelon 

executives: implications for strategic decision processes”. Strategic Management 
Journal, vol. 19(1), pages 39–58. 

Miller TL, Triana M, 2009. “Demographic diversity in the boardroom: Mediators of 

the board diversity-firm performance relationship”. J. Management Stud, vol. 

46(5), pages 755-786. 

Milliken, F. J., & Martins, L. L., 1996. “Searching for common threads: 

Understanding the multiple effects of diversity in organizational groups”. Academy 
of Management Review, vol. 21(2), pages 402–433. 

Nathan, M., & Lee, N., 2013. “Cultural diversity, innovation, and entrepreneurship: 

Firm-level evidence from London”. Economic Geography, vol. 89(4), pages 367–

394. 



 

 

54 

Nielsen, B. B., & Nielsen, S., 2013. “Top management team nationality diversity 

and firm performance: A multilevel study”. Strategic Management Journal, vol. 

34(3), pages 373–382. 

Nielsen, S., 2009. “Top management team internationalization and firm 

performance”. Management International Review, vol. 50, pages 185–206. 

O’Reilly C, Snyder R, Boothe J, 1993. “Effects of executive team demography on 

organizational change”. Huber G, Glick W, eds. Organizational Change Redesign 
(Oxford University Press, New York), pages 147-175. 

O’Reilly, C. A., Caldwell, D. F., & Barnett, W. P., 1989. ”Work group demography, 

social integration, and turnover”. `Administrative Science Quarterly, vol. 34(1), 

pages 21–37. 

Putrevu, S., 2001. “Exploring the origins and information processing differences 

between men and women: Implications for advertisers”. Academy of Marketing 
Science Review, vol. 10(1), pages 1–14. 

Reagans, R., Zuckerman, E. W., & McEvily, B., 2004. “How to make the team: 

Social networks vs. demography as criteria for designing effective teams”. 

Administrative Science Quarterly, vol. 49, pages 101–133. 

Ruef M, Aldrich HE, Carter N., 2003. “The structure of organizational founding 

teams: homophily, strong ties, and isolation among U.S. entrepreneurs”. American 
Sociological Review, vol. 68(2), pages 195–222. 

Schneider, S. C., & De Meyer, A., 1991. “Interpreting and responding to strategic 

issues: The impact of national culture”. Strategic Management Journal, vol. 12(4), 

pages 307–320. 

Schumpeter, J.A. “The Theory of Economic Development”. Harvard University 
Press, Cambridge. Massachusetts, 1934. 

Schwartz, S. H., 2012. “An Overview of the Schwartz Theory of Basic Values”. 

Online Readings in Psychology and Culture, 2(1). 

Śledzik, Karol, Schumpeter’s View on Innovation and Entrepreneurship, 2013. 

“Management Trends in Theory and Practice”, (ed.) Stefan Hittmar. Faculty of 



 

 

55 

Management Science and Informatics, University of Zilina & Institute of 
Management by University of Zilina. 

Stahl, G. K., Maznevski, M. L., Voigt, A., & Jonsen, K., 2010. “Unraveling the effects 

of cultural diversity in teams: A meta-analysis of research on multicultural work 

groups”. Journal of International Business Studies, vol. 41(4), pages 690–709. 

Susan A. Hill, Julian Birkinshaw, 2008. “Strategy–organization configurations in 

corporate venture units: Impact on performance and survival”. Journal of 
Business Venturing, vol. 23, pages 423-444. 

Torchia M, Calabro A, Huse M., 2011. “Women directors on corporate boards: From 

tokenism to critical mass”. J. Bus. Ethics, vol. 102(2), pages 299-317. 

Tzabbar, D., & Margolis, J., 2017. “Beyond the startup stage: The founding team’s 

human capital, new venture’s stage of life, founder-CEO duality, and breakthrough 

innovation”. Organization Science, vol. 28(5), pages 857–872. 

Ucbasaran, D., Lockett, A., Wright, M., & Westhead, P., 2003. “Entrepreneurial 

founder teams: Factors associated with member entry and exit”. 

Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, vol. 28(2), pages 107–128. 

Van Knippenberg, D., & Schippers, M. C., 2007. “Work group diversity”. Annual 
Review of Psychology, vol. 58(1), pages 515–541. 

Van Knippenberg, D., De Dreu, C. K. W., & Homan, A. C., 2004. “Work group 

diversity and group performance: An integrative model and research agenda”. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, vol. 89(6), pages 1008–1022. 

Vissa, B., & Chacar, A. S., 2009. “Leveraging ties: The contingent value of 

entrepreneurial teams’ external advice networks on Indian software venture 

performance”. Strategic Management Journal, vol. 30(11), pages 1179–1191. 

Wang, J., Cheng, G.-H.-L., Chen, T., & Leung, K., 2019. “Team creativity/innovation 

in culturally diverse teams: A meta-analysis”. Journal of Organizational 
Behavior, vol. 40(6), pages 693–708. 



 

 

56 

Watson, W. E., Kumar, K., & Michaelsen, L. K., 1993. “Cultural diversity’s impact 

on interaction process and performance: Comparing homogeneous and diverse 

task groups”. Academy of Management Journal, vol. 36(3), pages 590–602. 

Webber SS, Donahue LM, 2001. “Impact of higly and less job-related diversity on 

workgroup cohesion and performance: A meta-analysis”. J. Management, vol. 

27(2), pages 141-162. 

Welter, F., Baker, T., Audretsch, D. B., & Gartner, W. B., 2017. “Everyday 

entrepreneurship: A call for entrepreneurship research to embrace entrepreneurial 

diversity”. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, vol. 41(3), pages 311–321. 

Xie, X. Y., Feng, W., & Hu, Q., 2020. “Does new venture team power hierarchy 

enhance or impair new venture performance? A contingency perspective”. Journal 
of Business Venturing, vol. 35(6), pages 125–148. 

Ye Dai & Gukdo Byun & Fangsheng Ding, 2019. "The Direct and Indirect Impact of 

Gender Diversity in New Venture Teams on Innovation Performance," 

Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, , vol. 43(3), pages 505-528. 

Zahra, S. A. and Wright, M., 2015. “Understanding the social role of 

entrepreneurship”. Journal of Management Studies, vol. 53, pages 610-629. 

Zhang, L., 2020. “An Institutional Approach to Gender Diversity and Firm 

Performance”. Organization Science, vol. 31, pages 439-457. 

Zhou, W., Hu, H., & Zey, M., 2015. “Team composition of new venture founding 

teams: Does personality matter?” International Journal of Entrepreneurial 
Behaviour & Research, vol. 21(5), pages 673–689. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

57 

7. Appendix 
 

A1 - Top Ecosystems of North America in the Global Startup Ecosystem Index, 2023.  
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A2 – Geographical Footprint of United States Startup Ecosystem, 2023 (Date: 10/27/2023) 

Source: StartupBlink, 2023. 

 

A3 - Industry Patterns of Female Entrepreneurs and VCs  
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A4 - Industry Patterns of Minority Entrepreneurs and VCs 
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A5 - QS World University Rankings 2024: Top global universities 
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A6 – Gender Regression – Detailed Information considering the results with statistic relevance.  

Source: developed by the author. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

62 

 

A7 - Nationality Regression - Detailed Information considering the results with statistic relevance.  

Source: developed by the author. 

 


