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1 Introduction

In 1996, the rate of business ownership in the U.S. was three times higher for white than Black working-age

adults. This gap has narrowed in recent decades, but the convergence has occurred primarily due to declining

rates of White business ownership rather than substantial increases among underrepresented groups. As of

2020, the rate of white business ownership was still double that of Black adults (Fairlie and Robinson,

2022).1 These persistent disparities in entrepreneurial participation raise important questions about the

structural, economic, and social barriers that differentially affect individuals based on race and gender. Why

do differences in new business formation across different racial groups persist?

This paper examines these disparities by leveraging a novel, nationally representative survey to

explore racial and gender differences in entrepreneurial intentions and outcomes. Our approach focuses on

the pathways that lead to business formation—or the lack thereof. We frame our analysis around a version

of a Roy (1951) model that breaks the decision to choose entrepreneurship over standard wage employment

into three critical stages: the intention to start a business, the steps taken to develop an idea, and the

ultimate decision to launch.

Our findings challenge conventional narratives. Black and Hispanic respondents are more likely than

white to consider starting a business but significantly less likely to launch a business conditional on forming

an idea for one. In constrast, women are less likely to consider starting a business, but significantly more

likely to actually start the business conditional on considering an idea. These differences cannot be explained

by differences in idea quality. Black and Hispanic respondents report higher confidence in the survival and

growth potential of their ideas relative to their white counterparts. Also contrary to that explanation, women

report lower confidence in survival and growth prospects.

Instead, we find that differences in socialization—such as discussing ideas with peers or seeking

advice from experts—are critical factors. Our data allow us to explore this channel by examining differences

in the steps taken by those who have considered new businesses. We measure eighteen different steps that

can be broken into four broad categories: (i) socializing the idea; (ii) codifying the idea through creating

business plans, websites, etc.; (iii) seeking market feedback through steps such as building a prototype, etc.;

and (iv), seeking financing and engaging with business service professionals such as lawyers or accountants.

We see no significant differences in the unconditional rate at which Black or Hispanic respondents approach

1These calculations are based on a definition of business ownership used in the Current Population Survey that include
employer and non-employer incorporated and non-incorporated businesses. Similar racial disparities exist among other categories
of self-employment.
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outside investors. Instead, Black respondents are much less likely than white to undertake initial steps

to socialize their ideas within their peer group. This is unlikely to be attributable to taking the idea less

seriously, because we see a higher incidence of demanding time-intensive steps like codifying the idea through

writing a business plan or executive summary. Also, we do not observe an analogous significant difference

among Hispanic or female respondents.

Differences in socialization that we observe between underrepresented groups are important for

explaining differences in rates of new business formation. Our model predicts that taking more socialization

steps is associated with taking more financial steps. We find evidence in support of this. The association

arises through the complementarity of financial capital and idea quality. These effects are weaker among

Black respondents and stronger among women. We find patterns consistent with some of this difference

being driven by differences in the availability of a local network with whom to socialize. Taking both more

social and more financial steps leads to a greater likelihood of starting the business.

Previous work has illustrated importance of learning from peers for the decision to enter en-

trepreneurship (Lerner and Malmendier, 2013; Nanda and Sørensen, 2010; Wallskog, 2024). Wallskog (2024),

in particular, uses Census data to show that individuals learn from their on-the-job peers with prior en-

trepreneurship experience and shows that these peer learning channels are considerably muted for females

and Black Americans. Our analysis also finds that socialization pathways are more muted for historically

underrepresented groups. By distinguishing between ideation and execution, our analysis brings nuance to

results obtained in large-sample data.

Lower reliance on social networks could reflect a reluctance to engage, or it could reflect a lack of

availability of relevant social networks. While we can observe neither the information being communicated

through the socialization process, nor the characteristics of those from whom they are receiving feedback,

we can leverage geographic variation in minority business ownership to proxy for the availability of social

networks. We measure the proportion of same-group minority business ownership occurring in the commuting

zone of the respondent as a proxy for the availability of relevant social networks. We find strong evidence

that easier access to relevant social networks is important for Black and Hispanic respondents, but not for

female respondents. This further suggests that own-group social interactions are the driving force behind

the socialization results we find.

We can also infer aspects of the information being communicated through social interaction by

exploring how social interaction changes the perceptions of hurdles or roadblocks to starting a business.

Among those who have abandoned their idea, those who took more social steps are more likely to report
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that they were stymied by anticipated financing difficulties or that they lacked the necessary skills. These

effects play out differently across different underrepresented groups, suggesting that the specific feedback

they receive varies across groups. In particular, among those who have stopped searching, the probability

of reporting difficulty obtaining financing as the main reason is higher among those who took more social

steps, and much more so for Black and Hispanic respondents than for female or White respondents.

The message that emerges from this fact pattern is that race- and gender-specific perceived barriers to

starting a business are either dispelled or amplified through social interaction, and these perceptions influence

gender and racial differences in entrepreneurial choice. Perceived financial barriers to entrepreneurship have

their roots in social interaction, but act differently on different underrepresented groups due to different

base-rates of idea formation and different network availability. This builds on recent findings by Bennett

and Chatterji (2023), who report that only a small minority of individuals who report the inability to obtain

financing as an impediment to entrepreneurship actually met with a banker or other financing provider. It

also squares with Fairlie, Robb and Robinson (2022), which finds that Black entrepreneurs are much more

likely than similar white entrepreneurs to report that they did not seek financing because they feared denial.

The balance of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we offer a simple analytical framework

designed to frame the empirical analysis. Section 3 presents the data. In Section 4 we present results on the

difference between entrepreneurial intention and entrepreneurial execution. Section 5 explores how racial and

gender differences in the types of steps taken. Section 6 demonstrates the importance of various steps for the

decision to launch the business or abandon the idea. In Section 7 we explore how localized variation in the

strength of local networks effects socialization. Section 8 concludes with a discussion of policy implications

and directions for future research.

2 Analytical Framework

To fix ideas and frame our empirical analysis, this section sketches a simple Roy (1951) model in the spirit of

Evans and Jovanovic (1989). The model extends the standard framework by breaking the decision to start

a business into three stages: idea generation, viability assessment, and execution.
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2.1 Idea Generation

Let λ represent the probability that an individual generates or encounters a viable business idea. The rate

of idea generation depends on personal characteristics (X), such as education or exposure to entrepreneurial

networks, and structural factors (Z), such as workplace environment:

λ = f(X,Z)

An idea arrives in raw form and can be perfected by applying effort to improve it. Initially, an idea is a draw

θ0 from a distribution N(µθ, σθ). The idea combines with capital k to generate output according to y = θ0k.

Given that a unit of capital has a rental price of r, the expected profit associated with entrepreneurship is

then π = (θ0 − r)k. At this stage, before the would-be entrepreneur has invested any effort in improving or

sharpening the idea, the expected utility of entrepreneurship is given by:

U(π) = (θ0 − r)k −
γ

2
σ2
θk

2 (1)

Thus, the utility from entrepreneurship is a function of the idea’s initial perceived quality (θ0), the risk (σ2
θ)

of the project, the cost of capital r, the amount of capital (k) applied to the idea, and γ, the individual’s

risk aversion.

Because capital is essential for launching the business, the amount of capital, k, is an important

parameter in the entrepreneur’s decision problem. We assume that an entrepreneur can choose some level of

capital k ∈ [0, k], where k represents the entrepreneur’s subjective views of the maximum amount of capital

that they could receive based on the idea. Variation in k across individuals or minority groups could be

an important component of the decision to enter entrepreneurship for the reason highlighted in Evans and

Jovanovic (1989): namely, because sub-optimal levels of capital make entrepreneurship look unattractive

relative to wage employment even if the underlying idea quality θ is high.

After receiving an idea, an agent can choose whether to expend effort to improve the idea before

making the decision to launch it.
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2.2 Viability Assessment

To capture the idea that a would-be entrepreneur can take steps to improve their idea, we assume that a

potential entrepreneur can expend costly effort e to improve the quality of the idea as follows:

θ1 = (θ0 + αe)− e2

2
(2)

The idea here is that an initial idea is rough, but through effort, can be refined.2 A would-be entrepreneur

can improve or refine their idea by taking steps to differentiate it from competitors, to improve its marketing,

etc. Although our survey data allow us to distinguish in fine detail between the various types of steps that

an entrepreneur might take to bring their idea to fruition, here we simply model the overall process assuming

that effort has a marginal impact α on the quality of the idea.

2.3 Execution

The would-be entrepreneur’s optimization problem is to choose effort e and capital k to maximize the value

of the startup idea, and then choose entrepreneurship if the utility of the optimal startup plan exceeds that

of standard employment: ie., if U(π∗) > w. Given that this casts the decision as a static choice, it is natural

to think of w as the utility of the capitalized value of lifetime wage earnings, and the utility of entrepreneurial

earnings as the utility of the capitalized profit stream associated with launching a business.

Putting these pieces together, the measure of practicing entrepreneurs that we observe in the data

is then given by:

λ · Pr((θ0 + αe∗ − r)k∗ − γ

2
(k∗σy)2 − e∗2

2
> w) (3)

This is the key equation for generating empirical predictions. It states that the amount of entrepreneurship

we observe is given by the arrival rate of ideas times the probability that an optimally refined idea exceeds

the outside option of wage employment, given the availability of capital.

2To keep the analysis as simple as possible we have ruled out the possibility that through additional effort the entrepreneur
learns that the idea was worse than originally thought. This could be introduced by incorporating a random shock into Equation
2 or by introducing the possibility of learning about other parameters, such as k. We leave these extensions for future work.
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2.4 Predictions

Equation 3 immediately illustrates that there are two primary reasons why we might observe differences in

the rate of entrepreneurship between different groups. One is that underrepresented groups, such as Black,

Hispanic, and female individuals, may have lower λ(X,Z) due to systemic inequities that affect the arrival

of suitable ideas for new business formation. Formally:

Prediction 1: Observed rates of entrepreneurial activity are lower in some groups because those groups

experience lower arrival rates of entrepreneurial ideas.

The second broad reason is that resource considerations affect the optimal tradeoff between wage

employment and entrepreneurship conditional on the existence of an entrepreneurial idea. Disparities in

perceived initial idea quality (θ0), returns to effort spent improving the idea (αe), risk tolerance (γ), access to

capital (k) may drive differences in this decision. For example, minority entrepreneurs might face heightened

uncertainty (σ2) due to limited access to market knowledge or resources, or they might face lower returns to

additional effort α, because they lack available resources for improving the idea. Formally:

Prediction 2: Observed rates of entrepreneurial activity are lower in some groups because risk preferences,

perceived quality, or perceived resource constraints make entrepreneurship less attractive than traditional

employment.

The granularity of our survey data allow us to explore Prediction 2 in considerable detail. As we

discuss below, our data allow us to observe a variety of reasons why an entrepreneurial idea was abandoned,

and we can also observe the manner in which the would-be entrepreneur’s effort was directed.

Additional predictions arise from considering how the optimal choice of k∗ and e∗ are interconnected.

Taking the first-order condition for the entrepreneur’s expected utility, the optimal level of capital is given

by:

k∗ = min[
θ∗1 − r
γσ2

θ

, k]. (4)

This equation shows that the optimal scale of the firm is larger for better ideas, smaller for more risk-averse

agents, but is larger if more effort has been spent refining the idea.

The parameter θ∗1 reflects the optimal effort choice of the entrepreneur. The first-order condition

for Equation 2 yields e∗ = αk∗. Combining these expressions, we have the following expressions for optimal

capital and effort choice:

k∗ = min[
θ0 − r
γσ2

θ

+
α · (θ0 − r)

γσ2
θ · (γσ2

θ − α2)
, k] (5)

7



e∗ = min[
θ0 − r

γσ2
θ − α2

, αk] (6)

When the constraint on available capital does not bind, the expression for k∗ states that the optimal amount

of capital is a function of the net return on capital, scaled by the utility cost of the project’s riskiness,

augmented by the improvement to the initial idea induced by additional effort to improve the idea’s quality.

In general, better initial ideas are associated with more effort and more capital, and more risk averse

entrepreneurs optimally exert less effort and find lower amounts of capital desirable.

These equations establish the interdependence of learning and perceptions of future resource con-

straints. The optimal level of effort shrinks as anticipated capital constraints bind, while, all else equal, the

probability of becoming an entrepreneur increases with the amount of effort expended on improving the idea.

Formally, we have:

Prediction 3: Potential entrepreneurs who anticipate more difficulty raising capital expend less effort

improving their idea. Conversely, entrepreneurs who expend more effort on their idea are more likely to seek

outside capital.

In the remainder of the paper we use these predictions to steer our empirical analysis.

3 Survey Data

Our survey builds on recent work by Bennett and Chatterji (2023). In partnership with Qualtrics, we

surveyed a total of 51,255 respondents across five waves conducted between January, 2015 and March, 2017.

Qualtrics distributed the survey through relationships with market research firms that maintain panels of

internet respondents. None of the survey solicitation materials mentioned the purpose of the survey.

Following the methodology described in Bennett and Chatterji (2023), we used a raking strategy

to weight our responses so that the survey is representative of the US population. We relied on three

distinct sets of third-party data to do this: the Current Population Survey (for race-by-income matching);

the American Community Survey IPUMS subsample (geography-by-age-by-gender from individuals over 23

years old); and the Federal Reserve Bank of New York’s Survey of Consumer Expectations (for labor force

participation). With the resulting sample weights, our sample matches the US population on race-by-income,

geography-by-age-by-gender, and employment status.

Our data differ from other studies examining the origins of entrepreneurial activity in several re-

spects. Most critically, because the data come from a representative sample, rather than one conditioning on
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the dependent variable of entrepreneurship—like the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) and the Panel

Study of Entrepreneurial Dynamics (PSED)—we are able to explore the conditions under which entrepreneur-

ship was not considered. We also collect the steps a prospective entrepreneur took toward entrepreneurship,

allowing us to build on prior research that used data on self employment from Census data on barriers to

entrepreneurship by distinguishing people in the risk set, those who even considered entrepreneurship, from

those that did not.

The full survey instrument is included in the Appendix. It includes questions about demographics

as well as intentions for starting a business. To elicit entrepreneurial intentions, the survey asks, “In the

last 5 years (2012–today), did you ever consider starting your own business? If you did start a business,

in the last 5 years only, please answer Yes.” If the individual answers in the affirmative, the survey then

asked about the steps taken, if any, toward starting the business. The survey also asked about expectations

for the success of the considered business, as laid out below in Table 3. A total of 15,904 individuals had

considered starting a business across the two survey waves, and of those, 4,178 met our criteria for starting

the business: they either made a sale (3,041), quit their job to work full-time at the new business (1,114), or

hired an employee (1,060). For 9,735 respondents who considered but did not start the business, we collected

self-reported reasons why they are no longer pursuing the business. These are also explored in Table 3.

Insert Table 1 here

Table 1 provides a breakdown of key demographic information based on the race of the respondent.

There are racial differences in whether a respondent is a primary income earner, whether they are currently

unemployed, and in the educational background of respondents. There are also differences in average annual

income across racial categories. Appendix Section C provides a tabulation of income, age, and education

by the categories used in the survey. We control for these demographic categories in all our regression

specifications unless specifically noted.

4 Where Do Racial Differences in Entrepreneurship Begin?

In this section we use the framework discussed in the Introduction to explore the three potential channels

behind the observed racial differences in business ownership. We begin first by exploring differences in

the rate at which individuals consider starting new businesses. Then we explore differences in the rates of

actually starting businesses conditional on having an idea for one.
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4.1 Ideation versus Formation

In the left panel of Table 2, we report marginal effect estimates from probit models in which the dependent

variable is a dummy for considering starting a business. The first column reports results for the full sample,

while the second and third columns break the sample at the median on income. Column (4) subsamples

only those individuals who work in firms that are five years old or younger.

Insert Table 2 here

Across the board, Black respondents are much more likely than white or other non-Hispanic respondents to

indicate that they considered starting a business. Similarly, Hispanic respondents are also more likely than

non-Hispanic respondents to have considered an idea. Women are much less likely to report considering

starting a business across all specifications. For both Black and Hispanic respondents, there are significant

differences, roughly 7 and 6 percentage points respectively, between individuals who report earning $75,000

per year or more (roughly the upper quartile of respondents) than for those earning less than $34,999 (roughly

the lower quartile of respondents). For female respondents, we do not observe a significant difference based

on income. Column (5) presents tests of the differences in marginal effects between columns (2) and (3).

The effect is still significant among Black individuals who work in young organizations, but recall that these

point estimates are capturing racial differences: 53% of Black respondents working in young organizations

report having considered an idea, compared to 38% of Black respondents working in older organizations. The

corresponding percentages for Hispanic respondents are 57% and 37%, and for women, 41% and 22%. Thus,

young organizations differentially attract entrepreneurially-minded individuals, even if the racial differences

in ideation are attenuated here.

The point estimates on race and gender are economically as well as statistically significant. The mean

rate of consideration in Column (1) for non-Black respondents is about 31%, whereas for Black respondents

the rate is 43.5%. For Hispanics, the rate is 37% versus 32% for non-Hispanics, and for men the rate is

35.6% versus 29.7% for women. The differences are similar in the other subgroups.

In Columns (6)-(9), we restrict the sample to those who indicated that they had considered starting

a business, and we explore the decision to start a business with the same specifications as Columns (1)-(4).

In Column (6), Black respondents who had considered starting a business were statistically significantly less

likely than white to start the business. The marginal effect corresponds to about 3 percentage points of

difference, which is about 12 % of the mean.
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To explore the effect further, columns (7) and (8) break the sample into roughly the upper and lower

income quartiles of respondents. Column (10) provides statistical tests of the differences in marginal effects

between those two groups. The results suggest that high income Black respondents were actually more likely

to start their business than white respondents; the negative effect in Column (6) is attributable to lower in-

come respondents. Column (7) also shows a higher rate of business formation for higher income respondents,

and that explains the overall greater rate of female business formation conditional on considering.

Column (9) of Table 2 looks at the sub-sample of individuals who currently work in firms that are

less than five years old. The idea behind this specification is that one reason why individuals may not begin

pursuing ideas they consider is that they are unfamiliar with the process of starting a business, as in Wallskog

(2024). Presumably, individuals working in young firms (firms five years old or less) have some affinity with

the firm formation process, and could seek counsel from coworkers about important challenges faced by

their employer in the business formation process. Yet we see in Column (8) that the negative coefficient on

the Black race indicator is even more negative among the sample of individuals who themselves currently

work in new firms. This result also echoes findings in Wallskog (2024) showing that on-the-job peer-learning

channels are significantly weaker for traditionally underrepresented groups than for others.

4.2 Expectations of Business Quality

Table 2 demonstrates that, in the language of the model sketched in Section 2, differences in rate of idea

formation λ across racial groups are not consistent with the observed patterns of entrepreneurship that we

see in the data. Another potential channel for persistent differences in self-employment are differences in

the distribution of perceived idea quality, θ. To test for this, we use two measures that capture variation in

the perceived quality of an idea. One is the response to the question, “How do you think a business based

on your idea (or your actual business, if you started it) compares to the average new firm in the industry,

in terms of the likelihood of surviving for 5 years?” Responses are “much better, slightly better, the same,

slightly worse, much worse,” and we code a dummy to capture when respondents answer “much better.”

The second measure is based on the question, “When you were considering the idea, how many employees

(including yourself) did you expect your business to have five years after founding?” Potential responses are

1-5 employees, 6-10, 11-50, 51-100, or more than 100 employees. Similarly, we code a dummy to capture

respondents who answer that they expected to employee 1-5 employees after five years.

Insert Table 3 here
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Table 3 presents the results. Black and Hispanic respondents are significantly more likely to report that

they expected their business idea to have much better than average survival odds. Female respondents, in

contrast, are much less likely than men to believe that their business had much better than average survival

chances.

In Column (2), the dependent variable is a dummy for expecting the business to have between one

and five employees after five years. Black and Hispanic respondents both report that they are much less

likely to believe this of their business. Female respondents, on the other hand, are much more likely to

believe this.

Understanding why the business has not been launched if the would-be founders consider it to be

a good idea allows us to explore the idea quality channel from a cost-of-implementation standpoint. The

specific survey question asks “You indicated that you had considered starting a business, but never quit your

job or hired an employee. Why not?” Responses are tabulated in Table 3.

Black respondents are less likely than the reference group to indicate that they stopped pursuing

the idea because they could not obtain financing, it would not be worth the effort, it was too risky, or they

lacked requisite skills. Hispanic respondents also were much less likely than the reference group to report

that they stopped working on the project because it was too risky or not worth it. Unlike Black respondents,

Hispanic respondents were less likely to report that they were stuck at the next stage. Women, in contrast,

were much more likely to report that they had stopped working on the idea because they were stuck, unable

to complete the next step.

Taken together, these results tell us that racial differences in observed rates of business formation

hide a more complex story of the business formation process. By looking at business formation rates alone,

we conflate two measures that affect the rate of new business formation: the rate of new idea formation,

λ, and the rate of activation conditional on new idea formation, which is a function of idea quality, capital

availability, and other parameters. Black respondents are much more likely than white respondents to

consider starting a business, but much less likely to start it conditional on identifying an opportunity. This

cannot be readily explained by perceptions of the quality of the idea. These results stand in contrast to

those that describe another historically-underrepresented group in entrepreneurship, women, who are less

likely to consider new ideas, but also less likely to see their ideas as having better-than-average growth or

survival chances.
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5 Racial Differences in Steps Taken

In this section, we dig deeper into the gap between consideration and action by exploring racial differences

in the steps entrepreneurs take. The patterns we observe shed some light on the gap between desire to form

a business and actually doing so. Specifically, we build on two results from Bennett and Chatterji (2023).

They suggest that the pre-foundation stage for entrepreneurs appears to involve a series of increasingly

costly information gathering steps that prospective entrepreneurs only continue to pursue when they believe

their chances of success are high enough. Second, they note that many prospective entrepreneurs stop after

very early stages, where the pecuniary costs of subsequent stages are very low. For example, very few

prospective entrepreneurs approach friends to get feedback on their idea and a fraction of those are willing

to approach a domain expert they did not already know. Bennett and Chatterji (2023) suggest that those

results are consistent with the social costs of information seeking being very large. Our results below provide

patterns consistent with those social costs, which could include reputation or fear of expropriation, being

higher in racial minority communities which may explain the disproportionate drop-off between rates of

entrepreneurship consideration and actual business formation.

Table 4 here

We take up these issues in Table 4, which compares Black, Hispanic, and female respondents to other

respondents along eighteen steps on the path to business formation. We break these steps up into four groups.

“Socializing the idea” measures whether respondents shared their idea with friends or strangers. The three

socialization steps distinguish between friend and stranger, and between expert and non-expert in terms of

from whom advice is being sought. This step would involve almost no pecuniary cost whatsoever, although

it may be psychologically costly to face the risk of receiving negative or critical feedback about an idea from

a friend or stranger, or there may be reputational effects from sharing the idea and then not succeeding.

“Codified the idea” includes steps like writing a business plan, build a financial model, developing a pitch

document. These steps have modest pecuniary costs but may involve a larger time cost.

A third group of steps is labeled “Sought Market Feedback” and includes a range of activities that

capture various aspects of measuring potential market demand for a product as well as possible competitive

responses. Also included here are steps associated with building a prototype and testing it with market

participants to gauge their acceptance of the product. These steps could easily involve substantial time

commitment and considerable cost depending on the nature of the product or idea.
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The final group of actions is “Undertook Logistical Steps.” This involves engaging with business

service professionals like lawyers, accountants, or potential funding sources to seek outside capital, register a

business, and pursue intellectual property protection. Certainly not every business would need to take these

steps, but these are steps that presumably only make sense if an individual is seriously considering starting

a business.

In terms of the model sketched in Section 2, these steps map into the effort choice that the en-

trepreneur makes to improve the quality of the idea, albeit in considerably more detail than the model

admits. The parameter α in the model captures the returns to effort in general terms; empirically, one could

imagine that each of these components of effort could have different returns, which in turn might vary across

groups.

There are highly statistically significant differences between Black and non-Black respondents in

socialization steps. One reason for this might be that Black respondents self-filtered and did not take their

own ideas seriously, but both the aforementioned differences in reported business quality and differences

in the codification steps speak against this interpretation: Black respondents are more likely than white

respondents to report that they created some sort of document or made a business plan.3 Although they

are less likely to create financial models, this could be a reflection of the timing of steps taken; for example,

perhaps financial models are only built immediately before seeing a banker, or are difficult to build without

industry knowledge on cost and revenue. There are no significant patterns of racial differences in terms of

seeking market feedback, and while Black respondents are less likely to speak to a lawyer or accountant,

they are more likely to apply to an incubator and not detectably different in terms of exploring other types

of financing alternatives.

We do not see the same patterns among Hispanic respondents. Indeed, we see the opposite: they

are more likely to socialize the idea to friends, either expert or non-expert. Hispanic respondents are more

likely than non-Hispanic respondents to take many market feedback steps, and to take steps to codify the

idea. They are more likely to reach out to potential funding sources, but less likely to register the business

for a tax ID, which may itself reflect that their businesses were intended to be run as sole proprietorships

rather than as S- or C-corporations.

Finally, we see an entirely different pattern of differences when we split respondents based on gender.

Female would-be entrepreneurs are more likely to engage in conversations with friends, but less likely to reach

3Black respondents taking this costly step at a higher rate than white respondents suggests that their higher rate of “con-
sidering” entrepreneurship is not simply a function of having a less restrictive definition of what it means to “consider” an
idea.
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out to strangers who might be subject-matter experts. They are less likely to codify the idea, and while

they do undertake certain market feedback steps with greater frequency, these steps are tentative ones such

as considering how other firms would react, or collecting feedback from potential consumers. They are less

likely to take any sort of logistical steps such as to seek funding, speak to an attorney, etc. While there are

no doubt numerous explanations behind any one of these differences in isolation, the larger issue is that the

patterns differ significantly based on gender and racial background. This underscores the fact that variation

in cultural context is important for understanding barriers to entrepreneurial action.

Table 5 here

Table 4 only provides univariate comparisons based on race and gender. Table 5 explores several

measures of socialization with probit regressions that include controls for income, age, and education cate-

gories. In Column (1) the dependent variable is a dummy equaling one if the respondent did not speak to

anyone about their idea. Here we see that Black respondents are significantly more likely to speak to no one

about their idea, holding constant demographic factors. In Column (2), the dependent variable equals one

if the respondent spoke to a friend or acquaintance. Black respondents are significantly less likely to take

either of these steps. In Column (3) the dependent variable is a dummy for whether the respondent spoke

to a stranger who was an expert about their idea; Black respondents are 12.5% more likely to have taken

this step.

Thus, Table 5 shows that Black respondents are more likely to speak to no one, and less likely to

speak to personal acquaintances, than non-Black respondents. When they seek expertise they seek it from

strangers. While it is difficult to know whether this reflects the availability of expertise among friends or a

reluctance to air ideas among friends, it is important to note that the same patterns do not hold for Hispanics

and women. Controlling for demographics, there are no significant differences between Hispanic and non-

Hispanic respondents. Women are more likely to speak to a friend, but less likely to speak to an expert.

Differences in the composition and the reliance on personal networks is an important factor distinguishing

women from men and different racial groups from one another.

6 Do the Steps Matter?

The final piece of our analysis explores the impact of taking these socialization steps on business formation.

We start by analyzing the connection between different socialization pathways and starting a business.
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Then we explore how plausibly exogenous variation in the availability of networks impacts the efficacy of

socialization.

6.1 Socialization and Business Formation

To explore whether the feedback received from peers influences the business formation decision, we revisit

the main specification in Table 2, but condition on different patterns of communication.

Table 6 here

First, in Table 6 we repeat the regression reported in Column (6) of Table 2, but split the sample

according to various criteria. Column (1) simply repeats Column (6) of the previous table for ease of

exposition.

Column (2) restricts attention to those who spoke to no one as a benchmark. Point estimates from

this sample, based on 4,077 observations, are similar for Black respondents, but go in the opposite direction

from the main result for Hispanic and female respondents.

Column (3) restricts attention to the 11,297 respondents who spoke to a friend about their idea.

Sharing the idea with friends is associated with a wider racial entrepreneurship gap. The difference in point

estimates is large; the Black marginal effect grows in absolute value by about 50%, although the statistical

significance of the difference is weak. While the Hispanic coefficient was small and insignificant among

respondents who had not talked to anyone, it becomes large and significant among those who talked to a

friend. Women who share the idea with friends are 3 percentage points more likely than men to start their

business, conditional on considering it, and 5 percentage points more likely than women who spoke to no

one.4 All three differences are significant.

Column (4) shows that we cannot reject that the entrepreneurship gap for Black respondents is

erased for those who sought advice from a stranger. Comparing the point estimates from Columns (2) and

(4) for Black respondents, we see that the difference is statistically as well as economically significant. This

differs from what we see among Hispanic respondents, where those who spoke to previously-unknown experts

were considerably less likely to start their business.

4One might be concerned that the difference is attributable to differences in who female respondents define to be “friends.”
In a sample of only female respondents who spoke to friends or strangers, the rate of starting is higher among those who spoke
to strangers (p ≤ .011). If the distinction was purely one of classification of the same people, we would not expect to see a
difference in a real outcome.
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Although we cannot measure the nature of information flow across the social network between the

would-be entrepreneur and their peers, we can measure differences in a variety of other outcomes that help

us understand how socialization affects business formation. One approach is to consider the connections

between taking social steps and taking financial steps: Prediction 3 of the model sketched in Section 2.

This test is presented in Table 7, which reports ordered logit specifications in which the dependent

variable is the count of the number of financing steps taken.

Insert Table 7 here

Column (1) in Table 7 shows that taking more social steps predicts taking more financing steps. The point

estimate is highly statistically significant. The loadings on the key demographic variables — Black, Hispanic,

female — indicate that in general, Black and Hispanic respondents are more likely to take more financial

steps, holding constant the number of social steps taken, but that women generally take fewer financial steps.

In Column (2) we replace the count of the social steps with dummy variables for having taken only

one, only two, or three social steps. We do not impose any ranking across the steps: i.e., an individual who

only talks to a stranger is treated the same as an individual who only talks to a friend. The point estimates

across the count indicators reveal a strong monotone relationship between the number of social steps taken

and the number of financial steps taken.

Finally, in Column (3) we report interactions between key demographic categories and the count of

social steps. Adding together the three coefficients (for example, 0.57 + 0.49 + -0.17 for Black respondents)

shows that in each case, the overall effect of social steps is positive within each under-represented group.

Nevertheless, we see pronounced differences across the groups. Socialization has a much stronger association

with taking financial steps for women than for men, and a much weaker effect for Black than for non-Hispanic

white respondents. There is no difference between Hispanic and non-Hispanic white respondents in the effect

of social steps on financial steps.

Thus, on balance, social steps appear to nudge respondents towards taking additional steps along

the path to business formation, but much less so for Black respondents. In terms of our analytical framework,

this is consistent with black respondents anticipating a lower k, the binding capital constraint. It also appears

to change the reasons for quitting among those who are no longer pursuing their idea, as we show in Table

8.

Insert Table 8 here
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Table 8 repeats the analysis contained in Table 3, but includes the number of social steps taken as an

independent variable. Generally, social steps increase the belief that financing would be difficult or that

the individual lacked the necessary skills, but decreases the probability that they report not knowing the

next step, being stuck, thinking the problem they were solving was too difficult, or that competition would

be too great. As before, these effects are generally attenuated for Black respondents, and generally work

in the opposite direction for female respondents. The feedback from social feedback appears to be a mix

of encouragement and an appraisal of the challenges associated with raising resources for starting the new

venture.

Table 8 suggests that among those who quit, socialization leads individuals to be more likely to

report that financing difficulties drove them to abandon the project. This suggests that one element of

socialization is that as would-be entrepreneurs potentially improve their idea through feedback, they become

more aware of the potential for financing constraints to bind. In our model, higher values of θ make it more

likely that the financing constraint will bind, all else equal. This illustrates how learning about financing

opportunities through social network interactions can precede any actual attempt to speak to a banker or a

potential source of equity financing. Indeed, Bennett and Chatterji (2023) report that the vast majority of

respondents who report that they stopped because financing was difficult to obtain did not report exploring

financing options with a bank or other source of funding. Figure 1 To see how this plays out differently along

race and gender lines.

Insert Figure 1 here

Figure 1 reports the probability of reporting difficulty in financing as the reason for stopping by racial and

gender category as a function of the number of social steps taken. Among those who are no longer trying to

start a business, those who took more social steps are more likely to report difficulty in financing. Moreover,

this effect is much more pronounced among Black and Hispanic respondents than among female respondents

or the omitted category.5

Table 9 combines social and financial steps and examines how each impacts the probability of starting

a business. The dependent variable in each column is a dummy variable for whether the respondent started

the considered business, and the columns focus on different sample splits.

Insert Table 9 here

5In terms of the analytical framework sketched in Section 2, this suggests that agents refine their estimate of k with additional
effort in a manner that is a function of their group.
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Column (1) includes the full sample as a baseline. Both the number of social steps and the number of

financial steps has a positive association with the probability of starting a business. Their interaction is

positive, indicating that those who took social steps and financial steps are even more likely to go through

with their intention to start a business. Column (2) repeats the analysis but only for the sample of Black

respondents who considered a business. The magnitudes of the main effects of social and financial capital

is less than half as large, but the interaction doubles. For Hispanic and female respondents, the interaction

effects are closer to that of the full sample, but but individual effects differ. Financing steps have a stronger

association for Hispanic respondents, while social steps have a strong association for women.

Taken together, the results of this section indicate that socializing the idea for a business spurs

additional information gathering and that this both increases the probability of launching the business, but

also changes the reasons for quitting among those who choose not to continue pursuing the business. The

effects of socialization appear to vary across different underrepresented groups in a manner that suggests

networks available to Black respondents are potentially weaker than those available to others. This leads to

explore potentially exogenous variation in the availability of social networks.

7 Varying the Strength of Local Networks

The final step in our analysis is to try to introduce plausibly exogenous variation in the strength of local

networks as a way of further examining the role that social networks play in the path to starting a business.

To the extent that deeper local networks lower the cost of accessing relevant information, this can be thought

of as measuring variation in the parameter α from Section 2.

To do this, we incorporate a measure of the strength of relevant social networks into our analysis.

Using data from the 2012 US Census Survey of Business Owners, we calculate the percentage of local

businesses in a commuting zone that are owned by the relevant minority group and match these to our

survey data. The identifying assumption is that areas with larger percentages of relevant minority business

ownership are areas in which it is easier to access advice about the business idea. We confirm this in Table

10, which reports ordered logit regressions of the number of social steps taken on the size of the relevant

social network.

Insert Table 10 here

Column (1) confirms the previous findings that Black respondents take fewer social steps. In Column (2), we
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restrict the sample to only Black respondents who had considered starting a business and include the size of

the relevant social network as an independent variable. This column shows that the average number of social

steps taken among Black respondents is significantly higher in areas where there is a greater percentage

of employer businesses operated by Black entrepreneurs. We see a similarly positive, but much smaller

effect, when we restrict the sample to Hispanic respondents. The size of the relevant social network has no

significant effect on the number of steps taken by female respondents.

Next we examine how the efficacy of social steps varies with the strength of the relevant social

network. These results are presented in Table 11.

Insert Table 11 here

Table 11 presents estimations in which the dependent variable is a dummy for whether the business was

started. In Column (1), when we include the full sample, we see that the interaction between the number of

social steps and the strength of the local network is positive. This indicates that social steps have a bigger

impact on business formation outcomes where the proportion of same-group business owners is larger. The

remaining columns subset the data based on the three minority groups. The interaction effect is strongest for

Black respondents, even though the main effect of social steps is weakest in this subsample. The interaction

effect is weaker, but still significantly positive, for Hispanic respondents, and is not detectable for female

respondents.

All told, this section provides additional evidence that socialization is important for new business

formation. Although we cannot measure the information that flows through the social steps we measure. We

cannot rule out the possibility that a respondent chose their geographic location based on the availability

of network resources. Nevertheless, our findings show that when it is easier to access same-group business

owners, the effect of socialization on business outcomes is stronger.

8 Conclusion

This paper empirically explores racial and gender disparities in entrepreneurship through the lens of a Roy

(1951) model adapted to separate entrepreneurial intention from entrepreneurial execution. This allows us

to offer new insights into the nature of underrepresentation in entrepreneurship. Leveraging a nationally

representative survey, we demonstrate that while Black and Hispanic individuals are more likely to consider

starting a business than white individuals, they are significantly less likely to act on these intentions. Our

20



findings reveal that this gap is not driven by differences in the perceived quality of entrepreneurial ideas but

by barriers in socialization and access to peer networks.

The findings highlight the importance of social capital in the entrepreneurial process. Black re-

spondents, for example, are less likely to discuss business ideas with peers or personal networks compared to

other groups, a factor that appears to contribute to the observed disparities in entrepreneurial outcomes. The

challenges faced by underrepresented groups are multifaceted and extend beyond purely economic factors.

The results also indicate that the strength of local entrepreneurial ecosystems moderates these effects. In

areas with deeper networks of same-group business owners, socialization has a bigger impact on new business

formation.

The results help to clarify why some policy interventions have had limited effectiveness in the past.

Our theoretical framework highlights the interplay between capital availability and mentorship. Specifically,

it suggests that increasing mentorship is unlikely to have a large impact on entrepreneurship in settings

where anticipated capital availability is low. Likewise, attempts to spur capital availability may have limited

availability if potential founders lack strong social networks. Our results suggest that increasing access to

socialization opportunities in tandem with greater capital availability is likely to have a bigger impact than

either channel in isolation. The results also suggest that tailoring interventions to specific demographic

groups could address the distinct barriers faced by different populations.

This study raises several questions for future research. Longitudinal studies or experiments could

provide further insights into the causal mechanisms linking socialization and business formation. In par-

ticular, research could examine the extent to which peer interactions influence the perceived viability of

entrepreneurial ideas or the likelihood of securing financial resources. Additionally, further exploration of

geographic and industry-specific contexts could enhance our understanding of how structural factors intersect

with individual-level barriers. Finally, a more detailed examination of the intersection of race and gender

could provide a richer account of how these factors jointly shape entrepreneurial pathways.

By situating social and network capital alongside financial constraints, this study broadens the

framework for understanding disparities in entrepreneurship. Our work illustrates how social networks

shape perceptions of financial constraints, and how this matters for entrepreneurship. Thus, disparities are

not solely the result of financial limitations or differences in idea quality, but are also shaped by the broader

social and institutional context in which entrepreneurs operate.
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Figure 1: Social Steps and the Lack of Financing
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Table 1: Summary Statistics by Race

This table presents statistics for the full sample of 20,846 respondents, of whom 1,601 identify
as Black and 1,132 identify as Hispanic. On a weighted basis, the sample is 12% Black
and 6.6% Hispanic. Overall is the grand mean over all 20,846 observations. Columns under
‘Means’ report weighted means by group. The right-most column provides the p-value from
an unweighted t-test of equal proportions.

Means: B=W
Overall White Black p-val

Primary income earner [Dummy] 0.68 0.67 0.72 0.00
Fulltime Employed 0.46 0.46 0.45 0.96
Unemployed 0.07 0.06 0.11 0.00
No High School Deg. 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.00
College Grad or Higher 0.45 0.46 0.33 0.00
Income Grp 5.57 5.70 4.59 0.00
Age Grp 2.95 3.00 2.61 0.00
Female 0.51 0.50 0.57 0.00
Considered 0.33 0.31 0.44 0.00

Means: NH=H
Overall Non-Hispanic Hispanic p-val

Primary income earner [Dummy] 0.68 0.68 0.72 0.00
Fulltime Employed 0.46 0.45 0.60 0.00
Unemployed 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.02
No High School Deg. 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.00
College Grad or Higher 0.45 0.45 0.44 0.01
Income Grp 5.57 5.56 5.67 0.08
Age Grp 2.95 3.01 2.20 0.00
Female 0.51 0.51 0.50 0.09
Considered 0.33 0.32 0.43 0.00
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Table 5: Talking to Strangers and Friends

This table reports marginal effect estimates from a Probit model estimated on the 15,904 respondents who reported having considered
an idea for a new business. The dependent variable in Column (1) is a dummy equaling one if the respondent spoke to no one about
their idea. In Column (2) the dependent variable is a dummy equaling one if the respondent spoke to a friend, regardless of whether
they possessed relevant expertise. In the final column the dependent variable is a dummy equaling one if the respondent only sought
out someone they did not already know. All specifications include controls for age, income and education categories. Standard errors
computed using 100 replications of raked weights. Differences in marginal effects computed using the technique described in Mize, Doan
and Long (2019).

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Talked to: No One Friend Stranger No one vs Friend No one vs Stranger
Differences: (1)-(2) (1)-(3)

Black 0.027 -0.038 0.020 0.065 0.007
se 0.005 0.006 0.004 0.009 0.007
p 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.327

Hispanic -0.006 0.006 -0.010 -0.012 0.004
se 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.012 0.010
p 0.328 0.314 0.107 0.316 0.673

Female -0.003 0.011 -0.012 -0.015 0.008
se 0.006 0.006 0.002 0.011 0.007
p 0.533 0.044 0.000 0.178 0.213
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Table 6: Socialization and Business Formation

The dependent variable is a dummy for whether the business was started. Column (1) repeats Column (5) of Table 2. Column (2)
restricts the sample to those who spoke to a friend about their idea. Column (3) restricts the sample to those who spoke to no one about
their idea. Column (4) restricts the sample to those who sought out the feedback of someone they did not know. All specifications
include controls for age, income and education categories. Standard errors computed using 100 replications of raked weights. Differences
in marginal effects computed using the technique described in Mize, Doan and Long (2019).

DV=Started Differences:
(1) (2) (3) (4) (2)-(3) (2)-(4)

Black -0.029 -0.022 -0.034 0.002 0.012 -0.025
se 0.006 0.004 0.007 0.008 0.008 0.009
p 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.758 0.130 0.004

Hispanic -0.041 0.004 -0.051 -0.117 0.054 0.121
se 0.008 0.005 0.009 0.012 0.010 0.013
p 0.000 0.517 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Female 0.016 -0.023 0.034 -0.008 -0.057 -0.014
se 0.005 0.007 0.004 0.006 0.008 0.009
p 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.163 0.000 0.122

Sample All Talked to Talked to Talked to
no one friend stranger only

Observations 51,255 4,077 11,297 1,334
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Table 7: Taking Social Steps Leads to Taking Capital Steps

This table reports ordered logit specifications in which the dependent variable is a count of the number of financial steps taken (0, 1,
2). Standard errors are in parenthesis. One, two and three asterisks denote significance at the 10, 5, and 1% level, respectively.

(1) (2) (3)

Social Steps 0.59*** 0.57***
(0.018) (0.026)

Black 0.26*** 0.26*** 0.49***
(0.029) (0.028) (0.063)

Hispanic 0.10*** 0.10*** 0.14***
(0.022) (0.021) (0.043)

Female -0.31*** -0.31*** -0.53***
(0.025) (0.025) (0.054)

Black× Social Steps -0.17***
(0.034)

Hispanic× Social Steps -0.03
(0.021)

Female× Social Steps 0.15***
(0.034)

Took One Social Step 0.34***
(0.043)

Took Two Social Steps 1.00***
(0.045)

Took Three Social Steps 1.74***
(0.055)

Observations 15,637 15,637 15,637
Standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 8: Socialization Changes the Reasons for Quitting

The sample is restricted to those who report that they are no longer pursuing the idea that they considered. Potential responses
included: (No Finance) I still think the idea would be profitable, but it would be too difficult to get financing; (Too Hard) I learned
more about what would be required to run the business and decided it wouldn’t be profitable enough; (Competition) I learned about
potential competitors that could make the business unprofitable; (Too Risky) The business could be profitable, but I decided it would
be too risky; (Lacked Skills) I still think the idea would be profitable, but decided I didn’t have the skills; (Stuck) I still think the
business could be profitable, but I wasn’t able to complete the next step; (Don’t Know) I’m not sure what the next steps are. All
columns include controls for income category, education, and age. Standard errors are in parenthesis. One, two and three asterisks
denote significance at the 10, 5, and 1% level, respectively.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
No finance Too hard Competition Lacked Skills Too risky Stuck Don’t Know

Social Steps 0.05*** -0.02*** -0.15*** 0.05*** 0.00 -0.06*** -0.35***
(0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.004) (0.002) (0.003)

Black -0.26*** -0.26*** -0.10*** -0.26*** -0.16*** 0.04 -1.71***
(0.023) (0.018) (0.011) (0.023) (0.033) (0.024) (0.025)

Black × Steps 0.01 0.00 0.03*** 0.01 -0.36*** -0.10*** 0.81***
(0.020) (0.015) (0.012) (0.020) (0.018) (0.021) (0.006)

Hispanic 0.18*** -0.20*** 0.23*** 0.18*** -0.17*** -0.38*** 0.05
(0.030) (0.025) (0.028) (0.030) (0.039) (0.021) (0.035)

Hispanic × Steps -0.06*** -0.08*** -0.01 -0.06*** -0.14*** 0.13*** -0.26***
(0.018) (0.015) (0.017) (0.018) (0.020) (0.012) (0.027)

Female 0.11*** 0.02* -0.33*** 0.11*** 0.03 0.20*** 0.07***
(0.019) (0.010) (0.008) (0.019) (0.028) (0.012) (0.009)

Female × Steps -0.05*** -0.01*** 0.20*** -0.05*** -0.02*** -0.03*** 0.05***
(0.006) (0.005) (0.004) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007)

Observations 7,720 7,720 7,720 7,720 7,720 7,720 7,720
Standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 9: Taking Steps Leads to Business Formation

This table presents probit estimates in which the dependent variable is a dummy variable for whether the business was started. The
key independent variables are the count of the number of social steps, the count of the number of financial steps taken, and the
interaction between the two. Each column repeats the estimation equation on a different sample of respondents. Column (1) uses the
full sample, while columns (2)-(4) present estimations based on Black, Hispanic, and female respondents, respectively. Standard errors
are in parenthesis. One, two and three asterisks denote significance at the 10, 5, and 1% level, respectively.

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Social Steps 0.13*** 0.05*** 0.08*** 0.18***
(0.010) (0.016) (0.002) (0.011)

Capital Steps 0.19*** 0.08*** 0.23*** 0.17***
(0.023) (0.027) (0.008) (0.028)

Social× Capital Steps 0.12*** 0.26*** 0.10*** 0.14***
(0.014) (0.017) (0.001) (0.018)

Black -0.09*** -0.06*** -0.16***
(0.020) (0.014) (0.010)

Hispanic -0.14*** -0.25*** -0.24***
(0.036) (0.005) (0.060)

Female 0.06*** -0.10*** -0.06**
(0.015) (0.021) (0.031)

Constant -0.99*** -1.11*** -0.94*** -1.15***
(0.072) (0.071) (0.020) (0.064)

Observations 15,637 1,986 1,371 7,372
Sample All Black Hispanic Female

Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 10: Search Costs and Socialization
This table reports Ordered Logit specifications in which the dependent variable is the count of the number
of Social Steps taken by the respondent. The key dependent variable, “Relevant Local Network,” is the
percentage of employer firms in the respondent’s commuting zone that are operated by a member of the
relevant minority group (Black, Hispanic, female).

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Black -0.12*** -0.07*** -0.30***
(0.030) (0.016) (0.040)

Hispanic -0.04 -0.08*** -0.12***
(0.033) (0.015) (0.017)

Female 0.01 -0.55*** -0.30***
(0.020) (0.047) (0.014)

Relevant Local Network 1.81*** 0.66*** -0.89*
(0.394) (0.139) (0.506)

Observations 15,637 1,975 1,360 7,287
Sample All Black Hispanic Female
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Table 11: Socialization is Stronger Where Networks are Deeper

The dependent variable is a dummy for whether the business was started. The key independent variable, Relevant Local Network,
measures the strength of local business networks. It is computed as the proportion of businesses in the respondents commuting
zone that are founded by a member of the specific minority group. All specifications include controls for age, income and education
categories. Standard errors computed using 100 replications of raked weights. Differences in marginal effects computed using the
technique described in Mize, Doan and Long (2019). One, two and three asterisks denote significance at the 10, 5, and 1% level,
respectively.

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Social 0.06** 0.03*** 0.10** 0.23***
(0.029) (0.011) (0.038) (0.034)

Relevant Local Network -1.39*** 0.27 -0.49 -1.76***
(0.347) (0.270) (0.336) (0.502)

Social × Relevant Local Network 1.00*** 0.97*** 0.45*** 0.04
(0.163) (0.092) (0.162) (0.192)

Black -0.14*** -0.07*** -0.13***
(0.028) (0.016) (0.028)

Hispanic -0.18*** -0.26*** -0.20***
(0.023) (0.018) (0.013)

Female -0.01 -0.26*** -0.07***
(0.027) (0.020) (0.018)

Constant -0.81*** -1.02*** -0.79*** -0.83***
(0.049) (0.022) (0.048) (0.083)

Observations 8,900 1,975 1,360 7,287
Sample All Black Hispanic Female

Standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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A Survey Overview

This appendix provides a detailed look at the survey instrument and the summary statistics of the respondent

pool.

A.1 Protocol

The survey was administered using the protocol described in Bennett and Chatterji (2023), but on a different

sample. The sample was take from residents of ten MSAs selected as matched pairs with similar demograph-

ics, but at opposite poles on measures of entrepreneurship from the Kauffman Firm Survey. The survey was

open to respondents 23 years and older living in the United States.6 The age threshold was selected so that

the five-year retrospective window would not include high school.

The survey was administered by Qualtrics, a survey company based in Provo, Utah. In partnership

with the authors, Qualtrics distributed the survey through partnerships with up to ten leading market

research companies, which maintain Internet panels of respondents.

The process is as follows. The survey designers requested a set number of responses from Qualtrics

with quotas stratified by MSA-by-gender and age to match the U.S. population.

Qualtrics then sources these responses from a their partner panels.7 In practice, Qualtrics’ partner

organizations send direct links to potential respondents. When those respondents click the link, Qualtrics

determines whether their demographics, collected and verified across previous surveys, fall within a stratum

where the quota is not yet filled. If they fall within a full stratum, they are directed to another of Qualtrics’

clients’ surveys.8

Of the 29,481 prospective subjects who saw the survey, 99.94% completed the survey. Of those, 8,499

were disqualified based on reporting demographics different from what was reported in previous surveys for

that respondent account, moving through too quickly, or failing the attention check. That left 20,846

responses, constituting 70.71% of prospective subjects being included.

Neither the survey link nor the survey form itself contain any mention of the topic of the survey,

which reduces the chances of participants selecting into the survey based on their interest in entrepreneurship.

6We did not ask about citizenship or immigration status to prevent attrition.
7Qualtrics’s partners are organizations that maintain marketing panels used frequently by businesses as well as researchers

(e.g., Bordalo et al., 2020; Alsan and Eichmeyer, 2021).
8Survey respondents receive a small incentives to participate, typically 50 cents to $1 per a 10-minute study. Qualtrics

and their partners have policies in place to limit the number of surveys respondents take per week and ban respondents who
provide low quality responses to surveys, for example, by removing those whose responses to demographic questions inconsistent
survey-to-survey from the panel or they fail attention checks or move through surveys too quickly.
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A.2 Generating a representative sample

The sample, as described so far, is what the survey literature refers to as a “non-probability sample” (NPS),

but we then use current methods from the survey literature to rebalance the sample to match population

demographics.

These methods have analogues in tools used in observational studies. The approach we use, called

iterative proportional fitting or raking, essentially uses reweighting to make the sample population match

the observables of the underlying population (Deville, Särndal and Sautory, 1993; Kolenikov, 2014).

Post-weighting was done through the raking algorithm proposed by Kolenikov (2014) based on three

distinct sets of third-party data.

We collected data on distributions of race-by-income across the U.S. from the Current Population

Survey (CPS). From the American Community Survey (ACS) via IPUMS (Ruggles et al., 2015). The

combination of these two demographic distributions allow us to re-weight the observations to match the

sample to that of the U.S. population.

To address the possibility that the proportion of respondents out of the labor force might be higher

than the proportion in the population, we also rebalanced survey responses using data on workforce partic-

ipation from the Federal Reserve Bank of New York’s Survey of Consumer Expectations (SCE). The SCE

codes respondents as “working full time”, “working part time”, “not working, but would like to work”,

“temporarily laid off”, “On sick or other leave”, “Permanently disabled or unable to work”, “Retiree or early

retiree”, “Student, at school, or in training”, “Homemaker.”

Combined, the re-weighting functions to force the demographic distributions of the respondent sam-

ple match the population. This improves our estimate, not only of summary statistics describing the popu-

lation of prospective entrepreneurs, but also of the distribution of steps they took toward entrepreneurship.

Those results combined allow us to shed light on the so-far-undescribed factors associated with quitting

pursuit of a venture.

B Survey Instrument
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� 6OLJKWO\�EHWWHU�FKDQFHV
� $ERXW�WKH�VDPH
� 6OLJKWO\�ZRUVH�FKDQFHV
� 0XFK�ZRUVH�FKDQFHV



3OHDVH�GHVFULEH�KRZ�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH�EXVLQHVV�LGHD�

� ,GHQWLILHG�D�PDUNHW�RSSRUWXQLW\�WKURXJK�P\�ZRUN�H[SHULHQFH�DQG�WKLV�RSSRUWXQLW\�ZDV
VSHFLILFDOO\�UHODWHG�WR�P\�HPSOR\HU
V�EXVLQHVV

� ,GHQWLILHG�D�PDUNHW�RSSRUWXQLW\�WKURXJK�P\�ZRUN�H[SHULHQFH�DQG�WKLV�RSSRUWXQLW\�ZDV
VSHFLILFDOO\�UHODWHG�WR�D�VXSSOLHU�RU�FXVWRPHU�RI�P\�HPSOR\HU

� ,GHQWLILHG�D�PDUNHW�RSSRUWXQLW\�WKURXJK�P\�SHUVRQDO�XVH�RI�DQ�H[LVWLQJ�FRQVXPHU�SURGXFW�RU
UHFRJQL]LQJ�DQ�XQPHW�QHHG�LQ�D�PDUNHW�,�ZDV�IDPLOLDU�ZLWK

� 5HDG�D�PHGLD�DUWLFOH�ZKLFK�VXJJHVWHG�D�SRWHQWLDO�PDUNHW�RSSRUWXQLW\
� 3DUWQHUHG�ZLWK�DQRWKHU�LQGLYLGXDO�ZKR�KDG�DQ�H[LVWLQJ�LGHD
� 2WKHU��SOHDVH�H[SODLQ�BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBBB

:KHQ�\RX�ZHUH�FRQVLGHULQJ�WKH�LGHD��KRZ�PDQ\�HPSOR\HHV��LQFOXGLQJ�\RXUVHOI��GLG�\RX�H[SHFW
\RXU�EXVLQHVV�WR�KDYH���\HDUV�DIWHU�IRXQGLQJ"

� ���
� ����
� �����
� ������
� 0RUH�WKDQ����



:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX��DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH�LGHD�
WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"�7KH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\�ZDV�WKH�RQH�\RX�FRQVLGHUHG
WKH�PRVW�VHULRXVO\�LQ�WKH�ODVW���\HDUV���0DUN�DOO�WKDW�DSSO\�

䙚 'LVFXVVHG�WKH�EXVLQHVV�LGHD�ZLWK�D�IULHQG��ZRUN�FROOHDJXH��RU�DFTXDLQWDQFH
䙚 6HDUFKHG�WKH�,QWHUQHW�RU�VWRUHV�WR�H[SORUH�ZKHWKHU�DQ�H[LVWLQJ�RUJDQL]DWLRQ�DOUHDG\�SURYLGHG

WKH�VHUYLFH�RU�SURGXFW�WKDW�\RXU�EXVLQHVV�ZRXOG�SURGXFH
䙚 &RQVXOWHG�D�IULHQG�RU�DFTXDLQWDQFH�ZKR�ZDV�DQ�H[SHUW�RQ�\RXU�WDUJHW�PDUNHW
䙚 6RXJKW�RXW�VRPHRQH�\RX�GLG�QRW�DOUHDG\�NQRZ�ZKR�ZDV�DQ�H[SHUW�RQ�\RXU�WDUJHW�PDUNHW�DQG

GLVFXVVHG�WKH�LGHD�ZLWK�WKHP
䙚 ([SOLFLWO\�FRQVLGHUHG�KRZ�RWKHU�ILUPV�PLJKW�UHVSRQG�LI�\RX�ODXQFKHG�WKH�EXVLQHVV
䙚 &UHDWHG�VRPH�VRUW�RI�GRFXPHQW��3RZHU3RLQW�SUHVHQWDWLRQ��H[HFXWLYH�VXPPDU\��HWF���WR

H[SODLQ�WKH�EXVLQHVV�FRQFHSW�WR�RWKHUV
䙚 %XLOW�D�ZHEVLWH�IRU�WKH�EXVLQHVV
䙚 &UHDWHG�VSUHDGVKHHWV��ILQDQFLDO�PRGHOV��RU�RWKHU�QXPHULFDO�DQDO\VLV�WR�GHWHUPLQH�IHDVLELOLW\
䙚 :URWH�D�EXVLQHVV�SODQ�IRU�\RXU�SURSRVHG�EXVLQHVV
䙚 0DGH�D�VDOH
䙚 %XLOW�D�ZRUNLQJ�SURWRW\SH�RU�SURYLGHG�WKH�VHUYLFH�RQ�D�SLORW�EDVLV
䙚 7HVWHG�GHPDQG�IRU�\RXU�SURGXFW�RU�VHUYLFH��L�H��VXUYH\V�RU�DGYHUWLVLQJ�WKH�EXVLQHVV��ZKHWKHU

XS�DQG�UXQQLQJ�RU�QRW�
䙚 &ROOHFWHG�IHHGEDFN�IURP�FXVWRPHUV�ZKR�XVHG�\RXU�SURGXFW
䙚 8VHG�IHHGEDFN�IURP�SLORW�RU�GHPDQG�WHVWLQJ�WR�FKDQJH�EXVLQHVV�LGHD
䙚 ([SORUHG�ILQDQFLQJ�RSWLRQV�ZLWK�D�EDQN��LQYHVWRUV��RU�JUDQW�SURJUDP
䙚 $SSOLHG�WR�DQ�LQFXEDWRU�DFFHOHUDWRU�SURJUDP�RU�EXVLQHVV�SODQ�FRPSHWLWLRQ
䙚 5HJLVWHUHG�WKH�EXVLQHVV��IRU�D�WD[�,'�
䙚 $SSURDFKHG�D�ODZ\HU�RU�DFFRXQWDQW�RU�UHVHDUFKHG�WKH�OHJDO�RU�WD[�LPSOLFDWLRQV�RI�VWDUWLQJ�WKH

EXVLQHVV
䙚 ([SORUHG�XVLQJ�SDWHQWV��FRS\ULJKW��RU�WUDGHPDUN�WR�SURWHFW�\RXU�EXVLQHVV�LGHD
䙚 +LUHG�DQ�HPSOR\HH��QRQ�FRIRXQGHU�
䙚 4XLW�\RXU�MRE�WR�ZRUN�RQ�WKH�SURSRVHG�EXVLQHVV
䙚 1RQH�RI�WKH�DERYH

7KH�QH[W�VHW�RI�TXHVWLRQV�DSSHDUHG�FRQGLWLRQDO�RQ�WKH�UHVSRQGHQWV¶�SULRU�DQVZHUV��:H�KDYH�XVHG
³,I´�DQG�³7KHQ´�FDWHJRUL]DWLRQV�WR�GLVSOD\�WKH�ORJLF�



'LVSOD\�7KLV�4XHVWLRQ�
,I ³,Q�WKH�ODVW���\HDUV�������WRGD\���GLG�\RX�HYHU FRQVLGHU�VWDUWLQJ�\RXU�RZQ�EXVLQHVV"�,I

\RX�GLG�VWDUW�D�EXVLQHVV��LQ�WKH�ODVW���\HDUV�RQO\��SOHDVH�DQVZHU�
<HV
�´ ��<HV�LV�6HOHFWHG!!
$QG ³:KLFK�RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�EHVW�GHVFULEHV�WKH�EXVLQHVV LGHD�\RX�FRQVLGHUHG�PRVW�VHULRXVO\

LQ�WKH�ODVW���\HDUV�´ ��,�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH�LGHD�P\VHOI�DQG�ZDV�ZRXOG�KDYH�EHHQ�WKH�RQO\
IRXQGHU�LV�1RW�6HOHFWHG!!
:KLFK�RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX�WDNH�ZLWK�\RXU�FRIRXQGHU�V�"���0DUN�DOO�WKDW�DSSO\�

䙚 (VWDEOLVKHG�D�UHJXODU�PHHWLQJ�WLPH�WR�ZRUN�RQ�WKH�LGHD
䙚 6HW�VSHFLILF�PLOHVWRQHV�IRU�HDFK�RWKHU�DQG�DVVLJQHG�WDVNV�WR�HDFK�RWKHU
䙚 'LVFXVVHG�D�GLYLVLRQ�RI�RZQHUVKLS�RI�WKH�FRPSDQ\
䙚 'LG�QRW�WDNH�DQ\�RI�WKHVH�VWHSV

'LVSOD\�7KLV�4XHVWLRQ�
,I ³,Q�WKH�ODVW���\HDUV�������WRGD\���GLG�\RX�HYHU FRQVLGHU�VWDUWLQJ�\RXU�RZQ�EXVLQHVV"�,I

\RX�GLG�VWDUW�D�EXVLQHVV��LQ�WKH�ODVW���\HDUV�RQO\��SOHDVH�DQVZHU�
<HV
�´ ��<HV�LV�6HOHFWHG!!
$QG ³:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX �DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK

WKH�LGHD� WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"´ ��4XLW�\RXU�MRE�WR�ZRUN�RQ�WKH�SURSRVHG
EXVLQHVV�LV�1RW�6HOHFWHG!!

$QG ³:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX �DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK
WKH�LGHD��WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"´ ��+LUHG�DQ�HPSOR\HH��QRQ�FRIRXQGHU��LV
1RW�6HOHFWHG!!
<RX�LQGLFDWHG�WKDW�\RX�KDG�FRQVLGHUHG�VWDUWLQJ�D�EXVLQHVV��EXW�QHYHU�TXLW�\RXU�MRE�RU�KLUHG�DQ
HPSOR\HH���3OHDVH�VHOHFW�IURP�WKH�IROORZLQJ�WKH�DQVZHU�WKDW�EHVW�DSSOLHV

� 7KH�EXVLQHVV�ZDV�ODXQFKHG��7KH�QDWXUH�RI�WKH�EXVLQHVV�GRHVQ
W�UHTXLUH�P\�IXOO�WLPH
HQJDJHPHQW�RU�KLULQJ�DQ\RQH�HOVH

� ,�VWLOO�SODQ�WR�ODXQFK�WKH�EXVLQHVV��EXW�KDYH�QRW�\HW�FRPSOHWHG�WKH�WDVNV�UHTXLUHG
� ,�DP�QRW�SXUVXLQJ�WKLV�LGHD�DQ\PRUH



<RX�LQGLFDWHG�WKDW�\RX�DUH�QR�ORQJHU�SXUVXLQJ�WKH�LGHD�\RX�FRQVLGHUHG��:KLFK�RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ
ZDV�WKH�ODVW�VWHS�\RX�WRRN�EHIRUH�\RX�VWRSSHG�SXUVXLQJ�WKH�LGHD"

� &RQVLGHUHG�VWDUWLQJ�WKH�EXVLQHVV
,I ³:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX �DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH
LGHD��WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"´ ��'LVFXVVHG WKH�EXVLQHVV�LGHD�ZLWK�D�IULHQG�
ZRUN�FROOHDJXH��RU�DFTXDLQWDQFH�LV�6HOHFWHG!!

� 'LVFXVVHG�WKH�EXVLQHVV�LGHD�ZLWK�D�IULHQG��ZRUN�FROOHDJXH��RU�DFTXDLQWDQFH
,I ³:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX �DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH
LGHD��WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"´ ��6HDUFKHG�WKH�,QWHUQHW�RU�VWRUHV�WR�H[SORUH
ZKHWKHU�DQ�H[LVWLQJ�RUJDQL]DWLRQ�DOUHDG\�SURYLGHG�WKH�VHUYLFH�RU�SURGXFW�WKDW�\RXU
EXVLQHVV�ZRXOG�SURGXFH�LV�6HOHFWHG!!

� 6HDUFKHG�WKH�,QWHUQHW�RU�VWRUHV�WR�H[SORUH�ZKHWKHU�DQ�H[LVWLQJ�RUJDQL]DWLRQ�DOUHDG\
SURYLGHG�WKH�VHUYLFH�RU�SURGXFW�WKDW�\RXU�EXVLQHVV�ZRXOG�SURGXFH

,I ³:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX �DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH
LGHD��WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"´ ��&RQVXOWHG D�IULHQG�RU�DFTXDLQWDQFH�ZKR
ZDV�DQ�H[SHUW�RQ�\RXU�WDUJHW�PDUNHW�LV�6HOHFWHG!!

� &RQVXOWHG�D�IULHQG�RU�DFTXDLQWDQFH�ZKR�ZDV�DQ�H[SHUW�RQ�\RXU�WDUJHW�PDUNHW
,I ³:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX �DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH
LGHD��WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"´ ��6RXJKW RXW�VRPHRQH�\RX�GLG�QRW�DOUHDG\
NQRZ�ZKR�ZDV�DQ�H[SHUW�RQ�\RXU�WDUJHW�PDUNHW�DQG�GLVFXVVHG�WKH�LGHD�ZLWK�WKHP�LV
6HOHFWHG!!

� 6RXJKW�RXW�VRPHRQH�\RX�GLG�QRW�DOUHDG\�NQRZ�ZKR�ZDV�DQ�H[SHUW�RQ�\RXU�WDUJHW
PDUNHW�DQG�GLVFXVVHG�WKH�LGHD�ZLWK�WKHP

,I ³:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX �DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH
LGHD��WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"´ ��&UHDWHG VRPH�VRUW�RI�GRFXPHQW
�3RZHU3RLQW�SUHVHQWDWLRQ��H[HFXWLYH�VXPPDU\��HWF���WR�H[SODLQ�WKH�EXVLQHVV�FRQFHSW�WR
RWKHUV�LV�6HOHFWHG!!

� &UHDWHG�VRPH�VRUW�RI�GRFXPHQW��3RZHU3RLQW�SUHVHQWDWLRQ��H[HFXWLYH�VXPPDU\�
HWF���WR�H[SODLQ�WKH�EXVLQHVV�FRQFHSW�WR�RWKHUV

,I ³:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX �DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH
LGHD��WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"´ ��&UHDWHG VSUHDGVKHHWV��ILQDQFLDO�PRGHOV��RU
RWKHU�QXPHULFDO�DQDO\VLV�WR�GHWHUPLQH�IHDVLELOLW\�LV�6HOHFWHG!!

� &UHDWHG�VSUHDGVKHHWV��ILQDQFLDO�PRGHOV��RU�RWKHU�QXPHULFDO�DQDO\VLV�WR�GHWHUPLQH
IHDVLELOLW\

,I ³:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX �DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH
LGHD��WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"´ ��:URWH D�EXVLQHVV�SODQ�IRU�\RXU�SURSRVHG
EXVLQHVV�LV�6HOHFWHG!!

� :URWH�D�EXVLQHVV�SODQ�IRU�\RXU�SURSRVHG�EXVLQHVV



,I ³:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX��DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH
LGHD��WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"´ ��%XLOW D�ZRUNLQJ�SURWRW\SH�RU�SURYLGHG�WKH
VHUYLFH�RQ�D�SLORW�EDVLV�LV�6HOHFWHG!!

� %XLOW�D�ZRUNLQJ�SURWRW\SH�RU�SURYLGHG�WKH�VHUYLFH�RQ�D�SLORW�EDVLV
,I ³:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX �DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH
LGHD��WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"´ ��7HVWHG GHPDQG�IRU�\RXU�SURGXFW�RU�VHUYLFH
�L�H��VXUYH\V�RU�DGYHUWLVLQJ�WKH�EXVLQHVV��ZKHWKHU�XS�DQG�UXQQLQJ�RU�QRW��LV�6HOHFWHG!!

� 7HVWHG�GHPDQG�IRU�\RXU�SURGXFW�RU�VHUYLFH��L�H��VXUYH\V�RU�DGYHUWLVLQJ�WKH
EXVLQHVV��ZKHWKHU�XS�DQG�UXQQLQJ�RU�QRW�

,I ³:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX �DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH
LGHD��WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"´ ��$SSOLHG WR�DQ�LQFXEDWRU�DFFHOHUDWRU
SURJUDP�RU�EXVLQHVV�SODQ�FRPSHWLWLRQ�LV�6HOHFWHG!!

� $SSOLHG�WR�DQ�LQFXEDWRU�DFFHOHUDWRU�SURJUDP�RU�EXVLQHVV�SODQ�FRPSHWLWLRQ
,I ³:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX �DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH
LGHD��WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"´ ��5HJLVWHUHG WKH�EXVLQHVV��IRU�D�WD[�,'��LV
6HOHFWHG!!

� 5HJLVWHUHG�WKH�EXVLQHVV��IRU�D�WD[�,'�
,I ³:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX �DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH
LGHD��WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"´ ��$SSURDFKHG D�ODZ\HU�RU�DFFRXQWDQW�RU
UHVHDUFKHG�WKH�OHJDO�RU�WD[�LPSOLFDWLRQV�RI�VWDUWLQJ�WKH�EXVLQHVV�LV�6HOHFWHG!!

� $SSURDFKHG�D�ODZ\HU�RU�DFFRXQWDQW�RU�UHVHDUFKHG�WKH�OHJDO�RU�WD[�LPSOLFDWLRQV�RI
VWDUWLQJ�WKH�EXVLQHVV

,I ³:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX �DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH
LGHD��WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"´ ��4XLW \RXU�MRE�WR�ZRUN�RQ�WKH�SURSRVHG
EXVLQHVV�LV�6HOHFWHG!!

� 4XLW�\RXU�MRE�WR�ZRUN�RQ�WKH�SURSRVHG�EXVLQHVV
,I ³:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX �DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH
LGHD��WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"´ ��+LUHG DQ�HPSOR\HH��QRQ�FRIRXQGHU��LV
6HOHFWHG!!

� +LUHG�DQ�HPSOR\HH��QRQ�FRIRXQGHU�
,I ³:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX �DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH
LGHD��WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"´ ��%XLOW D�ZHEVLWH�IRU�WKH�EXVLQHVV�LV
6HOHFWHG!!

� %XLOW�D�ZHEVLWH�IRU�WKH�EXVLQHVV
,I ³:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX �DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH
LGHD��WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"´ ��&ROOHFWHG IHHGEDFN�IURP�FXVWRPHUV�ZKR
XVHG�\RXU�SURGXFW�LV�6HOHFWHG!!

� &ROOHFWHG�IHHGEDFN�IURP�FXVWRPHUV�ZKR�XVHG�\RXU�SURGXFW



,I ³:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX��DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH
LGHD��WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"´ ��([SORUHG�ILQDQFLQJ�RSWLRQV�ZLWK�D�EDQN�
LQYHVWRUV��RU�JUDQW�SURJUDP�LV�6HOHFWHG!!

� ([SORUHG�ILQDQFLQJ�RSWLRQV�ZLWK�D�EDQN��LQYHVWRUV��RU�JUDQW�SURJUDP
,I ³:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX �DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH
LGHD��WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"´ ��([SORUHG XVLQJ�SDWHQWV��FRS\ULJKW��RU
WUDGHPDUN�WR�SURWHFW�\RXU�EXVLQHVV�LGHD�LV�6HOHFWHG!!

� ([SORUHG�XVLQJ�SDWHQWV��FRS\ULJKW��RU�WUDGHPDUN�WR�SURWHFW�\RXU�EXVLQHVV�LGHD
,I ³:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX �DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH
LGHD��WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"´ ��8VHG IHHGEDFN�IURP�SLORW�RU�GHPDQG
WHVWLQJ�WR�FKDQJH�EXVLQHVV�LGHD�LV�6HOHFWHG!!

� 8VHG�IHHGEDFN�IURP�SLORW�RU�GHPDQG�WHVWLQJ�WR�FKDQJH�EXVLQHVV�LGHD
,I ³:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX �DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH
LGHD��WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"´ ��([SOLFLWO\ FRQVLGHUHG�KRZ�RWKHU�ILUPV
PLJKW�UHVSRQG�LI�\RX�ODXQFKHG�WKH�EXVLQHVV�,V�6HOHFWHG!!

� ([SOLFLWO\�FRQVLGHUHG�KRZ�RWKHU�ILUPV�PLJKW�UHVSRQG�LI�\RX�ODXQFKHG�WKH�EXVLQHVV
,I ³:KLFK��LI�DQ\��RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�VWHSV�GLG�\RX �DQG�WKRVH�ZLWK�ZKRP�\RX�FDPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH
LGHD��WDNH�WR�SXUVXH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�RSSRUWXQLW\"´ ��0DGH D�VDOH�,V�6HOHFWHG!!

� 0DGH�D�VDOH

�:KLFK�RI�WKH�IROORZLQJ�H[SODLQV�WKH�PRVW�LPSRUWDQW�UHDVRQ�ZK\�\RX�VWRSSHG�DW�WKDW�VWHS"

� ,�OHDUQHG�PRUH�DERXW�ZKDW�ZRXOG�EH�UHTXLUHG�WR�UXQ�WKH�EXVLQHVV�DQG�GHFLGHG�LW�ZRXOGQ
W�EH
SURILWDEOH�HQRXJK

� ,�OHDUQHG�DERXW�SRWHQWLDO�FRPSHWLWRUV�WKDW�FRXOG�PDNH�WKH�EXVLQHVV�XQSURILWDEOH
� ,�VWLOO�WKLQN�WKH�LGHD�ZRXOG�EH�SURILWDEOH��EXW�GHFLGHG�,�GLGQ
W�KDYH�WKH�VNLOOV
� ,�VWLOO�WKLQN�WKH�LGHD�ZRXOG�EH�SURILWDEOH��EXW�LW�ZRXOG�EH�WRR�GLIILFXOW�WR�JHW�ILQDQFLQJ
� 7KH�EXVLQHVV�FRXOG�EH�SURILWDEOH��EXW�,�GHFLGHG�LW�ZRXOG�EH�WRR�ULVN\
� ,�VWLOO�WKLQN�WKH�EXVLQHVV�FRXOG�EH�SURILWDEOH��EXW�,��RU�P\�IRXQGLQJ�WHDP��LI�DSSURSULDWH�

ZDVQ
W�DEOH�WR�FRPSOHWH�WKH�QH[W�VWHS�
� ,�VWLOO�WKLQN�WKH�EXVLQHVV�FRXOG�EH�SURILWDEOH��EXW�,��RU�P\�IRXQGLQJ�WHDP��LI�DSSURSULDWH��GLGQ
W

NQRZ�ZKDW�WKH�QH[W�VWHS�ZDV�
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Table 12: Respondent Demographics
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