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Abstract

We study the sources of cross-sectional variation in the performance of first-time
venture capital (VC) fund partners. We find that, relative to partners with startup
experience, partners with VC experience are at least 20 percent more likely to invest in
successful deals or start a follow-on fund. We investigate three potential mechanisms
for this finding. Our tests do not support the hypotheses that partners with VC expe-
rience make riskier investments or have better deal-selection skills. Consistent with a
network effect, we show that the higher success rate for partners with VC experience
primarily comes from joining successful syndicates, not from leading successful deals.
Our results suggest that a background in venture capital is an important channel for
the success of first-time venture funds.
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I. Introduction

Prior work has shown substantial persistence in venture fund performance. Kaplan

and Schoar (2005) show that general partners who outperform the industry in one

fund are also likely to outperform in their next fund. Ewens and Rhodes-Kropf (2015)

show that the performance of the fund is largely driven by the individual venture

partners. Their estimates show that the partners’ human capital is two to five times

more important than the VC firm’s organizational capital in explaining performance.

These findings suggest that limited partners who gain early access to funds with

top-performing individual venture founders can earn superior returns for many years.

In this paper we examine which specific attributes of first-time venture capital

(VC) fund founders explain investment success. Specifically, we test whether first-

time funds formed by founders with past venture capital experience are more success-

ful than funds formed by founders with operating experience.1 Anecdotal evidence

suggests that startup founders prefer VC partners who have startup experience. For

example, Brian Chesky, the founder of Airbnb claims that his firm only takes money

from VC firms whose founders started companies in the past, because these VC firms

know how to add value. In a survey of startup founders by TechCrunch, an on-

line newspaper focusing on high tech and startup companies, 80% of the founders’

preferred venture capitalists who had started a company before founding a VC firm.

From Gompers et al. (2020), we know that VC funds create value through deal

sourcing, deal selection, and post-investment monitoring and support services. A first-

time venture fund founder with existing relationships within the VC industry (think of

a spin-off manager from a so-called “mega-fund”) might have better networks through

1 We define operating experience as previous employment as a founder of a startup, and VC expe-
rience as previous employment as a partner-level executive with decision-making power at a VC
firm. For example, we classify XSeed Capital as having neither venture capital nor operating ex-
perience because Micheal Borrus, who founded the firm in 2006, had neither worked in a decision
making role at a VC firm nor started his own company, according to PitchBook’s records and our
search of public web pages.

1
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which to source deals and raise capital for a fund. However, a first-time founder with

prior startup experience might be better at deal selection (due to better intuition for

identifying viable startup founders) and post-investment value-add, especially if she

funds companies in the same industry in which she previously worked.

First-time venture funds are important to study because of their role in the VC

funding landscape. Such funds might be more willing to invest in ideas that estab-

lished VCs consider to be outside the norms of VC-funded projects. For example,

Closed Loop Capital, a first-time fund, wrote the first VC check for Beyond Meat,

which went public in 2019; and Union Square Ventures, another first-time fund, wrote

the first check for Etsy, which went public in 2015. In both cases, more established

VCs had passed on the chance to invest. Consistent with this, Figure 1 shows that

first-time funds wrote the first VC check in 25 of the 100 largest IPOs from 2010 to

2021. In today’s market capitalization, the companies in this figure whose first check

came from a first-time fund are worth $738 billion dollars.

Several recent trends in private markets may have altered the combination of skills

that are important for success in venture capital. For example, there has been a rise

in intermediaries such as business accelerators and angel groups that fund and mentor

early-stage businesses. See, for example, Kerr et al. (2014), Lerner and Nanda (2020),

Gonzalez-Uribe and Leatherbee (2018), Hochberg (2016), and Cohen and Hochberg

(2014). Lerner and Nanda (2020) also note that the investment preferences of mega-

funds such as SoftBank’s Vision Fund and Sequoia Capital Growth Fund III might

shape the investment patterns of early-stage investors. Given the large investments

that these funds make in their portfolio companies, their decision to back a given

company could define which early-stage investors win or lose.

The effects of these trends on our subject are hard to predict ex ante. Accelerators

could help founders with VC experience to select better deals, but they might also

reduce the network advantage of these founders. Mega-funds, on the other hand,

seem likely to back companies in which the early-stage investors are alumni of their
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previous funds or past employees. If this is the case, it would give first-time founders

with venture capital experience a leg up.

To examine which skills are important for success in venture capital, we use Pitch-

book to identify founders of new venture capital firms formed between 2006 and 2017.

Throughout, we define VC experience as previous employment as a partner-level ex-

ecutive with decision-making power at a VC firm, and define operating experience as

previous employment as a founder of an operating firm. We find that relative to fund

founders with startup experience, founders with VC experience are at least 20 percent

more likely to invest in successful deals or to start a follow-on fund. We investigate

three potential mechanisms for this finding.

First, founders with a background in venture capital could simply make riskier

investments. Although riskier investments are more likely to fail, limited partners

who care about the most memorable successful investments could gravitate to them,

irrespective of overall fund risk. Thus, riskier investments by founders with venture

capital experience might increase both the proportion of successful exits and the

probability of raising a follow-on fund. However, we do not find support for this

hypothesis, as founders with a background in venture capital are no more likely to

invest in companies that fail than founders with operating experience are.2

Second, founders with a background in venture capital may have obtained their

previous experience because of their superior deal selection skill. To test this hy-

pothesis, we look for measurable investment skill; specifically, we examine whether

founders with VC experience are more likely to lead deals and whether the deals they

lead are more successful, relative to founders with operating experience. We do not

find support for this hypothesis, as founders with a background in venture capital are

2 Note that exit via IPO or M&A and failure are not the only two possibilities for a portfolio com-
pany. As shown in Table 1 many portfolio companies continue operating without these particular
exits. Thus the measure of failure is not purely the reciprocal of success, and an increase in both
measures is possible at the expense of the intermediate outcome of the firm continuing to operate.
An increase in the probability of both success and failure is therefore likely to represent a riskier
strategy.
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neither more likely to lead deals nor to lead more successful deals.

Third, founders with past venture capital experience could have access to more

potentially successful deals because of connections they developed at their previous

employer. In this case, the increased likelihood of a profitable exit would be driven by

the frequency with which the founders are invited to syndicated investments in firms

that other investors identify as superior. We find that founders with VC experience

are indeed better able to access deals by connected firms, as they themselves come

from connected firms with high degree and eigen-vector centrality.

It is difficult to completely separate the effects of investment skill from connections

made through previous VC experience. In fact, knowing which syndicate to join might

itself be an indicator of investment skill. Nonetheless, our evidence on the investment

performance of deals led appears to largely support the third explanation as the most

plausible driver of better investment performance for first-time founders with VC

experience.

The literature to date has explored how several attributes of individual venture

capital partners relate to their investment success. Examining groups that raised the

first fund between 1980 and 1998, Zarutskie (2010) finds that groups run by managers

with VC or startup experience have a greater fraction of portfolio company exits. Cai

et al. (2012) specifically look at the relationship between the fraction of top executives

(of first and non-first time groups) that started a company in the past and portfolio

company outcomes and conclude that groups with more past founders perform better.

And Dimov et al. (2007) show that group founders with finance expertise make fewer

early-stage investments than founders without such expertise. We contribute to this

literature in three ways.

Our first contribution is to extend this line of inquiry by showing how the rela-

tionship between venture capital human capital and success has changed over time.

Second, contrary to Zarutskie (2010) and Cai et al. (2012), we find no relationship

between experience as an entrepreneur and future success. We find that only expe-
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rience in venture capital is robustly related to future success. Third, we uncover a

mechanism through which experience in venture capital affects success: we show that

first-time funds run by founders with VC experience are more likely to join successful

syndicates and that connected venture firms spawn these founders.

We also contribute to the literature on the effects of networks in venture cap-

ital. Because entrepreneurs have discretion over who funds them, venture capital

managers, unlike mutual fund and hedge fund managers (who mostly invest in pub-

lic markets), may have access to “proprietary deal flow” (investment opportunities

available to some but not all managers), and this access may be greatest for well-

connected managers (Hsu, 2004). Consistent with this, Hochberg et al. (2007) shows

that better-networked venture capital firms are more likely to succeed. We build on

her findings by showing that this network effect is related to the success of first-time

venture capital funds. Specifically, we show that first-time fund founders with VC ex-

perience syndicate deals with better-networked VC firms, and that the network effect

explains venture spawning.

Our work is also closely related to work by Gompers et al. (2005) showing that

new entrepreneurs come from venture-backed companies. Unlike that paper, we fo-

cus on the determinants of new venture firm spawning and show, for the first time,

that connected VC firms spawn new VC fund founders who are likely to be success-

ful. Our findings are consistent with a recent theory, by Akerlof and Holden (2016),

that founders with more connections are more likely to lead successful projects by

leveraging their connections. We also contribute the literature on which factors drive

cross-sectional variation in private equity fund returns (Kaplan and Schoar (2005)).

We show that VC fund founders with a background in venture capital are likely to

have better outcomes, and that this likely results from their access to proprietary deal

flow arising from their previous experience in the VC industry.

More generally, our study is also related to the literature on manager character-

istics that augur success. Two branches of this literature are directly relevant: CEO
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performance evaluation and mutual fund performance evaluation. The CEO perfor-

mance evaluation literature broadly shows that manager identities matter (see, e.g.,

Bertrand and Schoar (2003)) and that manager characteristics and behaviors forecast

future firm performance (see, e.g., Malmendier and Tate (2009), Kaplan et al. (2012),

and Bandiera et al. (2020)). All of these studies rely on detailed data on manager

behaviors. We contribute to this literature by combining data on manager character-

istics with information on idea sourcing. Specifically, we observe deals that are led

and syndicated by first-time VC firms and use this information to identify the likely

sources of the ideas—either VC partners or outside investors. This allows us to isolate

the effect of investment selection from the benefits of network connections in a way

that is novel to the literature.

While much of the mutual fund performance literature has focused on fund char-

acteristics and trading behaviors that forecast future success (see the recent survey in

Berk et al. (2020)), certain manager characteristics, such as educational background,

have received significant attention, as in Chevalier and Ellison (2003) and Gottes-

man and Morey (2006). Huang et al. (2015) and Chen et al. (2018) have also linked

managers’ past work experience to differences in investment style and performance.

Similar to our findings, Cohen et al. (2008) find that mutual fund managers perform

better when they invest in firms where they have board connections. However, Cohen

et al. (2008) link these connections to information transfer, while in the VC setting—

our setting—connectedness may give rise to not only information on, but also the

opportunity to invest in, superior deals. Our setting also differs from the mutual fund

manager literature in that our focus is on first-time VC fund founders. This focus

allows us to more cleanly isolate the effect of background experience from that of

on-the-job learning.
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II. Data and Results

A. Sample Construction

Our sample contains all first-time venture capital group founders in the Pitchbook

database from 2006 to 2017.3 We keep first-time venture capital groups located in

the United States and are not missing data on founding year and fund size.

We hire research assistants to search public web pages for information about the

work history of these founders. Specifically, the research assistants (RAs) inspect

the website of each first-time venture group in our sample to ensure that we have a

complete list of founders. Second, they collect these founders’ work and education

history using online sources such as LinkedIn and the founder’s biography on the

group’s website. Third, for each company the founder worked for before starting the

investment group raising its first venture capital fund, the RAs record the title of the

founder’s previous position. Fourth, they search the web to classify each company as

either a startup, a public company, or a private equity group.

We also collect information on founder’s race, the schools they attended, the de-

grees they obtained, and their gender. Most importantly for our analysis, we collect

information about whether, before starting the group, the founders worked in an oper-

ating role or had previous venture capital experience. We define operating experience

as previous employment as a founder of a startup, and VC experience as previous

employment as a partner-level executive with decision-making power at a VC firm.

Our final sample comprises 759 first-time firm and fund founders, who started 354

firms between 2006 and 2017. We stop our sample in 2017 to allow enough time for

a firm to start a follow-on fund or get a portfolio company exit, our key measures of

success.

3 We keep all executives with the founder keyword in their title.
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B. Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 shows summary statistics for our sample of first-time fund founders and the

funds they started. Panel A shows the individual characteristics of the founders, and

Panel B aggregates the individual information to the fund level.

[Insert Table 1 About Here.]

From Panel A, we see that about 48 percent of founders have past venture capital

experience, 23 percent have operating experience, 12 percent are female, 2.5 percent

are Black or Hispanic, 40 percent hold an MBA, 14 percent hold a Ph.D., 63 percent

have an arts degree (a master’s or bachelor of arts degree), 13 percent graduated from

a foreign university, and 62 percent graduated from a top-20 university (based on the

U.S. News 2021 rankings of business schools).4

Panel B shows the characteristics of first-time funds. Seventy-nine percent of all

first-time founders in our sample start a follow-on fund. The first-time founders lead

about 26 percent of the deals (portfolio company investments) in which the first-time

fund participates. More first-time funds have at least one founder with venture capital

or private equity experience (VC exp) (66 percent) than have at least one founder with

operating experience (Operating exp) (39 percent). On average, 35 percent of funds’

deals are seed-stage, 40 percent are early-stage, and 24 percent are late-stage. The

fraction of deals still operating averages 63 percent, providing an important middle

outcome between success (IPO or M&A, 27 percent) and failure (10 percent). Deals

led are not on average less likely to succeed at 28 percent IPO or M&A.

4 The top 20 universities include Stanford University, University of Pennsylvania (Wharton), North-
western University (Kellogg), University of Chicago (Booth), Massachusetts Institute of Technol-
ogy (Sloan), Harvard University, University of California–Berkeley (Haas), Columbia University,
Yale University, New York University (Stern), University of Virginia (Darden), Darmouth College
(Tuck), Duke University (Fuqua), University of Michigan (Ross), Cornell University (Johnson),
University of California (Anderson), University of Southern California (Marshall), University of
Texas (McCombs), Carnegie Mellon Univeristy (Tepper), University of North Carolina (Kenan-
Flagler), and University of Washington (Foster).
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Table 2 summarizes the characteristics of deals by first time funds, separating

deals by founders with only VC experience (Column (A)), founders with only oper-

ating experience (Column (B)), both types (Column (C)), and neither type (Column

(D)). Several differences are notable and will inform our later analysis. First, deals by

founders with only VC experience are more likely to end in success (IPO or acquisi-

tion) and equally likely to end in failure, relative to founders with neither experience

type, a point we investigate in detail in the next section. Second, founders with VC

experience are more likely to invest in older firms, less likely to invest in seed stage

deals, and more likely to invest in later stage deals, while the reverse is true of founders

with only operating experience. Third, founders with VC experience are more likely

to invest in syndicated deals. Together, these three facts indicate that founders with

VC experience are more likely to be invited to syndicated late-stage deals, which

have a higher probability of success. This suggests a possible mechanism—superior

connections—through which founders with VC experience become more likely to in-

vest in successful deals. We further investigate this possibility below. Finally, founders

with VC experience tend to invest in larger deals. This, too, is consistent with their

being involved in later-stage and syndicated deals.

[Insert Table 2 About Here.]

III. Empirical analysis

In this section we provide the main empirical analysis of the paper. We test whether

founder background is related to future investment success and evaluate several mech-

anisms that may explain the observed differences: investment risk, deal-selection skill,

and connections.
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A. Founder Background and Future Performance

In this subsection we test whether the background experience of first-time group

founders is related to future fund success. We examine how this experience impacts

the likelihood of a profitable portfolio exit, then how it affects the probability of

raising a follow-on fund.

A.1. Is founder background related to future investment success?

We begin our empirical analysis by testing whether a founder’s background is

related to the future success of their investments. The first test is a direct evaluation

of the performance impact of the founder’s background. Since VC portfolio outcomes

are driven by the most profitable exits, we test whether background is related to the

fraction of portfolio firms that exit via initial public offering, merger, or acquisition.

We estimate the following cross-sectional regression by OLS:

Percent IPO or M&Ai = β1VC expi + β2Operating expi (1)

+ β3VC expi × Operating expi

+
N∑
v=1

γv(Founder and Fund characteristics)iv

+ ηt + εi.

A unit of observation, i, is a first-time venture capital fund formed between 2006

and 2017, located in the United States, with the requisite data on fund size and

fund founders. The dependent variable is Percent IPO or M&A, the total number of

portfolio exits via IPO or M&A divided by the total number of portfolio companies

in the firm’s portfolio.5

5 We use this coarse measure of success due to data availability. The fraction of IPOs and M&A
as well as the fraction of portfolio failures are closely related to more traditional measures of
investment success, like Distributions to Paid-In (DPI) and Total Value to Paid-In (TVPI). We
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The main explanatory variables of interest are VC exp, an indicator that equals

one if a first-time fund founder has past VC experience; Operating exp, an indicator

that equals one if a first-time fund founder has startup experience; and an interaction

of venture and operating experience for first-time funds that have founders with both

venture and operating experience.

Founder characteristics include indicators for first-time funds with at least one

female founder, Black or Hispanic founder, founder with an MBA degree, founder

with a Ph.D., founder with an arts degree, founder who attended a foreign university,

and founder who attended a top-20 university. Fund characteristics also include the

log size of the fund, the fraction of the fund’s deals in the early stage, and the fraction

in the late stage. All regressions further include vintage year fixed-effects.

Table 3 shows the relationship between founder experience and the fraction of

successful portfolio exits. In Column (1), we see that founders with venture capital or

private equity experience have 12 percent more of their portfolio firms exit profitably.

This is just under one half of the base rate of profitable exits, which is 27.5 percent.

In Column (2), we see that there is a weak negative relationship between having

at least one founder with operating experience and profitable exits. In Column (3),

when we include other control variables and the previous experience variables, we

see that past venture experience is the founder experience that is most significantly

related to profitable portfolio exits, while operating experience is no longer statistically

significantly related to investment success. In Column (4), this remains the case

after we include an interaction term for funds with founders with both operating

and venture capital experience; the coefficient on venture capital experience remains

statistically significant and economically large. Columns (3) and (4) include controls

show this using the broader sample of private equity funds in the PitchBook database by regressing
DPI and TVPI on % IPO, % M&A, and % Failures and other fund characteristics in Appendix
Table A.1. We find that the measures of success we use are strongly positively related to realized
DPI and TVPI and failure is strongly negatively related to both, confirming that our coarse
measures of success indeed measure investment performance.
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for the fraction of early and late stage deals by the fund, suggesting that the improved

investment performance of founders with VC experience is not driven exclusively by

investing in later stage deals.

[Insert Table 3 About Here.]

We confirm the main results of Table 3 at the deal level in Table 4. We test

whether success, an indicator variable for exit via IPO or acquisition, is related to

founder background and deal characteristics at the deal level by running the following

OLS regression:

I(IPO or M&A)i = β1VC expi + β2Operating expi (2)

+ β3VC expi × Operating expi

+
N∑
v=1

γv(Deal characteristics)iv

+ ηt + εi.

A unit of observation, i, is a deal conducted by a first-time venture capital fund

founder that started a fund between 2006 and 2017, located in the United States,

with the requisite data on fund founders and deal characteristics. The dependent

variable, I(IPO or M&A), is an indicator for the deal exiting via IPO, merger, or

acquisition. The main explanatory variables of interest are the same as in Table 3,

but the additional controls are deal-level characteristics, including the stage of the

investment (an indicator for early or later stage deals, with seed stage the omitted

category), an indicator for whether the investment is in a PE hub (Massachusetts,

New York, or California), the firm’s age at the time of the deal, and indicator variables

for the firm’s industry.

Table 4 shows the relationship between founder experience and firm outcomes at

the deal level. In Column (1), we see that founders with VC experience are more likely
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to invest in deals that end in an IPO, merger, or acquisition, consistent with the results

in Table 3. In Column (2), we see that operating experience is unrelated to deal-level

success. Column (3) confirms the results of Columns (1) and (2) while including both

VC and operating experience and a variety of deal-level characteristics. Column (4)

shows that the effect of VC experience on future deal success remains statistically

significant and economically large when we include an indicator for the interaction of

VC and operating experience alongside the other deal-level characteristics. Column

(4) also shows that later stage deals are more likely to end in IPO, merger, or acquisi-

tion. Greater participation in and access to later stage deals could account for part of

the increased success rate of founders with VC experience (observed in Table 2), but

even when these deal characteristics are held fixed, VC experience has an economi-

cally large impact on deal success rates. Together, the results of Table 4 confirm that

founders with VC experience are more likely to invest in successful deals, and support

that this increased likelihood is not wholly driven by investments in later-stage deals.

[Insert Table 4 About Here.]

A.2. Is founder background related to starting a follow-on fund?

Despite having lower success rates in Tables 3 and 4, founders with operating

experience could still invest in more profitable deals, especially since they seem to

acquire a larger share of companies they invest in and invest in early-stage deals (as

shown in Table 2). If this is the case, then investors would tend to reward these

founders, increasing the founders’ likelihood of starting a follow-on fund or the size

of their follow-on funds. Our coarse measures of success in the previous subsection

might mask the fact that founders with startup experience have fewer but larger

exits. Therefore, as another measure of fund success, we test whether the founder’s

background is related to the probability of starting a follow-on fund. We estimate the

following cross-sectional regression by OLS:
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I(Start follow-on fund)i = β1VC expi + β2Operating expi (3)

+ β3VC expi × Operating expi

+
N∑
v=1

γv(Founder and Fund characteristics)iv

+ ηt + εi.

The main dependent variable is Start follow-on fund, an indicator that equals one

if a fund founder starts a follow-on fund. Seventy-nine percent of all first-time fund

founders start a follow-on fund. The test sample and main explanatory variables and

controls are the same as in equation 1.

Table 5 shows the relationship between founder experience and the probability of

starting a follow-on fund. As we see in Column (1), funds with at least one founder

with past venture experience are 17 percent more likely to start a follow-on fund.

This represents a 21 percent increase relative to the unconditional mean probability

of starting a follow-on fund of 79 percent. In Column (2) we see that there is no

relationship between having at least one founder with operating experience and the

likelihood of starting a follow-on fund. In Column (3), when we include other control

variables and the two previous explanatory variables, we see that past venture expe-

rience is the type of founder experience that is most significantly related to starting a

follow-on fund. This remains the case in Column (4) after we include an interaction

term for funds with founders with both venture and operating experience.6

[Insert Table 5 About Here.]

In sum, Tables 3 and 5 suggest that, relative to other founders, founders with

6 It is also possible that group founders with operating experience raise larger follow-on funds. We
test this hypothesis in Appendix Table A.2, and find that after controlling for various founder
and fund characteristics, founders with VC experience tend to start larger follow on funds and
Operating experience is not statistically related to the size of the follow on fund.
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venture capital experience are more likely to invest in firms that ultimately have

profitable exits, which increases their likelihood of starting follow-on funds.

B. Why is founder background related to future performance?

In this subsection, we investigate the core mechanism behind the better performance

of founders with past venture capital or private equity experience. We entertain three

possible mechanisms.

First, founders with a background in venture capital could make riskier invest-

ments. Although such investments may be more likely to fail, they may also be more

likely to achieve huge success. Survey evidence indicates that limited partners care

about the most memorable successful investments, irrespective of overall fund risk.

Thus, riskier investments by founders with venture capital experience might increase

both the proportion of successful exits and the probability of raising a follow-on fund

(Gompers et al. (2020)).

Second, founders could have gained their previous venture capital or private equity

experience because they are superior investors who possess high latent investment

skill. Successful, highly connected firms may have hired these individuals because of

this skill. This same skill would let these individuals select better companies once

they found their own investment firms.

Third, founders with venture capital experience could have access to more poten-

tially successful deals through connections they developed at their previous employer.

If this is the case, then the increased likelihood of a profitable exit could be driven by

the frequency with which the founders are invited to syndicated investments in firms

that other investors have identified as superior.

It is difficult to completely separate the effect of investment skill from that of

connections made from previous VC experience, especially because knowing which

syndicate to join might itself be an indicator of investment skill. However, our rich
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data structure allows us to provide evidence that the third explanation is the most

plausible primary driver of improved investment performance.

B.1. Is founder background related to future investment failures?

To investigate the possibility that founders with a VC background have more

successful exits simply because they make riskier bets, we reverse the methodology

in Table 3; that is, we investigate the relationship between founder background and

the fraction of unsuccessful exits. Our rationale for doing this is that, if founders

with previous VC experience have more successful exits wholly because they invest

in riskier ventures, their fraction of failed investments should be higher as well. Note

that exit via IPO or M&A and failure are not the only two possibilities for a portfolio

company. As shown in Table 1 many portfolio companies continue operating without

these particular exits. Thus the measure of failure is not purely the reciprocal of

success, and an increase in both measures is possible at the expense of the intermediate

outcome of the firm continuing to operate. An increase in the probability of both

success and failure would therefore represent a riskier strategy. We estimate the

following cross-sectional regression by OLS:

Percent Failuresi = β1VC expi + β2Operating expi (4)

+ β3VC expi × Operating expi

+
N∑
v=1

γv(Founder and Fund characteristics)iv

+ ηt + εi.

The main dependent variable is Percent Failures, the total number of portfolio

investments where the firm failed or went bankrupt, divided by the total number of

portfolio companies in the fund’s portfolio. We hire research assistants to manually

verify the operating status of all companies and find that 10 percent of all companies
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had failed by July 2020.7 The test sample and main explanatory variables and controls

are the same as in equation 1.

Table 6 shows the relationship between founder experience and the fraction of

unsuccessful portfolio exits. In Column (1), we see that founders with venture capital

experience have 2.3% fewer of their portfolio firms exit unprofitably, which is nei-

ther statistically nor economically significant. In Column (2), we see that there is

no relationship between having at least one founder with operating experience and

unprofitable exits. In Column (3), when we include other control variables and the

previous experience variables, we see that past venture capital experience remains

unrelated to unprofitable portfolio exits. In Column (4), this remains the case when

we include an interaction term for funds with founders with both VC and operating

experience. Overall, Table 6 suggests that the larger number of successful exits for

founders with previous VC experience is not driven by their investment in riskier

ventures, since riskier ventures would have also likely resulted in a higher fraction of

failed investments.

[Insert Table 6 About Here.]

B.2. Do founders with venture capital experience have superior deal selection skills?

Next, we test whether founders with a background in VC have higher investment

success because they have superior investment skill. To assess this, we first test

whether founders with a background in VC are more likely to lead the deals they

invest in. Our rationale for doing this is that leading the deal—as opposed to being

invited into it—is correlated with identifying the investment opportunity (i.e., deal

sourcing), which is a sign of investment skill. Then, we test whether deals led by

founders with VC experience are more likely to be successful. For this test we also

use PitchBook data, which identifies which VC firm led the deal.

7 Precisely, we first classify all companies with functioning websites as still in operation. Then,
we categorize a company as failed if its website does not work, it did not exit via a merger or
acquisition, and we find at least one article confirming its closure or bankruptcy.
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B.2.1 Founder experience and deals led

We test whether the founder’s background is related to the number of deals they

lead by estimating the following cross-sectional regression by OLS:

(
# Deals Led

# Deals Participated
)i × 100 = β1VC expi + β2Operating expi (5)

+ β3VC expi × Operating expi

+
N∑
v=1

γv(Founder and Fund characteristics)iv

+ ηt + εi.

All explanatory and control variables are the same as in the previous subsections.

Table 7 shows the results from estimating equation 5. We see, in Column (1), that

there is actually a negative relationship between having venture capital experience

and the fraction of deals led by first-time venture capital firms. This result suggests

that the superior performance of first-time funds whose founders have VC experience

is not a result of better deal sourcing, assuming that the firm leads the deals it sources.

[Insert Table 7 About Here.]

In Column (2), we see that funds whose founders have operating experience are

not more likely to lead the deals they participate in. In Column (3) we see similar

effects as in Columns (1) and (2) after including additional controls, with found-

ing groups with VC experience leading fewer deals and no relationship for founding

groups with operating experience. In Column (4), when we include an indicator for

firms whose founders have both operating and venture capital experience, we see that

founders with venture capital experience are 9 percent less likely to lead the deals

they participate in.
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Assuming that funds are more likely to lead deals they source themselves, the

results of this subsection suggest that the relationship between founders with a VC

background and successful exits is unlikely to be driven by the founders’ superior deal

sourcing. However, the deals they do lead might be more likely to succeed, which

would still support the deal sourcing hypothesis. We investigate this possibility next.

B.2.2 Are deals led by founders with VC experience more successful?

To investigate whether the investment success of founders with venture capital

experience is a result of leading successful syndicates, we repeat the analysis in Table 3

but restrict the successful deals to only those led by the founder’s investment firm.

That is, we estimate the following cross-sectional regression by OLS:

Percent IPO or M&A Leadi = β1VC expi + β2Operating expi (6)

+ β3VC expi × Operating expi

+
N∑
v=1

γv(Founder and Fund characteristics)iv

+ ηt + εi.

The main dependent variable is Percent IPO or M&A Lead, the number of deals

led by the founder’s investment firm that resulted in exits via IPO or M&A divided

by the total number of deals in the fund’s portfolio. All explanatory and control

variables are the same as in the previous subsections.

Table 8 shows the relationship between founder experience and the fraction of

successful deals led. In Column (1), we see that the founder’s VC experience does not

significantly impact the likelihood of leading successful deals. This is in contrast to the

strong relationship between VC experience and the fraction of successful deals that we

observe in in Table 3. In Column (2), we see a similarly small, but negative, impact
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of founder’s operating experience on leading successful deals. In Column (3), we find

that adding more control variables reduces the impact of VC experience on leading

successful deals, and it remains statistically insignificant. In Column (4), we show that

including a control for firms whose founders have both VC and operating experience

further attenuates the statistical significance of both the effect of VC experience and

the effect of operating experience.

[Insert Table 8 About Here.]

Overall, the economic and statistical impact of VC (or operating) experience on

leading successful deals is small and generally insignificant, especially when compared

to the strong association between VC experience and the fraction of investments that

successfully exit via an IPO, merger, or acquisition. This suggests that the increased

performance of founders with VC experience shown in Table 3 is driven primarily by

deals in which the founders participated as syndicate partners.

B.3. Is founder background related to joining more connected syndicates?

We next investigate the hypothesis that founders with VC experience add value

through connections they developed during their experience in venture capital. Specif-

ically, we test whether the founder’s background is related to the quality of syndicates

in which she participates. We do this by estimating the following cross-sectional re-

gression by OLS:

Eigenvector Centrality of Syndicate partnersi = β1VC expi + β2Operating expi

(7)

+ β3VC expi × Operating expi

+
N∑
v=1

γv(Founder and Fund characteristics)iv

+ ηt + εi.
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Eigenvector Centrality of Syndicate Partners is the average eigenvector centrality

of all other venture capitalists that participated in deals with our sample of first-time

fund founders (connected firms). The intuition behind eigenvector centrality is that

an important venture capitalist is likely to have syndicated deals with other VC firms

that are also central to the network. This measure is calculated as follows:

Ceig(i) = a
∑
j 6=i

Ai,jCeig(j) (8)

Where i stands for a VC firm, Ceig(i) is the eigenvector centrality of firm i, Ai,j is

the (i, j) element of the adjacency matrix for the network, and a is a normaliza-

tion constant. For each first-time investment firm, eigenvector centrality averages the

eigenvector centrality of all connected firms using a 5 year window to establish con-

nections. We show that our results are robust to other measures of VC connections,

as in Hochberg et al. (2007), in Appendix Tables A.3, A.4, and A.5.

Table 9 shows the top ten most connected VC firms each year from 2005 to 2019.

When a row is missing a rank in a given year, that means the firm was not amongst the

top ten most connected firms in that year. The table shows that, indeed, eigenvector

centrality measures what it is intended to capture, as established VC firms such as

Kleiner Perkins and Sequoia Capital have a high degree of centrality.

[Insert Table 9 About Here.]

Table 10 shows the results from estimating equation 7. In Column (1), we see

that funds with at least one founder with venture capital experience invest alongside

more-connected VC firms than do firms whose founders lack VC experience. Firms

with VC experience invest with syndicate partners that have 0.26 higher eigenvector

centrality. Relative to the unconditional mean degree centrality of 1.72, this represents

a 15-percent increase in centrality for syndicate partners of funds with VC experience.

In Column (2), we see that funds whose founders have operating experience are no
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more likely to invest in connected VCs than other funds are. In Column (3), we

see that the relationship between founders with past VC experience and the level of

connectedness of their syndicate partners continues to hold even when we add controls

such as fund size. Column (4) shows that the relationship between founders with VC

experience and the likelihood of investing alongside more-connected VC firms is not

driven by founders with both operating and VC experience.

[Insert Table 10 About Here.]

The results of this subsection support the hypothesis that first-time funds whose

founders have a background in venture capital are more successful because they invest

alongside connected players who might have access to superior deal flow.

B.4. Where do founders with past VC experience come from?

If connections developed at the previous employer lead to syndicate participation

and thus serve as a vector for success among founders with VC experience, then we

would also expect to find that new VC funds tend to be spawned by highly connected

VC firms.

To investigate this possibility, we construct the network of venture capital deals

in the Pitchbook database. In this network, a bilateral link is formed between two

investment companies whenever they participate in the same deal. Using the resulting

network to measure the eigenvector centrality and degree centrality of the investment

companies, we investigate whether centrality and various fund characteristics impact

the likelihood of spawning a new venture capital firm. Specifically, we regress an

indicator variable for spawning a new fund in a given year, I(Spawned new VC), on

the eigenvector or degree centrality of the spawning investment firm and the charac-

teristics of the firm’s latest fund, as follows:
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I(Spawned new VC)it = β1Centralityit (9)

+
N∑
v=1

γv(Firm & Fund characteristics)ivt + ηt + εi

A unit of observation, i at time t, is an investment fund located in the U.S., with

the requisite data on firm and fund characteristics. The main dependent variable

is I(Spawned new VC), an indicator for whether the investment firm spawned a new

venture capital firm in a given year.

The main explanatory variables of interest are the eigenvector and degree centrality

of the investment firm. We compute the eigenvector and degree centrality of the firm

on a rolling five-year basis using these network links, forming the dependent variables

Eigen Centrality and Degree Centrality for investment firm i at time t.

The fund characteristics of interest include the industry Herfindahl-Hirschman

Index (HHI) of the current fund’s investments, a measure of the industry dispersion

among the investment firms, fund size, fund age, exits in the last three years via

mergers or acquisitions, exits in the last three years via initial public offering, and

an indicator for the fund type (private equity, venture capital, or corporate venture

capital). All regressions include year fixed effects.

Table 11 shows the relationship between firm centrality, fund characteristics, and

the likelihood of spawning a new venture capital firm. In Columns (1) and (2), we

see that eigenvector centrality and degree centrality both have large and statistically

significantly positive effects on the probability of spawning a new VC firm. In Columns

(3) and (4), we show that these effects are largely unchanged by the inclusion of the

fund-level control variables. HHI of the most recent fund’s investments contributes

positively to the likelihood of spawning a new VC firm, consistent with the hypothesis

that investors tend to leave firms with highly specific industry focus, as examined for

firm spawning in Gompers et al. (2005). Successful exits over the last three years, both
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M&As and IPOs, predict an increased likelihood of spawning a VC firm, consistent

with new VC firms raising capital on the back of investment success at their prior firm.

In sum, Table 11 shows that new VC firms tend to be spawned by highly connected

firms.

[Insert Table 11 About Here.]

For completeness we also investigate the characteristics of operating firms that

spawn VC firms. To examine this, we use the network of venture capital deals in

the Pitchbook universe to measure the centrality of the operating firms as the average

centrality of the VC firms participating in their funding rounds, computing the average

eigenvector and degree centrality of the funding VC firms. We then estimate the

following regression to determine the impact of the funding VC firms’ centrality on

the operating firm’s likelihood of spawning a new VC firm:

I(Spawned new VC)i = β1Centralityi (10)

+
N∑
v=1

γv(Firm characteristics)iv + ηk + εi

A unit of observation, i, is an operating firm, located in the U.S., with the requisite

data on firm characteristics. The main dependent variable is I(Spawned new VC), an

indicator for whether the operating firm spawned a new venture capital firm. The

main explanatory variables of interest are the eigenvector and degree centrality of

the operating firm within the network of VC firms in Pitchbook, measured as the

average centrality of the VC firms that have funded the operating firm. The firm

characteristics of interest include the amount of funding raised from VC firms, the

firm age, and indicator variables for whether the firm was acquired or engaged in an

IPO. All regressions include industry, k, fixed effects.

Table 12 presents the relationship between operating firm centrality and the like-
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lihood of spawning a new VC firm. In Columns (1) and (2) we see that operating

firms funded by more central VC firms are more likely to spawn new VC firms. In

Columns (3) and (4) we see that this remains the case in the presence of additional

firm level controls. Columns (3) and (4) also show that operating firms that have

raised more funding from VC firms and operating firms that have been acquired by

another firm are also more likely to spawn a new VC firm. In sum, the operating firms

that spawn new VC firms, in general, are successful in exiting, funded by central VC

firms, and adept at raising VC funding. Together, these facts suggest that VC firms

with operating experience come from successful and well-connected operating firms,

so it is not ex ante obvious that they would ultimately invest in less successful deals.

[Insert Table 12 About Here.]

In summary, the evidence from Tables 3-12 reveals several novel facts about ven-

ture capital firm founders. Founders with VC experience are more likely to start

follow-on funds and invest in more successful deals, and they do not experience a

corresponding increase in the number of unsuccessful deals. The founders’ success-

ful deals tend to be ones in which they participate as syndicate members, not ones

they lead. Finally, founders with VC experience tend to come from, and to invest

alongside, highly connected firms.

Together, these facts suggest that founders with VC experience exploit connections

they developed at their prior firm to gain access to higher-quality syndicated deals,

leading to greater investment success. While we cannot rule out the possibility that

these founders also have superior investment skill, their connections from the previous

employer or investment firm appear to be a robust driver of their success. We expand

these conclusions in the next subsection by looking at whether first-time funds with

VC experience leverage their connections to create larger funds.
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C. To what extent is founder background related to the size of a first-

time fund?

Given our finding that first-time fund founders with a background in venture capital

are more likely to succeed, we next investigate whether this higher probability of

success is reflected in the size of their funds. Essentially, we test whether investors

are able to anticipate which first-time funds will be successful.

C.1. Is founder background related to raising a larger fund?

We test whether founders’ background is related to the size of the fund they raise

by estimating the following cross-sectional regression via OLS:

Ln(Fund Size)i = β1VC expi + β2Operating expi (11)

+ β3VC expi × Operating expi

+
N∑
v=1

γv(Founder and Fund characteristics)iv

+ ηt + εi.

All explanatory and control variables are the same as in the previous subsections.

Table 13 shows the results from estimating equation 11. From Column (1), we see

that funds whose founders have a VC background raise 23 percent larger funds than

funds raised by other founders without VC experience. From Column (2), we see

that funds whose founders have operating experience do not raise more than the base

level. In Column (3), we see that the relationship between fund founders with a VC

background and fund size survives after we include several characteristics of first-time

fund founders, including race, gender, and educational attainment.

[Insert Table 13 About Here.]
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These results show that fund founders with a background in venture capital indeed

raise more than other fund founders, suggesting that investors expect them to leverage

their experience for investment success.

IV. Conclusion

In this paper, we investigate whether the background of first-time venture capital fund

founders is related to investment success. We begin by showing that founders who

have a background in venture capital are more likely to make successful investments

and raise follow-on funds than founders with operating experience. To determine why

this is the case, we investigate three possible mechanisms.

First, founders with a background in venture capital may simply make riskier in-

vestments. Although such investments are more likely to fail, they are also more likely

to succeed in grand fashion. Given survey evidence that limited partners care about

the most memorable successful investments irrespective of overall fund risk, riskier

investments by founders with venture capital experience might increase both the pro-

portion of successful exits and the probability of raising a follow-on fund (Gompers

et al. (2020)). However, we do not find any support for this hypothesis, as founders

with a background in venture capital are just as likely to invest in companies that fail

as founders with operating experience are.8

Second, founders may have obtained previous venture capital or private equity

experience because they are superior investors who possess high latent skill. We test

this hypothesis by looking at whether founders with VC experience are more likely

to lead deals and whether the deals they lead are more successful than those led by

8 Note that exit via IPO or M&A and failure are not the only two possibilities for a portfolio com-
pany. As shown in Table 1 many portfolio companies continue operating without these particular
exits. Thus the measure of failure is not purely the reciprocal of success, and an increase in both
measures is possible at the expense of the intermediate outcome of the firm continuing to operate.
An increase in the probability of both success and failure is therefore likely to represent a riskier
strategy.

27



founders with operating experience. We do not find support for this hypothesis, as

founders with a VC background are neither more likely to lead deals nor to lead more

successful deals.

Third, we investigate the possibility that founders with past VC experience have

access to more potentially successful deals because of connections they developed at

their previous employer. In this case, the increased likelihood of a profitable exit is

driven by the frequency with which they are invited to syndicated investments in firms

that other investors identify as superior. We find that founders with VC experience

are in fact better able to access deals by connected firms, as they themselves come

from connected firms with high degree and eigen-vector centrality.

We conclude by showing some suggestive evidence that investors anticipate that

founders with VC experience will do well, as these founders raise larger first-time

funds than founders with startup experience.

28



Figure 1: First-time Funds as Earliest Investors in the 100 Largest IPOs
This figure plots the largest IPOs between 2010 and 2021 by whether the company in the IPO got its
first check from a first-time fund. To plot this figure, we first collected the 100 largest IPOs between
2010 and 2021 by market capitalization at IPO. Next, we gathered information on the age of VCs
that wrote the company its first check. We then averaged the age of the VCs that wrote the first
check, where age is the difference between the year the venture firm was founded and the year of the
IPO firm’s first VC check. We assigned large IPOs to first-time funds if the average age of the VCs
that wrote the first check is less than or equal to five years. Each year, the figure plots the number
of large IPOs in which the first check was written by first-time versus older funds.
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Figure 2: Exits and Centrality of Syndicate Partners
This figure plots the relationship between Eigen Vector Centrality of our sample of first-time venture
capital funds and the fraction of deals that exit via an IPO or an acquisition. Eigen Centrality is
the average eigen vector centrality of the investment group’s syndicate partners on deals. The figure
plots the fraction of portfolio company exits for each decile of eigen vector centrality. The bands
around each line represent 95 percent confidence intervals.
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Table 1: Characteristics of startup firms and investors

This table reports summary statistics of first-time venture fund founders and the funds they created.
Panel A shows characteristics of the founders, and Panel B shows characteristics of the funds. Our
data is from Pitchbook. Our sample comprises first-time venture capital funds formed between 2006
and 2017. Follow-on Fund is an indicator that equals one if a founder starts a follow-on fund and zero
otherwise. VC exp is an indicator that equals one if a fund founder has venture capital experience
before starting the fund and zero otherwise. Operating exp is an indicator that equals one if a fund
founder has startup experience, either as a founder or a senior executive. Female, Black/Hispanic,
MBA, Ph.D., Arts Degree, Foreign University, and Top 20 University are indicator variables that
equal one if a founder has a given characteristic and zero otherwise. When we aggregate founder-level
characteristics at the fund level, we take the maximum value for each characteristic. For example,
at a fund level, VC exp is an indicator that equals one if at least one founder has venture capital
experience.

Panel A: Founder Characteristics

Std

N Mean Dev. 25% 50% 75%

VC exp (%) 759 48.35

Operating exp (%) 759 22.53

Female (%) 759 11.86

Black/Hispanic (%) 759 2.50

Asian (%) 759 20.00

MBA (%) 759 40.32

Ph.D. (%) 759 14.49

Arts Degree (%) 759 63.37

Foreign University (%) 759 13.18

Top 20 University (%) 759 62.19

Panel B: First-Time Fund Characteristics

VC exp (%) 354 66.38

Operating exp (%) 354 38.70

VC & Operating exp (%) 354 22.03

Neither VC nor Operating exp 354 16.95

Follow-on Fund (%) 354 79.10

# Founders 354 2.08 1.31 1.00 2.00 3.00

Deal Count 354 20.59 21.75 8.00 15.00 27.00

Fraction Seed-Stage Deals (%) 354 34.75 22.33 16.67 35.11 51.85

Fraction Early-Stage Deals (%) 354 40.12 13.66 31.57 40.23 48.00

Fraction Late-Stage Deals (%) 354 23.37 19.22 9.23 18.18 33.33

Fraction IPO/MA (%) 354 27.48 26.21 0.00 25.00 45.45

Fraction of deals led (%) 354 26.27 22.04 9.52 21.42 38.46

Deals Led Fraction IPO/MA (%) 354 28.05 35.20 0.00 14.28 50.00

Fraction Failures (%) 354 9.82 14.60 0.00 0.00 16.67

Fraction Operating (%) 354 62.68 29.69 40.00 66.66 88.88

Fund size ($ Millions) 354 64.70 98.49 10.00 25.00 68.00

Average Degree Centrality 354 0.65 0.44 0.29 0.59 0.93

Average EigenVector Centrality 354 1.72 1.04 0.84 1.70 2.44
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Table 2: Characteristics of Deals

This table reports summary statistics of deals by first-time funds in the PitchBook database with
data on founding partners and deal characteristics that raised a first fund between 2006 and 2017. A
unit of observation is a deal. The table reports separate statistics for deals by firms run by founding
partners with past VC experience in Column (A), past operating experience in Column (B), past VC
and operating experience in Column (C), and neither past VC nor operating experience in Column
(D). I(Acquired) is an indicator for exit via merger or acquisition, I(IPO) an indicator for exit via
IPO, and I(Success) an indicator for exit via either M&A or IPO. I(PE Hub) is an indicator that
equals one for firms headquartered in California, Massachusetts, or New York. I(Founder CEO) is an
indicator that equals one if the CEO and is one of the firm founders. I(Syndicated) is an indicator that
equals one if the deal is syndicated. I(Senior Liquidation) and I(Redemption Rights) are indicators
that equal one if the deal includes senior liquidation and redemption rights, respectively. I(Seed
Round), I(Early Stage), and I(Later Stage) are indicators that equal one if the deal is at those
respective stages.

VC Operating Both None

N = 2,656 883 1,518 959

I(Success) 0.33 0.25 0.33 0.26

I(Acquired) 0.28 0.22 0.29 0.24

I(IPO) 0.05 0.02 0.05 0.02

I(Failed) 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.11

Firm Age 4.50 4.20 4.31 4.18

I(PE Hub) 0.71 0.55 0.75 0.67

I(Founder CEO) 0.96 0.98 0.97 0.97

I(Syndicated) 0.93 0.88 0.96 0.91

Deal Size ($ Millions) 14.82 10.38 17.47 10.66

Pre-money Valuation ($ Millions) 110.89 117.10 161.05 45.76

I(Senior Liquidation) 0.39 0.36 0.40 0.35

I(Redemption Rights) 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.04

Percent Acquired (%) 26.75 27.56 25.89 25.45

I(Seed Round) 0.29 0.41 0.32 0.36

I(Early Stage) 0.46 0.42 0.44 0.46

I(Later Stage) 0.25 0.17 0.23 0.18
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Table 3: Which fund founders invest in successful firms?

This table investigates the relationship between a first-time fund founder’s experience and the
fraction of their portfolio that successfully exits. Our sample is first-time funds from Pitchbook for
which we were able to gather the requisite data on founders’ previous employment and education.
The sample includes firms formed between 2006 and 2017. A unit of observation is a first-time fund.
The dependent variable, Percent IPO or M&A, is the number of portfolio firms that exit via initial
public offerings, mergers, or acquisitions divided by the total number of portfolio firms. VC exp
is an indicator that equals one if a founder has venture capital experience before starting the fund
and zero otherwise. Operating exp is an indicator that equals one if a fund founder has startup
experience, worked for a public company in an operating role, or has consulting experience. Female,
Black/Hispanic, MBA, Ph.D., Arts Degree, Foreign University, and Top 20 University are indicator
variables that equal one if a founder has a given characteristic and zero otherwise. Fraction Early
Stage Deals and Fraction Late Stage Deals are the fraction of deals by the fund that are in the early
or late stage, respectively. All regressions include vintage year fixed effects. We cluster standard
errors, which we report in parentheses, by VC firm (or fund, since we are studying first-time funds).
∗∗∗p < 0.01 denotes significance at the 1% level, ∗∗p < 0.05 denotes significance at the 5% level, and
∗p < 0.10 denotes significance at the 10% level.

Dependent Variable: % IPO or M&A

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

VC exp 12.049∗∗∗ 8.537∗∗ 9.643∗∗

(3.200) (3.484) (4.316)

Operating exp -5.950∗ -4.581 -3.009
(3.462) (3.399) (4.593)

VC exp × Operating exp -2.470
(6.308)

Female 0.020 0.020
(0.048) (0.048)

Black/Hispanic -0.070 -0.069
(0.056) (0.057)

MBA 0.031 0.030
(0.054) (0.054)

Ph.D. -0.018 -0.019
(0.063) (0.063)

Arts Degree -0.017 -0.017
(0.047) (0.047)

Foreign University -0.113∗∗ -0.112∗∗

(0.052) (0.052)

Top 20 University -0.044 -0.044
(0.040) (0.040)

Ln(Fund size) 3.866∗∗∗ 3.864∗∗∗

(1.048) (1.051)

Fraction Early-Stage Deals 0.335 0.356
(2.175) (2.186)

Fraction Late-Stage Deals 2.256 2.246
(1.717) (1.721)

Adjusted R2 0.39 0.37 0.41 0.41
# Firms 354 354 354 354
Observations 354 354 354 354
Vintage FE? X X X X
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Table 4: Which fund founders invest in successful firms? – Deal Level

This table investigates the relationship between a first-time fund founder’s experience and the
fraction of their deals that successfully exit. Our sample is deals done by first-time fund founders
from Pitchbook for which we are able to gather the relevant data on stage, location, age, and industry.
The sample includes deals done by firms formed between 2006 and 2017. A unit of observation is a
deal. The dependent variable, I(IPO or M&A), is an indicator that equals one for deals that exit
via initial public offerings, mergers, or acquisitions. VC exp is an indicator that equals one if a
founder has venture capital experience before starting the fund and zero otherwise. Operating exp
is an indicator that equals one if a fund founder has startup experience. I(Later Stage) and I(Early
Stage) are indicators that equal one if the deal is at the Later Stage or Early Stage, respectively.I(PE
Hub) is an indicator that equals one for firms headquartered in California, Massachusetts, or New
York. The remaining indicator variables, I(Business Products and Services), I(Consumer Products
and Services), etc. are indicator variables that equal one if the firm is in the relevant industry. All
regressions include deal year and vintage year fixed effects. We cluster standard errors, which we
report in parentheses, by VC firm (or fund, since we are studying first-time funds). ∗∗∗p < 0.01
denotes significance at the 1% level, ∗∗p < 0.05 denotes significance at the 5% level, and ∗p < 0.10
denotes significance at the 10% level.

Dependent Variable: I(IPO or M&A)×100

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

VC exp 6.249∗∗∗ 4.313∗∗ 4.545∗∗

(1.883) (1.777) (2.227)

Operating exp -2.604 -1.622 -1.271
(1.906) (1.708) (2.922)

VC exp × Operating exp -0.516
(3.635)

I(Later Stage) 12.020∗∗∗ 12.026∗∗∗

(2.605) (2.607)

I(Early Stage) 4.406∗∗∗ 4.415∗∗∗

(1.372) (1.376)

I(PE Hub) 3.910∗∗ 3.928∗∗

(1.741) (1.763)

Ln(Firm Age) 1.792 1.791
(2.104) (2.105)

I(Business Products and Services) 10.850 10.894
(9.806) (9.836)

I(Consumer Products and Services) 12.491 12.523
(9.585) (9.591)

I(Energy) 3.186 3.241
(10.835) (10.869)

I(Financial Services) 18.402 18.444
(11.979) (12.021)

I(Healthcare) 17.306∗ 17.337∗

(9.732) (9.755)

I(Information Technology) 14.726 14.768
(9.345) (9.367)

Adjusted R2 0.11 0.10 0.12 0.12
# Firms 354 354 354 354
Observations 5,338 5,338 5,338 5,338
Deal Year And Vintage FE? X X X X
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Table 5: Who starts a follow-on fund?

This table tests the hypothesis that first-time venture capital funds whose founders have VC ex-
perience are more likely to start follow-on funds than other first-time VC funds are. Our sample
is first-time funds from Pitchbook for which we were able to gather the requisite data on founders’
previous employment and education. The sample includes firms formed between 2006 and 2017. A
unit of observation is a first-time fund. The dependent variable, (I(Starting a follow-on fund)), is
an indicator that equals one if the firm starts a follow-on fund and zero otherwise. VC exp is an
indicator that equals one if at least one of the fund founders has venture capital experience prior
to starting the fund and zero otherwise. Operating exp is an indicator that equals one if at least
one founder has startup experience, worked for a public company in an operating role, or has con-
sulting experience. Female, Black/Hispanic, MBA, Ph.D., Arts Degree, Foreign University, and Top
20 University are indicator variables that equal one if at least one founder has the characteristic
in question and zero otherwise. Fraction Early Stage Deals and Fraction Late Stage Deals are the
fraction of deals by the fund that are in the early or late stage, respectively. All regressions include
vintage year fixed effects. We cluster standard errors, which we report in parentheses, by VC firm
(or fund, since we are studying first-time funds). ∗∗∗p < 0.01 denotes significance at the 1% level,
∗∗p < 0.05 denotes significance at the 5% level, and ∗p < 0.10 denotes significance at the 10% level.

Dependent Variable: I(Start follow-on fund)×100

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

VC exp 16.914∗∗∗ 16.593∗∗∗ 20.270∗∗∗

(4.978) (5.222) (7.095)

Operating exp -1.278 0.701 5.926
(4.556) (4.604) (8.557)

VC exp × Operating exp -8.213
(10.098)

Female 0.199∗∗∗ 0.199∗∗∗

(0.060) (0.060)

Black/Hispanic -0.156 -0.151
(0.142) (0.144)

MBA -0.073 -0.077
(0.070) (0.070)

Ph.D. -0.027 -0.030
(0.087) (0.087)

Arts Degree 0.024 0.025
(0.067) (0.067)

Foreign University -0.104 -0.098
(0.097) (0.097)

Top 20 University 0.017 0.015
(0.063) (0.063)

Ln(Fund size) 2.792∗ 2.785∗

(1.614) (1.611)

Fraction Early-Stage Deals -2.856 -2.785
(2.655) (2.648)

Fraction Late-Stage Deals -3.845 -3.878
(2.563) (2.565)

Adjusted R2 0.05 0.01 0.06 0.06
# Firms 354 354 354 354
Observations 354 354 354 354
Vintage FE? X X X X
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Table 6: Which fund founders invest in unsuccessful firms?

This table investigates the relationship between a first-time fund founder’s experience and the frac-
tion of their portfolio resulting in unsuccessful exits. Our sample is first-time funds from Pitchbook
for which we were able to gather the requisite data on founders’ previous employment and education.
The sample includes firms formed between 2006 and 2017. A unit of observation is a first-time fund.
The dependent variable, Percent Failures, is the number of portfolio firms with an unprofitable exit
divided by the total number of portfolio firms. VC exp is an indicator that equals one if a founder
has venture capital experience before starting the fund and zero otherwise. Operating exp is an
indicator that equals one if a fund founder has startup experience, worked for a public company in
an operating role, or has consulting experience. Female, Black/Hispanic, MBA, Ph.D., Arts Degree,
Foreign University, and Top 20 University are indicator variables that equal one if a founder has a
given characteristic and zero otherwise. Fraction Early Stage Deals and Fraction Late Stage Deals
are the fraction of deals by the fund that are in the early or late stage, respectively. All regressions
include vintage year fixed effects. We cluster standard errors, which we report in parentheses, by
VC firm (or fund, since we are studying first-time funds). ∗∗∗p < 0.01 denotes significance at the 1%
level, ∗∗p < 0.05 denotes significance at the 5% level, and ∗p < 0.10 denotes significance at the 10%
level.

Dependent Variable: % Failures

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

VC exp -2.282 -1.817 -1.042
(2.189) (2.287) (2.875)

Operating exp -1.195 -1.361 -0.260
(2.137) (2.100) (3.805)

VC exp × Operating exp -1.731
(4.633)

Female -0.012 -0.012
(0.031) (0.031)

Black/Hispanic -0.041 -0.040
(0.033) (0.033)

MBA 0.055 0.054
(0.035) (0.036)

Ph.D. 0.002 0.001
(0.033) (0.033)

Arts Degree -0.064∗∗ -0.064∗∗

(0.030) (0.030)

Foreign University 0.028 0.030
(0.044) (0.045)

Top 20 University 0.006 0.005
(0.034) (0.033)

Ln(Fund size) -0.445 -0.446
(0.734) (0.736)

Fraction Early-Stage Deals -1.363 -1.348
(1.303) (1.321)

Fraction Late-Stage Deals -2.004 -2.011
(1.248) (1.245)

Adjusted R2 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10
# Firms 354 354 354 354
Observations 354 354 354 354
Vintage FE? X X X X
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Table 7: Which fund founders lead more deals?

This table tests the hypothesis that first-time venture capital funds run by founders with previous
VC experience are more likely to lead more syndicated funding rounds than other funds are. Our
sample is first-time funds from Pitchbook for which we were able to gather the requisite data on
founders’ previous employment and education. The sample includes firms formed between 2006 and
2017. A unit of observation is a first-time fund. The dependent variable is the fraction of syndicated
deals that the first-time fund leads times a hundred. VC exp is an indicator that equals one if at least
one of the fund founders has venture capital experience prior to starting the fund and zero otherwise.
Operating exp is an indicator that equals one if at least one founder has startup experience, worked
for a public company in an operating role, or has consulting experience. Female, Black/Hispanic,
MBA, Ph.D., Arts Degree, Foreign University, and Top 20 University are indicator variables that
equal one if at least one founder has the characteristic in question and zero otherwise. Fraction Early
Stage Deals and Fraction Late Stage Deals are the fraction of deals by the fund that are in the early
or late stage, respectively. All regressions include vintage year fixed effects. We cluster standard
errors, which we report in parentheses, by VC firm (or fund, since we are studying first-time funds).
∗∗∗p < 0.01 denotes significance at the 1% level, ∗∗p < 0.05 denotes significance at the 5% level, and
∗p < 0.10 denotes significance at the 10% level.

Dependent Variable: # Deals Led
# Deals Participated

× 100

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

VC exp -6.058∗∗ -7.562∗∗∗ -8.883∗∗

(2.619) (2.741) (3.855)

Operating exp 3.545 2.916 1.045
(2.358) (2.395) (4.521)

VC exp × Operating exp 2.944
(5.280)

Female -0.016 -0.016
(0.043) (0.044)

Black/Hispanic 0.067 0.065
(0.063) (0.063)

MBA 0.004 0.005
(0.039) (0.040)

Ph.D. -0.033 -0.032
(0.046) (0.046)

Arts Degree 0.026 0.026
(0.036) (0.036)

Foreign University 0.021 0.019
(0.041) (0.041)

Top 20 University -0.013 -0.012
(0.034) (0.034)

Ln(Fund size) 1.075 1.079
(0.908) (0.907)

Fraction Early-Stage Deals 0.699 0.675
(1.536) (1.538)

Fraction Late-Stage Deals 3.887∗∗ 3.900∗∗

(1.553) (1.554)

Adjusted R2 0.03 0.02 0.06 0.05
# Firms 354 354 354 354
Observations 354 354 354 354
Vintage FE? X X X X
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Table 8: Which fund founders invest in successful deals they lead?

This table investigates the relationship between a first-time fund founder’s experience and the
fraction of fraction of the founder’s portfolio that experiences successful exits from deals led by the
founder’s investment firm. Our sample is first-time funds from Pitchbook for which we were able
to gather the requisite data on founders’ previous employment and education. The sample includes
firms formed between 2006 and 2017. A unit of observation is a first-time fund. The dependent
variable, Percent IPO or M&A Led, is the number of portfolio firms, from deals led by the founder’s
firm, that exited via initial public offerings, mergers, or acquisitions, divided by the total number of
portfolio firms. VC exp is an indicator that equals one if a founder has venture capital experience
before starting the fund and zero otherwise. Operating exp is an indicator that equals one if a fund
founder has startup experience, worked for a public company in an operating role, or has consulting
experience. Female, Black/Hispanic, MBA, Ph.D., Arts Degree, Foreign University, and Top 20
University are indicator variables that equal one if a founder has a given characteristic and zero
otherwise. Fraction Early Stage Deals and Fraction Late Stage Deals are the fraction of deals by
the fund that are in the early or late stage, respectively. All regressions include vintage year fixed
effects. We cluster standard errors, which we report in parentheses, by VC firm (or fund, since we
are studying first-time funds). ∗∗∗p < 0.01 denotes significance at the 1% level, ∗∗p < 0.05 denotes
significance at the 5% level, and ∗p < 0.10 denotes significance at the 10% level.

Dependent Variable: % IPO or M&A Led

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

VC exp 4.816 2.648 2.704
(3.843) (4.160) (5.510)

Operating exp -5.866 -5.133 -5.053
(3.895) (4.074) (6.141)

VC exp × Operating exp -0.126
(7.783)

Female 0.060 0.060
(0.076) (0.076)

Black/Hispanic 0.041 0.042
(0.150) (0.150)

MBA -0.025 -0.025
(0.060) (0.060)

Ph.D. -0.052 -0.052
(0.066) (0.067)

Arts Degree -0.014 -0.014
(0.061) (0.061)

Foreign University 0.000 0.000
(0.080) (0.080)

Top 20 University 0.033 0.032
(0.052) (0.052)

Ln(Fund size) 1.457 1.456
(1.179) (1.181)

Fraction Early-Stage Deals 1.080 1.081
(1.977) (1.984)

Fraction Late-Stage Deals -0.351 -0.351
(2.096) (2.102)

Adjusted R2 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.03
# Firms 354 354 354 354
Observations 354 354 354 354
Vintage FE? X X X X
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Table 9: Which firms are most connected?

For each year from 2005 to 2020, this table lists the ten most connected investors that syndicated
a deal with at least one of our first-time founders. For each venture firm that participated in any
deal with one of our first-time funds, we calculate the measures of connections from Hochberg et al.
(2007), using the entire history of syndicated investments in the Pitchbook database from 2000
to 2020. We calculate Eigenvector Centrality by summing the eigenvector centrality of the firm’s
syndicate partners over a rolling five-year window, normalized by a constant. The rankings are very
similar for all other measures of connection we compute, such as In degree, Out degree, and Degree
centrality.

Year 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Investor Name

3i Group 8 7 6 6 4

500 Startups 4 6 7 7 8 7 7 6 6

Accel 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 3

Andreessen Horowitz 5 5 4 4

Apax Partners 4 4 4 3 3

Battery Ventures 3

Bessemer Venture Partners 3 3

David McClure 4 4 4 3

Draper Fisher Jurvetson Management 5 5 4 4 4 4 4

FJ Labs 3 3 3

First Round Capital 4 4 4 3

GV 5 5 4 4 4

General Catalyst 3 3 3 3 3

Index Ventures 3

Intel Capital 9 8 7 7 6 6 5 5 4 4

J.P. Morgan 5 4 4 3

Khosla Ventures 3 3

Kleiner Perkins 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 4 3

New Enterprise Associates 7 6 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4

Oak Investment Partners 4 3

Plug and Play Tech Center 4 4 4

Silicon Valley Angels 4 5 6 5 5 4 4

Saad AlSogair 3

Saints Capital 5 4

Sequoia Capital 3

The Carlyle Group 4 4 4 4 3 3 3

The Goldman Sachs Group 5 4 5 5 4 4 3

Venrock 5

Western Technology Investment 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 4

Y Combinator 4 4 4 4 4

39



Table 10: Whom do new fund founders syndicate deals with?

This table tests the hypothesis that first-time venture capital funds run by founders with previous
venture capital experience are more likely to syndicate deals with connected VCs than other funds
are. Our sample is first-time funds from Pitchbook for which we were able to gather the requisite data
on founders’ previous employment and education. The sample includes firms formed between 2006
and 2017. A unit of observation is a first-time fund. The dependent variable, Eigenvector Centrality,
is the average of all syndicate partners. Eigenvector Centrality weights each link of a venture capital
firm over the five-year window preceding the deal by the connectedness of the linked firm, normalized
by the maximum centrality that could have been achieved over that five-year window. VC exp is
an indicator that equals one if at least one of the fund founders has venture capital experience
prior to starting the fund and zero otherwise. Operating exp is an indicator that equals one if at
least one founder has startup experience, worked for a public company in an operating role, or has
consulting experience. Female, Black/Hispanic, MBA, Ph.D., Arts Degree, Foreign University, and
Top 20 University are indicator variables that equal one if at least one founder has the characteristic
in question and zero otherwise. Fraction Early Stage Deals and Fraction Late Stage Deals are the
fraction of deals by the fund that are in the early or late stage, respectively. All regressions include
vintage year fixed effects. We cluster standard errors, which we report in parentheses, by VC firm
(or fund, since we are studying first-time funds). ∗∗∗p < 0.01 denotes significance at the 1% level,
∗∗p < 0.05 denotes significance at the 5% level, and ∗p < 0.10 denotes significance at the 10% level.

Dependent Variable: Eigenvector Centrality of Syndicate partners

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

VC exp 0.257∗∗ 0.201∗ 0.312∗∗

(0.116) (0.111) (0.155)

Operating exp -0.148 -0.111 0.046
(0.108) (0.104) (0.182)

VC exp × Operating exp -0.248
(0.225)

Female 0.001 0.001
(0.002) (0.002)

Black/Hispanic -0.003 -0.003
(0.002) (0.002)

MBA -0.001 -0.001
(0.002) (0.002)

Ph.D. -0.003∗ -0.003∗

(0.002) (0.002)

Arts Degree -0.001 -0.001
(0.002) (0.002)

Foreign University -0.001 -0.001
(0.002) (0.002)

Top 20 University 0.005∗∗∗ 0.005∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001)

Ln(Fund size) 0.099∗∗∗ 0.099∗∗∗

(0.035) (0.035)

Fraction Early-Stage Deals -0.169∗∗∗ -0.167∗∗∗

(0.059) (0.059)

Fraction Late-Stage Deals -0.309∗∗∗ -0.310∗∗∗

(0.063) (0.062)

Adjusted R2 0.12 0.12 0.23 0.23
# Firms 354 354 354 354
Observations 354 354 354 354
Vintage FE? X X X X
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Table 11: Which funds spawn new venture capital firms?

This table investigates the relationship between the centrality of a fund in the network of venture
capital firms and the fund’s likelihood of spawning a new fund. Our sample is all funds listed in
the Pitchbook database. The dependent variable, I(Spawned New VC), is an indicator variable that
equals one if the fund spawned a new venture capital firm in a given year. We construct measures of
network centrality using the past five years of data based on the network of deals in which the fund
participated, where a bilateral link is formed whenever two funds participate in the same deal. Eigen
Centrality is the eigenvector centrality of the investment firm in this network. Degree Centrality is
the degree centrality of the investment firm in this network. HHI is the HHI index of the industries
in which the fund invested, a measure of investment dispersion across industries. Fund Size, Fund
Age, Last Three Years Mergers, and Last Three Years IPOs are fund-level controls for the spawning
fund, its total capital commitments, its age in years, the number of exits via merger in the last three
years, and the number of exits via IPO in the last three years, respectively. Venture Capital, and
Corporate VC are indicator variables that equal one if the spawning fund is of the given fund type
(with Buyout and Growth Equity Funds as the omitted category). All regressions include year fixed
effects. We cluster standard errors, which we report in parentheses, by firm. ∗∗∗p < 0.01 denotes
significance at the 1% level, ∗∗p < 0.05 denotes significance at the 5% level, and ∗p < 0.10 denotes
significance at the 10% level.

Dependent Variable: I(Spawned new VC)

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

Eigen Centrality 0.071∗∗∗ 0.056∗∗∗

(0.004) (0.004)

Degree Centrality 0.331∗∗∗ 0.257∗∗∗

(0.023) (0.022)

HHI 0.005∗∗∗ 0.004∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001)

Ln(Fund Size) 0.006∗∗∗ 0.006∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001)

Ln(Fund Age) -0.016∗∗∗ -0.024∗∗∗

(0.004) (0.003)

Ln(Last three years mergers) 0.024∗∗∗ 0.031∗∗∗

(0.004) (0.004)

Ln(Last three years ipos) 0.013∗∗∗ 0.013∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.003)

Corporate VC -0.003 0.010
(0.007) (0.007)

Venture Capital 0.006 0.020∗∗∗

(0.005) (0.005)

Adjusted R2 0.42 0.42 0.43 0.44
# Firms 6,090 6,090 6,090 6,090
Observations 6,090 6,090 6,090 6,090
Year FE? X X X X
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Table 12: Which operating firms spawn new venture capital firms?

This table investigates the relationship between the centrality of the funds that finance an operating
firm in the network of venture capital firms and the operating firm’s likelihood of spawning a new
fund. Our sample is all operating firms listed in the Pitchbook database. The dependent variable,
I(Spawned New VC), is an indicator variable that equals one if the operating firm spawned a new
venture capital firm. We construct measures of network centrality using the past five years of data
based on the network of deals in which the funds participated, where a bilateral link is formed when-
ever two funds participate in the same deal. Eigen Centrality is the average eigenvector centrality
of the investment firms in this network that financed the operating firm. Degree Centrality is the
average degree centrality of the investment firms in the network that financed the operating firm.
Funding Raised is the total funding raised from VC firms by the operating firm. Firm Age is the
age of the operating firm as of 2021. I(Acquired) and I(IPO) are indicator variables that equal one if
the operating firm was acquired or engaged in an IPO, respectively. All regressions include industry
fixed effects. We report standard errors in parentheses. ∗∗∗p < 0.01 denotes significance at the 1%
level, ∗∗p < 0.05 denotes significance at the 5% level, and ∗p < 0.10 denotes significance at the 10%
level.

Dependent Variable: I(Spawned new VC)

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

Eigen Centrality 0.099∗∗∗ 0.075∗∗∗

(0.011) (0.011)

Degree Centrality 0.057∗∗∗ 0.041∗∗∗

(0.008) (0.008)

Ln(Funding Raised) 0.095∗∗∗ 0.106∗∗∗

(0.012) (0.013)

Ln(Firm Age) 0.009 0.002
(0.006) (0.006)

I(Acquired) 0.086∗∗∗ 0.082∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.017)

I(IPO) 0.037 0.039
(0.037) (0.037)

Adjusted R2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
# Firms 219,803 219,803 219,803 219,803
Observations 219,803 219,803 219,803 219,803
Industry FE? X X X X
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Table 13: Which first-time fund founders raise larger funds?

This table tests the hypothesis that first-time venture capital funds run by founders with previous
venture capital experience are likely to raise larger funds than are other first-time VC funds. Our
sample is first-time funds from Pitchbook for which we were able to gather the requisite data on
founders’ previous employment and education. The sample includes firms formed between 2006 and
2017. A unit of observation is a first-time fund. The dependent variable, Ln(Fund Size), is the log
amount of funding the fund raised. VC exp is an indicator that equals one if at least one of the fund
founders has venture capital experience prior to starting the fund and zero otherwise. Operating exp
is an indicator that equals one if at least one founder has startup experience, worked for a public
company in an operating role, or has consulting experience. Female, Black/Hispanic, MBA, Ph.D.,
Arts Degree, Foreign University, and Top 20 University are indicator variables that equal one if
at least one founder has the characteristic in question and zero otherwise. All regressions include
vintage year fixed effects. We cluster standard errors, which we report in parentheses, by VC firm
(or fund, since we are studying first-time funds). ∗∗∗p < 0.01 denotes significance at the 1% level,
∗∗p < 0.05 denotes significance at the 5% level, and ∗p < 0.10 denotes significance at the 10% level.

Dependent Variable: Ln(Fund Size)

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

VC/PE exp 0.231∗∗∗ 0.228∗∗ 0.231∗∗

(0.085) (0.093) (0.093)

Operating exp -0.102 -0.022 -0.006
(0.082) (0.088) (0.092)

VC/PE exp × Operating exp 0.036
(0.075)

Female -0.002 -0.002
(0.003) (0.003)

Black/Hispanic -0.009∗ -0.009∗

(0.005) (0.005)

MBA 0.002 0.002
(0.003) (0.003)

Ph.D. 0.008∗∗∗ 0.008∗∗∗

(0.003) (0.003)

Arts Degree 0.002 0.002
(0.003) (0.003)

Foreign University 0.005 0.005
(0.004) (0.004)

Top 20 University 0.002 0.002
(0.002) (0.002)

Adjusted R2 0.05 0.03 0.07 0.07
# Firms 354 354 354 354
Observations 354 354 354 354
Vintage FE? X X X X
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Table A.1: Association Between Portfolio Company and Fund-Level Measures of Per-
formance

This table presents coefficients from OLS regressions run at the fund level, with standard errors
reported in parentheses. A unit of observation is a private equity fund in PitchBook. The dependent
variable in Panel A, DPI, is the total distributions to paid in capital of the fund as of the last
quarter for which the data are available. The dependent in Panel B is the total value to paid in
capital, TVPI. % IPO (% MA, Failures) is the fraction of the fund investments that have exited
via an IPO (acquisition, merger, or failure) as of Q3 2021. Ln(Fund Size), Ln(Fund Number), and
I(Venture Capital Fund) are the log of fund size, the log of fund sequence number, and an indicator
that equals one for venture capital funds respectively. ∗∗∗p < 0.01 denotes significance at the 1%
level, ∗∗p < 0.05 denotes significance at the 5% level, and ∗p < 0.10 denotes significance at the 10%
level. We cluster standard errors by private capital group.

Panel A: Dependent Variable — DPI

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

% IPO or MA 0.066∗∗∗

(0.016)

% IPO 0.042∗∗∗ 0.043∗∗∗

(0.014) (0.014)

% MA 0.046∗∗∗ 0.043∗∗∗

(0.017) (0.016)

% Failures -0.061∗∗∗ -0.058∗∗∗

(0.016) (0.016)

Ln(Fund Size) 0.073∗∗∗ 0.072∗∗∗ 0.077∗∗∗ 0.073∗∗∗ 0.070∗∗∗

(0.020) (0.019) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020)

Ln(Fund Number) -0.051∗∗∗ -0.049∗∗∗ -0.047∗∗∗ -0.041∗∗∗ -0.047∗∗∗

(0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013)

I(Venture Capital Fund) -0.233∗∗∗ -0.215∗∗∗ -0.212∗∗∗ -0.170∗∗∗ -0.209∗∗∗

(0.036) (0.036) (0.037) (0.036) (0.035)

Adjusted R2 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43 0.43
# Groups 992 992 992 992 992
Observations 2,487 2,487 2,487 2,487 2,487

Panel B: Dependent Variable — TVPI

% IPO or MA 0.053∗∗∗

(0.020)

% IPO 0.037∗∗ 0.037∗∗

(0.018) (0.018)

% MA 0.034∗ 0.031∗

(0.019) (0.019)

% Failures -0.063∗∗∗ -0.062∗∗∗

(0.016) (0.016)

Ln(Fund Size) 0.025 0.024 0.028 0.023 0.021
(0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022)

Ln(Fund Number) -0.021 -0.019 -0.017 -0.012 -0.017
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015)

I(Venture Capital Fund) -0.024 -0.012 -0.005 0.033 0.002
(0.042) (0.043) (0.043) (0.043) (0.041)

Adjusted R2 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.11
# Groups 984 984 984 984 984
Observations 2,547 2,547 2,547 2,547 2,547
Vintage Year FE? X X X X X
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Table A.2: Who starts a follow-on fund?

This table tests the hypothesis that first-time venture capital funds whose founders have VC expe-
rience are more likely to start larger follow-on funds than other first-time VC funds are. Our sample
is first-time funds from Pitchbook for which we were able to gather the requisite data on founders’
previous employment and education. The sample includes firms formed between 2006 and 2017. A
unit of observation is a first-time fund. The dependent variable, (Ln(Size New Fund/Size Previous
Fund +1)), is the relative size of the new fund to the previous fund, and is zero when the group
fails to raise a follow-on fund. VC exp is an indicator that equals one if at least one of the fund
founders has venture capital experience prior to starting the fund and zero otherwise. Operating exp
is an indicator that equals one if at least one founder has startup experience, worked for a public
company in an operating role, or has consulting experience. Female, Black/Hispanic, MBA, Ph.D.,
Arts Degree, Foreign University, and Top 20 University are indicator variables that equal one if at
least one founder has the characteristic in question and zero otherwise. Fraction Early Stage Deals
and Fraction Late Stage Deals are the fraction of deals by the fund that are in the early or late stage,
respectively. All regressions include vintage year fixed effects. We cluster standard errors, which
we report in parentheses, by VC firm (or fund, since we are studying first-time funds). ∗∗∗p < 0.01
denotes significance at the 1% level, ∗∗p < 0.05 denotes significance at the 5% level, and ∗p < 0.10
denotes significance at the 10% level.

Dependent Variable: Ln( Size New Fund
Size Previous Fund

+ 1)

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

VC exp 0.245∗∗∗ 0.275∗∗∗ 0.221∗

(0.084) (0.091) (0.130)

Operating exp -0.153∗∗ -0.130 -0.206
(0.077) (0.082) (0.142)

VC exp × Operating exp 0.119
(0.167)

Female 0.003∗∗ 0.003∗∗

(0.001) (0.001)

Black/Hispanic 0.001 0.001
(0.003) (0.003)

MBA -0.002∗ -0.002∗

(0.001) (0.001)

Ph.D. -0.002 -0.002
(0.001) (0.001)

Arts Degree 0.001 0.001
(0.001) (0.001)

Foreign University -0.002 -0.002
(0.001) (0.001)

Top 20 University 0.001 0.001
(0.001) (0.001)

Ln(Fund size) -0.078∗∗ -0.078∗∗

(0.035) (0.035)

Fraction Early-Stage Deals -0.011 -0.012
(0.040) (0.040)

Fraction Late-Stage Deals -0.018 -0.017
(0.040) (0.041)

Adjusted R2 0.12 0.10 0.16 0.16
# Groups 354 354 354 354
Observations 354 354 354 354
Vintage FE? X X X X
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Table A.3: Whom do new fund founders syndicate deals with?

This table tests the hypothesis that first-time venture capital funds run by founders with previous
venture capital experience are more likely to syndicate deals with connected VCs than other funds
are. Our sample is first-time funds from Pitchbook for which we were able to gather the requisite
data on founders’ previous employment and education. The sample includes firms formed between
2006 and 2017. A unit of observation is a first-time fund. The dependent variable, Degree Centrality,
is the average of all syndicate partners. Degree Centrality weights each link of a venture capital firm
over the five-year window preceding the deal by the connectedness of the linked firm, normalized
by the maximum centrality that could have been achieved over that five-year window. VC exp is
an indicator that equals one if at least one of the fund founders has venture capital experience
prior to starting the fund and zero otherwise. Operating exp is an indicator that equals one if at
least one founder has startup experience, worked for a public company in an operating role, or has
consulting experience. Female, Black/Hispanic, MBA, Ph.D., Arts Degree, Foreign University, and
Top 20 University are indicator variables that equal one if at least one founder has the characteristic
in question and zero otherwise. Fraction Early Stage Deals and Fraction Late Stage Deals are the
fraction of deals by the fund that are in the early or late stage, respectively. All regressions include
vintage year fixed effects. We cluster standard errors, which we report in parentheses, by VC firm
(or fund, since we are studying first-time funds). ∗∗∗p < 0.01 denotes significance at the 1% level,
∗∗p < 0.05 denotes significance at the 5% level, and ∗p < 0.10 denotes significance at the 10% level.

Dependent Variable: Degree Centrality of Syndicate partners

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

VC exp 0.083∗ 0.067 0.114∗

(0.045) (0.044) (0.061)

Operating exp -0.038 -0.024 0.042
(0.042) (0.041) (0.072)

VC exp × Operating exp -0.104
(0.088)

Female 0.001 0.001
(0.001) (0.001)

Black/Hispanic -0.002∗∗ -0.002∗∗

(0.001) (0.001)

MBA -0.000 -0.000
(0.001) (0.001)

Ph.D. -0.001 -0.001
(0.001) (0.001)

Arts Degree -0.000 -0.000
(0.001) (0.001)

Foreign University -0.001 -0.001
(0.001) (0.001)

Top 20 University 0.002∗∗∗ 0.002∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001)

Ln(Fund size) 0.030∗∗ 0.029∗∗

(0.014) (0.014)

Fraction Early-Stage Deals -0.038 -0.038
(0.026) (0.026)

Fraction Late-Stage Deals -0.101∗∗∗ -0.101∗∗∗

(0.025) (0.025)

Adjusted R2 0.24 0.24 0.30 0.30
# Firms 354 354 354 354
Observations 354 354 354 354
Vintage FE? X X X X
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Table A.4: Whom do new fund founders syndicate deals with?

This table tests the hypothesis that first-time venture capital funds run by founders with previous
venture capital experience are more likely to syndicate deals with connected VCs than other funds
are. Our sample is first-time funds from Pitchbook for which we were able to gather the requisite data
on founders’ previous employment and education. The sample includes firms formed between 2006
and 2017. A unit of observation is a first-time fund. The dependent variable, Indegree Centrality
Centrality, is the average indegree of all syndicate partners of the first-time firm. Indegree centrality
captures how frequently a VC firm is invited to coinvest in other VCs’ deals — deals where the other
VC, not the first-time firm, is the lead investor. VC exp is an indicator that equals one if at least one
of the fund founders has venture capital experience prior to starting the fund and zero otherwise.
Operating exp is an indicator that equals one if at least one founder has startup experience, worked
for a public company in an operating role, or has consulting experience. Female, Black/Hispanic,
MBA, Ph.D., Arts Degree, Foreign University, and Top 20 University are indicator variables that
equal one if at least one founder has the characteristic in question and zero otherwise. Fraction Early
Stage Deals and Fraction Late Stage Deals are the fraction of deals by the fund that are in the early
or late stage, respectively. All regressions include vintage year fixed effects. We cluster standard
errors, which we report in parentheses, by VC firm (or fund, since we are studying first-time funds).
∗∗∗p < 0.01 denotes significance at the 1% level, ∗∗p < 0.05 denotes significance at the 5% level, and
∗p < 0.10 denotes significance at the 10% level.

Dependent Variable: InDegree Centrality of Syndicate partners

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

VC exp 0.136∗∗∗ 0.091∗ 0.152∗∗

(0.049) (0.048) (0.065)

Operating exp -0.062 -0.040 0.046
(0.046) (0.045) (0.077)

VC exp × Operating exp -0.135
(0.096)

Female 0.001 0.001
(0.001) (0.001)

Black/Hispanic -0.002∗∗ -0.002∗∗

(0.001) (0.001)

MBA 0.000 0.000
(0.001) (0.001)

Ph.D. -0.001∗ -0.001∗

(0.001) (0.001)

Arts Degree -0.001 -0.001
(0.001) (0.001)

Foreign University -0.001∗ -0.001∗

(0.001) (0.001)

Top 20 University 0.002∗∗∗ 0.002∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001)

Ln(Fund size) 0.047∗∗∗ 0.046∗∗∗

(0.016) (0.016)

Fraction Early-Stage Deals -0.036 -0.034
(0.029) (0.029)

Fraction Late-Stage Deals -0.071∗∗ -0.072∗∗

(0.029) (0.028)

Adjusted R2 0.21 0.20 0.26 0.26
# Firms 354 354 354 354
Observations 354 354 354 354
Vintage FE? X X X X
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Table A.5: Whom do new fund founders syndicate deals with?

This table tests the hypothesis that first-time venture capital funds run by founders with previous
venture capital experience are more likely to syndicate deals with connected VCs than other funds
are. Our sample is first-time funds from Pitchbook for which we were able to gather the requisite data
on founders’ previous employment and education. The sample includes firms formed between 2006
and 2017. A unit of observation is a first-time fund. The dependent variable, OutDegree Centrality, is
the average outdegree centrality of all syndicate partners of the first-time firm. Outdegree centrality
captures how frequently the first-time firm invites other VCs to coinvest in deals where the first-
time firm is the lead investor. VC exp is an indicator that equals one if at least one of the fund
founders has venture capital experience prior to starting the fund and zero otherwise. Operating exp
is an indicator that equals one if at least one founder has startup experience, worked for a public
company in an operating role, or has consulting experience. Female, Black/Hispanic, MBA, Ph.D.,
Arts Degree, Foreign University, and Top 20 University are indicator variables that equal one if at
least one founder has the characteristic in question and zero otherwise. Fraction Early Stage Deals
and Fraction Late Stage Deals are the fraction of deals by the fund that are in the early or late stage,
respectively. All regressions include vintage year fixed effects. We cluster standard errors, which
we report in parentheses, by VC firm (or fund, since we are studying first-time funds). ∗∗∗p < 0.01
denotes significance at the 1% level, ∗∗p < 0.05 denotes significance at the 5% level, and ∗p < 0.10
denotes significance at the 10% level.

Dependent Variable: OutDegree Centrality of Syndicate partners

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

VC exp 0.370∗∗∗ 0.204∗∗∗ 0.224∗∗

(0.078) (0.076) (0.106)

Operating exp -0.178∗∗ -0.129∗ -0.101
(0.079) (0.073) (0.118)

VC exp × Operating exp -0.044
(0.151)

Female 0.001 0.001
(0.001) (0.001)

Black/Hispanic -0.003∗∗∗ -0.003∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001)

MBA -0.001 -0.001
(0.001) (0.001)

Ph.D. -0.003∗∗ -0.003∗∗

(0.001) (0.001)

Arts Degree -0.001 -0.001
(0.001) (0.001)

Foreign University -0.003∗∗ -0.003∗∗

(0.001) (0.001)

Top 20 University 0.004∗∗∗ 0.004∗∗∗

(0.001) (0.001)

Ln(Fund size) 0.156∗∗∗ 0.156∗∗∗

(0.025) (0.025)

Fraction Early-Stage Deals -0.032 -0.031
(0.044) (0.044)

Fraction Late-Stage Deals -0.018 -0.018
(0.045) (0.045)

Adjusted R2 0.13 0.08 0.25 0.25
# Firms 354 354 354 354
Observations 354 354 354 354
Vintage FE? X X X X
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