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ABSTRACT
Early stage investors provide an essential resource to entrepreneurs in order to develop, launch, and maintain their venture: financial capital. However, oftentimes these investors provide additional resources that are not financial in nature, such as access to important social networks, reducing barriers to enter certain industries, and mentoring and providing advice to ensure an entrepreneur’s venture is successful. Much of the literature on early-stage investments has focused on the influence of an entrepreneur’s background or behaviors during a pitch on the investor’s decision to fund. While helping us understand aspects that can play a role in investor decisions, most of our knowledge is disjointed, static, and cross-sectional, preventing us from understanding 1) the relative importance of different factors that can influence decisions to fund a venture and 2) how decisions are made aside from the ultimate funding decision, and how they change over time. This dissertation attempts to discern how both the signals sent by entrepreneurs, as well as the investor’s own motivations, goals, and relationships play important and varying roles in their decisions to engage and invest. To do this, I take a meta-analytic approach to synthesize the extant literature, as well as develop a dynamic model of investor decision-making processes via an inductive qualitative study. Implications for current and future research are discussed.
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[bookmark: _Toc128994748]CHAPTER 1: DISSERTATION OVERVIEW

[bookmark: _heading=h.1fob9te]“We all come with baggage and some of it’s good baggage and some of it’s bad baggage; and different baggage affects different people in different ways.” - Anonymous

One of the most valuable resources new firms can obtain is financing. Evidence is clear that receiving financial capital is of utmost importance for new ventures, given that over ninety percent of entrepreneurs who seek financial capital but do not receive it typically “vanish” after unsuccessful funding attempts (Maxwell et al., 2011). Financial capital not only provides entrepreneurs and new ventures with the financial resources needed to ensure their survival (Stinchcombe, 1965), but it also yields other resources, such as social capital, that can influence their ability to obtain financial and non-financial resources in the future (Baron & Markman, 2003). Early stage financing is typically acquired through equity investors. Equity investors are individuals, firms, or networks who offer high risk financial capital for a stake in an entrepreneur’s venture (Morrissette, 2007). Pursuing financial capital is risky for the entrepreneur, but also for the investor. These investors make decisions under vast uncertainty providing entrepreneurs with between $20,000 to upwards of $6 million (Carpentier & Suret, 2015; Crockett, 2019) per deal, while only earning an average annual return of 15.3 percent of their initial investment (Global Private Equity Report, 2020).
When attempting to determine what influences investor decision making, prior research has shown that various entrepreneur attributes such as agreeableness and extraversion (Jachimowicz et al., 2019; Murnieks et al., 2015), entrepreneur’s displayed passion for their venture (Davis et al., 2017; Mitteness et al., 2012a), or how prepared the entrepreneur is in their pitch (Cardon et al., 2017; Chen et al., 2009) influence investor funding decisions in both the pre-pitch and pitch stages. Further, different types of investors vary in what drives their decision making processes used when evaluating entrepreneurs (Drover et al., 2017; Hornuf & Schwienbacher, 2016; Hsu et al., 2013). For example, investors typically bestow a “penalty” on female entrepreneurs in the angel investing space (Kanze et al., 2018), but grant a “benefit” to females in crowdfunding (Greenberg & Mollick, 2016; Johnson et al., 2018). In addition, investor attributes such as their own entrepreneurial experience (Wiltbank et al., 2009), prior investment experience (Shane & Cable, 2002), and social capital (Batjargal & Liu, 2004; Guler, 2007) also influence their investment decisions. 
Unfortunately, while a considerable amount of research has been done regarding which different factors impact investor decision-making, the current literature is fragmented with no comprehensive understanding of 1) what factors early stage investors attend to the most, 2) whether and to what extent these factors impact their decision-making process (including decisions prior to, and aside from, the ultimate investment decision), or 3) how investors ultimately make the decision to fund a venture (Colombo, 2020). Further, virtually all research on investor decision making, the factors that influence these decisions, and their associated outcomes is static (e.g., cross-sectional decisions made by the investor prior to, during, or after the entrepreneur’s pitch), with little consideration given to the dynamic nature of such decision making. An individual’s decision making changes and shifts based on the amount of uncertainty they are facing (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974), which can be influenced by their own experiences (both inter- and intra-personal) and contextual factors (Johns, 2006). Yet such changes in an investor’s decision making over time or across different opportunities have yet to be explicated. Further, this dynamic nature is not only influenced by temporal factors (Steel & Konig, 2006), but relational ones as well (Ding et al., 2015; Huang, 2018). In order to more deeply understand the dynamics of investor decision making, we need to better elaborate and understand aspects across the investment process that influence decisions to fund early stage ventures. This provides the basis for my overarching dissertation research question: What are the between and within individual factors of dynamic variation in investor decision-making?
To address the above research problems and questions, I use a two-Essay dissertation format and seek to understand and explain the dynamic nature of investor decision making, focusing specifically on aspects of entrepreneurs and investors that impact the decisions investors make. Below I briefly outline the purpose and focus of each Essay.
In Essay one, I lay the foundation for Essay two by empirically synthesizing the existing literature on investor decision making and uncovering the differential influence of various signals from the entrepreneur on funding outcomes, through a comprehensive meta-analytic review. More specifically, Essay 1 addresses the question of how entrepreneurs' subjective and objective signals influence their ability to have successful funding outcomes among different types of equity investors. I leverage the theoretical background of signaling theory (i.e., in uncertain environments and situations, information is sent between two parties to reduce this uncertainty) (Connelly et al., 2011; Spence, 1973) and information processing theory (i.e., individuals process logical and intuitive information separately) (Kahneman, 2003; Slovic et al., 2004) in order to hypothesize which of the signals entrepreneurs send about their characteristics (e.g., traits, experience, affiliations) and behaviors (e.g., displayed passion, preparedness) are processed, and attended to most, by equity investors when making a decision to fund an entrepreneur’s venture. As shown in Figure 1, I determine what factors investors use when evaluating whether to fund a venture, given that they are typically sent contrasting, and often competing, signals from entrepreneurs (Drover et al., 2017). By taking a comprehensive view of prior findings on investor decision-making, I can compare the relative strength of different competing signals in influencing investment decisions, which are more typically examined in studies of only one or a few signals at a time.
I take a meta-analytical approach as it allows for a synthesis of the existing literature (Combs et al., 2019), and enables identification of the gaps in our current knowledge, while also allowing me to determine the types of signals, their relative influence on funding outcomes (Bergh et al., 2016), and how this differs by type of investor. My analysis includes over 90 studies with more than 41 million funding decisions, from research published in the top management, entrepreneurship, psychology, and sociology journals. I utilize a combination of meta-analytic structural equation modeling (MASEM) and meta-analytic regression analysis (MARA) to discern the bivariate relationships among these constructs, as well as to shed light on the existing nomological networks (Bergh et al., 2016; Steel et al., 2021). One of the primary findings from Essay 1 is that while there is ample research on entrepreneur behaviors in a pitch, there is a limited understanding of factors outside of the pitch (e.g., the investor’s background or outcomes of their prior investments) that influence investor decisions. My analysis in Essay 1 revealed a dearth of research focused on decision-making of angel investors, in particular, and studies that do exist demonstrate that angel investors make decisions substantially differently than other investor types.
In Essay 2, I take an inductive qualitative approach to answer the question: how do angel investors make investment decisions across the different stages of the investment process, and how do group dynamics and exchanges shape and change their decisions throughout this process? In order to focus my theorizing in Essay 2, I embedded myself into an angel investment group for 18 months. I chose this particular investor type because 70 percent of early-stage funding comes from angel investors (Morrissette, 2007) and their investments are typically more uncertain given how early in the venture they invest (Benjamin & Margulis, 2005). As such, I used angel investors as the specific target investor group for Essay 2. For this study, I observed and interviewed 21 angel investors, over an 18 month period of time, and developed a typology of angel investors and how their engagement in the investment process differs depending on their prototype. This inductive qualitative study allowed me to understand the investor’s lived experiences (Creswell, 1998) and conscious and subconscious aspects of their decision-making (Goulding, 2005), and thus understand how they go about making decisions across the investment process. Specifically, I build a typology of angel investors showing that there is stark and influential heterogeneity within this investment type based on 3 essential factors of their goals, motivations, and relational targets. After developing the typology of different angel investors, I then develop a process model of how and why each prototype engages in the investment process. This is important to understand as the decision to engage is independent from the decision to invest, but is still a decision made under considerable uncertainty that has implications for what and who ultimately gets invested in, that also has social and personal repercussions for the investors (e.g., involving decisions that affects the entire group, influencing potential future investment decisions). 
While prior literature has looked at how investors make decisions within the pitch setting (Ciuchta et al., 2018; Mitteness et al., 2012b), it is unclear what “baggage” an investor brings to these decisions (e.g., their own motivations and goals) and how this dynamically changes their decisions, both to engage in the investment process and ultimately invest. Further, it is not just the “baggage” each investor has that influences their decision making, but the “blinders” that prevent them from seeing the full picture of each investment opportunity. For example, many investors believe that they are a good judge of character and bet on the “jockey” instead of the horse (Mitteness et al., 2012a). This may lead them to ignore important indicators (e.g., exit metrics, pitch quality, environmental and economic uncertainty) regarding an investment which may lead to negative consequences (e.g., investment failure, financial or social capital loss). Further, this focus may differ depending on the type of investor (as shown in the typology presented in Essay 2). While these “blinders” could be anything that prevents or inhibits investors from seeing the full picture of their investment decision, there also may be context specific influences such as the investment environment (Roccapriore et al., 2021b[footnoteRef:1]). [1:  This citation refers to findings of Essay 1, but is citing the Academy of Management (AOM) presentation version as the findings have been updated since Essay 1 was completed for purposes of the dissertation.] 

The two Essays of my dissertation yield multiple contributions to the literature. First, I contribute to the literature on entrepreneur funding. Specifically, through Essay 1, I synthesize the existing investment literature and identify whether, by how much, and for whom, objective and subjective signals matter more, illustrating that while objective signals play a larger role than subjective signals in funding outcomes, specific subjective signals (e.g., passion) play as important of a role as certain objective signals (e.g., preparedness). Further, this Essay illustrates the importance of investor experience and social capital in funding decisions, in turn providing opportunities for future research to determine the influence an investor’s background has on their decision making.
Second, I contribute to the area of inquiry of investor decision making, as I build a typology and process model in Essay 2 that demonstrates that there are other decisions aside from the ultimate funding decision that have implications for angel investors and entrepreneurs. Specifically, I illustrate how the angel investor’s motivations, goals, and relational targets influence their decisions to engage at different stages of the investment process, which ultimately determines which ventures make it to subsequent stages. Given the limited understanding of how investor’s motivations and backgrounds influence their funding decisions (Mitteness et al., 2012a; Zacharakis & Shepherd, 2001), I inform the literature on investor decision making by revealing the heterogeneity among angel investors and by providing a better understanding of how investor decision making changes over time and what factors trigger such changes. Further, I shed light on the implications each decision has on not just subsequent decisions (e.g., moving a venture from screening to formal pitch), but also on personal outcomes (e.g., social networks) for these investors.
Lastly, this dissertation provides insights for practice as it can guide investors on the mechanisms at play when they make decisions. The findings in Essay 1, for example, show that certain investors, such as angel investors, attend to more objective signals from the entrepreneur (e.g., social capital, education, experience) when making decisions to fund, especially when the angel has a relational orientation and seeks to build relationships with entrepreneurs. These decisions may be based on investor’s heuristics, or mental shortcuts informed by the investors’ own experience (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). For example, angel investors may associate entrepreneurs that have greater experience as lower risk (Huang & Pearce, 2015), thus believing that they are increasing the likelihood of recouping their investment by funding someone with more experience. Such thinking is further influenced by angels’ desire to mentor entrepreneurs, as they will extend resources outside of financial ones, such as time and effort, in order to ensure the entrepreneur is successful (Mitteness et al., 2012a). Further, as shown in Essay 2, while prior research has shown that angel investors typically rely on their intuition or “gut feel” when evaluating entrepreneur signals (Huang, 2018), these findings may be limited given the focus in the extant literature on the pitch stage, where a particular type of angel investor (Altruists) frequently choose to engage. The findings in Essay 2 demonstrate the need to broaden our understanding of the different types of angel investors, as well as other types (Essay 1), in order to more fully represent the domain of early-stage investing. By better understanding the role of both “baggage” and “blinders” at play in the investment decisions (both the ultimate decision to invest and prior decisions to engage in the investment process) of multiple types of early stage investors, this dissertation can help investors make better and more informed decisions.
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[bookmark: _Toc128994750]1. Introduction
Over the past 40 years there has been substantial research on investors’ decisions to invest in new ventures. Early-stage investments typically are in entrepreneurs, and their ventures, that are nascent or at the very early stages of their life cycle (Morrissette, 2007), where uncertainty is high. This uncertainty presents a substantial obstacle for investors since they do not have full information on the viability of the venture, likelihood of getting a return on their investment, or even the abilities of the entrepreneur (Maxwell et al., 2011). Given this uncertainty, researchers have attempted to discern the extent to which investors make rational decisions (i.e., based on logic, analysis, and facts) or instead rely on their intuition (i.e., affect, gut feel, personal opinions and tastes) when deciding whether to fund a venture (Huang, 2018; Levie & Gimmon, 2008). 
Different investors likely vary in their decision making, given they invest different amounts of money, from different sources, with varying amounts of uncertainty. Angel investors are typically wealthy individuals, who are required by the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) to be accredited. Specifically, individuals must have a net worth of at least $1 million dollars, or meet certain income requirements (Benjamin & Margulis, 2005) to become an angel investor. Angel investors have a significant risk they incur when making investments, as the capital they are contributing comes from their own pockets (Morrissette, 2007), usually amounting to an average of $38,0000 per investor (Huang et al., 2013) or $242,000 for an angel investment group (i.e., a collective of angel investors that come together to pool their capital to contribute to ventures) (Timmins et al., 2019). Further, this risk is greater than other investor types because angel investors typically invest in ventures in the very early stages of the firm’s life cycle (Morrissette, 2007). 
Similarly, crowdfunders traditionally invest before an entrepreneur has a prototype developed (Oo et al., 2019). Crowdfunders, however, are not required to have any accreditation, meaning that lay people can contribute to new ventures through online platforms. These investors have the option of either pursuing 1) a reward or 2) a small piece of equity in a venture in exchange for their funding (Mollick, 2014; Vulkan et al., 2016). Although funding amounts per investors are typically quite small, overall entrepreneurs see similar amounts of funding from crowdfunders as they do from angel investors. Rewards-based crowdfunding averages about $23,000 per campaign (Crockett, 2019), while equity crowdfunders typically contribute $244,000 per campaign (2017 State of Regulation Crowdfunding Report, 2018). 
Venture capitalists, in contrast, are known for their high investment amounts, typically averaging over $6 million (Mulcahy, 2013). These investors have lower personal risk as venture capitalists are investing other’s money (e.g., from pension plans, foundations, government grants, insurance companies) (Guler, 2007) and typically only invest in startups that have a “proven track record” (Hallen & Pahnke, 2016). Thus, while angel investors and crowdfunders invest in the early stages of a firm’s life cycle, and therefore experience significant uncertainty about their investment decisions, venture capitalists have less uncertainty given that they wait to invest until firms are well established and have the resources to scale rapidly (Drover et al., 2017; Sapienza et al., 1996).
While the differences between investor types likely influence their decision-making factors and processes, all investors make decisions based on uncertain information. Therefore, I begin by explaining decision making under uncertainty given the highly uncertain environment of investments and early-stage financial capital. This provides the baseline for explaining the importance of understanding what drives an investor’s decision to fund an entrepreneur’s venture. I then discuss what prior literature has found about how an investor’s experience, relationships, and individual characteristics influence their decisions to invest. As part of that discussion, I incorporate research that has begun to differentiate why different investor types make different decisions from one another (e.g., venture capitalists compared to angel investors). I then briefly elaborate on what entrepreneurs do that influence investor decisions, which is where the majority of prior literature on early-stage financing focuses. Given that this literature is reviewed in thorough detail in Essay 1, in this chapter I take a high-level view by discerning what has been said about who the entrepreneur is, what the entrepreneur has, and what the entrepreneur does, or says, in their pitch (i.e., characteristics versus behaviors). Finally, based on this review, I establish the current gaps in our understanding of investor decision making that pave the way for Essays 1 and 2.

[bookmark: _Toc128994751]2. Decision Making Under Uncertainty
An important influence on an investor's decision to fund a new venture is the amount of uncertainty they experience when evaluating the entrepreneur and their venture. Uncertainty significantly influences the judgements and choices individuals make (Kahneman & Tversky, 2013; Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). There are two primary ways that individuals evaluate situations and make decisions in these uncertain environments: System 1, which involves making decisions quickly, intuitively, and implicitly; and System 2, which involves controlled decision making governed by rules, intentionality, and objective thought processes (Kahneman, 2003). The intuitive system (i.e., System 1) is typically driven by emotions, heuristics, and habit, making it difficult to control, while the controlled system (i.e., System 2) is driven by deliberate and slow decisions that are consciously understood and monitored (Kahneman, 1973; Stanovich & West, 2000). These systems work synergistically in order to allow individuals to make decisions both fast and slow, automatically and deliberately (Kahneman, 2013). In order to do this, however, individuals typically evaluate their decisions based on how it is framed by the person relaying the information (Holmes et al., 2011; Kahneman, 2003; Tversky & Kahneman, 1981). For example, prior studies have shown that the way in which particular types of investors interpret and respond to pitches differs based on specific factors such as the gender of the entrepreneur (Kanze et al., 2018), or their perceived passion or preparedness (Chen et al., 2009). 
	Because prior research has found that differences such as these matter, the majority of the literature to date on investment decision making has focused on the entrepreneur’s characteristics and behaviors, and how they present them to potential investors, and the extent to which specific factors influence investor decisions. As such, our understanding of investor decision making has relied heavily on the framing from others, namely the entrepreneur, and how this framing impacts investors’ decisions. However, the literature on decision-making is clear that decision-makers also rely on their own heuristics, which are formed based on their own previous experiences (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974), when making decisions, especially intuitively-made decisions, and that these decisions are also influenced by temporal and relational dynamics (Steel & Konig, 2006). Therefore, it is important that we understand the investor’s background and how it influences their decisions whether or not to fund entrepreneurs. Further, while researchers have noted that understanding the intersection between entrepreneur’s signals and investor’s backgrounds is essential to understanding why funding decisions are made (Franke et al., 2006; Murnieks et al., 2011), there has been very little work delving into the investor background side of this intersection. I explain what little we know below (also shown in Table 1), first about 

Table 1: Literature on Early-Stage Funding
	Category
	Meta-Analysis Label
	Example Types
	Example Citations

	Investor Qualities
	N/A
	Experience
	Alperovych et al., 2020VC
Huang, 2018BA

	
	
	Social Capital
	Hallen, 2008BA
Shane & Cable, 2002BA & VC

	
	
	Motivations
	Mitteness et al., 2012aBA
Valliere & Peterson, 2003VC

	
	
	Investor Type Differences
	Cholakova & Clarysse, 2015RCF & ECF
Van Osnabrugge, 2000BA & VC

	Entrepreneur Qualities
	Signaler Honesty
	Authenticity
	Gino et al., 2020BA
Radoynovska & King, 2019RCF

	
	
	Trustworthiness
	Bammens & Collewaert, 2014BA
Johnson et al., 2018RCF & ECF

	
	Signaler Reliability
	Competence
	Cardon et al., 2017BA
Oo et al., 2022 RCF

	
	
	Preparedness
	Chan & Parhankangas, 2017RCF
Pollack et al., 2012BA

	Entrepreneur Signal Attributes
	Higher Cost
	Education
	Allison et al., 2017RCF
Barney et al., 1996VC

	
	
	Experience
	Beckman et al., 2007VC
Sewaid et al., 2021RCF

	
	
	Social Capital
	Kim et al., 2017VC
Wang, 2016RCF

	
	
	Intellectual Property
	Bae & Lee, 2020VC
Scheaf et al., 2018ECF

	
	Lower Cost
	Displayed Affect
	Cardon et al., 2017BA
Warnick et al., 2021RCF

	
	
	Displayed Passion
	Davis et al., 2017RCF
Jachimowicz et al., 2019BA

	Investment Environment
	N/A
	Group Dynamics
	Mason et al., 2016BA
Mason et al., 2019BA

	
	
	Environmental Conditions
	Di Pietro & Masciarelli, 2021RCF
Titus & Anderson, 2018VC

	
	
	Signal Interactions
	Plummer et al., 2016BA & VC
Steigenberger & Wilhelm, 2018RCF


*Investor type being studied is denoted next to each paper; AI=angel investors, VC=venture capitalists, RCF=reward crowdfunders, ECF=equity crowdfunders.


entrepreneur-specific antecedents to investment decisions and then about investor-specific aspects to investment decisions.
The papers included in this table typically use the investor’s background as a central mechanism in their paper (i.e., not as a control, but instead as an explanatory variable). This is an important distinction, as it is often acknowledged that an investor’s background plays a role in their decisions (Elango et al., 1995; Lerner, 1994; Shane & Cable, 2002), which is why it’s frequently used as a control variable. However, it is rare to find papers that focus on the investor’s background as the central research question. It is also important to note that we have yet to understand the background of informal, lay investors such as reward and equity crowdfunders, as I identified no studies in that space. Instead, the body of literature on investor’s background has focused on angel investing and venture capital.

[bookmark: _Toc128994752]3. Investor-Specific Antecedents to Investment Outcomes
Given that investors use heuristics when making decisions due to their bounded rationality and time constraints (Maxwell et al., 2011), it is important to understand how they decide to attend to signals (Connelly et al., 2011) they are receiving from entrepreneurs. Early-stage investments are typically made for ventures that are nascent or at the very early stages of their life cycle (Morrissette, 2007). Given the lack of information available for such early stage ventures, the role of the investor’s own background, such as their experience and prior investment outcomes, plays a large role in their decision making (Huang, 2018). Further, given that in situations of high uncertainty individuals rely heavily on heuristics (Kahneman, 2003), prior research has found that more often than not early-stage investors rely on their gut feel when making investment decisions (Levie & Gimmon, 2008; Sudek, 2006). This gut feel is highly influenced by the investor’s background, as it provides a basis for making sense of uncertain situations (Huang & Pearce, 2015).
3.1. Investor Background Factors
	There are limited studies looking at how aspects of an investor’s background influence their decision to fund a venture. The majority of this literature focuses on 1) investor’s prior experience, 2) investor’s social capital, 3) their individual differences (e.g., motivations), and/or 4) investor type differences. Each of these categories has primary topics that researchers have attempted to better understand. I briefly discuss each of these categories and the studies that help contribute to our understanding of the factors of an investor’s background that influence their decision making, then discuss the limitations given this small, but growing, area of research. 

3.1.1. Investor Experience
Investor experience focuses on the investor’s past entrepreneurial experience, industry experience, and their prior investment experience. Specifically, the literature has looked at the homophily of investor’s experience with that of the entrepreneur (Alperovych et al., 2020) or how that experience influences the lens investors use to interpret the information presented by the entrepreneur in the pitch (Ciuchta et al., 2018). For example, researchers have attempted to understand how the investor’s type and amount of experience plays an influential role on their perceptions of the entrepreneur’s passion (Warnick et al., 2018) or tenacity (Murnieks et al., 2016), as well as their perceived level of risk involved with a venture (Huang, 2018). 



3.1.2. Investor Social Capital
Another area of focus for investors’ antecedents to investment outcomes is their social capital. This is because social capital demonstrates the investors’ ability to build, cultivate, and maintain relationships with the entrepreneur and others (Gelfand et al., 2006; Ho, 1991). For example, studies have focused on how the investor’s engagement with others in their social network can influence their ability to find and fund new investments (Hallen, 2008) or how social obligations to others in their social network (outside of their investment network) can influence their decision to fund entrepreneurial ventures (Shane & Cable, 2002). Similarly, there has been some initial research on the role that engagement with the entrepreneur, prior to the submission of an application for funding, plays in an investor’s decision to fund a venture. Specifically, when investors engage with or have a relationship with the entrepreneur prior to the pitch, the investor is more likely to place a higher valuation on the venture and in turn invest (Batjargal & Liu, 2004). 
Investor group dynamics are another important area of research that is just starting to grow. While we know that there are different and often conflicting dynamics within new venture teams (Klotz et al., 2014), it is still relatively unclear how the dynamics within investment groups influence their decisions. The two studies in this area thus far have focused on how angel investors become part of an angel investment group (Mason et al., 2016; Mason et al., 2019), but do not provide a clear understanding of how this influences investment decisions or post-investment outcomes. These group dynamics are important to understand, however, even given this absence of research, as the majority of angel investment is now being made within groups (Mason et al., 2019).

3.1.3. Individual Differences of the Investor
	The last area that this body of research has focused on is the individual characteristics of investors that influence their decision-making. This work has mainly illustrated the range of investors’ decision making styles or the judgements they make about entrepreneurs, primarily in the angel investing area. Specifically, research has focused on whether angel investors value characteristics of the entrepreneur more than attributes of the venture (Mitteness et al., 2012b), whether they perceive themselves to be a good judge of character (Mitteness et al., 2012a), or the extent to which they rely on their intuition or “gut feel.” This intuition can be in regards to evaluations of the riskiness of a new venture (Huang, 2018), retrospective reasoning for using intuition to make funding decisions (Levie & Gimmon, 2008), or the investor’s predictions and perceived control over venture outcomes (Wiltbank et al., 2009). 
There has also been a focus on the motivations that investors have to invest in new ventures. This research has centered around whether investors want to be involved with the venture following the investment (Valliere & Peterson, 2003), desire and perceived control of the success of the ventures they invest in (Van Osnabrugge, 2000), or their motivation to mentor others, especially entrepreneurs (Mitteness et al., 2012a). 
Lastly, some initial research has been conducted to understand how certain personality traits of the investor (i.e., the investor’s dispositional affect) influences the concentration of the investments they make, such as whether they invest a significant amount of money in fewer ventures or spread their investments across many ventures (Chan & Park, 2013). There are also initial findings that the Big Five personality traits of the investor play a role in investor’s decision making, with investors that are more extraverted evaluating the potential of the venture more poorly than those that are introverted (Mitteness et al., 2012a).
	While the pitch or screening phase is the primary part of the investment process that literature has focused on thus far, there are other stages that also play a role in investment decisions. For example, the engagement of an investor with an entrepreneur does not happen only in the pitch phase, but instead investors actively engage with entrepreneurs in both the pre-pitch and post-pitch phases (Carpentier & Suret, 2015). The pre-pitch phase is typically known for its large “weed out” process, where investors evaluate pitch decks submitted by an entrepreneur and determine whether or not to recommend the entrepreneur for a pitch (Landstrom, 1998), causing a substantial decline in the number of entrepreneurs that move forward from the pre-pitch phase to the pitch phases (Carpentier & Suret, 2015; Maxwell et al., 2011). Further, it’s essential to understand how engagement between the entrepreneur and investor in the post-pitch phase occurs. For example, in these later phases investors can change the original decision made to invest, especially given the answers they receive from entrepreneurs in the question and answer (Q&A) portion of the pitch (Kanze et al., 2018) or during due diligence. This research indicates that the dynamic relationship between investors and entrepreneurs across the pre-pitch, pitch, and post-pitch phases plays a significant role in the ultimate decision an investor makes to fund a venture. 

3.1.4. Types of investors
Literature has also attempted to discern how different types of investors evaluate and make the decision to fund the entrepreneur’s venture differently. For example, some research has looked at the differences between venture capitalists and angel investors (e.g., Plummer et al., 2016; Shane & Cable, 2002; Townsend & Busenitz, 2015; Warnick et al., 2018), as well as the differences in types of crowdfunders (Cholakova & Clarysse, 2015). The focus of this work is due to the fact that investor types differ in their accreditation, as well as in the stage in which they invest in a venture. Whereas angel investors and crowdfunders typically fund ventures in the ideation and conceptualization phases (Morrissette, 2007), venture capitalists instead tend to wait until the venture has a “proven track record” (Hallen & Pahnke, 2016). 
These different types of investors have different types of experience and individual characteristics, so their motivation for investing is different, as well. For example, since angel investors are investing their own net worth into ventures, they are known to take into consideration their ability to be involved in the venture following their investment (Ciuchta et al., 2018; Huang & Pearce, 2015). However, venture capitalists invest other’s capital, not their own (Guler, 2007); thus, they have a great propensity for risk (Valliere & Peterson, 2003) and are less likely to value frequent engagement with the entrepreneur following the investment (De Clercq & Manigart, 2007). Further, as entrepreneurs progress through the stages of their firm’s life cycle, the amount of perceived uncertainty changes, in turn influencing the decision making of investors (Benjamin & Margulis, 2005). Where venture capitalists primarily seek to make a return on their investment (Mason & Harrison, 2002) and crowdfunders seek to obtain at least a return on the funding they contributed (Mollick, 2014; Vulkan et al., 2016), angel investors instead typically seek not only to get a return on their investment, but also to develop a relationship with entrepreneurs (Maxwell et al., 2011). This suggests that in addition to individual aspects of investors, such as their experience or personality, the type of investor they are also likely influences the factors and thresholds they use when making investment decisions.



3.2. Limitations of Current Body of Research
While this body of literature provides a baseline for understanding the role of the investor’s background in their decision making, there are some limitations. Specifically, most of the papers so far have only looked at the influence of one or two factors on investment decisions, rather than looking at how a comprehensive or diverse set of factors work in combination or interact to influence investment decisions. These papers also take a static, cross-sectional approach to how investors make decisions at a single point in time. This allows for a nice understanding of inter-investor variability in decision making, but prevents us from seeing how investor decision making changes over time or varies intra-investor. This is important given that there are relational dynamics at play between entrepreneurs and investors, as well as between investors within investment groups. Such dynamics likely change over time, since investments typically span multiple years and are not a single-shot experience. Lastly, the majority of the work concerning the investor’s background typically uses it as a control rather than an explanatory variable, instead focusing on the entrepreneur’s characteristics. This prevents us from understanding how aspects of investors and entrepreneurs work together, in a complementary or synergistic manner, in driving investor decisions.
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[bookmark: _Toc128994753]4. Entrepreneur-Specific Antecedents to Investment Outcomes
In addition to specific qualities of investors that influence their funding decisions, specific qualities of entrepreneurs and their behavior during the investment process (before, during, and after a pitch) also play a role. This is because what is presented by entrepreneurs, and the framing used, influences the manner in which investors process information (Kahneman, 2003). As illustrated in Table 1 above, there are limited studies on the investor antecedents to investment outcomes; instead, the majority of research in this space focuses on the signals and framing used by the entrepreneur and how these influence investor decision-making. Essay 1 provides an in-depth view into the majority of the literature in this space, taking a meta-analytic approach to synthesize existing research. Further, a timely and comprehensive literature review on the signals entrepreneurs send to garner funding has recently been published (cf. Colombo, 2020). Thus, I provide a high-level view of the research on entrepreneur antecedents to funding outcomes here. 
The majority of the research in this area has focused on the screening stage (i.e., pitch), as this is where the majority of funding decisions happen (Maxwell et al., 2011). During this stage, investors evaluate entrepreneurs and their ventures using information on two types of information or signals sent by the entrepreneur: 1) entrepreneurial characteristics and 2) entrepreneurial behaviors. Characteristics of the entrepreneur are traits, physical attributes, or human capital that they have previously obtained and that cannot be altered in a pitch situation (Haines et al., 2003; Mason & Stark, 2004). Behaviors are the actual actions and expressions being used by entrepreneur in their pitch (Cardon et al., 2017; Maxwell & Lévesque, 2014). These behaviors are all things that are displayed by the entrepreneur in a particular way (i.e., framed) in order to be perceived and processed by investors. Table 1 provides some examples of the characteristics and behaviors frequently used by entrepreneurs in their pitches, including some reference papers that use these constructs. 
[bookmark: _Toc128994754]5. Discussion & Conclusion 
The body of literature on investor decision making, while still relatively young (within the last 25 years), has provided a strong foundation for future research avenues. There is now a baseline for the characteristics and behaviors of entrepreneurs that influence investor decisions, and we are also beginning to better understand the role the investor’s background plays in these decisions. This idea is supported by research that stresses the importance of accounting for both the entrepreneur’s characteristics and behaviors across the various phases of the investment process, as well as accounting for the background of the investor (Franke et al., 2006; Murnieks et al., 2011).
While research in the area of investment decision making is growing, there are still conflicting findings. For example, while prior research has shown that the more investment and entrepreneurial experience an investor has, the less likely they are to fund a venture (Murnieks et al., 2016), others have shown that their decisions are also influenced by their desire to mentor entrepreneurs, because when they perceive that mentoring is likely to happen after the investment, they are more likely to fund the venture (Warnick et al., 2018). Essay 1 attempts to clarify instances such as this example, by synthesizing the literature on investor decision-making in order to determine the relative importance of these conflicting findings. 
Some research has also shown that investors want to mentor entrepreneurs (Huang & Pearce, 2015) and seek out entrepreneurs that they perceive are coachable (Ciuchta et al., 2018). However, this research takes a static view to perceptions of entrepreneurs thus making it unclear which investors have this motivation to mentor, and what might influence or change these motivations over time. For example, when prior engagements with an entrepreneur as part of an investment go poorly, this could decrease investors’ desire to mentor in the future. This may be due to entrepreneurs not living up to the investor’s perceptions of their coachability, or to the economic hardships that may result from entrepreneurs not heeding investors’ advice. Such experiences likely have a direct implication on an investor’s decision making moving forward (Huang, 2018), and how well they believe they are a good judge of others' character (Mitteness et al., 2012b). Essay 2 dives into the factors that drive these types of changes to investors’ decision making and the implications such changes could have for them in terms of their investment decisions, or investment group dynamics going forward.
We also have a very limited understanding of the dynamics of investors in groups, such as angel investor networks or venture capital syndicates (Mason et al., 2016; Mason et al., 2019), and how this influences investment decisions. For example, there may be vast power dynamics in these groups that influence funding decisions, such that an investor in a position of greater power has a more significant portion of the decision “vote” compared to others. The qualitative approach I take in Essay 2 attempts to disentangle these types of influences, by interviewing early-stage angel investors on their experiences with entrepreneurs, as well as others in their network, specifically other investors in their investment group.
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ABSTRACT
Entrepreneurs express many things to potential investors, including both objective signals such as their education, experience, and affiliations, and subjective signals such as their passion, coachability, and trustworthiness. While these and other signals can be important to some investors, evidence in the literature is fragmented and mixed. As a result, we have virtually no comparative knowledge concerning which signals matter more, or which lead to greater funding success with different types of investors. We build hypotheses based on signaling and information processing theory, then employ meta-analytic structural equation analysis to synthesize and organize the growing literature. Based on our analysis of 92 studies with 41,515,869 investor decisions, we find that while both objective signals and subjective signals result in successful funding outcomes, objective signals lead to 3 times as many successful funding outcomes. Further, there is a complementarity, or synergy, between investor experience and entrepreneurs' use of subjective signals, and between investor relational orientation and entrepreneurs’ use of objective signals, such that the combinations lead to more successful funding outcomes than the use of either type of signal alone. This indicates the importance of understanding not only entrepreneur signals, but also the role of the investor’s background in funding decisions and outcomes.

[bookmark: _Toc128994757]1. Introduction
"Always choose attitude over experience. Always." - Investor Barbara Corcoran

"If you don't educate yourself, you'll never get out of the starting block because you'll spend all your money making foolish decisions." - Investor Daymond John

Financial capital provides an invaluable resource for entrepreneurs both for their current venture and future ones (Maxwell et al., 2011). This capital can have a direct influence on the entrepreneur’s survival since engaging with stakeholders such as investors is essential (Stinchcombe, 1965), as illustrated by the fact that more than 90 percent of those that seek funding but do not receive it “vanish” (Maxwell et al., 2011), unable to fully start or to sustain their business. Yet securing investor funding is quite difficult with varying success rates for those seeking funding. Specifically, less than 1 percent of firms seeking venture capital funding receive it (Clark, 2017; Mulcahy, 2013), only 4 percent receive angel funding (Carpentier & Suret, 2015; Huang et al., 2013), 30 to 40 percent are able to receive rewards-based crowdfunding (Courtney et al., 2016; Crockett, 2019), while 60 to 70 percent of those seeking equity-based crowdfunding receive it (2017 State of Regulation Crowdfunding Report, 2018). 
This difficulty in securing funding may be due to investors receiving multiple, and often conflicting, signals from entrepreneurs (Drover et al., 2017; Van Osnabrugge, 2000) and needing to make complex funding decisions. For example, investors may be simultaneously sent subjective signals by entrepreneurs such as displayed passion (Li et al., 2017; Mitteness et al., 2012a) and objective signals such as the entrepreneur’s prior experience (Hsu, 2007). Given that financing is arguably the most important resource for new ventures (Maxwell et al., 2011) and is extremely difficult to obtain, it is essential that we understand why investors make the decisions they do. 
Despite findings that varying types of signals play a significant role in investors’ decisions to fund entrepreneurial ventures, we have little systematic knowledge that compares investor decisions across different types of signals, or across types of investors. Part of the challenge is that most studies typically focus on only 1 or 2 signals (e.g., Ciuchta et al., 2018; Davis et al., 2017; Maxwell & Lévesque, 2014), and have data from only 1, or at most, 2 types of investors (e.g., Cholakova & Clarysse, 2015; Plummer et al., 2016; Shane & Cable, 2002), making comparisons across studies difficult. Further, the findings across previous studies are inconsistent, for reasons not yet systematically explored. For example, some studies find that passion matters (Li et al., 2017; Mitteness et al., 2012a), while others find that it is not important at all (Chen et al., 2009). Similarly, some studies find that firm-specific attributes such as venture quality or organizational capabilities (Ahlers et al., 2015; Chan & Park, 2015; Williams & Crook, 2021) and firm age (Bae & Lee, 2020; Colombo & Grilli, 2010) are the most important to funding outcomes, while others find that entrepreneur specific attributes such as human capital (Allison et al., 2017; Townsend & Busenitz, 2015) or affective language (Davis et al., 2017; Parhankangas & Renko, 2017) are more important. The inconsistent findings and lack of systematic knowledge concerning investor decision-making is problematic because it hinders our ability to understand investors and to guide entrepreneurs on the relative importance of different types of signals for different types of investors. Further, few studies take into account investor characteristics such as their experience and relational orientation. Given that we know that an individual’s decision making is influenced by their reference point, or the point where an individual determines whether a decision will result in a loss or a gain (Kahneman & Tversky, 2013; Tversky & Kahneman, 1974), it is important that we better understand how the investors’ own background influences their financial risk capital decisions. 
In order to synthesize and understand investor decision-making concerning different signals entrepreneurs can send to different types of investors, we develop hypotheses using signaling theory, which we test using meta-analytic structural equation modeling. Signaling theory is frequently used when studying investor decisions (Colombo, 2020) because investors face uncertainty in such decisions, which can be reduced through processing signals entrepreneurs send. Signals - which are typically costly and observable - can be sent from one party (i.e., the sender, the entrepreneur) to another (i.e., the receiver, the investor) to provide information that reduces this uncertainty (Connelly et al., 2011; Spence, 1973). Signals are interpreted by the investor through two different information processing mechanisms: objective, or rational and logically interpreted information using facts or impartial details, and subjective, or intuitive and affectively interpreted information based on an individual's feelings or personal opinions (Finucane et al., 2003; Slovic et al., 2004). Thus, through the incorporation of both signaling theory and information processing theory, we are able to better categorize various signals based on their interpretation by the receiver, rather than solely by the signaler or the signal itself as prior literature has focused (cf. Colombo, 2020). We test these theories using meta-analytic structural equation modeling (MASEM), which allows us to integrate findings from 76 papers, consisting of 92 studies and over 41 million investment decisions. Through this approach we are able to better discern the types of signals entrepreneurs send in order to ensure successful funding outcomes as well as how different types of investors perceive, interpret, and favor these signals differently. We present findings that expand on investor decision making and the types of signals that play the most significant role in their decisions to fund new ventures and help them survive (Maxwell et al., 2011). 
We make contributions to the literature on entrepreneurial funding, signaling theory, and investor decision-making. While we hypothesize and find that traditionally “strong” signals of experience and education (Connelly et al., 2011) lead to successful funding outcomes, so do often considered “weak” signals such as affective displays, positive rhetoric, and visual cues. Further, our focus on the signal and receiver is unique, as most studies in the entrepreneurship literature to date have focused on attributes of the entrepreneur or firm (Balboa & Martí, 2007; Bell et al., 2007; Busenitz et al., 2005; Elitzur & Gavious, 2003; Janney & Folta, 2006; Michael, 2009; Zimmerman & Zeitz, 2002) rather than determining which signals are most relevant to various receivers (i.e., investors). Our results provide substantial novel avenues for future research as few studies to date have looked at the influence of investor background characteristics and behaviors on their decision making. We also contribute to practice by discerning the variance of different types of signals, and their importance to funding success, in order to help entrepreneurs tailor their pitches to get the most ideal funding outcomes. 

[bookmark: _Toc128994758]2. Theory Development
2.1. Entrepreneurs’ Signals
Throughout a firm’s life cycle, entrepreneurs spend significant time interacting and building interpersonal relationships with various stakeholders (Schlange, 2006). Given liabilities of newness and smallness (Stinchcombe, 1965), new ventures and their stakeholders are faced with immense uncertainty about the viability of these ventures. This uncertainty is mainly due to there being information asymmetries (i.e., when one individual has information about a particular area that the other party does not), which can hinder an individual’s decision making (Stiglitz, 2002). The primary way uncertainty is reduced is through interactions and communication (Burgoon, 1978; Elsbach, 2012; Petkova, 2012). Effective communication increases the chances that the message will be received in a way that encourages receivers to engage in desired behaviors (van Knippenberg & van Kleef, 2016). Thus, it is imperative that entrepreneurs are able to communicate with investors in order to reduce uncertainty and to allow those investors to anticipate future behavior of the entrepreneurs.
Signaling theory posits that the individuals with the information (signalers) reduce uncertainty by communicating with the party (receiver) that does not possess it (Spence, 1973). Originally formed to explain why companies opted to hire certain employees over others, signaling theory explicates that signals that are costly to obtain and observable are considered “stronger” signals than those that are less costly. Further, in order for the receiver to believe the signaler’s signal, and thus have a reduction in uncertainty, the signaler must be perceived as honest. However, these signals can be distorted and change the effectiveness thanks to interaction from environmental forces and feedback loops from receivers to the signaler and back (Connelly et al., 2011).
For new ventures, building legitimacy and acquiring resources is highly dependent on the entrepreneur’s ability to communicate with their stakeholders (Petkova, 2012). This is especially important for entrepreneurs as the signals they send can directly influence the perceptions of others (Colombo, 2020). However, entrepreneurs have a variety of signals they can and do send, which vary based on the manner in which they are processed. Signals themselves can be objective (i.e., based on facts or impartial information) or subjective (i.e., based on the personal feelings and opinions of the individual interpreting the signal). Signals can also be interpreted differently by the receiver of the signal due to individuals having different experiences that change the lens through which they interpret information (Huber, 1991). Objective signals use more logical and analytical information processing, such that when investors receive signals such as the entrepreneur’s education, experience, social capital[footnoteRef:3], or preparedness[footnoteRef:4] they make a more rational decision regarding the venture (Finucane et al., 2003). Subjective signals use more holistic and affective information processing such that when investors receive these types of signals (e.g., entrepreneur passion, coachability, personality traits, or affective language) they make a more intuitive decision (Slovic et al., 2004).  [3:  Social capital of the entrepreneur is evaluated as an objective signal in our analyses given that it showcases to investors that the entrepreneur has behaved in a way in the past that allowed them to build a network of ties they can now leverage in order to bring their product or venture to fruition (Colombo et al., 2015). Given that social capital is typically measured in definitive terms (e.g., binary measure of has or does not have social capital, number of strong or weak ties), it should be considered a concrete, factual signal by investors (Fischer & Pollock, 2004).]  [4:  Preparedness is typically measured as an aggregation of multiple variables. For our analyses, we leverage the measure of preparedness posited by Chen et al. (2009) as this measure is based on objective signals (i.e., the inclusion of facts). ] 

Since the purpose of sending a signal is for signalers to allow receivers to understand “positive, imperceptible qualities of the insider” (Connelly et al., 2011: 45), these signals take on great importance for entrepreneurs in search of funding from various funding entities. Further, since these signals interact (Drover et al., 2017), we need to better understand the types of signals receivers perceive as ideal compared to others. We elaborate on the influence of the objective and subjective signals, the different types of each that entrepreneurs send (i.e., objective signals of experience or education; subjective signals of passion or trustworthiness), and how the same signals matter to different investors differently. 
2.1.1. Objective Signals
The primary type of signals looked at in existing literature are rationally interpreted, and evaluated analytically using logic, risk assessments, and normative rules (Slovic et al., 2004). Objective signals, or signals that are evaluated using more impartial, rational, cognitive, and logical decision processes (Camerer et al., 2005; Slovic et al., 2004), allow entrepreneurs to signal to investors their ability to perform and execute on venture goals that help the venture be successful. Such signals can include entrepreneur characteristics such as human capital (Hayek, 1945), behaviors such as the prior development of social capital (Baron & Markman, 2003), or how prepared an entrepreneur is for their funding pitches (Chen et al., 2009). These signals provide impartial information to the investor that the entrepreneur has the abilities necessary to maintain and grow the venture (Colombo, 2020). 
Traditionally, entrepreneurs obtain advanced credentials and expertise to signal to others they were legitimate and qualified to deliver on what others expect of them (Benjamin & Podolny, 1999; Useem & Karabel, 1986). Investors have often been said to be more concerned with “hard evidence” of the entrepreneur’s knowledge, skills, and abilities when making funding decisions (Clark, 2008). Human capital factors such as the entrepreneur's experience, education, and past firm success (Mason & Stark, 2004; Zacharakis & Meyer, 1995), all have been shown to play a role in their ability to obtain funding. Even something such as how prepared the entrepreneur is when interacting with a potential investor can play a role in whether they have successful funding outcomes. For example, preparedness sends signals to others such as investors that the entrepreneur has spent considerable time and effort on the venture, has clearly thought through and ensured the pitch was coherent and logical, and illustrates that they are able to bring their ideas for the venture to fruition (Cardon et al., 2017; Chen et al., 2009; Davis et al., 2017; Pollack et al., 2012). This allows investors to understand and buy into the validity and legitimacy of the entrepreneur and their venture (Kirsch et al., 2009). Given the importance of these objective factors of entrepreneurial communication and entrepreneurs’ ability to signal their own capabilities, we argue:
Hypothesis 1: Objective signals are positively related to funding success.

2.1.2. Subjective Signals
Subjective signals are more intuition and affect-based and are evaluated based on investors' personal tastes and opinions. Subjective signals relay to investors that the entrepreneur desires to build a relationship with others, thus providing information that builds trust, affection, and equality (Guerrero et al., 2017; Walther & Burgoon, 1992). One party's use of subjective signals can lead to stronger ties with the other party, as such signals magnify how the individual feels about the other (Lawler, 2001). For example, signals about the entrepreneur’s behavior, such as affective displays of passion (Cardon et al., 2012), joy (Jiang et al., 2019), and equality (Deutsch, 1975), or entrepreneur characteristics such as tenacity (Allison et al., 2013) and conscientiousness (Ciuchta et al., 2018), are all interpreted subjectively by investors relying on their “gut” feel or intuition (Huang, 2018; Huang & Pearce, 2015). These subjective signals tell potential investors how the interpersonal relationship (Colombo, 2020) will be going forward (i.e., the entrepreneur's ability to work and collaborate with others, including the investor).
The primary type of subjective signals discussed in the existing entrepreneurship literature are affective displays and trustworthiness. Affective displays, which include the expression of mood, feelings, or emotions (Elfenbein, 2007), such as an entrepreneur’s displays of passion for their venture, have a direct influence on perceptions from others such as employees (Breugst et al., 2012), consumers (Davis et al., 2017), and investors (Chen et al., 2009; Mitteness et al., 2012a). Another way entrepreneurs signal their ability to build relationships with stakeholders is through communication of their trustworthiness (Maxwell et al., 2011). Trustworthiness perceptions can occur when an entrepreneur’s actions are in alignment with a set of principles the investor holds (Mayer et al., 1995), when the entrepreneur is receptive or willing to accept the investor’s feedback (Levie & Gimmon, 2008), or when the entrepreneur is transparent with an investor or discloses proprietary or confidential information (Gillespie, 2003). Transparency often leads to greater levels of trust (Courtright & Smudde, 2010; McManus et al., 2006), which can be especially important when trying to foster relationships between stakeholders. Transparency is the “voluntary sharing of personal history, preferences, attitudes, feelings, values, secrets, etc., with another person” (Griffin et al., 2019: 94). Transparency is vital as it allows stakeholders the ability to see into an organization, what it does, and why (Fombrun & Riel, 2004). More transparency in messaging from entrepreneurs may help stakeholders who attempt to make sense of uncertain situations (Bitner, 1990; Folkes, 1984; Folkes et al., 1987). Because transparency builds trust and involves the sharing of information, it has a direct influence on how much buy-in stakeholders have of the venture. 
Subjective signals often have a positive relationship with funding success; they reduce uncertainty about the entrepreneur and firm, and also provide information about how the relationship will likely be between the entrepreneur and investor going forward. Since in some investment situations, the entrepreneur and investor(s) will be working together post-investment, signals that illustrate entrepreneurs’ ability to work and collaborate with others may be an important factor of the investor’s decision (Mitteness et al., 2012a). Given the large role that these aspects of entrepreneur subjective signals play in influencing stakeholder perceptions, we propose:
Hypothesis 2: Subjective signals are positively related to funding success.

2.2. Investor Characteristics
While we argue that both objectively and subjective signals play a role in the entrepreneur’s ability to obtain funding, we know that characteristics of the investor are also important (Mitteness et al., 2012b). We focus on the specific characteristics of investor experience and relational orientation, as well as the type of investor making the investment decision (business angel, venture capitalist, or crowdfunder). 
2.2.1. Investor Experience
An investor's own experiences play a large role in how they interpret information and then, in turn, make decisions and act upon that information (Bergh et al., 2014). This is because experience helps investors reduce uncertainty, which may lead to varying perceptions of the entrepreneur’s abilities (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Knight, 1921) based on the amount and type of experience the investor has. Professional investors, such as venture capitalists and angel investors, are typically individuals who have had vast experience either in a particular industry, with their own entrepreneurial venture, or through past investments (Morrissette, 2007). Investors often have higher expectations for entrepreneurs when the investor has experience in a particular industry or has knowledge on a type of venture (Riding et al., 2007). This experience should play a significant role in how they process the information they receive during a funding pitch or when making a decision to move an entrepreneur forward through the due diligence process (Huang & Pearce, 2015). 
Prior experience on the part of the investor may influence their perceptions of entrepreneur signals by being a lens through which they interpret the information presented to them. As such, we expect that investor experience will play a complementary, or synergistic, role with subjective signals, and in turn funding success. Given that investors with more experience have had the opportunity to gain not only knowledge, but connections the entrepreneur can leverage (Hallen & Pahnke, 2016), the combination of subjective signals (e.g., the entrepreneur’s coachability, passion for the product or venture) and investor experience should lead to greater funding success than either alone. This is due to investors with greater experience being more likely to pay attention to signals that are more positive (Charles & Carstensen, 2007) or emotional (Peters et al., 2007). Further, investors that are older have been found to evaluate subjective signals such as passion more favorably (Mitteness et al., 2012a). Given that naturally those that are older will have greater experience, this should mean that those with more experience would be more likely to attend to subjective signals as well. 
As prior literature has shown that entrepreneurs tend to exaggerate in their pitches to investors, investors with more experience may be more be more likely to not only notice when entrepreneurs exaggerate (Cottle & Anderson, 2020), but also attend to more subjective signals that are difficult to exaggerate, such as passion (Murnieks et al., 2016; Warnick et al., 2018). For that reason, entrepreneurs that use more subjective signals may be perceived as more authentic or trustworthy (Gardner et al., 2009) which should result in more successful funding outcomes for entrepreneurs. For example, in the crowdfunding space, research has shown that investors place a high precedence on the perceived trustworthiness of the entrepreneur when making funding decisions (Johnson et al., 2018). This is especially important for investors trying to reduce uncertainty as signals that are sent that are perceived as untrustworthy are often interpreted negatively or result in greater uncertainty (Connelly et al., 2011). Therefore, we suggest that when investors have greater experience and the entrepreneur uses subjective signals, there will be a complementarity relationship between the two variables (Combs et al., 2021; Sihag & Rijsdijk, 2019), where the combination of both investor experience and subjective signals explain more of an investor’s decision to fund than either concept alone. Thus, we propose:
Hypothesis 3: Investor experience will have a complementary relationship with subjective signals, such that when an investor has experience and receives subjective signals, this will lead to greater funding success than either variable alone. 

2.2.2. Investor Relational Orientation
The relational orientation of the investor may also play a role in which signals they pay most attention to when making funding decisions. Individuals with a relational orientation seek to enter into social exchanges (Blau, 1964; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005) in order to build and enhance their relationships with others (Ho, 1991). The main driver for those with a relational orientation are “cultivating and preserving relationships, including partner choice, communication and self disclosure, decision making, and behavior” (Gelfand et al., 2006: 428). Those with a stronger relational orientation are more likely to give precedence to actions that will enhance their relationships with others (Huang et al., 2013), and are more motivated to make decisions that will allow them to develop, preserve, and foster connections with others (Gelfand et al., 2006). The desire to foster connections with others could be done through actions such as building and maintaining social capital, as the investor’s existing social capital demonstrates to others (e.g., entrepreneurs) that an investor has previously given priority to cultivating and growing their relationships with other entrepreneurs in the past (Cholakova & Clarysse, 2015). Further, the investor’s engagement with the entrepreneur prior, during, and after the pitch, could also demonstrate the investor’s relational orientation as this engagement illustrates that the investor values ongoing relationships with entrepreneurs even before they receive financing (Batjargal & Liu, 2004). 
Objective signals from the entrepreneur, such as their affiliations and existing social capital, illustrate to the investor that the entrepreneur is not only able to develop a social network, but values engagements with others (Gelfand et al., 2006), which may be viewed positively by investors with a relational orientation. Prior research has shown that investors are more likely to bet on the “jockey,” or entrepreneur, than the “horse,” or firm (Mitteness et al., 2012b), and that they frequently make decisions based on whether or not they could form relationships with the entrepreneur based on their gut feel about the person (Huang & Pearce, 2015). This research suggests that investors who have a greater relational orientation and value building connections with others will seek out entrepreneurs who have the capabilities that allow the investors to engage in mentoring. For example, if the entrepreneur’s presentation illustrated their preparedness by citing facts about their venture, offering in-depth information on their business plan, and presenting logical arguments about the context and market they are operating in (Chen et al., 2009), investors may believe that the entrepreneur has done considerable leg work to ensure the venture is successful. This would allow the investor to come into the venture in a mentoring role to ensure that they not only recoup their investment, but also have the potential to make “extraordinarily profitable investments” (Huang & Pearce, 2015: 634). 
In short, investors may attend to, or place a higher precedence on, objective signals when they have a high relational orientation and desire to help mentor entrepreneurs. Thus, we propose:
Hypothesis 4: Investor relational orientation will have a complementary relationship with objective signals, such that when an investor has a relational orientation and receives objective signals, this will lead to greater funding success than either variable alone. 
[bookmark: _heading=h.44sinio]
2.3. Investor Type
While we know that various stakeholders likely form varying decisions about a firm (Fisher et al., 2017), we do not know the actual variance between these groups in terms of their funding decisions, specifically the role that communication of different types of signals plays in forming these judgements. Given that stakeholders differ in their decision-making process (Freeman, 1999), their interpretation of different types of signals may differ as well. This is further exacerbated by the fact that different types of investors are evaluating firms at various stages of the venture’s life cycle. For example, while angel investors and crowdfunders are often being sought for funding in the very early stages of a firm's venture (Morrissette, 2007), venture capitalists are typically seeking firms that have been well validated and are able to scale quickly (Drover et al., 2017; Sapienza et al., 1996). Further, venture capitalists may also invest, and usually do so, after the entrepreneur receives funding from other early stage investors (Van Osnabrugge, 2000). Thus, it is important to understand how each of these investors view and interpret signals differently, as they are being pitched potential ventures at varying stages of development.
Funding success rates and funding amounts also differ substantially across different types of early-stage financial investors (see Table 2). Only 13 percent of angel investment applications make it to the stage where entrepreneurs are able to deliver a pitch, with only 4 percent of the applicants actually being funded (Carpentier & Suret, 2015). In contrast, rewards-based crowdfunding sites see much higher funding possibilities, averaging 30 to 40 percent success rates (Courtney et al., 2016), while equity-based crowdfunding sites see 60 to 70 percent success rates on average (2017 State of Regulation Crowdfunding Report, 2018). Venture capital has the lowest success rate with less than a 1 percent chance of entrepreneurs making it from application to funding (Mulcahy, 2013). 
[bookmark: _heading=h.2jxsxqh]While we know the main structural differences between all four types of investors and their funding patterns, there is a paucity of research on how the decision making between these investor types differ. Literature attempts to untangle the differences between angel investing and crowdfunding (Drover et al., 2017; Hornuf & Schwienbacher, 2016), and some have looked at how these differ from venture capital (Drover et al., 2017; Hsu et al., 2013), however, little has
[bookmark: _heading=h.z337ya]Table 2: Investor Type Statistics
	Financial Investor Type
	Average Statistics

	Rewards-based crowdfunding
	· 30-40% success rate
· $23,000 per project

	Equity-based crowdfunding
	· 60-70% success rate
· $244,000 per project

	Angel Investors
	· 4% success rate
· $38,000 per project

	Venture Capital
	· <1% success rate
· $6M per round


[bookmark: _heading=h.3j2qqm3]


been done to determine how different investors evaluate entrepreneurs and their ventures differently. We suggest that the strength of the relationships between different types of signals (i.e., objective versus. subjective) and funding success will vary greatly, particularly between angel investors and equity-based crowdfunders on one hand, and reward-based crowdfunders and venture capitalists on the other.
2.3.1. Angel investors
Given that angel investors are typically seen as more active investors, or those who take a more involved, hands-on, and participative approach both during and after the pitch (Ryan & Schneider, 2002), they likely attend more to signals that are subjective, since these interactions evolve into long term relationships between the entrepreneur and investor (Mitteness et al., 2012a). As Haines and colleagues find: “many investors said that they would be spending considerable time with these people so it is important that the people be the right ones for the job and be individuals with whom the investors would like to spend some time” (Haines et al., 2003: 30). This is further supported by findings that many angel investors say that their decision to invest is based on betting on the “jockey,” as they believe that the entrepreneur is more important than their idea or the market (Mitteness et al., 2012b). 
Not only do angel investors value interpersonal dynamics and signals sent by entrepreneurs, but they also commonly make decisions based on their “gut” or intuition (Huang, 2018; Huang & Pearce, 2015). For example, entrepreneurs who use storytelling in their pitches in order to convey their emotions and elicit an emotional response (Lounsbury & Glynn, 2001; Martens et al., 2007; Wenzel & Koch, 2018) typically see better funding outcomes. This is also common with displays of passion (Mitteness et al., 2012a) and authenticity (Jachimowicz et al., 2019) in pitches, which have been found to play a significant role in angel investment decisions. 
2.3.2. Crowdfunders 
Neither rewards nor equity-based crowdfunding require accreditation, meaning that lay people, such as consumers or naive investors, can engage with entrepreneurs easily through crowdfunding platforms. Rewards-based crowdfunding allows individuals to provide financial capital to a venture in order to receive a tangible product or intangible gift from the entrepreneur (Ordanini et al., 2011). These investors are typically novice investors and the campaigns they contribute to are typically only funded if the entrepreneur reaches their established goal (Mollick, 2014). In contrast, equity crowdfunding campaigns allow individuals to gain a share of the company for their monetary contribution (Vulkan et al., 2016). While both types of crowdfunding share a similar amount of uncertainty, given that funders must evaluate the entrepreneur’s ability to deliver on the promised outcome (i.e., reward or equity), prior research has shown that these types of investors evaluate signals differently (Scheaf et al., 2018).
Given that rewards-based crowdfunders' primary priority is ensuring they receive their reward in a timely manner (Cholakova & Clarysse, 2015), they are typically more concerned with objective signals regarding the entrepreneur and venture. For example, reward-based crowdfunders place a higher priority on the experience and education of the entrepreneur as it increases their perceived credibility (Courtney et al., 2016). Further, social capital has been found to play a pivotal role in reward-based crowdfunding success as it illustrates to others the entrepreneur’s legitimacy (Soublière & Gehman, 2020). 
Equity crowdfunders, on the other hand, are typically motivated to contribute based on more subjective signals. For example, signals of intellectual capital have been found to play a small role in funding decisions among equity crowdfunders (Ahlers et al., 2015), while other subjective signals such as visual cues like logos (Mahmood et al., 2019) and entrepreneur’s narratives (Anglin et al., 2018; Steigenberger & Wilhelm, 2018) lead to more successful funding outcomes. 
2.3.3. Venture capitalists 
[bookmark: _heading=h.1y810tw]Venture capitalists are typically private equity firms that pool financing from other individuals or firms and make the decision on their behalf whether, and which new, ventures to fund (Guler, 2007). Objective signals such as being prepared in a pitch (Chen et al., 2009), having previous experience and prior education (Hsu & Ziedonis, 2013; Kanze et al., 2018; Kirsch et al., 2009; Ko & McKelvie, 2018), or having external affiliations and endorsements (Petkova et al., 2013) play a substantial role in how venture capitalists evaluate an entrepreneur. Venture capitalists view these signals as evidence of the founder’s abilities, thus decreasing uncertainty (Sapienza & Gupta, 1994) and increasing potential for future success (Gimeno et al. 1997; Gompers et al. 2006). Since venture capitalists are managing the financial capital of others (Guler, 2007), they typically value objective signals more than subjective signals. These objective signals can lead financing entities to assume that those with higher quality signals, such as education, experience, endorsements, or social capital, are more likely to have higher capabilities and greater quality of staff in order to bring their ideas to fruition and take the venture to the next stage (Islam et al., 2018). Given the distinctions and evidence from prior research discussed above, we propose:
Hypothesis 5a: Investor types of reward-crowdfunders and venture capitalists will have a stronger relationship between objective signals and funding outcomes than equity-crowdfunders and angel investors.
Hypothesis 5b: Investor types of equity-crowdfunders and angel investors will have a stronger relationship between subjective signals and funding outcomes than venture capitalists and reward-crowdfunders.

[bookmark: _Toc128994759]3. Methods
Using a “study of studies,” or “analysis of analyses” (Glass, 1976), meta-analytic approaches allow us to clarify conflicting findings from other studies (Combs et al., 2019), determine which competing findings play the biggest role (Carney et al., 2011), and inductively build theory (Rauch et al., 2014). This is difficult to do in individual studies, thus a meta-analytic approach allows us to discern the relative importance of each of these types of signals and the role they play in an investor’s decision to fund a new venture. Our primary focus is determining which types of signals the investor values most in their decision making. This allows us to focus on how the receiver of the signals (i.e. the investors), plays a large role in the interpretation of the signal itself. 
[bookmark: _heading=h.2xcytpi]3.1. Sample
Our goal was to collect studies that looked at how various entrepreneur characteristics and behaviors influenced funding outcomes, and the role investor backgrounds played in their decisions to fund. We began by conducting a keyword search using the keywords venture capital*, crowdfund*, diligence, equity, fund*, investor*, investing, investment*, pitch*, and venture financ*. We did not bound the publication year but did bound the list of journals we searched to premier journals in the management field, as they tend to be disproportionately influential in shaping people's opinions and setting the stage for future research in the field (Aguinis et al., 2011). We did this by searching journals at the intersection of both the Australian Business Dean’s Council and Financial Times 50 (FT50) lists of premier journals. These lists span the fields of management, entrepreneurship, sociology, and psychology and include 20 journals such as Academy of Management Journal, Strategic Management Journal, Administrative Science Quarterly, Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice, Journal of Business Venturing, Management Science, Organization Science, Research Policy, Journal of Applied Psychology, and Journal of Organizational Behavior. This search resulted in a total of 2,796 potential articles. After an in-depth review of these 2,796 articles, we narrowed our sample down to a potential of 163 articles that contained a funding outcome variable and a correlation table. This was further narrowed down to a final sample of 76 articles, as some of the papers did not include the correct unit of analysis for our meta-analysis, i.e., investment decisions. A list of all studies used in our analyses can be found in Appendix Table A-1.
3.2. Inclusion Criteria
In order for a study to be considered for our meta-analysis, the study had to contain a funding outcome variable. This ranged from a binary funding success metric (e.g., Adomdza et al., 2016; Huang & Pearce, 2015; Plummer et al., 2016), to a continuous variable capturing the amount of funding given (e.g., Chan & Parhankangas, 2017; Kanze et al., 2018; Soublière & Gehman, 2020), to other funding outcomes such as funding potential (e.g., Hsu & Ziedonis, 2013; Mitteness et al., 2012a), likelihood to commit (e.g., Maxwell & Lévesque, 2014; Shane et al., 2020), and likelihood of hitting the target investment (Hsu & Ziedonis, 2013; Mitteness et al., 2012a). Given that some studies were survey based and asked funders how likely they would be to invest (e.g., Maxwell & Lévesque, 2014; Shane et al., 2020; Warnick et al., 2018), or in the case of angel investing move the entrepreneur forward to the next stage of the due diligence process (Mitteness et al., 2012a; Parhankangas & Ehrlich, 2014), we were sure to include these as alternative funding outcomes. 
3.3. Coding of Studies and Measures
Given that funding success among firms was the focus of our research question, if studies consisted of evaluating the same firms’ multiple times or among multiple waves of investors, each study was included separately given that they had independent correlations for each of the relationships. We employed interrater reliability (IRR) to 25 percent of our studies to ensure there was agreement amongst authors on the coding structure. If there was a disagreement, it was discussed until a resolution was found. While the first 3 articles resulted in an IRR of 65 percent, the next 5 resulted in an IRR of 81 percent, and the remaining 12 in an IRR of 96 percent. This led to our standard coding approach moving forward in coding the remaining studies, which was done by the lead author. Table 3 shows our constructs and how we coded them, including our main, moderating, complementary, and control variables. 
3.3.1. Outcome Variables. 
As mentioned earlier, given that our research question is concerned with successful funding outcomes for entrepreneurs, all our studies had to include a funding variable to be included in our analyses. This measure consisted of either a binary funding success metric (e.g., Adomdza et al., 2016), a continuous variable of amount of funding given (e.g., Chan & Parhankangas, 2017), or other funding outcomes such as funding potential (e.g., Hsu & Ziedonis, 2013), likelihood to commit (e.g., Shane et al., 2020), or likelihood of hitting the target investment (Hsu & Ziedonis, 2013). 
3.3.2. Predictor Variables
We coded our independent variables by whether the characteristics and behaviors of the entrepreneur would be seen as objective signals (i.e., rational, logical, and impartial) or subjective signals (i.e., evaluated based on investors' personal tastes and opinions) by the investor, in line with recent work on the varying types of signals sent by entrepreneurs in investing scenarios (cf. Colombo, 2020). We parceled objective and subjective constructs, 


[bookmark: _heading=h.1ci93xb]Table 3: Construct Coding Method and Variables
	Construct
	Place in Model
	Measure
	Coding Structure
	Example Citations

	Successful Funding Outcomes
	Dependent Variable
	Venture Funded
	0= No
1= Yes
	Greenberg & Mollick (2016); 
Wry et al. (2014)


	
	
	Funding Size/Amount
	Continuous, mean, or logged measure of funding received/raised
	Cholakova & Clarysse (2015); 
Wiltbank et al. (2009)



	
	
	Other Funding Outcomes
	Funding Potential, Likelihood to commit, Amount willing to commit

	Cardon et al. (2017); 
Bammens & Collewaert (2014); Chan & Park (2015)

	Entrepreneur Specific Signals
	Independent Variable
	Subjective Signals
	Entrepreneur characteristics or behaviors that are perceived subjectively and influenced by personal feelings, tastes, or opinions
	Mitteness et al. (2012a); Parhankangas & Ehrlich (2014); Davis et al. (2017)


	
	
	Objective Signals
	Characteristics or behaviors that are based on objective facts, not not influenced by personal feelings or opinions (i.e., rational, logical, and impartial)
	Chan et al. (2020); 
Gimmon & Levie (2010); 
Mannor et al. (2019)



	
	Control
	Demographics
	Age: Continuous measure (M = 41.60)
Gender: 1= Male; 0= Female
	Huang et al. (2013); Jachimowicz et al. (2019); 
Chan & Park (2013)


	Investor Specific Attributes
	Complementary
	Experience
	Previous Entrepreneurship Experience: Continuous years of experience in entrepreneurship; or binary 1=has experience, 0=does not
Previous Investments: Continuous number of past investments; or binary 1=has degree, 0=does not
	Alperovych et al. (2020); 
Shane & Cable (2002); 
Warnick et al. (2018)

	
	
	
	Industry Experience: Continuous number of years of experience; or binary 1=has experience, 0=does not
	




	
	
	
Relational Orientation
	
Engagement with Entrepreneur prior to Pitch: 0= No engagement, 1= Engagement
Investor Social Capital: Continuous number of social network size

	
Batjargal & Liu (2004); 
Katila et al. (2008); 
Hallen (2008)

	Investor Type
	Moderator
	
	1= Rewards Crowdfunder
2= Venture Capitalists
3= Business Angel
4= Multiple (e.g.,, VC & BA)
5 = Equity Crowdfunder

	Townsend & Busenitz (2015); Plummer et al. (2016); Cholakova & Clarysse (2015)

	Firm Specific Expressions
	Control
	Firm Age
	Continuous, logged, or mean measure of years in business

	Li et al. (2017); 
Huang et al. (2020); 
Vanacker et al. (2013)


	
	
	Organizational Capabilities
	Continuous rating, patent count, evaluation of quality

	Radoynovska & King (2019); Ter Wal et al. (2016)

	
	
	Amount Requested
	Continuous, logged, or mean measure of amount of funding requested
	Jiang et al. (2020); 
Mahmood et al. (2019)



individually, using the facet technique to ensure each was internally consistent (Little et al., 2002). Post hoc tests look at these variables at a more granular level. 
3.3.3. Controls
We also included numerous control variables that could have created a significant effect in the funding outcome. Since investors are concerned with the “quality of a venture’s activities” (Colombo, 2020: 2), we include a control for organizational capabilities. This includes variables such as patents and trademarks (Gimmon & Levie, 2010; Ter Wal et al., 2016), venture valuations (Mahmood et al., 2019), or general perceived quality of the venture or idea (Batjargal & Liu, 2004; Shane & Cable, 2002). It also includes variables such as sales forecasts, marketplace acceptance, or firm innovations (Hall & Hofer, 1993; Mason & Stark, 2004; Shepherd & Zacharakis, 1999), as these attributes are specific to the business or product, allowing the investor to make an analytical decision on the sustainability of the entrepreneur’s venture. We also controlled for firm age as older firms may have more resources than younger firms (Chan & Park, 2015), funding requested as firms requesting more financing may be perceived as being more valuable (Chan et al., 2020; Tyebjee & Bruno, 1984; Wetzel, 1987), and the entrepreneur’s gender as this has been shown to influence funding outcomes (Johnson et al., 2018; Kanze et al., 2018). Gender was coded as 1 for male and 0 for female for all studies. Entrepreneur’s race was included in post-hoc analyses; this was coded 1 for white and 0 for non-white for all studies. 
[bookmark: _heading=h.3whwml4]3.4. Meta-analytic Procedures
	For our study, we specifically look at the overall size of the relationships between different entrepreneurial signals and funding outcomes. We used a random-effects meta analysis utilizing the guidance provided by Bergh and colleagues (2016) in order to calculate weighted average effect sizes (i.e., correlations or r) for all our variables of interest. To calculate effect size estimates, we took the mean of the sample size weighted correlations from the primary studies. By aggregating sample effect sizes from primary studies, we are able to estimate the population effect size (Borenstein, 2009). This allows us to see if the effects found in the studies are uniform or vary, and determine where the source of the variation is coming from, thus lowering the possible sampling error (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004). If a study used multiple measures of a given construct but provided effect sizes for both measures (e.g., investment experience and entrepreneur experience), we averaged these effect sizes to yield a single effect (Schmidt & Hunter, 2015). Lastly, given that most studies do not include reliability coefficients, we utilized the standard conversion metric developed by Aguinis and colleagues (2011) of using 0.80 to correct each r to form rc values. All Meta-analytic structural equation models (MASEM) were run in AMOS 27. 
In order to account for relationships among variables in our analyses, we allowed some variables within our SEM to co-vary. Specifically, given that prior literature has found gender effects on funding received (Eddleston et al., 2016; Kanze et al., 2018), we expected that this may indicate that females also request less funding; thus, we covaried the funding requested and gender variables. Further, since firms that have been operational for a greater period of time will have had the opportunity to obtain greater organizational capabilities (Williams & Crook, 2021), we covaried the firm age and organizational capabilities variables. Lastly, given that those with greater organizational capabilities (e.g., patents, trademarks, innovations), typically incur greater costs (Shane, 2000) and in turn require greater funding, we covaried the funding requested and organizational capabilities variables.
We also covaried the objective and subjective variables (i.e., our predictor variables) as we acknowledge that these variables can be sent simultaneously, as well as play a complementary role in influencing funding outcomes (Cardon et al., 2017; Murnieks et al., 2016). Similarly, we covaried investor experience and relational orientation, as through their investing and entrepreneurial experience investors could have built relationships with others in the field (Batjargal & Liu, 2004; Katila et al., 2008). 
[bookmark: _Toc128994760]4. Results
Of our final 76 articles, we have a total of 92 studies and 41,515,869 investment decision observations. Table 4 provides the aggregated correlation table of variables included in our analyses. Table 5 details the MASEM results for hypotheses 1-4 including complementarity arguments; all coefficients are standardized, and the harmonic mean used is 3,358. Table 6 provides the results of our simple meta-analysis for moderation effects of investor types (i.e., the subgroup analyses). Figure 1 shows our full model with the results of the main effect and moderation hypotheses including the directionality of the relationships. Figure 2 shows the model, including the results, for the complementarity hypotheses. All outliers (i.e., studies with a sample-adjusted meta-analytic deviancy (SAMD) above 3.10) were removed from analyses to remove potential bias (Huffcutt & Arthur, 1995). 
4.1. Objective and Subjective Signals
Hypothesis 1 stated that objective signals are positively related to funding success. As shown in Model 2 of Table 5, Hypothesis 1 is supported (β=0.124; p=0.000). Hypothesis 2 stated that subjective signals are positively related to funding success. As shown in Model 2 of Table 5, Hypothesis 2 is supported (β=0.042; p=0.013). Given that all coefficients are standardized, we can see that objective signals are 3 times more likely to lead to successful funding outcomes than 
1

[bookmark: _heading=h.qsh70q]Table 4: Meta-Analytic Correlation Table (outliers removed)
	
	Funding Outcomes
	Funding Requested
	Firm 
Age
	Organization
Capabilities
	Entrepreneur
Gender
	Objective Signals
	Subjective Signals
	Investor Relational Orientation
	Investor Experience

	Funding 
Outcomes (all)
	1
	39,787,060
(30)
	493,182
(22)
	557,186
(45)
	518,377
(21)
	40,086,793
(51)
	1,603,695
(30)
	309,597
(10)
	271,931
(20)

	Funding 
Requested
	-0.03
	1
	110,214 
(2)
	160,362
(10)
	465,735
(5)
	39,571,526
(21)
	1,590,776
(13)
	360
(2)
	10,813
(2)

	Firm 
Age
	0.04
	-0.17
	1
	448,771
(17)
	193
(1)
	379,017
(15)
	112,775
(4)
	177,013
(5)
	88,560 
(1)

	Organizational Capabilities
	0.14
	0.23
	0.13
	1
	13,791
(8)
	433,384
(15)
	96,427
(12)
	165,934
(8)
	104,566
(11)

	Entrepreneur 
Gender
	-0.01
	0.08
	-0.09
	0.25
	1
	509,229
(11)
	425,868
(12)
	-
(0)
	11,562 
(5)

	Objective 
Signals
	0.13
	-0.10
	0.04
	0.01
	0.03
	1
	1,588,744
(13)
	628 
(3)
	12,888
(4)

	Subjective 
Signals
	0.05
	0.03
	0.19
	0.06
	0.02
	0.02
	1
	3,502
(1)
	6,419
(6)

	Investor 
Relational Orientation
	0.04
	0.10
	-0.13
	0.00
	0.00
	0.21
	-0.06
	1
	233,347
(11)

	Investor 
Experience
	-0.02
	-0.03
	-0.08
	-0.04
	0.00
	-0.01
	-0.10
	0.55
	1


[bookmark: _heading=h.3as4poj]
[bookmark: _heading=h.1pxezwc]
[bookmark: _heading=h.49x2ik5]Harmonic mean = 3,358. The number of studies (i.e., K, in parentheses) and sample sizes (i.e., N) are reported above the diagonal, while all corrected meta-analytically derived correlation, rc (using 0.80 to correct for measurement error (Aguinis et al., 2011) are reported below the diagonal.
subjective signals. This is further supported as the z-score between the two variables is -3.037 indicating significance at the p<0.001 level.

4.2. Investor Experience
Hypothesis 3 stated that investor experience will have a complementary relationship with subjective signals, such that when an investor has experience and receives subjective signals, this will lead to greater funding success than either variable alone. As mentioned in Hypothesis 2, subjective signals lead to more successful funding outcomes (β=0.042; p=0.013), however, as shown in Model 3 of Table 5, investor experience was not positively associated with positive funding outcomes (β= -0.034; p=0.095). When taking both of these variables into account and considering that they are complementary to each other (i.e., having both is more important than having just one alone), we see a substantial, and positive, jump in the standardized beta coefficient (β= 0.13; p=0.034). Thus, Hypothesis 3 is supported. 
4.3. Investor Relational Orientation
Hypothesis 4 stated that investor relational orientation will have a complementary relationship with objective signals, such that when an investor has a relational orientation and receives objective signals, this will lead to greater funding success than either variable alone. As mentioned in Hypothesis 1 objective signals lead to more successful funding outcomes (β=0.124; p=0.000), and investor relational orientation was positively associated with positive funding outcomes (β= 0.042; p=0.036). Entrepreneurs' use of subjective signals and investor social orientation has a complementary effect (β= 0.20; p=0.000), which is greater than either variable’s effect on funding outcomes alone. Thus, Hypothesis 4b is supported. 
Table 5: MASEM Results (outliers removed)
 
	 
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	Funding Requested
	-0.06***
	-0.05**
	[bookmark: _heading=h.2p2csry]-0.06***
	[bookmark: _heading=h.147n2zr]-0.06**

	 
	(0.02)
	(0.02)
	[bookmark: _heading=h.3o7alnk](0.02)
	[bookmark: _heading=h.23ckvvd](0.02)

	Firm Age
	0.00
	0.00
	[bookmark: _heading=h.ihv636]-0.01
	[bookmark: _heading=h.32hioqz]-0.01

	 
	(0.02)
	(0.02)
	[bookmark: _heading=h.1hmsyys](0.02)
	[bookmark: _heading=h.41mghml](0.02)

	Organizational Capabilities
	0.17***
	0.16***
	[bookmark: _heading=h.2grqrue]0.16***
	[bookmark: _heading=h.vx1227]0.16***

	 
	(0.02)
	(0.02)
	[bookmark: _heading=h.3fwokq0](0.02)
	[bookmark: _heading=h.1v1yuxt](0.02)

	Entrepreneur Gender
	-0.05**
	-0.05**
	[bookmark: _heading=h.4f1mdlm]-0.05**
	[bookmark: _heading=h.2u6wntf]-0.05**

	 
	(0.02)
	(0.02)
	[bookmark: _heading=h.19c6y18](0.02)
	[bookmark: _heading=h.3tbugp1](0.02)

	H1: Objective Signals
	 
	0.12***
	[bookmark: _heading=h.28h4qwu]0.11***
	[bookmark: _heading=h.nmf14n]

	 
	 
	(0.02)
	[bookmark: _heading=h.37m2jsg](0.02)
	[bookmark: _heading=h.1mrcu09]

	H2: Subjective Signals
	 
	0.04*
	[bookmark: _heading=h.46r0co2]0.04*
	[bookmark: _heading=h.2lwamvv]

	 
	 
	(0.02)
	[bookmark: _heading=h.111kx3o](0.02)
	[bookmark: _heading=h.3l18frh]

	Investor Experience
	 
	 
	-0.03†
	[bookmark: _heading=h.206ipza]

	
	
	
	[bookmark: _heading=h.4k668n3](0.02)
	[bookmark: _heading=h.2zbgiuw]

	[bookmark: _heading=h.1egqt2p]H3: Experience Complementarity 
	[bookmark: _heading=h.3ygebqi]
	[bookmark: _heading=h.2dlolyb]
	[bookmark: _heading=h.sqyw64]
	[bookmark: _heading=h.3cqmetx]0.13*

	[bookmark: _heading=h.1rvwp1q]Subjective Signals & Investor Experience

	[bookmark: _heading=h.4bvk7pj]
	[bookmark: _heading=h.2r0uhxc]
	[bookmark: _heading=h.1664s55]
	[bookmark: _heading=h.3q5sasy](0.18)

	Investor Relational Orientation
	 
	 
	[bookmark: _heading=h.25b2l0r]0.04*
	[bookmark: _heading=h.kgcv8k]

	
	 
	 
	[bookmark: _heading=h.34g0dwd](0.02)
	[bookmark: _heading=h.1jlao46]

	[bookmark: _heading=h.43ky6rz]H4: Relational Complementarity
	[bookmark: _heading=h.2iq8gzs]
	[bookmark: _heading=h.xvir7l]
	[bookmark: _heading=h.3hv69ve]
	[bookmark: _heading=h.1x0gk37]0.20***

	[bookmark: _heading=h.4h042r0]Objective Signals & Investor Relational Orientation
	[bookmark: _heading=h.2w5ecyt] 
	[bookmark: _heading=h.1baon6m] 
	[bookmark: _heading=h.3vac5uf]
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*All coefficients are standardized and stars indicate level of significance (***p <0.001; **p<0.01; *p<0.05; † p<0.10). Red lines indicate hypotheses that were not supported; green indicate those that were supported. VC=Venture Capitalists, RCF=Reward Crowdfunders, BA=Business Angels, ECF=Equity Crowdfunders
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[bookmark: _heading=h.40ew0vw]Figure 2: Research Model of Complementarity Results (outliers removed)

4.4. Investor Type
Hypothesis 5a, that investor types of reward-based crowdfunders and venture capitalists will have a stronger relationship between objective signals and funding outcomes than equity-crowdfunders and angel investors, is not supported as the confidence intervals for venture capitalists and reward-crowdfunders (ṝ=0.103, rc=0.129, 95 percent confidence interval of 0.008 to 0.130) overlap with that of angel investors and equity-based crowdfunders (ṝ=0.054, rc=0.067, 95 percent confidence interval of -0.034 to 0.141). Hypothesis 5b stated that investor types of equity-based crowdfunders and angel investors will have a stronger relationship between subjective signals and funding outcomes than venture capitalists and reward-based crowdfunders. However, this is not supported as the confidence intervals for venture capitalists and reward-based crowdfunders (ṝ=0.041, rc=0.052, 95 percent confidence interval of 0.023 to 0.059) overlap with that of angel investors and equity-based crowdfunders (ṝ=0.060, rc=0.075, 95 percent confidence interval of -0.006 to 0.127). Thus, Hypothesis 5b is not supported.
4.5. Robustness Tests
4.5.1. Results with outliers
All outliers (i.e., studies with a sample-adjusted meta-analytic deviancy (SAMD) above 3.10) were removed from the original analyses to remove potential bias (Huffcutt & Arthur, 1995). In order to better understand the effect of outliers on our results, we also ran our analyses with the outliers included, however, there were minimal substantive changes. 
4.5.2. Additional variables of interest
[bookmark: _heading=h.2fk6b3p]While some specific variables within our dataset could potentially influence funding outcomes, there is limited theoretical support in order to form independent hypotheses. Thus, we used post-hoc robustness tests to explore these potential contributing factors. These post-hoc
[bookmark: _heading=h.upglbi]Table 6: Simple Meta-Analysis Results for Moderation (outliers removed)

	Hypothesis
	Variable*
	K
	N
	Weighted
correlations
	Corrected
correlations
	95% CI
	95% CI

	5a
	Objective -
VC & RCF
	39
	40,069,030
	0.103
	0.129
	0.130
	0.075

	 
	Objective -
BA & ECF

	9
	16,461
	0.05
	0.067
	0.141
	-0.034

	5b
	Subjective -
VC & RCF
	19
	1,596,123
	0.041
	0.052
	0.059
	0.023

	 
	Subjective -
BA & RCF
	7
	5,009
	0.060
	0.075
	0.127
	-0.006


[bookmark: _heading=h.3ep43zb]*VC=Venture Capitalists, RCF=Reward Crowdfunders, BA=Business Angels, ECF=Equity Crowdfunders 




tests include examining the interactions of both objective and subjective signals, taking a more nuanced view of specific signals within each of the signal types, identifying specific entrepreneur demographics that influence funding success, and attempting to discern the moderator relationships of investor types at a more granular level[footnoteRef:5]. Lastly, we performed fail-safe N tests to determine the risk to our findings due to unpublished studies. We discuss each type of post-hoc tests further below. [5:  Given the small number of equity crowdfunding studies (i.e., only four studies in the full meta-analysis), we were unable to include them in our more nuanced subgroup analyses. ] 

Interaction of Entrepreneur Signals. Given that entrepreneurs frequently use both objective and subjective signals in their pitches to investors (Cardon et al., 2012; Chen et al., 2009; Murnieks et al., 2016), the use of both signals could play a complementary role. For example, perhaps entrepreneurs who use both objective signals, such as their prior entrepreneurial experience (Pahnke et al., 2015; Pollack et al., 2012), and subjective signals, such as their enthusiasm for their venture (Cardon et al., 2017), in their pitch will lead to greater funding outcomes than either type of signal alone. We tested the complimentary of the two types of signals on funding outcomes, however, this was not significant (β=0.53; p=0.266).
Nuanced View of Entrepreneur Signals. We also sought to determine the role of entrepreneur characteristics (e.g., personality traits, experience, education) compared to behaviors (e.g., displayed passion, preparedness, social capital) on successful funding outcomes. We found significant differences, with investors valuing characteristics two times more than behaviors (behaviors: ṝ=0.103, rc=0.129; characteristics: ṝ=0.046, rc=0.058). Given the magnitude of entrepreneur characteristics when compared to behaviors, we then attempted to better understand the differences in some of these characteristics, such as entrepreneur experience and education, to determine which play a larger role in investor funding decisions. While both significantly lead to successful funding outcomes, entrepreneur experience (ṝ=0.104, rc=0.131, 95 percent confidence interval of 0.076 to 0.133) is over 3.5 times more likely to lead to better outcomes than education (ṝ=0.028, rc=0.035, 95 percent confidence interval of -0.004 to 0.060). Given that entrepreneurs’ behaviors were also significant, we sought to better understand how objective specific entrepreneur behaviors (e.g., social capital, preparedness, perceived competence) may lead to different funding outcomes, given the magnitude of objective signals in our main effect results. While not significantly different from each other, perceived competence (ṝ=0.275, rc=0.344, 95 percent confidence interval of 0.164 to 0.386) and preparedness (ṝ=0.100, rc=0.125, 95 percent confidence interval of 0.019 to 0.180) lead to over 2 times better funding outcomes than social capital (ṝ=0.048, rc=0.061, 95 percent confidence interval of 0.038 to 0.059). Results are shown in Table 7.
Given the ongoing debate between passion and preparedness (Cardon et al., 2017; Chen et al., 2009) leading to more successful funding outcomes, we also attempted to determine the strength of these relationships. Although the magnitude of passion (ṝ=0.179, rc=0.224, 95 percent confidence interval of 0.131 to 0.227) is almost double that of preparedness (ṝ=0.100, rc=0.125, 95 percent confidence interval of 0.019 to 0.180), we do not find significant differences between the two; both have a significant effect on funding outcomes. These results can be seen in Table 8.
Entrepreneur Demographics. We also considered the influence of entrepreneur demographics, such as age and race, given the surprising results of gender on funding outcomes. Tests on entrepreneur age, for example, indicate that age does not play a significant role in funding decisions (ṝ=-0.015, rc=-0.019, 95 percent confidence interval of -0.070 to 0.040). There were, however, significant results regarding entrepreneur race and funding outcomes (ṝ= 0.073, 

Table 7: Objective Signals (outliers removed)

	Variable
	Measures
	K
	N
	Weighted
correlations
	Corrected
correlations
	95% CI
	95% CI

	Characteristic
	Education
	 33
	35,364,981
	0.104
	0.131
	0.076
	0.133

	
	Experience
	15
	601,187
	0.028
	0.035
	-0.004
	0.060

	Behavior
	Social Capital
	16
	4,922,976
	0.049
	0.061
	0.039
	0.058

	
	Preparedness
	12
	143,107
	0.100
	0.125
	0.019
	0.180

	
	Competence
	6
	7,154
	0.275
	0.344
	0.164
	0.386


		



Table 8: Passion vs. Preparedness (outliers removed)

	Variable
	K
	N
	Weighted
correlations
	Corrected
correlations
	95% CI
	95% CI

	Passion
	 13
	39,120
	0.179
	0.224
	0.131
	0.227

	Preparedness
	12
	143,107
	0.100
	0.125
	0.019
	0.180





rc= 0.090, 95 percent confidence interval of 0.054 to 0.091), indicating that entrepreneurs that are white have more favorable funding outcomes than those that are non-white.
Role of Investor Type. Given the results of our moderation tests, we performed more nuanced subgroup analyses on how specific investor types (i.e., business angels, venture capitalists, reward crowdfunders, equity crowdfunders) value different types of signals over others. When entrepreneurs used objective signals, angel investors (ṝ=0.224, rc=0.305) were 12 times more likely to invest than venture capitalists (ṝ=0.020, rc=0.025), and 2 times more likely to invest than reward crowdfunders (ṝ=0.020, rc=0.129). However, when entrepreneurs use subjective signals, there are no differences among how different types of investors evaluate these signals. 
Since organizational capabilities were the most influential variable on funding outcomes, and given that different investor types react differently to objective and subjective signals, we tested whether different investor types place a higher precedence on organizational capabilities than other types. For example, since venture capitalists are 12 and 5 times less likely to attend to objective signals than business angels and reward crowdfunders, respectively, perhaps they placed more importance on the firm’s capabilities than the entrepreneur’s signals. However, angel investors were the most likely to value organizational capabilities when making funding decisions (ṝ=0.507, rc=0.634), five times more than venture capitalists (ṝ=0.100 rc=0.124), and almost three times more than reward crowdfunders (ṝ=0.187, rc=0.233). 
Fail-Safe N. Lastly, to determine the possible effect unpublished studies could play in our results, we conducted tests following Geyskens and colleagues' (2009) recommendation of Rosenthal's fail-safe N to account for potential publication bias. This allows us to understand how many studies would have to be included in the analysis to change the findings. All hypothesized variables were tested and all necessitated that more than 40 studies with null results would need to be included to change the effects of our models. Specifically, there would need to be 15,833 missing studies included to nullify the results of objective signals, 437 missing studies included to nullify the results of subjective signals, 52 missing studies included to nullify the results of investor relational orientation, and 43 missing studies included to nullify the results of investor experience. This gives us confidence in the results reported here.
[bookmark: _Toc128994761]5. Discussion
In this study we explored whether objective or subjective signals lead to more successful funding outcomes. We found that while both objective and subjective signals do in fact lead to better funding outcomes, objective signals are viewed more favorably than subjective signals. We also find that different investor types evaluate signals differently. Specifically, angel investors attend to objective signals and organizational capabilities substantially more than the other investor types. Further, it is clear that investors leverage their background and experience when evaluating entrepreneurs and their ventures. We discuss these findings and their implications for future research. 
5.1. Implications
We make contributions to the literature on signaling theory, entrepreneurial funding, and investor decision-making. First, our findings illustrate that while traditionally “strong” objective signals, such as experience and education (Connelly et al., 2011), lead to successful funding outcomes, so do often considered “weak” subjective signals, such as affective displays, positive rhetoric, and visual cues. Moreover, while most of the funding literature looks at the signals being sent by the signaler (i.e., the entrepreneur) (Colombo, 2020), we show that it is also important to look at how the receiver of signals (i.e., the investor) attends to and interprets these signals, and how this in turn influences their present and future decisions. Further, through our tests of investor types, we also show that different types of investors evaluate signals differently, making it important for researchers to ensure that the sample they are using for their studies is appropriate based on their research question. For example, given our findings that objective signals lead to more successful funding outcomes when pitched to angel investors rather than venture capitalists or reward crowdfunders, it may be better advised for research to focus on how certain signals are interpreted differently among different types of investors. 
Second, when considering funding outcomes, our post-hoc findings show that it is more important for the entrepreneur to possess a particular type of characteristic than to behave in a particular way. This is in contrast with prior research on whether entrepreneurs are born or made (Carland et al., 1988; Gartner, 1989), indicating that while behavior may be the primary influence as to whether someone becomes an entrepreneur, that does not mean that these behaviors will play a greater role than characteristics in terms of whether they will be able to get funding. However, part of these characteristics can be influenced and changed over an entrepreneur’s life as they include not only personality (Anglin et al., 2018; Ciuchta et al., 2018) and attractiveness (Balachandra et al., 2019), but also skills (Cardon et al., 2017; Hallen, 2008), education (Bae & Lee, 2020; Colombo & Grilli, 2010; Pahnke et al., 2015), and experience (Courtney et al., 2016; Sapienza & Korsgaard, 1996; Soublière & Gehman, 2020). For example, perhaps entrepreneurs that have more psychological capital (Anglin et al., 2018), have more experience (Pollack et al., 2012), or those that have particular personality traits such as agreeableness (Ciuchta et al., 2018) are not only more likely to receive funding, but also more likely to pursue funding in the first place. 
Lastly, since investors receive conflicting information, we hypothesized that this would influence their decision making (Drover et al., 2017). While we do find support that entrepreneurs who use both signals will receive greater funding outcomes, we also find that investor backgrounds play a synergistic role with different types of entrepreneur signals in investor’s decision making. Specifically, we show that although both objective and subjective signals independently will result in successful funding outcomes, however, when viewed through the lens of investors with more experience or those with a relational orientation, entrepreneur outcomes are more favorable. This indicates that not only is the entrepreneur important to study, but the investor themself. When looking at investor experience independently we see that it leads to less successful funding outcomes for entrepreneurs; we speculate that this may be due to investors learning from their prior investments and becoming more risk averse or skeptical in their ability to make accurate decisions (Shepherd et al., 2015). Perhaps greater experience influences investor’s reference points (Holmes et al., 2011; Kahneman, 2003), such that greater experience results in both personal implications (e.g., changes to their perceived self-efficacy, investment failure attributions) and investment implications (e.g., changes in investment criteria such as amount of affordable risk, involvement with syndicate groups, number of investments). 
5.2. Limitations & Future Research
While we found support that investor background (i.e., relational orientation and experience) plays a role in their decision making, there are limitations on findings due to the lack of studies in this area. For example, there are only 25 studies (less than 30 percent of our total sample) that include a variable specific to the investor background (e.g., prior entrepreneurial experience, social capital, prior investments made). Further, these 25 studies are mainly from the perspective of venture capitalists (30 percent) or a combination of multiple types of funders (over 20 percent; i.e., consisting of angel investors and venture capitalists or equity and reward crowdfunders) making it difficult to determine how different types of investors leverage their own background and experience when making decisions. This creates significant opportunities for future research as we know little about how signals and their efficacy could be dependent on the receiver’s (i.e., the investor) own background experience and motivations (Ciuchta et al., 2018). Future research needs to be done in order to determine the role that investor’s backgrounds play in their decision making and how their background and past experiences influence their future evaluations of new ventures. 
Further, of the 92 studies included in our meta-analysis, only 9 included lagged variables or were truly longitudinal and looked at within-firm differences over time (i.e., not a cross-sectional panel study of between firm effects). Of these 9 studies, only 1 study looked at the influence of investor background on their decision to fund an entrepreneur. This presents a key challenge for our understanding of investor decisions, especially given that when taking into account both entrepreneur signals and investor background characteristics, as we do with our complementarity hypotheses, the probability of successful funding outcomes almost doubles. Given this static view of funding decisions, as only one study looks at the influence of investor background characteristics on funding decisions over time, this presents a significant gap in our understanding of the dynamic nature of investment decision making. For example, how does an investor’s prior experience change their decision making going forward? If the investor has a poor experience in a past investment (e.g., a failed investment, negative engagement with the entrepreneur), this could influence their future investment decisions. Future research should take a more holistic approach to investment decision making instead of the static, cross-sectional view that more than 90 percent of the studies in our meta-analysis do. 
Our post-hoc analyses present some limitations in regards to demographics of the entrepreneur and its role in funding decisions as well. While prior literature has found that not only do women face a “penalty” in the angel investment space (Brooks et al., 2014; Gino et al., 2020; Lee & Huang, 2018), receive less early-stage funding than men (Becker-Blease & Sohl, 2007; Bigelow et al., 2014), and also have difficulty maintaining a larger proportion of ownership than men (Becker-Blease & Sohl, 2007), others have found that women actually have a “benefit” in the crowdfunding space (Greenberg & Mollick, 2016; Johnson et al., 2018). Surprisingly, however, our findings tell a different story; across the 92 studies in our sample, we find that men actually have less successful funding outcomes than females, regardless of the type of investor (i.e., venture capitalist, angel investor, reward crowdfunder, or equity crowdfunder). However, this may be due to the limited number of studies that include, or clearly specify measurement of, a gender variable in their sample (i.e., only 22 studies of the 92). Further, 45 percent come solely from reward crowdfunding which may be what is skewing the results to show men having negative outcomes, similar to what prior crowdfunding literature would suggest (Johnson et al., 2018). Future research should explore the influence of gender on funding outcomes across different investor types, especially those with few studies (i.e., only 2 equity-based crowdfunding studies include a gender variable, 3 for venture capital, and 4 for angel investing). 
Lastly, our findings illustrate that white entrepreneurs typically have more successful funding outcomes than non-white entrepreneurs. This is in line with prior studies looking at race in crowdfunding showing that African American men are less likely than white men to receive funding on reward-based crowdfunding platforms (Younkin & Kuppuswamy, 2018). With the limited number of studies including a race variable (i.e., only 8 studies in our meta analysis account for the entrepreneur’s race), and the vast majority being from the reward-based crowdfunding space (i.e., 7 of the 8), our generalizability of findings on race are very limited. Future research needs to be done to determine if this is an underlying unconscious bias made by investors (Younkin & Kuppuswamy, 2018) or if these results are perhaps instead due to people of color, those from more diverse backgrounds, or from more challenging socioeconomic statuses, having less opportunities to seek funding in the first place. This presents ample opportunities for future research to determine if this is the case and the causal mechanisms for these results. 
[bookmark: _Toc128994762]6. Conclusion
By studying investor decision making, we are better able to understand the perceptions of stakeholders about entrepreneurs, specifically when they are seeking financial capital. Given that entrepreneurs express numerous things to potential investors, such as preparedness, experience, passion, coachability, and trustworthiness, it is important to understand which signals are valued most by investors when making investment decisions. Since evidence in the literature is fragmented and mixed, we take a meta-analytic structural equation approach to evaluate 92 studies with 41,515,869 investor decisions. We find that while objective and subjective signals lead to more successful funding outcomes, objective signals are more than three times more likely to lead to better funding outcomes. Further, we showcase the importance of the investor’s background in combination with the signals they receive in their decision to fund a venture. 



[bookmark: _heading=h.2szc72q]

[bookmark: _Toc128994763]CHAPTER 4: ESSAY 2[footnoteRef:6] [6:  This chapter has been “frozen” in this unrevised form since February 12, 2023 in order to protect the blind-review nature of the journal submission process. This chapter is currently being revised outside of my dissertation through collaboration with my advisor and committee members, in preparation for submission to a Premier journal in April of 2023.] 


[bookmark: _heading=h.3s49zyc]

[bookmark: _Toc128994764]Engaging with Angels: A Typology of Angel Investors and Their Dynamic Decision-Making Across the Investment Process
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ABSTRACT
To explain the process of decision making across investment stages, we take an inductive, process approach to understand how angel investor’s personal motivations and goals influence their decisions to engage with entrepreneurs or other investors and how this varies across investment stages. Our findings suggest that while angel investors have traditionally been considered a relatively homogeneous group, there are distinct differences among members of angel investment groups. We develop grounded theory and a process model to explain four independent prototypes of angel investors (Investigators, Experientialists, Altruists, and Adaptists), and how members of each prototype make decisions whether or not to engage at various stages of the investment process.


“Getting that diversity of perspective, views and skills, when assessing an opportunity is extraordinarily valuable to decision-making...” - Angel Investor
[bookmark: _heading=h.36ei31r]
[bookmark: _Toc128994765]1. Introduction
Investing in emerging firms is one of the riskiest financial situations an individual can experience since early-stage investors put their financial capital into nascent ventures where uncertainty is at an all-time high (Sapienza et al., 1996). Further, these investments are made based on another person and their ideas, which is especially risky given the investor has limited knowledge about the other person. Nevertheless, despite this risk, over 300,000 angel investors contribute more than 70 percent of new venture financing in the United States alone (Morrissette, 2007). In addition, most angel investors organize in groups (Mason et al., 2019), with over 400 angel investor groups in the United States providing over $650 million of funding in 2020 alone (Timmins et al., 2021).
Because of the magnitude of this funding, and the implications on ventures that receive it (e.g., greater ability to obtain additional resources) (Maxwell et al., 2011; Vanacker et al., 2013; Wiltbank et al., 2009), a considerable amount of research has focused on why angel investors make the decisions they do (Carpentier & Suret, 2015; Huang & Pearce, 2015; Mason & Botelho, 2016). Most of the literature to date has focused on the entrepreneurs' characteristics, behavior, and actions and how these factors influence their ability to garner funding (Bammens & Collewaert, 2014; Ciuchta et al., 2018; Huang, 2018; Mitteness et al., 2012b; Murnieks et al., 2016). Others have noted how angel investors are unique relative to other investor types (Colombo, 2020; Drover et al., 2017; Freear et al., 1994). However, most studies have treated angel investors as relatively homogeneous despite recent studies showing these distinct differences. In addition, recent studies have shown that angel investors now invest more in groups than individually (Mason et al., 2019), with distinct differences such as angel investors in groups being more focused on market risk than the agency risk that concerns individual angel investors (Carpentier & Suret, 2015). 
While these studies provide a baseline for understanding the importance of the angel investor in the decision-making process (rather than just focusing on the entrepreneur or the pitch), there are significant limitations to our current knowledge. First, while acknowledging that angel investor differences matter (Van Osnabrugge, 2000; Warnick et al., 2018), and that these differences influence their decision making (Ding et al., 2015; Huang, 2018; Roccapriore et al., 2021a), very few studies have focused on how or why individual motivations to become an angel investor (see Mitteness et al., 2012a and Vazirani et al., 2023 for recent exceptions) and their interactions with others influence their decision-making. Given that individuals’ motivations influence their decisions (Ballard et al., 2016; Crowe & Higgins, 1997; Shepherd et al., 2015) as do their interactions with others (DeClercq & Sapienza, 2006; Maxwell et al., 2011), it is likely these dynamics also play a role in how and why angel investors engage in the investment process. Second, while recent research has shown that angel investors invest more in groups than individually (Mason et al., 2019), much of our extant research has looked at individual decisions and largely ignored the relational dynamics at play. This is important given that angel investors in groups engage in shared decision-making. Third, existing research takes a static view, looking at how angel investors' backgrounds influence their decision to invest cross-sectionally. However, this does not account for the multi-stage process in the angel investment context (i.e., screening, pitch, due-diligence) (Benjamin & Margulis, 2005). Thus, while we are beginning to understand angel investor decisions generally (Carpentier & Suret, 2015; Huang, 2018; Huang & Pearce, 2015), we do not yet have a detailed understanding of why individuals become angel investors or how this influences why, how, and where they are involved in the investment process. This leaves holes in our comprehensive understanding of angel investor decision making since the vast majority of literature to date focuses on one stage of the investment process (i.e., the pitch stage) (Roccapriore et al., 2021b), ignoring how angel investor differences may influence which deals and individuals ultimately make it through the investment process. Therefore, we need to better understand what happens before the ultimate funding decision is made and how and why deals progress to that ultimate decision.
To address this problem, we take an interpretive qualitative approach. This is necessary as it allows us to understand the “human interactions and meanings that underlie phenomena” (Gephart, 2004: 455) and explain the “‘how’ questions… for understanding the world from the perspective of those studied (i.e., informants); and for examining and articulating processes (Pratt, 2009: 856). Through an interpretive qualitative approach, we can address the questions: 1) how do individual angel investor goals and motivations vary within a group environment, 2) how do relational dynamics influence which angel investors engage in the funding process and where they decide to engage, and 3) how does this change over time or across different investments? Given the scarcity of evidence and understanding concerning how angel investors in groups make decisions to engage in the funding process, we collected data from within a large investment group in the midwest United States. The group has over 150 members and invested just shy of $10M in 2020 and more than $75 million over the 20 years since its inception (InvestFund Annual Report, 2022).[footnoteRef:7] Through interviews, observations, and secondary data, we develop a typology that demonstrates differences among four angel investor prototypes (Investigators, Experientialists, Altruists, and Adaptists) that influence their engagement within the group and, ultimately, their decision-making[footnoteRef:8] at different stages in the investment process. [7:  MyCity has replaced the city of this investment group, while InvestFund has replaced the investment group name to protect their anonymity. This citation reflects their annual report, thus, will not be included in references to protect anonymity.]  [8:  As we later discuss, our focus is on angel investor decisions to engage across the investment process and multiple opportunities, not on their ultimate investment decision.] 

In building this typology, our study makes several contributions. First, we contribute to the literature on angel investors and funding. While angel investors are typically considered a homogeneous type of investor, our findings show that this is not the case, and that there are four primary types of angel investors (Maxwell et al., 2011), with each of these types engaging in the investment process differently. By assuming homogeneity, extant findings rely on the idea that every individual within a group makes decisions the same way, largely ignoring individual differences which have been found in other bodies of literature to influence decision making (Arora & Allenby, 1999; de Mol et al., 2015), especially in uncertain environments (Driskell & Salas, 1991). By instead accounting for heterogeneity in angel investor groups, we are better able to explain decision making and provide avenues for existing research to explore group dynamics due to these differences. In addition, the extant literature to date focuses primarily on the pitch stage (Roccapriore et al., 2021b), and explains how decisions in that stage influence ultimate funding decisions (Clarke et al., 2019; Huang, 2018; Shane et al., 2020; Tsay, 2021). We suggest that this focus on a singular stage biases our comprehensive knowledge of angel investor decision making, as the angel investment process consists of multiple subsequent stages (Edelman et al., 2021; Maxwell et al., 2011), and we find those who engage in the pitch stage are motivated differently than those that engage earlier (and later) in the process. We therefore provide a more comprehensive understanding of angel investor decisions to engage in the process and how differences among angel investors in each stage influence other angel investor decisions in subsequent stages. Second, we contribute to the literature on decision-making under uncertainty. While most research to date focuses on a singular decision, we elaborate on how certain individuals (angel investors) make multiple sequential decisions in highly uncertain environments, which has relational implications in angel investor groups (Mason et al., 2019). We therefore contribute to the nascent literature on the role of temporal (Steel & Konig, 2006) and relational dynamics in decision making under uncertainty (Mitteness et al., 2016), by explaining how angel investors make decisions to engage in the investment process and why and how angel investors differ from one another within the same angel investor group. Lastly, our findings and typology of angel investor prototypes provide several practical implications and suggest a multitude of areas for future research regarding angel investor decision-making and entrepreneurs' ability to progress through the various stages of the investment process with the ultimate goal of obtaining funding. 
[bookmark: _Toc128994766]2. Theoretical Background And Literature Review
Angel Investor Decision-Making
There is a vast body of research attempting to disentangle why certain people in entrepreneurial environments make decisions to act that others would not (see Shepherd et al., 2015 for a recent review). These decisions in angel investing are important, especially given the context of high uncertainty (Tversky & Kahneman, 1992), and the significant financial and personal risk associated with investments (Huang, 2018). Angel investors in these uncertain environments can approach each decision as one that will help them avoid a loss (i.e., losing their financial capital) or obtain a gain (i.e., acquiring a significant return). The way an angel investor approaches these decision-making situations is likely influenced by their underlying motivations (Elliot, 1999; Ferris et al., 2011), as this provides a reference point to evaluate whether the decision will meet their expected outcomes and goals (Steel & Konig, 2006). 
Several aspects of investor decision-making under uncertainty warrant further attention. First, most of the literature on angel investing to date focuses on the entrepreneur and what they can do to entice angel investors to invest (see Colombo, 2020, Drover et al., 2017, and Roccapriore et al., 2021b for reviews on this part of the literature). This could be things such as what the entrepreneur does in a pitch (Clarke et al., 2019; Shane et al., 2020; Tsay, 2021), their interactions with the angel investor before and following their formal application for funding (Collewaert, 2012; Huang & Knight, 2017), or the entrepreneur’s post investment outcomes (Botelho et al., 2021; Cumming & Zhang, 2019; Dutta & Folta, 2016). However, this approach largely ignores the angel investors themselves, and assumes that engagement is determined primarily or solely by the entrepreneur (Brown & Bylund, 2022). Second, the literature that does focus on angel investors explicates how their background plays a role in their decisions (Elango et al., 1995; Shane & Cable, 2002), yet primarily focuses on their work and investment experience (Ciuchta et al., 2018; Warnick et al., 2018), their individual characteristics and differences (Mitteness et al., 2012b; Van Osnabrugge, 2000), their motivations to become an angel investor (Mitteness et al., 2012a), or the differences in how they process information when making decisions (Huang, 2018). However, it largely ignores how these motivations and differences influence their interactions with others and the implications this has on why they choose to engage with others during the investment process. Third, the literature that has focused on angel investors' exchanges and interactions has primarily consisted of interactions with entrepreneurs and how the attributes of an entrepreneur influence angel investors' decisions to invest (Colombo, 2020). This neglects other individuals the angel investor frequently engages with, such as other angel investors within an investment group. This is especially important given that more and more angel investors are investing as part of a group rather than individually (Mason et al., 2019). Research outside the investing context has demonstrated that there are differences in decision making criteria when individuals are making a decision for themselves or when it has implications for others (Johnson & Johnson, 2005; Priem et al., 1995), suggesting that these differences likely also matter for angel investors.
Angel Investor Groups
Angel investor groups are informal organizations[footnoteRef:9] where members choose when and where they want to participate, such as in particular activities or actions within the group (Mitteness et al., 2016). There are three primary types of angel investor groups: 1) a fund model where "an aggregation of angel investors or angel money [is] pooled together into a single check writing entity" (Timmins et al., 2021: 66) and money is distributed to entrepreneurs based on whether or not the majority of the angel investors in the fund vote to invest in that entrepreneur; 2) a club model (sometimes also generally called an angel network) where "an aggregation of angel investors work together (often in the context of a defined "membership" and referred to as an Angel Group) to share deal flow, diligence, deal term development, experience, and company supervision" (Timmins et al., 2021: 66) and money is distributed to entrepreneurs based on which angel investors in the group choose to individually contribute self-determined amounts to a new venture; or 3) a hybrid model, which involves a combination of club and fund.  [9:  These organizations can still be incorporated, however, they are informal in that the individuals in the organizations are not paid as employees, but rather work as volunteers (Mason et al., 2019). ] 

While the literature acknowledges the move from individual investments to group-based investments (Mason et al., 2019), we have yet to study how these group differences may play a role in angel investor decisions, specifically who chooses to engage where and why. Indeed, these models likely evoke different decision-making processes (Carpentier & Suret, 2015; Mitteness et al., 2016) as those in a fund group may not want to contribute to a particular venture yet still do (e.g., they vote no on a potential investment opportunity, while the majority of the group votes yes). In contrast, with a club group, all angel investors have complete agency over whether or not (and how much) they contribute their funds to a specific deal. Thus, group interactions likely play a significant role in the decision-making of angels within the group concerning whether the angel investor ultimately votes yes or no to a particular venture. Yet we know very little about how angel investors in a group differ from those who invest individually (see Carpentier & Suret, 2015 for a recent exception).
The Investment Process
There are multiple stages through which decisions are made in an angel investor group, with each stage involving a different set of angel investors with different criteria for making their decisions (Carpentier & Suret, 2015; Mason et al., 2019). The stages of the investment process are: 1) application and pre-screening, 2) screening, 3) formal pitch, and 4) due-diligence, resulting in a formal investment decision (Edelman et al., 2021; Maxwell et al., 2011). The first stage, Pre-screening, typically involves an administrator from the investment group who acts as a gatekeeper of applications determining which will go through to the Screening stage (Mason et al., 2016). The second stage, Screening, involves a small group of angel investors who volunteer their time (typically an hour or two per venture) and expertise to vet the venture's potential and determine if it is something the investment group may be interested in (Clark, 2008). The third stage, Formal Pitch, where the majority of research on angel investing has focused thus far, is where entrepreneurs are required to give a 20-30 minute presentation of their venture (Ryan & Schneider, 2002) and answer questions presented by the angel investor group and its members (Imhof & Collewaert, 2018). Finally, the fourth stage, Due-diligence, requires a subset of angel investors to volunteer their time (typically over 20 hours per venture, per person on the Due-diligence team) and expertise (typically a different group from the Screening group, but these will sometimes overlap) in order to do a thorough investigation into the entrepreneur, their venture (e.g., intellectual property rights, customer demand, market size, reputation), and the terms of the deal (Batjargal & Liu, 2004). 
The final investment decision is made only after a venture and entrepreneur have progressed through all of these stages, with ventures falling out of the process at each stage due to decisions made by angel investors at that particular stage. However, as mentioned, the majority of research on early-stage investments has focused on the third stage (Pitch), with the other stages of the process having been largely ignored (Roccapriore et al., 2021b; see exceptions: Batjargal & Liu, 2004 for Due-diligence and Mason et al., 2016 for Pre-screening). This focus on the pitch stage prevents us from understanding how differences in each of the stages (e.g., screening relative to due diligence), and how those who choose to be engaged in each stage, influences angel investor decisions. Thus, we focus our study on the entire angel investment process to provide a more comprehensive understanding of the entire decision-making process and the various criteria that different angel investors may use to determine whether or not to engage in the investment process as multiple entrepreneurs and their ventures move through (or drop out of) the process.
Taken together, while this body of literature sheds light on the importance of the angel investor's background and motivations in their decision-making process and the importance of group dynamics in these decisions, there are some limitations. Specifically, we know very little about the dynamics of 1) individual angel investor goals and motivations in a group environment, 2) how relational dynamics influence how and where angel investors choose to engage in the funding process, and 3) how this may change over time or across different investment opportunities. We seek to address these areas in this study. First, we investigate how the individual angel investor’s goals, motivations, and relational interactions impact their involvement in the group. Second, we explore where the individual chooses to engage with others in the group, as this may influence who is making the decision to progress a venture through the investment process at a particular stage transition. Third, we expand on how these factors may change given temporal and relational dynamics among angel investors within angel groups.
[bookmark: _Toc128994767]3. Research Approach And Methods
We use an inductive, qualitative process approach to address our research questions. Process studies allow researchers to explore "ongoing, dynamic, and shifting experiences" (Bansal et al., 2018: 1190) of individuals and how flows of information, personal goals, and relationships with others (Ashforth & Reingen, 2014) can shift and compete for how an individual interprets information and makes decisions on how to behave. A qualitative process study is ideal for understanding the dynamic process angel investors undergo when making decisions to engage throughout the investment process. We triangulate data from multiple sources in order to develop our findings.
Research Setting, Participants, and Data Sources
We focus on angel investor decision-making since they provide most funding to entrepreneurs in the early stages of their venture (70 percent; Drover et al., 2017). This field study took place over 18 months where the lead author was immersed within an angel investor group in the Midwest United States (hereafter called InvestFund). In terms of dollars invested, this investment group is one of the 15 largest groups of the Angel Capital Association, with close to $10 million invested in ventures in 2020. InvestFund follows a hybrid investing model (i.e., incorporating both a fund and a club model). InvestFund has 156 angel investors as of the end of the 2021 fiscal year for the group (ending in October 2021) and has been operational for 20 years (as of the 2021 fiscal year). The authors leveraged personal connections with an angel investor in the group to gain access to the owner and administrative director of the group. These individuals facilitated introductions with other angel investors within the group and provided secondary data we describe in more detail below. 
Data Collection
Primary data collection
We collected data over 18 months, from May 2021 to October 2022. The primary participant sample was composed of angel investors in InvestFund who invest primarily in high-growth, technology-driven startups "with founders who are looking for more than just capital." Through the 18 months, the lead author attended two Screening meetings, twenty-five Formal Pitch meetings, and five Due-diligence meetings. Observing these meetings provided insights into the process and the group dynamics and informed our interview questions for participants (Yin, 2014). We conducted 32 semi-structured interviews with 22 angel investors ranging in age, gender, tenure within the group, and participation in both the fund and club models. Given that we are focused on the individual unit of analysis, this allowed us to see how differences in angel investors' goals, motivations, and relational focus influenced their decision-making over the time they have been engaged with the group. These 21 angel investors made up more than 52 percent of all work on Screening and Due-diligence teams for the group and attended over 51 percent of 
Table 9: Interview Questions
	Non-Stage Specific
	· Tell me a little bit more about yourself and your prior experiences.
· How did you decide to start investing? What made you decide to join InvestFund?
· Tell me a bit about your most successful or memorable investment. Why is this one so memorable to you?
· Tell me about the investment you consider the least successful.
· Knowing what you know now, what advice would you give yourself when you first started investing?
· What do you think is the most important stage of the process in terms of decision-making?
· How do you decide which parts of the investment process to get involved with?
· How much do you rely on other members of the group who are involved with other stages of the investment process?
· Do you have personal relations with other members of the group?
· What expectations do you have of these group members? Have any of these other group members ever let you down?

	Stage 2: Screening
	· Tell me a bit about some of your experiences with screening potential investments (e.g., why join the screening team)?
· Are there certain members whose opinions you rely on more than others?

	Stage 3: Formal Pitch
	· How did your decisions overlap or differ from the other members of the group?
· Do you think that investors in the group rely on those that vocalize their opinions more?
· Given some of the no/go obstacles you mentioned or memorable experiences you’ve had, there is a lot of expertise that is needed to make decisions. Where do you learn who has this expertise?

	Stage 4: Due-diligence
	· What are go/no-go obstacles or red flags that keep you from investing?
· Has there been a time when you have invested in an entrepreneur you had high expectations of and they let you down?





all Pitch meetings over the five-year period from 2016 to 2021, making them an ideal sample to study decision-making at different stages of the investment process. Interviews lasted between 20 to 96 minutes in length, were recorded, and then transcribed verbatim. This resulted in 407 pages of single-spaced transcriptions. Example interview questions can be found in Table 9.
After a brief introduction from the angel investor regarding their education, prior professional experience, and investment experience, we focused on gathering insights from each angel investor on their decisions to engage at each stage of the investment process. While other papers have followed the process of investment deals and their associated decisions (cf. Huang, 2018), we instead follow the process of engagement that angel investors undergo across multiple investment opportunities. This allowed us to understand why they were motivated to begin investing in the first place and why they engaged (or did not) at different stages of the investment process. We encouraged them to provide personal examples of their prior investment decisions where possible ("can you tell me more about a venture where this happened?" and "how was this decision different from other decisions you made?"). We used their responses to further probe their experiences with other angel investors in the group and entrepreneurs with whom they had engaged and sought to determine how each of their decisions may have affected other decisions they made moving forward.
Throughout these observations and interviews, we modified the interview protocol as new themes emerged (Spradley, 1979) and continued to theoretically sample angel investors based on the areas where more information was needed to explain the emerging themes (Gehman et al., 2013). For example, as we noticed differences between angel investors choosing to engage in the Screening stage relative to those engaged in the Due-diligence stage, we included additional questions to understand why some angel investors were motivated to engage at different stages of the process and to ensure we captured angel investors who engaged across all stages. 
Secondary data
In addition to the interviews and observations, we leveraged archival data provided by the administrative director and secretary of the group. This included detailed information about every Screening team, Formal Pitch meeting, and Due-diligence team over the 2016 to 2021 period. This data provided us with insights into which stage of the process, with which investment opportunities different angel investors were choosing to engage, and how frequently they were doing so. This allowed us to better understand engagement within the process that may have been overlooked in interviews (Yin, 2014). Additional archival data sources were provided as well, such as the Standards and Practices document (a 171-page document given to all angel investors that join InvestFund) with detailed descriptions of each stage of the investment process (including the number of ventures that have historically progressed to each stage), marketing documents (including information on the group itself and what potential angel investors can expect), and meeting documents (including pitch decks, presentations, and venture applications). We leverage these documents to triangulate statements made from the interviews with angel investors regarding stages of the process and to ground our theorizing. 
Research Design & Data Analysis
In order to ensure trustworthiness in our data collection (Lincoln & Guba, 1985), our research design involves multiple steps and accompanying adaptations to our data collection and analysis process. First, we began recruiting participants through continued connections over 1 year with a single angel investor within the group who made the introduction to the founder and primary administrator. Following this introduction, the lead author immersed themselves in the group for over 18 months across multiple types of meetings and group engagements. Primary data collection did not begin until 6 months after the initial immersion, as it took this time to gain the group's trust to begin interviews, which developed when the first author assisted the group with data compilation from multiple sources (e.g., ProSeeder and Microsoft Teams). Second, formal interviews began with purposive and theoretical sampling. While initially beginning with a focus on the Pitch stage (as this is where the majority of the literature resides) (Roccapriore et al., 2021b), this was expanded as angel investors revealed their involvement in other stages. Through these interviews and observations, the lead author conducted and captured detailed and ongoing descriptions of the study protocol, observations, and memoing. Third, we started coding the data following the first set of 18 angel investor interviews. As is standard with process qualitative research, we began the analysis of our data while still collecting data and continued our data collection and analysis until data saturation (Langley et al., 2013). This allowed us to ensure that our interview protocol incorporated questions related to the emerging codes and themes. 
All coding was conducted using NVivo Qualitative Research Software. We began by reading through all interviews, creating memos and overarching codes within each interview, and then comparing these codes among the different interviews. We also used several sources of information to identify patterns (e.g., interviews, angel investor engagement data, company pipeline data, standards documents); this resulted in a few data surprises, which we discuss in the findings section. This coding process led to first-order codes that addressed the intrapersonal and relational dynamics influencing angel investors' decisions at each stage. During this process, we continued to consult the literature on investor decision making to ensure an understanding of these emerging concepts (Strauss & Corbin, 1997). We used these codes to develop a preliminary typology model across the stages of the investment process, which we then used to iterate between when conducting and coding subsequent interviews, following the constructivist and interpretivist approach put forth by Charmaz (2005). This led us to continue the iteration and triangulation of codes as we developed an understanding of the codes across concepts (Charmaz, 2006). We also performed peer debriefings, which consisted of bi-weekly investigator meetings to review findings and ensure coding accuracy and reliability (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). As we continued conducting interviews as we coded our data, we performed member checks and validated findings with respondents in the second round of interviews. We also asked additional questions about decision timing and changes to understand where angel investors engage in the investment process and how this may change in the short and long term. Finally, we validated our findings with an expert in the field who has started 12 angel investor groups (but who was not a member of InvestFund, where we collected our data) (Brewer & Hunter, 2006), member checks (Lincoln & Guba, 1985), as well as through secondary data such as external presentations and quotes used by our sample angel investor group (see Appendix Table A-2 and Figure A-1).
[bookmark: _Toc128994768]4. Findings
We begin our analysis by describing the prototypes angel investors fall into based on 1) why they wanted to become an angel investor, 2) why they are motivated to engage, and 3) who their relational target is through this engagement. We then analyze the role that these prototypes play in the angel investor's decision of where to volunteer and commit their time and efforts to different stages of the investment process and finish by discussing how these prototypes and stage preferences may change over time and based on the angel investors' tenure in the group. 
Angel Investor Prototypes
Our interviews revealed that angel investors in our sample fell within four prototypes: Investigators, Experientialists, Altruists, and Adaptists. As such, we first explain the three guiding factors that influence the angel investor's prototype: investing goals (i.e., why they wanted to become an angel investor), investing motivation (i.e., who they are motivated to focus on in their engagements), and relational targets (i.e., who they choose to interact with). Table 10 shows the distribution of these prototypes in our data set. 
Each of these prototypes is important to the dynamics of an investment group as they provide information and insights that help the group as a whole make a decision. While initially we sought to determine why angel investors choose to invest, our data revealed an important area largely ignored in the extant literature: who is involved in this process and why and where they choose to engage in the process. Thus, we first begin by elaborating on the factors that influence angel investor prototypes, then provide evidence for each of them, and ultimately delve deeper into the drivers of these differences to discuss why they choose to engage in a particular stage of the investment process. Table 11 details these guiding factors by each prototype and Figure 3 illustrates how each of the types differs given the dimensions of who they are (i.e., investing motivation and relational targets) and how it is a combination of these factors that determines their prototype. 
Investigator Prototype
	The first prototype observed in our sample, the Investigator, is the stereotypical angel investor: one whose investment goals are monetary returns, either through portfolio diversification or potentially greater returns than what their current portfolio allows (e.g., stock shares). This goal leads to what their motivation is and who they are interacting with. Thus, angel investors within this category are self-motivated, namely, in ensuring that the entrepreneur 
Table 10: Participant Descriptives
	
	Investigator
	Experientialist
	Altruist
	Adaptist

	Prototype Definition
	Angel investors who are motivated to obtain the highest return on investment
	Angel investors who are motivated to learn from others
	Angel investors who are motivated to give help entrepreneurs and their local community
	Angel investors who are motivated to obtain to socialize with other angel investors

	Most Engaged Stages
	Pitch
Due-diligence
	Mentoring
Screening
	Mentoring
Pitch
	Screening
Due-diligence

	Number of angel investors in sample 
	6
	4
	4
	7

	Average group tenure (in years)
	10
	4
	6
	8

	Number of Female Angel Investors 
	1
	0
	1
	1





Table 11: Prototypes by Underlying Goals, Motivations, and Interaction Targets
	
	Investigator
	Expertientialist
	Altruist
	Adaptist

	Investing Goals
	Monetary: 
portfolio diversification and expansion
	Learning: 
the desire to learn something new or experience a fun, interesting, or innovative product/market area
	Moral Obligation: 
feeling a moral or social obligation to give back to others or their community
	Relationships:
interacting and socializing with others throughout the investment process 

	Investing  Motivation
	Focus on Themself: obtaining the greatest return on investment
	Focus on Themself: gaining personal knowledge or skills
	Focus on the Entrepreneur: helping entrepreneurs obtain their own goals
	Focus on Other Angel Investors/Group:
maintaining group cohesion

	Relational Targets
	The Entrepreneur:
by interacting with the entrepreneur they have the ability to ensure they have the tools and knowledge they need to ensure an ideal outcome for the angel investor

	The Entrepreneur and/or Peer-Angel Investors: 
both parties can provide the focal angel investor with the information they desire
	The Entrepreneur: 
by interacting with the entrepreneur they have the ability to help the entrepreneur meet their own goals
	Peer-Angel Investors: 
by interacting with other angel investors they have the ability to ensure minimal group conflict





[image: ]
Figure 3: Typology of Angel Investors


has the skills they need to deliver the highest possible return for the angel investor. Thus, for the angel investor to fulfill this motivation, they interact primarily with the entrepreneur. This allows them to verify that the entrepreneur does have the skills necessary to execute their promises, avoiding a potential loss of a better return.	
First, in terms of investing goals, Investigators are focused on monetary incentives. Many of these angel investors got involved with angel investing to diversify their portfolios and ensure their risk is expanded across a greater pool of ventures and industries. These individuals are frequently observed taking detailed notes and validating claims by the entrepreneur during engagement with them. As shown in the comment below, Investigators see angel investing as an area where they can achieve this underlying motivation.
“I used to be in the capital goods market. So when things are good, things are good and things are bad, things are bad. So I kind of view the entire angel investing as a certain percentage of my overall portfolio with what's not in the stock market.”

The driver of this underlying goal of portfolio diversification is the self-motivation of obtaining the greatest return on their investment. They believe that angel investing provides the potential for returns on their investments that they may not be able to achieve via other means (e.g., stock market shares). As the comment below illustrates, Investigators approach potential investments with an eye toward information that allows them to verify that their return has a high potential to meet their motivations. 
“You have other people who approach it more as an investigator[footnoteRef:10] who are looking for the data… I don't know anything about your business, but you've shown me data that allows me to believe what you say is true. Therefore, I'm willing to invest” [10:  As illustrated in this quote, the naming for the prototypes of Investigators and Experientialists came from In Vivo codes from respondents’ unprompted answers to interview questions, while the names for Altruists and Adaptists came from observations of meetings and group discussions of angel investors.] 


In order to meet these underlying goals and motivations, the Investigators' primary relational target is the entrepreneur seeking investment. This is because Investigators believe entrepreneurs are in control of whether or not the angel investors will achieve their goal of a significant return. This means that these angel investors have a keen eye for entrepreneurs who know their market well and have the technology to deliver to that market. As shown in the comment below, entrepreneurs who know their market and technology, and have the data to support their claims, illustrate that they have the know-how to ensure Investigators meet their investment goals.
“I expect a return out of every one of them. But the factor that I take into account is the team. I bet on the team. Because that's what makes it happen. It's just like, do I believe these people can do the job? They have the experience, they have the background.”

Experientialist Prototype
	The second prototype observed in our sample, the Experientialist, have a goal to learn and seek personal growth. Angel investors that fall within this category are self-motivated because they aim to obtain new skills, knowledge, or experiences that angel investing provides them. Thus, for angel investors to fulfill this motivation, they interact with the entrepreneur and other angel investors. This allows them to have the potential to learn from both groups.
First, in terms of goals, Experientialists are driven by an opportunity to learn. This learning can come from many different avenues: learning about new technology from entrepreneurs, learning about how angel investing works from other angel investors in the group, or general personal growth such as expanding their existing experience and keeping their mind and brain fresh. Experientialists are frequently observed signing up for training sessions by the group and the Angel Capital Association (ACA) and volunteering their time to learn about new industry verticals. This is shown from the comment below, illustrating that some angel investors want the opportunity to learn and stimulate their brains, like their full-time careers did before retirement. 
“I got into it because…. It was when I retired. I didn't want to stop learning. I retired as a CEO, but my background was really sales and marketing… So sitting in a room of 50 or 60 InvestFund members, having people that are coming from the packaging industry, the people that are coming from the toothpaste industry, people that are coming from the jet engine industry, there's this amazing amalgam of experiences. And I thought, this is pretty cool.”

The driver of this underlying goal is the Experientialist's goal to gain knowledge or skills. They find value in their experience and desire to get more, so they are self-motivated and approach situations with a lens of whether or not each situation will present an opportunity to gain more knowledge, skills, or experience. This drives the questions they pose to the entrepreneur and the types of ventures they choose to engage with. For example, if an entrepreneur is presenting about BitCoin and the Experientialist is not familiar with this industry, he or she may choose to engage with the entrepreneur in order to build their knowledge in this previously unknown area. As the comment below notes, Experientialists want to further build their experience, which angel investing allows them to do. 
“I mean, that's part of why I'm doing this is because I don't want my experience base to be the same. So I'm learning more. I'm expanding my horizons, and as a result of that, I feel more comfortable in some of these other areas.”

In order to meet these underlying goals and motivations, Experientialists' relational targets are both the entrepreneurs and other angel investors in the group. They see each as their own independent source of new information they do not currently possess. For example, entrepreneurs can provide information on new technology (e.g., new medical devices that cure diseases), while angel investors can provide information about ways of working (e.g., conducting in-depth financial analysis of Pro-forma statements to someone without this background). This is illustrated in the comment below, with angel investors in the Experientialist group being eager to learn from others, across a multitude of areas, from both the entrepreneurs and angel investors. 
“I always constantly learn. That's the other fun part of this... From these really smart people. And that's the other thing that feeds my energy. I am truly a lifelong learner. I'm kind of a crazy lifelong learner. And the learning that I've done in the last three years from all these various ventures we've been evaluating, all the various peers in InvestFund and friends in InvestFund has been enormous. I've gone up in a huge learning curve.”

Altruist Prototype
The third prototype observed in our sample, the Altruist, has a goal to become an angel investor to fulfill a moral or social obligation to help others and give back to their community. Angel investors within this category are other-motivated and are focused on entrepreneurs because they desire is to help the entrepreneur meet their own goals. Thus, for the angel investor to fulfill this motivation, they interact primarily with the entrepreneur. This allows them to have the potential to help the entrepreneur and their local community.
First, in terms of goals, Altruists are driven to help others. Typical of the definition of altruists, those who "seek to benefit another person even at an absolute cost to [the individual]" (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005: 879), these individuals are motivated to be angel investors because it provides them with an avenue to give back. These individuals are frequently observed volunteering additional time outside of formal meetings to meet with entrepreneurs, volunteering with entrepreneurial outreach events, or giving back to the group as a whole in terms of committee work (e.g., joining or leading the diversity committee, which seeks to increase minority representation within the angel investor group). As the comment below notes, this can be giving back to individual entrepreneurs or to their local community. 
“A little bit of an insight to me as I started getting into angel investing is the way in which angel investing facilitates community impact in a big way. Because investing in these early companies that then grow and succeed is a way of job creation, etc., in the community.”

The driver of this underlying goal is the Altruist's motivation to help others. This can be either from engaging with the entrepreneur on aspects of their business that need development or volunteering in the local community to foster the entrepreneurial ecosystem in the area where they live. As the comment below notes, Altruists find the most rewarding investments are the ones in which they can fulfill their underlying motivation of helping others. 
“The ones I enjoy the most are the ones where not only am I investing in them, but I'm helping them. But not in every situation am I going to be of much help. So it just depends on what they need.”

In order to meet these underlying goals and motivations, Altruists' relational target is primarily the entrepreneur. Altruists frequently see entrepreneurs as in need of advice and help. We see evidence of this in the existing financing literature, with angel investors being known to want to mentor entrepreneurs pre- and post-investment (Mitteness et al., 2012b). These individuals see engaging with entrepreneurs as a way to fulfill their personal or moral goals of giving back and helping others. This is further shown in the comment below, with angel investors in the Altruist group being eager to spend their time and effort helping entrepreneurs reach their own goals for their ventures.
“So he went from being just about jumping off the cliff over here to now... He sold the company and had gotten several million dollars in his own pocket. And he's going to do great. And so this all came just because I sat and talked with them and they're not my ideas. I'm not coming up with how to run this company. I'm just pulling out of him what he knows and putting it into the simulation.”

Adaptist Prototype
The last prototype observed in our sample, the Adaptist, are a type of hybrid prototype, displaying behaviors of the three other prototypes depending on the situation, given their underlying goals and motivations. Adaptists have a goal to build his or her social capital and network. Angel investors within this category are other-motivated and thus focus on other angel investors, particularly in ensuring group cohesion and minimal conflict, as they enjoy the social environment that being part of an angel investor group provides. In order for angel investors to fulfill this goal, they primarily interact with other angel investors in the group. This allows them to ensure that others in the group with more controversial opinions can be managed.
First, in terms of goals, Adaptists are driven to become angel investors to socialize and engage with others. While able to invest individually, Adaptists are drawn to angel investor groups because of the collegiality of others in the group. These individuals are frequently observed starting conversations during and after the meeting with others, attending networking events, and trying to catch up with other angel investors for drinks, golf, or other socializing opportunities. This is shown from the comment below, illustrating that some angel investors join an investment group to have the opportunity to engage, network, and socialize with other individuals who share a similar interest. 
“I really enjoy the camaraderie of the people in the room when we're having meetings… that camaraderie goal is also part of [my motivation for investing]... I think the camaraderie and knowing the people is a facilitator of return. I really do believe that.”

The driver of this underlying goal is the Adaptist's other-motivation in order to avoid conflict in the group. Since Adaptists’ goal is to become angel investors because they desire to build relationships and socialize with others, their primary motivation is to ensure group cohesion. This group cohesion allows them to continue engaging with other angel investors in a non-controversial environment. As the comment below notes, Adaptists want to take advantage of working with others while also ensuring no conflict in the group.
“It's a collegial approach. And the collegial approach is sometimes people don't want to be overtly disagreeing with people… by tacking against it, you can kind of create that [collegial environment]. Now, that doesn't stop most people, but it's still a risk in these kind of situations.”

In order to meet these underlying goals and motivations, Adaptists' relational targets are other angel investors in the group. Unlike Investigators, Experientialists, and Altruists, the Adaptist is not focused on the entrepreneur and is more flexible in their particular desires for a venture and potential opportunity. Adaptists view their interactions with the entrepreneur as the potential to better facilitate interactions and climate within the group. Thus, they may change their focus on a particular area of the entrepreneur's venture depending on which other angel investors are participating in that particular stage of the investment process. For example, they may be more likely to ask questions about intellectual property protection if a patent lawyer is involved in that stage of the process to get ahead of potential questions and conflicts that may arise. Further, as the comment below notes, they may be more likely to agree with others' opinions to avoid conflict and because of their social relationships with others in the group.
“Here's the thing: at the end of the day, you can have the most disciplined process that you can put in place. You can have five or six people with different toolboxes, all giving their opinion. But I'm going to tell you, when you're working with people you have fun with, you like them and you respect them. You can't help but to get away with a little bit of groupthink.”

Table 12 provides illustrative quotes from our interviews, in addition to the ones above, for each of the angel investor types. 
Motivations to Engage at Different Stages of the Investment Process
While this typology explains the differences and heterogeneity of individuals within angel investor groups, the importance of these types emerges from their decisions about which stage of the investment process to engage in. Since the angel investor group is a volunteer army (Mitteness et al., 2016), each individual angel investor gets to choose whether and where they want to participate, and each stage has a different number of participants engaged, differing in the number of people involved based on the particular deal or venture presented to the group. 
Table 12: Additional Illustrative Quotes of Typology from Interviews
	Investigator
	· “The only thing you can do is identify those issues and see what you can do to control them and determine if the team can manage that and pivot with it.”
· “[The most memorable investments made so far] are the ones that paid money back.”
· “The other thing, the other reason I think that having the fund is very important is it allows individuals to diversify their portfolio quickly. So rather than stringing out investments over many years to sort of get to a critical mass of companies, one investment in [the] fund… we've got 22 companies in the portfolio, so here's your diversification. It's done.”
· “So I don't think that camaraderie is why I joined. I think it's a resource that helps make my goal return. If someone had said, you can join this group and in five years you'll lose X hundreds of thousands, guaranteed. No. Sorry. So without the return, I wouldn't be a member.”
· “I'm going to tell you this, I think for all of the investors. You get into it when you say, what's your primary goal? Your primary goal is to say, okay, I want to have a different kind of set of investments in my portfolio. Higher risk, hopefully higher reward. At the end of the day, you shoot for these returns that are high… And so off the top, I think people would say, yeah, you know, I kind of like to widen my portfolio and perhaps over time increase the overall return on my portfolio.”

	Experientialist
	· “The toughest thing to gain in your career is wisdom, because wisdom comes from a lot of failures and hopefully enough successes that have moved you through your career. It's hard to teach wisdom. It's very personal. You have to go through it. It's easy to be an expert and stand on the outside and second guess everything that's being done. But for you actually to develop that critical thinking capability, you've got to be in the pool. You've got to be kicking and paddling and all of that.”
· “I'm fairly new to investing. And so the fact that they had a pretty robust process for training up newer angel investors was really important to me… it's always great if I can learn something new or be exposed to something new.”
· “This keeps my business mind sharp.”
· “One piece of advice I'd give for a new member… Get involved and learn.”
· “I put some money in their fund and I started just doing some sidecar investments just to learn, you know… And [I] read a couple of the books that the angel investors said to read and did all that. And so I've been learning that ever since.”





Table 12 Continued
	Altruist
	· “The thing I like about being an angel is it gives you an opportunity to have an influence that you're never going to have if you're buying a stock… So in this case, like with the angel group Investments, a lot of times I'll get to know the entrepreneur and they'll come to me for advice, even if I'm not on the board. You know, you just develop these relationships with people”
· “If I'm getting both return on impact and return on investing, I can keep investing more dollars and help more entrepreneurs and create more change.”
· “That's the purpose of this is to exit the company and he's going to be in a good spot. So he went from being just about jumping off the cliff over here to now... He sold the company and had gotten several million dollars in his own pocket. And he's going to do great. And so this all came just because I sat and talked with them and they're not my ideas. I'm not coming up with how to run this company. I'm just pulling out of him what he knows and putting it into the simulation.”
· “I get really involved and helpful with each venture… because there are young entrepreneurs that don't understand the go to market nuances. So I'm able to help them and even introduce them sometimes.”
· “I started getting into angel investing [because] angel investing facilitates community impact in a big way. Because investing in these early companies that then grow and succeed is a way of job creation, etc., in the community… particularly if you have these mission driven founders who have ideas for making our world a better place, improving lives of the people that they're serving, etc. That is a very sustainable way to drive change. And so even though angel investing isn't the same as philanthropy, right, I actually have decided that it's maybe an even more powerful way of driving change than philanthropy alone.”

	Adaptist
	· “I think that the group probably is what's improved more than anything, because I usually vote pretty much whatever the group says…”
· “I spend a lot of time working on the organization of InvestFund itself. So yes, that has shifted. I like doing that. I'm good at that.”
· “You know, these are all very, very skilled managers and can be very assertive at times as they have experienced in their lifetime. But in this group, they seem to be more at the peer level and are willing to share their experiences or their backgrounds and their experiences and their opinions without being so assertive.”
· “I really enjoy the camaraderie of the people in the room when we're having meetings… that camaraderie goal is also part of [my motivation for investing].”
· “That thought process approach really influences the team dramatically… those thought process differences or maybe those different vantage points or that more instinctive versus more systematic thought process… I think it turns into if there's a good team dynamic, and I haven't been in a team where there hasn't been a good team dynamic, those get pieced together pretty well. And you know, the nice thing is we're not out here trying to compete for the next position in corporate America. We're trying to make sure that our members get a good investment in a company we have confidence in.”





This presents a dynamic process not just temporally (i.e., there are different and distinct linear stages of the process) but also relationally (i.e., different relational and group dynamics influence engagement in each stage). Our findings suggest that each prototype chooses to be engaged at different stages of the investment process. The underlying goals, motivations, and relational targets for each angel investor type drive the choice of which stage to be involved. Which angel investors are engaged at each stage is an important consideration in angel investing, as different decision points in particular stages result in the rejection or progression of an entrepreneur's venture to subsequent stages (Carpentier & Suret, 2015; Maxwell et al., 2011). Because of these differences in stages, it is crucial to understand which prototypes are more likely to engage in particular stages of the investment process, why they choose to engage in that stage, and how they make the decision to ultimately progress the venture (or not) to the next stage. As shown in Figure 4, a different number of ventures and angel investors are involved in each of the formal stages.[footnoteRef:11] Involvement of angel investors in each stage is primarily driven by their prototype, as shown in Figure 5. We elaborate on the two dominant prototypes per stage that emerged from the data and expand on their motivation to engage and their role in each stage below.[footnoteRef:12]  [11:  Lines visually indicate the number of angel investors involved in each of the stages.]  [12:  While there are two prototypes that are predominant in each particular stage of our data, this does not mean the other two types are absent. Rather, these types do not frequently choose to volunteer their time in a particular stage and prefer to engage at a different stage instead. We focused on the two dominant prototypes per stage for clarity and brevity’s sake.] 

Stage 0: Mentoring
While not a stage typically considered part of the formal investment process (Edelman et al., 2021; Mason et al., 2019), the mentoring stage emerged from our data as one of great importance. This is because this informal stage allows InvestFund to increase its pipeline of potential ventures. Mentoring for InvestFund occurs once a week and is hosted by the group and 
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Figure 4: Number of Ventures and Angel Investors in Each Formal Stage
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*Note: Orange circles represent Investigators, Blue circles represent Experientialists, Purple circles represent Altruists, and Pink circles represent Adaptists.

Figure 5: Prototype Engagement Motivations





a local business development center. Entrepreneurs are matched with local business professionals with expertise across various areas (e.g., finance, operations, marketing) to allow the entrepreneur to pitch their ideas and receive feedback. Entrepreneurs learn about this mentoring through the business development center and local entrepreneurial partners (e.g., accelerators) and can participate in a single session or on an ongoing basis. However, while these mentoring sessions are open to anyone who is local and is interested in participating (i.e., not just those seeking funding), few entrepreneurs make it to the formal funding process by submitting an application. 

“Those aren't necessarily [the ones] you hope you're going to get some deal flow out of… InvestFund provides a vehicle for mentoring that may not be directly related all the time to deal flow and investments.”

While not a formal stage, angel investors still choose to volunteer their time for reasons that depend on the prototype and their underlying driving factors. The two prototypes that are most involved in this stage of the process are Experientialists and Altruists. First, Experientialists seek to be involved in this stage because it allows them to learn from both the entrepreneur and other angel investors to meet their investing goals and motivations. As the comment below shows, sometimes Experientialists engage in this stage of the process to learn from the other angel investors and hear their perspectives about the investment opportunity and the entrepreneur. 
“I did mentoring… to me that was always a fun day… I like the other mentors, and, you know, the people who've been there, the people who kind of congregate around that tend to be really like minded folks. And so I really enjoyed hearing them, getting their perspective, learning from them.“

Other times, the Experientialists may see this as an opportunity to learn more about new ventures, technology, or opportunities. As the comment below illustrates, many Experientialists frequently attend these informal mentoring sessions as it allows them to see new ventures and, in turn, learn and grow their knowledge and skills from these entrepreneurs. 
“Yeah, I've probably been just about… God, I think we're at 280 of those [mentoring sessions] or something…. I've probably been to 90% of them. But again, I find it interesting because I'm learning a lot about different kinds of companies.”
[bookmark: _heading=h.3jtnz0s]
Second, unlike Experientialists who engage in the Mentoring phase to learn, Altruists see this stage as an opportunity to advise and help the entrepreneur or local community meet their respective goals and motivations. As the comment below notes, mentoring allows angel investors to give back to entrepreneurs even if they do not enter the formal investment process. 
“Mentoring I've enjoyed for a long time. I'll continue to do that as time permits because I just think it's a good give back helping folks… I'd like to be more involved in the sourcing of deals and kind of bringing things to [the group’s] attention.”

In addition to giving back to entrepreneurs, other Altruists, as shown in the comment below, see mentoring as giving them the ability to contribute to their local community and promote the area's economic development for more small businesses to develop.
“I believe very deeply in promoting the economic development of this region and doing my very small part to do that. And I think all the studies show that economic growth and job creation is fundamentally done via small businesses. It's not the [large companies] of the world. I think that long term, we're going to make for a vibrant, continued, vibrant MyCity ecosystem.”

Stage 1: Formal Funding Application and Pre-Screening
While many of the ventures that participate in mentoring may not progress to a funding application, for a venture to enter the formal investment process, ventures must first submit an application which goes under a Pre-screening phase. This stage does not typically involve angel investors but rather an analyst or someone in an administrative role who goes through the applications from formal channels, such as the website, with information such as a pitch deck of their venture idea (including information on their customers, financials, and market opportunity) submitted with their application. InvestFund receives between 150 to 175 formal applications a year (i.e., an average of 12 to 15 a month), which are reduced by, on average, 85 percent before moving to the next stage (Screening). As the comment from the group administrator below alludes to, the vast majority of these opportunities do not progress because 1) the venture does not meet the mission statement or industry focus of the investment group, 2) the entrepreneur did not complete the application, or 3) the pitch deck does not have information on the growth potential of the venture.
“The pre screening questionnaire that we have kind of helps us weed out right away, because there are people that apply that just are doing sort of lifestyle oriented businesses or in some cases, you can tell by the application that they really have little or no experience in the space… There are other things that I look at; like one of the questions that we ask in the pre-screening questionnaire is what do you expect your salary to be after you're funded? And if that number is extraordinarily high, then that one gets thrown out of the stock. And we want to see that founders have put in their own money. So there's a series of things that I look at that helps me determine whether or not we want to move it forward.”

This can be thought of as a formal human resource (HR) process, where the HR administrator must select the applicants who make it through initial criteria to be presented to the hiring manager (Huselid, 1995). Once these ventures have been narrowed down, they are moved to the Screening stage. 
Stage 2: Screening 
Of the ventures that progress to the Screening Stage, a team of typically 4 to 5 angel investors will evaluate the venture. The Screening team must commit about 1-2 hours per venture for the Screening process and complete a report about the pros, cons, and ultimately a recommendation on whether the entrepreneur should proceed to the Formal Pitch stage. During the Screening meeting, the entrepreneur is required to present an informal pitch and answer questions from the Screening team. This is an important step for the angel investor group, as it is where a large portion of ventures are weeded out by angel investors (rather than the group administrator), making it a decision point that angel investors view as critical, as noted by the comment below.
“So you've got to ask yourself, is it important [for the venture] to go through the gate? Well, if they don't get through the screening, they're not going to get to the next step. So to the extent that they can get through screening, that's an important decision.”

Our findings suggest that the most engaged angel investors in this stage are Experientialists and Adaptists. First, Experientialists are drawn to participate in this stage of the investment process as they have the desire to learn, and this stage presents them with the opportunity to build on self-oriented goals and motivations, such as seeing innovations and ideas and engaging in personal and professional growth via learning new things. As the comment below notes, Experientialists enjoy this stage to see new and innovative ideas and experience excitement for learning about new technology that does not yet exist in the market. 
“I find screening is much more fun. due-diligence, you get into the weeds and it gets more difficult. Screening is much more like Shark Tank. You know, you've got to make a decision, quick yay or nay, and you look at what you have and come to a conclusion. So I really do enjoy the screening.”

Further, Experientialists frequently engage in this part of the process to learn about new industries and areas they still need to become familiar with. Because there is no formal process or milestones that Experientialists in Screening need to address (just pros, cons, and recommendations to proceed or not), Experientialists that want to learn are typically drawn to engaging in this stage as it allows them to think critically, and build their base of knowledge to make a more informed decision.
“Screening seemed to be a very easy entry point to learn. I mean, you're committing an hour and a half to 2 hours here and there and getting to see deals, learn how to assess deals with people who have done it before, and you get a variety as well of deals that you see. So it was a great training ground.”

The other prototype that is highly involved in this stage is Adaptists. This is because this stage also allows them to engage with others in the group. This is valuable to Adaptists as it gives them exposure to individuals in the group and their working dynamics to meet their investing goals and motivations. As the comment below mentions, certain angel investors will devote their time to helping others in the group learn about investing and develop their own skill sets.
“The way he worked with me as a newbie on some of this stuff was simply amazing. And I let him know… how impressed I was and how happy I was with the support. And I really appreciated it… I mean, there are some pretty arcane stuff in term sheets. So I'd have to be bouncing this stuff off of [him] and saying, okay, help me understand why this is on the term sheet, what our position is, and whether it is a negotiable or non-negotiable. And he just sailed it... He sailed me right through it. Now I have great expertise.”

Further, Adaptists engage in this stage as it lets them vet the ventures that will eventually be presented to the larger group in the Formal Pitch stage. By engaging in this stage, they are better able to ensure less conflict when an entrepreneur presents their venture to the larger group. As the comment below notes, there is pressure for Adaptists to ensure that the choice they make is the one that is best for the group at that stage of the process.
“So I guess somebody could look at that and say, Wow, you're really letting four people make really, really important decisions for you. And that's true. And screening is: is it really worth our time to spend with these people or not? So it's not investing. Is it worth the investment in time to bring it before the entire group and then see if we want to go into due-diligence?”

Stage 3: Formal Pitch
Of the 20 to 25 ventures annually evaluated in the Screening Stage, only 10 to 15 will be invited for a formal pitch (i.e., only 50-60 percent of ventures from Stage 2 are invited to pitch). In the Formal Pitch stage, the entrepreneur is invited to present their venture to the entire InvestFund membership, with typically an average of 50 to 70 angel investors in attendance. Each venture is given 30 to 45 minutes to present, and angel investors typically see 1 to 2 formal pitches by entrepreneurs at each meeting. Because of the short time angel investors spend with an entrepreneur and hearing about their venture, angel investors must make decisions quickly without spending much time vetting the venture. This stage is where the majority of existing research on angel investor decisions focuses (Colombo, 2020; Drover et al., 2017; Roccapriore et al., 2021b), as this can be a make-or-break decision for angel investors, as noted below.
“Even though the idea may be the best thing since sliced bread, if they can't effectively pitch it, if they can't communicate, if they aren't really good presenters, they're not going to be a good fundraiser for that company.”

Because the Formal Pitch stage is quick, it requires minimal effort on the angel investor's part and is a stage where entrepreneurs have limited time to present or address questions by the angel investor (typically, the question and answer portion lasts about 15 minutes) (Imhof & Collewaert, 2018). Although this stage is shorter than the other stages, Investigators and Altruists are both very engaged at this stage as it allows them to evaluate the entrepreneurs to determine if they will enable the angel investors to meet their investment goals. 
First, Investigators are drawn to this stage because it allows them to evaluate if the entrepreneur can deliver on their promises for the Investigator to get a return on their investment. As the comment below notes, the Pitch stage allows the angel investor to evaluate the entrepreneur and determine if they are coachable enough to be receptive to feedback from angel investors and transparent enough in their responses to comments so Investigators can believe that they will execute on their promises. 
“I would want a person who is sophisticated enough to say, I don't have all the answers. But I have a process of getting them, a network of people to advise me on it. And it'll be worth it.”

Further, because Investigators are concerned with ensuring they have the greatest odds of a return on their investment, they tend to rely on more objective information over subjective information, as noted in this comment about how other angel investors rely more on their gut feel rather than the numbers and facts that they are presented with. 
“Trust the facts and not the instincts. Review the data. Look at the numbers, push that sort of gut feel aside, don't ignore it, but really downplay… [You say] Oh, this is super, you know, because it's easy to get a good entrepreneur. They'll get you to drink the Kool-Aid, right? They'll get you geared up, psyched out. This is going to be the best one ever… But you got to step aside from that and look at the fundamentals: are the terms correct? Is the corporate structure right? Have taken money at ridiculous valuations? You know, all of the details that diligence hopefully will provide, that say... Is it a good deal? And because you can have a wildly successful company, And if you didn't make a good deal, it doesn't really benefit you. So all the pieces have to be in place, and it's easy to get caught up in the enthusiasm… But it's really important to do the hard work in advance .”

Altruists are also highly engaged in this stage as it allows them to evaluate the entrepreneur or to see how the opportunity can lead to greater economic and community development. The majority of the attributes that influence Altruists in this stage revolve almost entirely around the entrepreneur themselves, as the Formal Pitch stage allows them to better understand and form perceptions about the entrepreneur's coachability, trustworthiness, and integrity through the way they talk about the idea, business model, business partners, or the way they respond to questions. Because Altruists are motivated to help people, they want to work with entrepreneurs who are receptive to feedback, indicating a preference for coachable and adaptable entrepreneurs. As the comment below notes, Altruists typically find that their most memorable investments are those in which they think the entrepreneur has the characteristics that will allow the Altruist to develop and help them achieve their own goals. 
“After a while you start to realize what's truly important. And probably the number one thing is the people… I think I commented on this as like the jockey more than the horse sometimes. Well, yeah, it's the old adage of, you know, you want an A team and it's really hard to find A teams in startups. There's a certain kind of personality.”

Further, angel investors who are Altruists also frequently seek to help others, even if it puts their ultimate financial capital at risk. For example, as the comment below notes, Altruists rely on their self-belief that by investing and offering entrepreneurs financial and social resources, they are fulfilling a personal or moral mission to help others.
“I get really involved and helpful with each ventures more than InvestFund because there are young entrepreneurs that don't understand the go to market nuances. So I'm able to help them and even introduce them sometimes.”

Stage 4: Due-diligence
While most ventures that formally present to InvestFund's angel investors move to the Due-diligence stage of the investment process, it is still a rather time-intensive process for angel investors. This stage involves a deep dive into the venture's financials, discussions with customers, review of regulatory requirements, and more in order to validate the claims made by the entrepreneur in their formal pitch. For Due-diligence, InvestFund recruits a team of 5 to 7 angel investors to volunteer their time to conduct these deep dive analyses, across a four to six week time intensive process, with most angel investors on the Due-diligence team individually spending 20 to 40 hours per venture and the Due-diligence lead typically spending more than twice that much, as noted by the comment below.
“It really is not an insignificant amount of work, usually takes 5 to 6 weeks, sometimes more, to get through everything we want to get through in enough depth to make a good decision.”

Given the magnitude of the time and cognitive effort requirements of this stage of the investment process, angel investors are more oriented to using the information they have and validating it through multiple means. As such, the two angel investor types most involved in this stage are Investigators and Adaptists. 
First, Investigators choose to engage in the Due-diligence stage as it presents them with the opportunity to validate that the entrepreneur has the tools and capabilities to enable the Investigator to receive a return on their investment. Investigators seek to leverage their personal experiences and skills to ensure they can have a hand in the decision-making process and receive an ideal return on their investment. Whereas more subjective and informal processes may have helped an entrepreneur move through earlier stages of the investment process, Investigators value the rigor of the Due-diligence process even though it is time intensive, as they believe it helps them avoid mistakes that others may make in the Mentoring, Screening, and Formal Pitch stages. As the comment below notes, Investigators frequently compare the Due-diligence stage and earlier stages, saying how more subjective things may be used in the Screening stages but would be negatively perceived in the Due-diligence stage.
“When we dug in... The financials made no sense at all… And then as we dug in, you started to see the limitations. And there's also sometimes that you'll have a situation where [in] due-diligence… the customer tells you something like, well, I'm not really using this as my primary solution… And sometimes in a few situations, the founder doesn't know that.”

Investigators also focus less on the entrepreneur's character (where Altruists focus) and more on the venture and the market. Investigators view the market as more stable and more easily predictable regarding changes. As noted in the comment below, they believe that the subjectivity of the entrepreneur makes their decision riskier and less likely to result in an ideal return on investment.
“I know sometimes something gets passed through because someone wanted some diversity thing. But if you took the diversity part out of it, it would have been something that you would have said no to. And that that sometimes troubles me, that the fund sometimes is looked at as almost like a grant. You know, the company isn't going to be successful. You vote no. But enough people voted yes because they thought it was a good cause per-say.”

Adaptists are also prominent in this stage because they can ensure that the Due-diligence process operates harmoniously by managing the expectations and interactions of other angel investors. Adaptists often choose to lead (i.e., be the main person in charge of executing meetings) the Due-diligence process for a venture, as it allows them to request particular people to volunteer.[footnoteRef:13] As such, they will choose to participate in this stage to ensure that the group of people that volunteer can be managed to ensure less conflict among Due-diligence team members, as noted below. [13:  While the ​​angel investor who leads the team may invite particular people on a Due-diligence team, other angel investors can also volunteer to be involved before and after the lead volunteers.] 

“It's a very short list… that I wouldn't want to work with after one due-diligence with them. Because either they don't follow through. It's usually... That's almost always it. Because we're all relying on other people to get stuff done. So it's either they don't follow through or they don't penetrate whatever it was they were supposed to penetrate to a sufficient level.”
[bookmark: _heading=h.1yyy98l]
In addition, Adaptsists see this stage as one in which they can ensure that all group members' desires are met by their ultimate Due-diligence decision, which will result in a funding decision (or not). By participating in this stage, they are in a position that allows them to avoid discordant opinions and viewpoints from other angel investors who may not have been involved in the Due-diligence process for a particular venture, as noted below.
“We can disagree on a particular company. I mean, with now 200 people, you're never going to get 200 people to agree, right? So you've got to take everybody's feedback into account.”

Table 13 provides additional illustrative quotes by stage of the investment process, as discussed by the predominant prototypes that are involved in each stage. 
Prototype Evolutions
As noted earlier, with Adaptists who change their behavior in the short term to maintain group cohesion, the other three prototypes may also have long-term evolutions from their primary prototype as the angel investor's tenure with investing or within the group increases. We do not find that Adaptists evolve long-term, since they make short term changes to facilitate 

Table 13: Additional Illustrative Quotes by Stage from Interviews
	Mentoring
	· “I [was going to mentoring because] think it's great... It's a great program. Interesting. Fun. But I also knew that it is a feeder for InvestFund. So that's a reason to go also to [build the pipeline].” -Expertientialist
· “I mean, I've still been involved in a mentoring every once in a great while if it had something that was where I could add value, that sort of thing. So I've been in the MyCity startup community since 1998, so I'm one of the gray hairs at this point.” -Altruist
· “I knew at that point one of the first things I wanted to do was to join InvestFund to invest in, work with, coach, mentor entrepreneurs because I had also been involved in the entrepreneurial ecosystem in MyCity [because] that ecosystem was experiencing a real renaissance. And I got a chance to see how MyCity was doing a increasingly good job of attracting talented entrepreneurs into MyCity, because that was obviously a great thing for economic development. And working with entrepreneurs is fun and cool” -Altruist

	Screening
	· “Think about that, though. That's very subjective. Which is why in screening, it's good to have more than 2 to 3 people… You generally, I think, get a better result with people looking at it from multiple vantage points. And different sets of experience makes for a better screening.” -Experientialist 
· “I think in screening you really have to look at the whole package, and if you don't do that, then you probably run the risk of missing something or not being comprehensive in the questions you ask and the responses that you're getting. And you may miss things if you do it that way. So I try not to try to be much more of a generalist in the screening process than typically what we do in due diligence is we get bucketed into more of an area of specialization to focus on on the due diligence team. And that's not that's precisely not what we're doing in screening. We're trying to be general. Now typically we'll have somebody like [another angel investor] in the room who's a finance person and that's really helpful in a screening because he always focuses on what's the valuation. Does the valuation make sense, the pre money valuation, how much are they raising? And he has that sort of standard set of questions that he asks. But I've done enough screening with him now that if he's not on the screening committee, I can approximate most of those questions and at least get a response that he would have gotten hopefully in the process. Because I've done so many with him.” -Experientialist
· “I've been involved in 27 or 28 screening teams I think. The thought process approach really influences the team dramatically - those thought process differences or maybe those different vantage points or that more instinctive versus more systematic thought processes. I think if there's a good team dynamic, and I haven't been in a team where there hasn't been a good team dynamic, those get pieced together pretty well. And you know, the nice thing is we're not out here trying to compete for the next position in corporate America. We're trying to make sure that our members get a good investment in a company we have confidence in.” -Adaptist


*Emphasis added to indicate stage of process. 
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Table 13 Continued
	Formal Pitch
	· “In general, I think you're looking at [a company] there are some that they just don't even make sense. So, you know, so they have to kind of pass the "make sense." You know, like I can actually see that there could be a market for this and [there’s] some reason to believe that their business model will work. The one pitch that they decided not to go forward with last week… So the thing is one of the people on this [team] had a friend… who just made a phone call afterwards and said ‘oh, we already have something like that.’”  -Investigator
· “Yeah, it definitely does [influence my next decisions going forward of what I pay attention to in pitches]. After a while you start to realize what's truly important. And probably the number one thing is, and one of the reasons I like [certain companies] is the people. You've got to believe in those managers. A good way to think about it is would I like working for this person? Would I believe in their leadership? Would I believe that they've got the intellectual capacity to do this? And if you can't really feel yourself in that role, then why would others, right? So I like the jockey more than the horse sometimes.” -Altruist

	Due-Diligence
	· “We are relying on the work of others to make those investment decisions. And that's why it's really important to have consistent processes, procedures… people sort of following the book in terms of doing it the way that we want it to be done, so we can rely on the results. Up until years ago… If I were running a diligence team, I'd kind of look at my notes and resources and think about what I thought we should ask. And it was much less rigorous and much less consistent. And I think that now our reporting… allows us to much more easily draw comparisons between deals and say this deal objectively looks better than this other deal for these reasons.” -Investigator
· “What I focus on primarily is finance… We do have from time to time, like we have other people with a background in finance and when a couple of us can get on the team… if you have two finance guys looking at something, one of them is always going to see something that the other one doesn't. You're trying to do due diligence. You're trying to go through some of the past financial stuff. You're trying to talk to them about their projections. There's a lot of stuff going on. And so if you get a couple of three guys and you kind of all come to the same conclusion. That's good. I feel comfortable with that.” -Adaptist
· “I think everybody's got their own toolbox. Everybody's got a tendency when we get into a problem or question or due diligence. I've got my toolbox. It's the things I've learned over my lifetime that are different than somebody else's. Their toolbox is different, but when they get into the same type of situation, they pull out their toolbox. So I think over time people get used to knowing, okay, I know what his toolbox is probably going to look like. And so you kind of get out and work on your tools together.” -Adaptist


*Emphasis added to indicate stage of process. 



group cohesion. Our findings suggest that while an individual angel investor could portray aspects of different prototypes, their central prototype is the one that drives the majority of their decisions, with the others playing supporting roles. Yet evolution happens as angel investors evolve their behavior over time to become less specific to one particular type and instead shift slightly to a mix of their primary prototype and the Experientialist prototypical behaviors.[footnoteRef:14]  [14:  It is important to note that while evolutions involve prototype shifts, we do not find any angel investors who make significant or stark moves from Investigator to Altruist or vice versa.] 

For example, Altruists can engage in more Experientialistic behaviors. This frequently happens when the Altruist has engaged with the entrepreneur prior to the formal application and found out something novel about the venture that they must learn to help the entrepreneur, whether from a formal recommendation or informal advice. For example, as the comment below by an Altruist notes, these angel investors see this as an opportunity to further help the entrepreneur.
“I tend to volunteer for due-diligence and often will take side cars on things that interest me. Maybe it's the person or the management style of the person. Maybe it's just the industry or specifically the initiative they've created. But if it's interesting, I tend to go there and I try to challenge myself in going into things that are not in my sweet spot. I don't know a lot about cybersecurity, for example, so I'm working on a couple of things there right now that are going to force me to have to learn.”

Similarly, Investigators can engage in more Experientialistic behaviors if they feel learning about a new innovative idea or industry will allow them to make a better, more objective decision. As one of the Investigators notes in the comment below, these angel investors believe prior investments provide an opportunity to learn and avoid potential future losses. 
“Yeah, that's one of the lessons learned is, you know, making some of these early sidecars and some of them... I just took some flyers, you know, I could afford it. And so I'm just going to see how this works.”

Experientialists can also exhibit more Altruist or Investigator behaviors. This may also happen simply due to the age of the angel investor. For example, an angel investor may join the group as an Experientialist with a desire to learn but may shift over time to become more motivated to help entrepreneurs and the community, given increases in their age (Mitteness et al., 2012a), prior experience (Huang, 2018), or interactions with other angel investors or entrepreneurs (Mason et al., 2019). These changes can also happen due to a major life event (e.g., changing careers, retiring, or the birth of a child). These life events have been previously shown to result in changes to individuals and their decision-making (Morgeson et al., 2015), which we also find to be the case with angel investors. For example, this can be due to the life goals and motivations of angel investors evolving as they go through their life (e.g., someone 75 years old likely makes investing decisions differently than a 35-year-old, given the time it takes to see a return on their investment). This is further shown by the comment from an Experientialist, who talked about changing their investing focus as he got older, and life events influenced his approach to handling his time spent on investing activities. 
“Well, when you're young, you are building, you're saving… you looked at your watch and you needed to be home because one of the kids was having a recital or something like that, and you weren't finished with your work. Now, for me, I got time. [And] I think about the people... A lot of my friends have been practice leaders for accounting firms like the Deloittes and so forth, or they've been practice leaders for law firms. You can't tell me that they're eager to stay there until they're 70, 75 years old, unless they've got nothing going on on the outside.”

[bookmark: _Toc128994769]5. Discussion
Through this process model of angel investor types, we contribute to research on angel investors and funding, decision-making, and the ongoing request for more process-based and 
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Figure 6: Process Model of Angel Investor Types
temporally- and relational-dynamic implications of entrepreneurial phenomenon (Shepherd, 2015). We outline the theoretical contributions and implications before discussing the practical implications our typology and process model in Figure 6 provides. 
Theoretical Contributions and Implications
First, we contribute to the literature on angel investors and funding decisions. Our findings indicate substantial heterogeneity in angel investors based on their motivations, goals, and relational dynamics. This is important for two reasons. First, few studies to date account for the role of angel investors' individual differences. While some research accounts for their backgrounds (e.g., experience, nationality, social trust) (Ding et al., 2015; Valliere & Peterson, 2003; Van Osnabrugge, 2000; Warnick et al., 2018), most do not account for angel investors’ motivations and goals and the influence this has on their decision-making (see Mitteness et al., 2012a and Vazirani et al., 2023 for exceptions). This lack of research complicates our knowledge of angel investor funding decisions, as our findings show that there are key differences among angel investors that influence their decision-making. This effect is compounded by the fact that angel investors are investing more in groups than individually (Mason et al., 2019), indicating that these individual differences likely play a role in group decisions. Thus, this contributes to the extant literature as an investor-centric approach explains differences in the decisions of individual angel investors within an investment group based on their specific prototype as well as the stage of investment being considered. Moving forward, researchers need to account for this heterogeneity when studying investor decisions, specifically how the angel investor's motivations and goals (or angel investor prototype) influence their engagement in the process and their decisions concerning which ventures advance through the investment process, given these differences. Second, the extant literature focuses primarily on the pitch stage (Roccapriore et al., 2021b). Our findings show that different types of angel investors participate at different stages of the investment process, leading to different decisions on who progresses to the next stage. For example, while prior studies have found that angel investors rely on gut feel when making decisions (Huang, 2018; Huang & Pearce, 2015; Mitteness et al., 2012b), this may be driven by the fact that the Pitch stage is where Altruists choose to engage. This typical focus on the Pitch is thus insufficient; researchers need to start examining the entire investment process holistically to truly understand the ultimate investment (or not) decision. While this may present challenges, given that it is notably harder to capture all of the decisions being made by the varying individuals involved, if we look only at the Pitch, our results may be dominated by whichever prototypes are most active at that given stage. 
Second, we contribute to the literature on decision making under uncertainty. The extant literature to date assumes that investor decision making under uncertainty consists solely of the ultimate investment decision (Huang, 2018; Huang & Pearce, 2015). However, this does not account for other, equally pertinent decisions, since these precursor decisions - like decisions to engage across the investment process - all lead to the ultimate investment decision. By studying the ultimate funding decision (Huang & Pearce, 2015; Roccapriore et al., 2021a; Sanchez-Ruiz et al., 2021), we are ignoring the decisions that lead up to that, and how those prior decisions, an individual’s motivations, and their ongoing interactions influence that ultimate decision. By explaining how individual goals, motivations, and relational dynamics influence their approach to particular decisions, we can better understand why particular individuals make the decisions they do under situations of high uncertainty. In addition, while acknowledging the importance of time in these uncertain decisions (Steel & Konig, 2006), the role of relational dynamics has been largely ignored. Thus, to understand angel investor group decisions, we need to more holistically understand which types of angel investors are involved at which stage of the process, as this may drastically change the overall motives and decisions of the group making each set of decisions (e.g., the Due-diligence team). Specifically, as our findings show, differences in prototypes drive important factors such as where they choose to engage, the way in which they make decisions (e.g., whether to engage, if a venture or entrepreneur should progress to the next stage), and the relational factors that influence this. Thus, we provide evidence that these relational dynamics influence not only the types of decisions made but also when they are made, lending support for calls for more temporal aspects in this body of literature (Steel & Konig, 2006). This is important because this engagement likely changes the ultimate decisions made in each stage, as well as the feedback, instruction, and coaching that ventures receive when they move through the process and ultimately receive (or not) funding (Croce et al., 2021; Mitteness et al., 2012b; Svetek, 2022). 
Third, we contribute to the literature on temporal and process dynamics in entrepreneurship (Shepherd et al., 2015). As we show, particular angel investors differ in their decision-making in the short term due to their relational targets (i.e., Adaptists) but can also change their decision-making style through prototype evolutions over time given particular life changes (e.g., Altruists becoming more Experientialists). This gives researchers a better understanding of the factors that are part of angel investor decision-making processes (Edelman et al., 2021; Huang, 2018; Huang & Pearce, 2015; Sanchez-Ruiz et al., 2021) and allows us to understand the lived experiences of angel investors across investment stages and over time (Bansal et al., 2018). For example, since Adaptists are motivated to ensure group cohesion, they may be less likely to make risky decisions (e.g., voting to move something forward in the process in an unfamiliar industry vertical) if they think that decision could negatively impact other angel investors in the group. Our findings of the existence of different prototypes, along with their motivations, guide research moving forward to explore the influence of these prototypes and when their decision-making tactics may change (e.g., when will an Adaptist vote against the group decision in favor of their own preference?).
Practical Contributions and Implications
Understanding the existence of different types of angel investors and where they typically are engaged in the investment process provides insights to entrepreneurs on what information they should focus on when interacting with angel investors at different stages of the investment process. For example, entrepreneurs engaging with angel investors in the Mentoring phase need to ensure they are tailoring their requests for feedback and assistance to the Altruists and Experientialists that are typically most actively engaged in this stage. This could be saying things such as "I need help on these financials, as I find them challenging" for Altruists and talking about the new areas and innovations the technology may be creating to accommodate Experientialists. Similarly, when interacting with angel investors in the Due-diligence stage of the process, entrepreneurs who focus on data and take the initiative to provide concrete, objective information to angel investors may better facilitate interactions with Investigators. 
Our findings are also important for investment groups (Mason et al., 2019), in understanding the variation among their angel investors in terms of their goals and motivations as well as how and where they typically engage in different stages of the investment process. For example, while Altruists are highly engaged in the Mentoring phase (e.g., helping the entrepreneur with his or her pitch deck), they may not be engaged in the Due-diligence phase. This has implications for the entrepreneurs moving through the process since they may expect a greater time commitment and guidance from the angel investors during the process, given their initial interactions with Altruists, but they may not receive such guidance from Investigators typically involved in Due-diligence. Differences in which types of angel investors are involved in each stage of the process could also violate the expectations of angel investors. For example, since Experientialists are highly engaged in Screening, they may expect that when they engage during the Mentoring phase, they will have the same learning opportunities they did in the Screening stage. However, this may not be the case, given that the individuals they will have the opportunity to interact with may be different since angel investors interact more with entrepreneurs in Mentoring and with other angel investors in Screening. These different interactions naturally create different environments to learn, given the expertise of the individuals they are interacting with. Further, our findings provide insights into how investor decision-making is not a static, one-time scenario but a dynamic process made up of multiple players at different points in time. In addition, we found that angel investors often do not realize what signals from entrepreneurs they attend to the most or how their own background influences their decision criteria, as the comment from right after one of our interviews shows below. 
“It feels like I've sat down with a psychiatrist for the last hour and 15 minutes, you know, learning things about myself that I had never really thought of.”

Through the findings of this study, we help angel investors understand that their perceptions differ across investment stages. We also show that by understanding the heterogeneity within investment groups, investment groups may be able to structure their "volunteer army" in a way that allows all of the prototypes to engage across the different stages. For example, while not typically as motivated to participate in the Screening phase, Investigators could be helpful in this stage to help weed out investment opportunities that may not have as much potential as Experientialists and Altruists may want to believe they do. Investigators may be able to bring their "jade-colored glasses" to a stage where rose-colored ones typically reign in order to facilitate stronger and more comprehensive investment decisions and avoid potentially flawed ones (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). Similarly, Altruists may be beneficial in the Due-diligence phase in managing an entrepreneur's ability to ultimately obtain an investment. Since Altruists see investing as an opportunity to give back, and because Due-diligence is a long-term and in-depth process, it could give the Altruist ample opportunity to engage and ensure the entrepreneurs have what they need. For example, providing them with guidance on financials in their initial investment could help entrepreneurs' performance following investment (Collewaert et al., 2021) or better allow them to obtain follow-on investment from others (Guler, 2007).
Limitations and Future Research Directions
Although this study provides insights into angel investor decision-making across the investment process, it has several limitations that provide opportunities for future research. First, while we interviewed almost 15 percent of the total membership of the angel investor group, we do not know how representative those interviewed are relative to the larger membership. Second, the group used was a hybrid group (i.e., club and fund) which could differ from other groups in terms of decision-making. However, given our validation of findings with other angel investor groups, this typology appears consistent, notwithstanding group size or group type. Nevertheless, future research that quantitatively tests these relationships should control for these effects, as they still may have an influence on angel investor decision-making across different groups.
Third, while the lead author was immersed in the group for over a year, this short time frame prevented us from following the very long-term evolution of prototypes (over years instead of months) as it occurred. Instead, we relied on angel investors' reflections and recollections of past decisions and long-term changes to explain this evolution. Future research could take an individualized and longitudinal approach to understand how each prototype changes over the long term. For example, this could be understanding changes to prototypes, such as if Experientialists are a more temporary or short term prototype that changes to either Investigators or Altruists after their desire to learn is satisfied. A daily diary study may provide insights into how day-to-day interactions influence the engagement decisions of different angel investors and how these decisions change over time for each of the prototypes. 
Lastly, given our focus on angel investor group interactions, we do not account for actual venture investments as they go through the process and with what return. To understand the entire investment process (i.e., Screening, Formal Pitch, Due-diligence), future research needs to look at angel investor decision-making by prototype over time to determine if and where angel investors' goals are ultimately met or not and the influence this has on their motivations over time (as one notes in their self-reflection mentioned above). For example, studies that show how different prototypes in a given stage were rejecting or advancing entrepreneurs differently, or how the motivations and goals of different prototypes are impacting decisions on specific ventures, are two avenues that future research could address to build on our findings and prototypes. Further, groups may want to implement an onboarding survey of new members to determine these angel investor prototypes when they join, so they can better suggest opportunities for them to be engaged in the group at different stages of the investment process. This could further ensure an equal distribution of types across the investment process to prevent decisions from being skewed or biased depending on the number of a particular prototype in any given stage of the process. In order to do this, groups need to first determine what prototype each angel investor in the group is, monitor their involvement at each stage, and then ascertain how these decisions influence ultimate investment outcomes. Thus, future research should take a longitudinal approach, such as a panel study, with a focus on the actual decisions made at each stage of the process, by which prototypes, and how this influences the groups' ability to get the most significant return on their investment when firms are funded. This could help investment groups better understand the efficacy of the decisions within their groups by knowing the structure of the teams (in terms of relevant prototypes based on each angel investor's goals and motivations) involved at each stage of the process. 
[bookmark: _Toc128994770]6. Conclusion
Through this qualitative process study, we develop a typology of angel investors (Investigator, Experientialist, Altruist, and Adaptist) based on their personal goals, motivations, and relational targets and explain where and how these prototyped angel investors engage in the investment process, which determines which entrepreneurs and their ventures progress to ultimately receive funding. We contribute to the literature on angel investors and funding, decision-making, and the role of temporal- and relational- dynamics in entrepreneurial phenomena and provide insights for future research.
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[bookmark: _Toc128994771]CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

Through the two Essays of my dissertation, I contribute to research on entrepreneurial financing and decision-making in several ways. First, I contribute to the literature on entrepreneurial funding, given the findings in Essay 1, by synthesizing the existing literature. Results from Essay 1 indicate that different signals sent by entrepreneurs influence investor funding decisions, with objective signals (e.g., entrepreneurs’ experience, education, social capital) being three times more likely to influence funding decisions than subjective signals (e.g., entrepreneur’s displayed passion, perceived trustworthiness, affective rhetoric). Further, I show that the investor’s background plays a pivotal role in their decisions to fund with investor’s experience and relational orientation explaining 84% more of their decision to fund than the entrepreneur’s signals alone. Further, these findings suggest that angel investors are the only investor type to evaluate signals differently than other investors (i.e., venture capitalists or crowdfunders). This study contributes to the literature by synthesizing prior findings in order to better understand how the relationships between what the entrepreneur does in a pitch and their funding outcomes are also impacted by characteristics of the investor (Shepherd et al., 2015). This is important because substantial prior work focuses primarily on entrepreneurial behaviors and characteristics, and typically includes just a few specific signals entrepreneurs send, which has previously left a disjointed, and at times conflicting, set of findings. By integrating prior work through this meta-analysis, I can compare the relative importance of a large number of factors, including those of both the entrepreneur and investor, as well as differentiate which factors are relatively more important to the decision to invest among different types of investors.
[bookmark: _heading=h.3bj1y38]I also contribute to the area of investor decision making through the typology developed in Essay 2. Here I elaborate on how an investor’s individual factors, including their goals, motivations, and relational targets influence the investor’s decision making across the investment process. As shown in Chapter 2 (Literature Review), most of the literature to date has focused on entrepreneur signals (Colombo, 2020) and takes a static, cross-sectional view of investor decision making. Instead, through developing a dynamic process-based framework of investor decision making, I provide theoretical insights on the factors that influence angel investor decision making and, in turn, its implications. By looking at investors’ decision making more dynamically, we can better understand why investors make the decision to progress a specific venture through the investment process, and how this may influence what ventures ultimate progress to get funding. Further, I provide empirical evidence on 1) how investors differ in their motivations and goals, 2) how these differences influence their engagement at different stages of the investment process, and 3) how this changes their decision making over time. 
[bookmark: _heading=h.1qoc8b1]Comprehensively, these two essays provide many areas for future research to explore. Related to Essay 1, perhaps there are particular types of signals that matter more or less to the angel investor prototypes shown in Essay 2. Given that Altruists are interested in coachability, trustworthiness, and integrity, it begs the question of whether these signals are valued more or less by each prototype, in each stage of the investment process. Given that the findings of Essay 1 illustrates a focus on the pitch stage, and Essay 2 shows this is typically where Altruists engage, it is likely that our extant knowledge on investor decisions is biased (such as their reliance on gut feel; Huang, 2018) given that it may largely be due to one type of angel investor’s decision making style. Taken together this illustrates a lack of understanding in entrepreneurial finance, given the primary focus on not only the entrepreneur and what they do (Bammens & Collewaert, 2014; Ciuchta et al., 2018; Huang, 2018; Mitteness et al., 2012b; Murnieks et al., 2016), but on one stage of the process (i.e., pitch). 
[bookmark: _heading=h.4anzqyu]Second, I contribute to the literature on decision making under uncertainty. While frequently used to understand and explain investor decision making (Carpentier & Suret, 2015; Huang, 2018; Huang & Pearce, 2015), oftentimes these studies take a cross-sectional view, ignoring temporal and relational effects, which have been called for in extant entrepreneurship research (Shepherd, 2015). In addition, minimal research has looked at how individual differences influence investor decision making (Ding et al., 2015; Huang, 2018; Roccapriore et al., 2021a), aside from acknowledging that such differences can create heuristics and accompanying biases (Huang & Pearce, 2015; Maxwell et al., 2011). In Essay 1, I address this by showing how different signals and investor types can influence funding decisions, lending evidence to how individual differences among investors may influence their decisions to invest. This provides avenues for future research to explore how these differences in investor attributes can influence decision making for an entrepreneur. In Essay 2, I illustrate that decision making under uncertainty is a longitudinal process with a temporal component (Steel & Konig, 2006). As shown in Essay 2, each prototype’s decision to engage with a particular stage of the process determines what ventures progress through the investment process. This is important, because what matters to one investor type may not matter to others, and the decision to progress a particular deal may not be the best decision for all investors in the group. Further, while I focus on the individual level of analysis, this does not account for group decisions at the meso-level.  Future research should untangle the perceived uncertainty of the investor at different stages of the process, and in turn how the decisions to engage and to progress a deal influence the outcomes of angel investments, as well as the implications for the investment group. For example, understanding how the decisions made by Experientialists in the Screening stage influence whether a venture ultimately gets an investment, and whether that investment leads to a substantial return for investors, can better guide research on how one decision can influence subsequent ones, and the influence these decision-domino effects have on the entrepreneur, angel group, and ultimate investment outcomes. Further, decision making under uncertainty does not just reflect decisions with financial uncertainty. As shown in Essay 2, decisions also have personal and social implications (Ding et al., 2015; Huang, 2018) which are important to understand, as they can influence the investors’ decisions to engage in the investment process, and ultimately their funding decision. For example, given Adaptists’ motivation to ensure group cohesion, if they make a decision in the Screening stage that creates conflict in the Formal Pitch stage, they potentially may be less likely to recommend the venture for funding in the Due-Diligence stage. Future research needs to explore how each prototype progresses multiple ventures through the process, and their individual decisions to ultimately fund a venture. 
Practically, my dissertation can help investors better understand their decision making processes. Since many investors rely on their intuition when making decisions (Huang, 2018), which can be greatly influenced by their previously formed heuristics and biases (Kahneman, 2003), investors often do not realize what signals from entrepreneurs they attend to the most or how their own background influences their decision criteria. Through the findings of these two Essays, I help investors understand that their perceptions may be flawed (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974) and in turn could have negative repercussions on whether they see a return on their investment. If investors are better able to understand the “baggage” their own background brings to their decisions, and the “blinders” their heuristics play in the decision making process, they may be able to make more informed decisions that result in better investment outcomes.
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[bookmark: _Toc128994774]Table A-1: Essay 1 - Studies Included in Meta-Analysis
	Study
	Journal
	Sample Size (Investment Decisions)
	Investor 
Type
	Data Type
	Entrepreneur Signals[footnoteRef:15] [15:  Variables included for entrepreneur signals and funding outcome columns are the ones used by the authors of the primary study. Classifications for our coding are shown in parentheses with the legend shown at the bottom of the table.] 

	Funding Outcome

	Ahlers, Cumming, Gunther, & Schweizer (2015)
	ET&P
	782
	ECF
	CS
	% Board MBA (OC)
	Funding Amount (FC)

	Allison, Davis, Webb, & Short (2017)
	JBV
	23,918
	RCF
	CS
	Adopted Group Identity (SB)
Portrayal of Dream (SB)
Education (OC)
Experience (OC)
Lead Ent. Race (D)
Lead Ent. Gender (D)
	Funded (FB)
Log Funding (FC)

	Alperovych, Groh, & Quas (2020)
	RP
	88,560
	VC
	CS
	No entrepreneur signals; includes information on investor or firm
	Log of Amount Received (FC)

	Anglin, Short, Drover, Stevenson, McKenny, & Allison (2018)
	JBV
	183,042
	RCF
	CS
	PsyCap (SB)
Created (OC) 
Ent. Experience (OC)
Education (OC)
Backed (OC)
Facebook Friends (OB)
Endorsed (OB)
Ethnicity (D)
Sex (D)
	Success (FB)
Funds Raised (FC)

	Anglin, Wolfe, Short, McKenny, & Pidduck (2018)
	JBV
	187,232
	RCF
	CS
	Narcissistic Rhetoric Ratio and Raw Score (SB)
Experience (OC)
Created (OC)
Facebook Friends (OB)
Racial minority (D)
Female (D)
	Success (FB)
Funds Raised (FC)
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Table A-1 Continued
	Study
	Journal
	Sample Size (Investment Decisions)
	Investor 
Type
	Data Type
	Entrepreneur Signals[footnoteRef:16] [16:  Variables included for entrepreneur signals and funding outcome columns are the ones used by the authors of the primary study. Classifications for our coding are shown in parentheses with the legend shown at the bottom of the table.] 

	Funding Outcome

	Bae & Lee (2020) 
- Study 1: Spinout and Non-spintout
	AMJ
	190,315
	VC
	CS
	Founder Ph.D./M.D. (OC)
	CVC Investment (FC)

	Bae & Lee (2020) 
- Study 2: Spinout
	AMJ
	69,815
	VC
	CS
	Founder Ph.D./M.D. (OC)
	CVC Investment (FC)

	Balachandra, Briggs, Eddleston, & Brush (2019)
	ET&P
	555
	VC
	CS
	Attractiveness (SC)
Sex (D)
	Investor Decision (FB)

	Bammens & Collewaert (2014)
	JOM
	54
	BA
	CS
	Perceived intrateam trust (SB)
	Venture Performance Assessment (FO)

	Barney, Busenitz, Fiet, & Moesel (1996)
	JBV
	205
	VC
	CS
	Industry Experience (OC)
	1st Round Funding (FC)

	Batjargal & Liu (2004)
	OS
	158
	VC
	CS
	Entrepreneurial Team (OC)
	Investment Selection (FB)

	Beckman, Burton, & O'Reilly (2007)
	JBV
	161
	VC
	CS
	Founders with Prior Startup Experience (OC)
	Venture Capital (FB)

	Butticè, Colombo, & Wright, 2017
	ET&P
	20,512
	RCF
	CS
	Previous Successful Campaigns (OC)
Social Capital from Previous Successful Campaigns (OB)
Social Capital from Backing Activity (OB)
External Social Capital (OB)
	Success (FB)

	Calic & Mosakowski (2016) 
- Study 1: Technology
	JMS
	39,451
	RCF
	CS
	Projects Created (OC)
Log of Projects Backed (OC)
Facebook Friends (OB)
	Goal Attainment (FB)
Log of Pledge Amount (FC)

	Calic & Mosakowski (2016) 
- Study 2: Film and Video
	JMS
	31,702
	RCF
	CS
	Projects Created (OC)
Log of Projects Backed (OC)
Facebook Friends (OB)
	Goal Attainment (FB)
Log of Pledge Amount (FC)
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Table A-1 Continued
	Study
	Journal
	Sample Size (Investment Decisions)
	Investor 
Type
	Data Type
	Entrepreneur Signals[footnoteRef:17] [17:  Variables included for entrepreneur signals and funding outcome columns are the ones used by the authors of the primary study. Classifications for our coding are shown in parentheses with the legend shown at the bottom of the table.] 

	Funding Outcome

	Cardon, Mitteness, & Sudek (2016)
	ET&P
	1,966
	BA
	CS
	Enthusiasm (SB)
Entrepreneur Competency (OB)
Preparedness (OB)
	Funding Potential (FO)

	Chan & Parhankangas (2016)
	ET&P
	758
	RCF
	CS
	Radical Innovativeness (SB)
Incremental Innovativeness (SB)
Passion (SB)
Preparedness (OB)
	Average Funding Amount (FC)

	Chan, Parhankangas, Sahaym, & Oo (2020)
	JBV
	756
	RCF
	CS
	Passion (SB)
Preparedness (OB)
Presence of Facebook Friends (OB) 
	Daily Pledged Amount (FO)

	Chan & Park (2015)
	JBV
	86,296
	VC
	CS
	Positive Tone (SB)
Bachelor Degree (OC)
MBA Degree (OC)
Advanced tech. Degree (OC)
Entrepreneurial Experience (OC)
Plan Completeness (OB)
	Favorability of Screening Decision (FO)

	Chan & Park (2013)
	JBV
	8,576
	VC
	CS
	No entrepreneur signals; includes information on investor or firm
	Investment Concentration Index (FO)

	Chen, Yao, & Kotha (2009) 
- Study 1
	AMJ
	126
	VC
	CS
	Passion manipulation (SB)
Education (OC)
Work experience (OC)
Preparedness (OB)
Age (D)
Gender (D)
	Investment Decision (FO)
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	Funding Outcome

	Chen, Yao, & Kotha (2009) 
- Study 2
	AMJ
	159
	Multiple - VC & General Investors
	CS
	Passion (SB)
Education (OC)
Work experience (OC)
Preparedness (OB)
Age (D)
Gender (D)
	Investment Decision (FO)

	Cholakova & Clarysse (2015)
	ET&P
	149
	Multiple - RCF & ECF
	CS
	No entrepreneur signals; includes information on investor or firm
	Pledge 1: Y/N (FB)
Pledge Final: Y/N (FB)
Equity Final: Y/N (FB) 

	Ciuchta, Letwin, Stevenson, McMahon, & Huvaj (2018)
	ET&P
	96
	Multiple - VC & BA
	CS
	Extraversion (SC)
Agreeableness (SC)
Open to Experience (SC)
Neuroticism (SC)
Conscientiousness (SC)
Attractiveness (SC)
Coachability (SB)
Passion (SB)
Competence (OB)
Preparedness (OB)
Age (D)
	Willingness to Invest (FO)

	Clarke, Cornelissen, & Healy (2019) 
- Study 1a
	AMJ
	2,108
	Multiple - General Equity Investors
	CS
	Passion (SB)
Preparedness (OB)
	Propensity to Invest (FO)

	Clarke, Cornelissen, & Healy (2019) 
- Study 2c
	AMJ
	180
	Multiple - General Equity Investors
	CS
	Passion (SB)
Preparedness (OB)
	Propensity to Invest (FO)

	Colombo, Franzoni, & Rossi–Lamastra (2015)
	ET&P
	5,306
	RCF
	CS
	Internal Social Capital (OC)
External LinkedIn (OB)
Individual Male (D)
	Success (FB)
Early Capital (FO)


[bookmark: _heading=h.42ddq1a]Table A-1 Continued
	Study
	Journal
	Sample Size (Investment Decisions)
	Investor 
Type
	Data Type
	Entrepreneur Signals[footnoteRef:19] [19:  Variables included for entrepreneur signals and funding outcome columns are the ones used by the authors of the primary study. Classifications for our coding are shown in parentheses with the legend shown at the bottom of the table.] 

	Funding Outcome

	Colombo & Grilli (2010)
	JBV
	439
	VC
	CS
	Eco Educ (OC)
Tech Educ (OC)
Tech Work Exp (OC)
Com Work Exp (OC)
Other Work Exp (OC)
	VC (FB)

	Courtney, Dutta, & Li (2016)
	ET&P
	17,041,825
	RCF
	CS
	Past Success (OC)
	Success (FB)

	Davis, Hmieleski, Webb, & Coombs (2017)
	JBV
	1,020
	RCF
	L
	Ent. Passion (SB)
Ent. Education (OC)
Ent. Experience (OC)
Preparedness (OB)
Ent. Sex (D)
Ent. Ethnicity (D)
	Investment (FC)
Pred. Success (FO)

	Erzurumlu, Joglekar, Lévesque, & Tanrisever (2017)
	ET&P
	85
	VC
	CS
	Productivity Factor (SC)
	Total Investment Amount (FC)

	Gimmon & Levie (2010)
	RP
	193
	Multiple - General Equity Investors
	CS
	General Tech. Experience (OC)
Education: Masters/Other (OC)
Gender (D)
Founder’s Age (D)
	Ext. Investment (FB)

	Gino, Sezer, & Huang (2020)
	OBHDP
	498
	BA
	CS
	Authenticity (SB)
Catering (SB)
Gender (D)
	Winner (FB)
Likelihood of Taking Forward (FO)
Propensity to Invest (FO)
Likelihood of Success (FO)

	Greenberg & Mollick (2016) 
- Study 1: Women
	ASQ
	410
	RCF
	CS
	Founder Attractive (SC)
Interpersonal Choice (SB)
Female Founder (D)
	Donate - Binary (FB)


[bookmark: _heading=h.2hio093]

Table A-1 Continued
	Study
	Journal
	Sample Size (Investment Decisions)
	Investor 
Type
	Data Type
	Entrepreneur Signals[footnoteRef:20] [20:  Variables included for entrepreneur signals and funding outcome columns are the ones used by the authors of the primary study. Classifications for our coding are shown in parentheses with the legend shown at the bottom of the table.] 

	Funding Outcome

	Greenberg & Mollick (2016) 
- Study 2: Men
	ASQ
	230
	RCF
	CS
	Founder Attractive (SC)
Interpersonal Choice (SB)
Female Founder (D)
	Donate - Binary (FB)

	Greenberg & Mollick (2016) 
- Study 3: Kickstarter
	ASQ
	125,800
	RCF
	CS
	No. Facebook Friends (OB)
	Successful Project (FB)

	Guler (2007)
	ASQ
	3,227
	VC
	CS
	No entrepreneur signals; includes information on investor or firm
	VC’s Investment Amount - Million USD (FC)

	Hallen (2008)
- Study 1: Initial Tie
	ASQ
	218
	BA
	CS
	Entrepreneur Human Capital (OC)
	Investment (FB)

	Hallen (2008) 
- Study 2: Later Tie
	ASQ
	252
	BA
	CS
	Entrepreneur Human Capital (OC)
	Investment (FB)

	Hallen & Pahnke (2016)
	AMJ
	1,278
	VC
	CS
	Entrepreneur Centrality (OB)
	Entrepreneur Recieved Offer (FB)

	Huang, Frideger, Pearce (2013)
	JAP
	180
	Multiple - General Equity Investors
	CS
	Attractiveness (SC)
Collaborative Skill (SB)
Communication Skill (SB)
Interpersonal Influence (SB)
Race (D)
Gender (D)
Age (D)
	Funding Decision (FB)

	Huang, Joshi, Wakslak, & Wu (2020)
- Study 2
	AMJ
	1,284
	VC
	CS
	Gender (D)
	Investment Likelihood (FO)

	Huang, Joshi, Wakslak, & Wu (2020)
- Study 3
	AMJ
	238
	BA
	CS
	Entrepreneur Gender (D)
	Investment Likelihood (FO)
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	Funding Outcome

	Huang & Pearce (2015)
	ASQ
	270
	BA
	CS
	Gender (D)
Age (D)
	Pitch Funding (FB)

	Islam, Fremeth, & Marcus (2018)
	JBV
	256
	VC
	CS
	No entrepreneur signals; includes information on investor or firm
	VC 1 - 2Q (FB)
VC 3 - 4Q (FB)
VC 5 - 6Q (FB)

	Jachimowicz, To, Agasi, Cote, & Galinsky (2019)
	OBHDP
	177
	BA
	CS
	Extraversion (SC)
Authenticity (SB)
Speaker’s Passion (SB)
Female Speaker (D)
Non-White Speaker (D)
	Received Offer (FB)

	Jiang, Wang, Yang, Shen, & Hahn (2020)
	ET&P
	75,075
	RCF
	CS
	Past Projects Created (OC)
Projects Backed (OC)
	Fundraising Success (FB)

	Jiang, Yin, & Liu, (2019)
	AMJ
	51,338
	RCF
	CS
	Average Displayed Joy (SB)
Prior Projects Funded (OC)
Prior Backing Experiences (OC)
	Log Funding Amount (FC)

	Johnson, Stevenson, & Letwin (2018)
- Study 1
	JBV
	41,865
	RCF
	CS
	Number of Friends (OB)
Entrepreneur Gender (D)
	Funding Success (FB)
Financial Backing Received (FC)

	Johnson, Stevenson, & Letwin (2018)
- Study 2
	JBV
	73
	ECF
	CS
	Trustworthiness (SB)
Competence (OB)
Gender Manipulation (D)
	Willingness to Fund: Scale (FO)
Willingness to Fund: $ (FO)
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	Funding Outcome

	Josefy, Dean, Albert, & Fitza (2016)
	ET&P
	53,328
	RCF
	CS
	Project Propinquity (SB)
	Goal Met (FB)
Dollars Pledged (FC)

	Katila, Rosenberger, & Eisenhardt (2008)
	ASQ
	18,168
	VC
	CS
	No entrepreneur signals; includes information on investor or firm
	Likelihood of Corporate Venture Investment (FB)
Financial Resource Need Logged (FC)

	Khoury, Junkunc, & Mingo (2012)
	JOM
	658
	VC
	CS
	No entrepreneur signals; includes information on investor or firm
	Round Investment Logged (FC)

	Kim, Steensma, & Park (2017)
	JOM
	11,658
	VC
	L
	Direct Social Ties (OB)
Indirect Social Ties (OB)
Outside-Sample CVC Investment (OB)
Venture Alliance Experience (OB)
	CVC Investment Deal (FB)

	Li, Chen, Kotha, & Fisher (2017)
- Study 1
	JAP
	440
	RCF
	CS
	Entrepreneurs’ Passion (SB)
	Funding Amount (FC)

	Li, Chen, Kotha, & Fisher (2017)
- Study 2
	JAP
	375
	RCF
	CS
	Displayed Entrepreneurs’ Passion (SB)
Creator(s) Projects Backed (OC)
	Funding Amount (FC)

	Li, Chen, Kotha, & Fisher (2017)
- Study 3
	JAP
	120
	RCF
	CS
	Displayed Passion (SB)
	Willingness to Share (FO)
Intended Funding Amount (FO)

	Li, Duan, & Ransbotham (2020)
	POM
	19,513
	RCF
	CS
	No entrepreneur signals; includes information on investor or firm
	Successful (FB)
Price (FO)
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	Funding Outcome

	Mahmood, Luffarelli, & Mukesh (2019)
	JBV
	10,611
	ECF
	CS
	% of MBA Entrepreneurs (OC)
% Qualified Entrepreneurs (OC)
% of Male Entrepreneurs (D)
	Amount Invested (FC)

	Mannor, Matta, Block, Steinbach, & Davis (2019)
	JOM
	840
	BA
	CS
	Any MBAs on Team (OC)
Functional Depth (OC)
Educational Depth (OC)
Industrial Depth (OC)
Organizational Depth (OC) 
Entrepreneurial Depth (OC)
Alliance Count (OB)
	Potential Investor Evaluation (FO)

	Mitteness, Sudek, & Cardon (2012)
	JBV
	3,502
	BA
	CS
	Perceived Passion (SB)
Entrepreneur Strength (SB)
	Funding Potential (FO)

	Mollick (2014)
	JBV
	3,234,743
	RCF
	CS
	Facebook (OB)
	Success (FB)
Funded (FO)
Pledge/Backer (FO)

	Na Dai (2016)
	JIBS
	25,089
	VC
	CS
	No entrepreneur signals; includes information on investor or firm
	Logged Round Size (FC)
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	Funding Outcome

	Oo, Allison, Sahaym, & Juasrikul (2019)
	JBV
	29,678
	RCF
	CS
	Perceived Entrepreneurial Passion (SB)
Related Experience (OC)
Prior Crowdfunding Success (OC)
Preparedness (OB)
Social capital (OB)
Gender (D)
Ethnicity (D)
	Crowdfunding Performance (FB)

	Pahnke, Katila, & Eisenhardt (2015)
	ASQ
	1,299
	VC
	L
	MD Founder (OC)
PhD Founder (OC)
MBA Founder (OC)
	Funding Amount (FC)

	Pan, Li, Chen, & Chen (2020)
	JBV
	5,849
	VC
	CS
	No entrepreneur signals; includes information on investor or firm
	Investment Amount (FC)

	Parhankangas & Ehrlich (2014)
	JBV
	595
	BA
	CS
	Positive language (SB)
Entrepreneur Strength (SB)
Ingratiation through Opinion Conformity (SB)
Exemplification (SB)
	Business Angel Funding (FB)
Invitation to Present (FO)


[bookmark: _heading=h.1a346fx]

[bookmark: _heading=h.3u2rp3q]Table A-1 Continued
	Study
	Journal
	Sample Size (Investment Decisions)
	Investor 
Type
	Data Type
	Entrepreneur Signals[footnoteRef:25] [25:  Variables included for entrepreneur signals and funding outcome columns are the ones used by the authors of the primary study. Classifications for our coding are shown in parentheses with the legend shown at the bottom of the table.] 

	Funding Outcome

	Parhankangas & Renko (2017)
	JBV
	1,025,328
	RCF
	CS
	Positive Emotion Words (SB)
Collective Language (SB)
Successful Campaigns (OC)
Facebook Friends (OB)
	Funded (FB)

	Park & Steensma (2012)
	SMJ
	722
	VC
	L
	Logged Pre-Funding Number of Alliances (OB)
	CVC Funding (FB)
Logged Total Amount of Funding (FC)

	Petkova, Rindova, & Gupta (2013)
	OS
	976
	VC
	CS
	Identity Development (SB)
Founders’ Startup Experience (OC)
TMT Industry Experience (OC)
Strategic Alliances (OB)
Knowledge Dissemination (OB)
	Level of CVC Funding (FC)

	Plummer, Allison, & Connelly (2016)
	AMJ
	986
	Multiple - VC & BA
	CS
	Managerial Experience (OC)
	Capital Received: Dummy Coded (FB)

	Pollack, Rutherford, & Nagy (2012)
	ET&P
	1,560
	BA
	CS
	Responsiveness to Feedback (SB)
Entrepreneurial Experience (OC)
Preparedness (OB)
	Funding: U.S. Dollars (FC)

	Radoynovska & King (2019)
- Study 1
	OS
	1,341
	RCF
	CS
	Moral Authenticity (SB)
Competence (OB)
	Likely to Contribute (FO)
Max Likely Contribution (FC)
Donation Amount (FC)
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	Funding Outcome

	Radoynovska & King (2019)
- Study 2
	OS
	296
	RCF
	CS
	Moral (SB)
Authenticity - Direct (SB)
Age (D)
	Likely to Contribute (FO)
Max Likely Contribution (FC)
Willingness to Recommend (FC)

	Scheaf, Davis, Webb, Coombs, Borns, Holloway (2018)
- Study 1
	JBV
	32,332
	RCF
	CS
	Experience (OC)
Education (OC)
Reciprocity (OB)
Social Media (OB)
Ethnicity (D)
Gender (D)
	Funding: Y (FC)

	Scheaf, Davis, Webb, Coombs, Borns, Holloway (2018)
- Study 3: Equity
	JBV
	320
	ECF
	CS
	No entrepreneur signals; includes information on investor or firm
	Funding Likelihood (FO)

	Scheaf, Davis, Webb, Coombs, Borns, Holloway (2018)
- Study 3: Rewards
	JBV
	336
	RCF
	CS
	No entrepreneur signals; includes information on investor or firm
	Funding Likelihood (FO)

	Scheaf, Davis, Webb, Coombs, Borns, Holloway (2018)
- Study 3: Controls
	JBV
	336
	RCF
	CS
	No entrepreneur signals; includes information on investor or firm
	Funding Likelihood (FO)

	Shane & Cable (2002)
	MS
	202
	Multiple - VC & BA
	CS
	No entrepreneur signals; includes information on investor or firm
	Financed (FB)

	Skirnevskiy, Bendig, & Brettel (2017)
	ET&P
	32,277
	RCF
	CS
	Previously Created (OC)
Facebook Friends (OB)
	Success (FB)
Early Funds Raised (FC)

	Soublière & Gehman (2020)
	AMJ
	17,440,089
	RCF
	L
	Prior Experience (OC)
	Logged Amount Pledged (FC)
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	Funding Outcome

	Stanko & Henard (2017)
	RP
	1,062,474
	RCF
	CS
	No entrepreneur signals; includes information on investor or firm
	Funding Raised (FC)

	Steigenberger & Wilhelm (2018)
	OS
	2,702
	RCF
	CS
	Pathos Rhetorical Signals (SB)
Logo Rhetorical Signals (OB)
Ethos Rhetorical Signals (OB)
	Resource Goal Achieved (FB)
Resource Contributions (FO)

	Taeuscher, Bouncken, & Pesch (2020)
	AMJ
	77,032
	RCF
	CS
	Projects Backed (OC)
Projects Created (OC)
	Funding (FC)

	Ter Wal, Alexy, Block, & Sandner (2016)
	ASQ
	
	VC
	CS
	No entrepreneur signals; includes information on investor or firm
	Second Funding Received (FB)

	Townsend & Busenitz (2015)
	JBV
	123
	Multiple - VC & BA
	L
	Management Team (OC)
	Total Early Stage Capital (FC)

	Vanacker, Collewaert, & Paeleman (2013)
- Study 1: VC
	JMS
	631
	VC
	CS
	No entrepreneur signals; includes information on investor or firm
	VC Dummy (FB)

	Vanacker, Collewaert, & Paeleman (2013)
- Study 2: Angel
	JMS
	446
	BA
	CS
	No entrepreneur signals; includes information on investor or firm
	Angel Dummy (FB)

	Warnick, Murnieks, McMullen, & Brooks (2018)
	JBV
	992
	Multiple - VC & BA
	CS
	No entrepreneur signals; includes information on investor or firm
	Average Probability of Investment (FO)

	Wiltbank, Read, Dew, & Sarasvathy (2009)
	JBV
	125,598
	BA
	L
	No entrepreneur signals; includes information on investor or firm
	Investment Size (FC)
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	Funding Outcome

	Wry & Lounsbury (2013)
	JBV
	382
	VC
	L
	No entrepreneur signals; includes information on investor or firm
	VC Dummy (FB)
VC Millions (FC)

	Wry, Lounsbury, & Jennings (2014)
	AMJ
	382

	VC
	L
	No entrepreneur signals; includes information on investor or firm
	VC Investment (FB)


	*Codes in parentheses depict (SC) Subjective Signals: Characteristics; (SB) Subjective Signals: Behaviors; (OC) Objective Signals: Characteristics; (OB) Objective Signals: Behaviors; (D) Demographics; Funding Size (FC); Funded (FB); Other Funding Outcomes (FO). VC=Venture Capitalists, RCF=Reward Crowdfunders, BA=Business Angels, ECF=Equity Crowdfunders. CS=Cross Sectional; L=Longitudinal.
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[bookmark: _Toc128994775]Table A-2: Essay 2 - Quotes of Angel Investor Motivations in InvestFund Marketing Materials
	Investigator
	“Angel investing is great, but I wouldn’t do it on my own! What I quickly noticed and love about InvestFund for almost any entrepreneur who comes to pitch, one or more members will have relevant experience. This collective expertise helps us make smarter investment decisions and be better advisors to the companies in which we invest.”

	Experientialist
	“I was new to angel investing and InvestFund provided the resources I needed to get started. The educational sessions provided by the group are especially helpful for diving deeper into specific investing topics, and the opportunity to learn from experienced investors is invaluable.”

	Altruist
	“I had been interested in supporting the startup community for a while, but didn’t know how best to go about it. I took the angel investing course offered by InvestFund and heard about the upcoming formation of the angel group there. So happy that I joined!”
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[bookmark: _Toc128994776]Figure A-1: Essay 2 - External Presentation about Angel Investor Motivations by InvestFund
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