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Foreword
For over five years, Diversity VC has worked to build a more diverse 
and inclusive VC ecosystem across the world. 

Data and insights are the foundation of that work: by using data to identify areas 
of inequities in the industry, we can design and build resources to reduce them. As 
the industry progresses, so does our research and resource-building - continuously 
pushing funds in the ecosystem to do better.

Diversity in US Startups - published in 2019 and 2021 - laid our data foundation 
in the US. In these reports, we investigated the profiles of founding teams receiving 
venture capital financing (in 2018 and in 2020, respectively) from the 100 most 
active funds across the country. What we found was that VC-backed startups were 
still disproportionately men (89.3%), white (71.6%), based in Silicon Valley (35.3%) 
and Ivy League-educated (13.7%); the data had hardly changed in two years.

But venture capital is a long-term investment, and we were beginning to see the 
roots of more systemic change taking hold. Household names among institutional 
investors - from Goldman to Citi to Carta - announced commitments to funds 
run by emerging managers and/or to General Partners from underrepresented 
backgrounds. We also saw many brand-name VCs carve out a slice of their AUM or 
raise separate funds to invest in underrepresented founders. Altogether, we saw 
billions of dollars get earmarked for investment in non-majority investors  
and entrepreneurs.

The exact language of these commitments varies, but overall the goal is similar: put 
more capital into the hands of underrepresented investors and founders, who will 
in turn invest in underrepresented communities. There is some research that  
confirms this hypothesis, yet the numbers for funding underrepresented founders 
remain disappointingly low.

So why the disconnect? We wanted to understand how to square the availability of 
“DEI Capital” with the reality of capital allocation to DEI strategies. In other words, if 
we know the money is out there for DEI funds or underrepresented managers, where 
is it going? How are LPs determining where it should go and who it should go to? 

And most importantly, how do Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion play a 
role in their decision-making?

This report is the first in a series of annual reviews investigating the state of DEI in 
VC, with a particular focus on capital allocation decisions on the part of both LPs 
and GPs. These findings are simply the starting point for conversation and action 
around how to facilitate greater diversity, equity, and inclusion in VC. We hope you’ll 
join us on that journey.

If you are interested in supporting our work, or learning more about 
Diversity VC, please reach out to us at us@diversity.vc. 

Sarah Millar
Chief Operating Officer

https://diversity.vc/diversity-vc-usa/
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/55a59a52e4b030d5436bdf26/t/5f69582bc1f59b06bbb2464c/1600739378928/WRG-The-Power-of-Diversity-9.21.20.pdf
http://us@diversity.vc
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Methodology Overview
Questionnaire

Diversity VC, in collaboration with sponsors and partners, drafted a survey to collect information at the fund 
level from venture capital firms with a US presence. That survey - including high-level categories and specific 
questions - can be seen in the appendix. At a high level, we collected information on:

   Fund overviews (investment mandates, AUM, etc)

   GPs’ demographics

   DEI mandates

   Fundraising experiences

   Portfolios

In some cases, self-reported fund information was supplemented by data available through Crunchbase. 
Information was accessed via API.

The survey was conducted from June 28 through September 20, 2022. Funds were reached through a 
combination of direct email, Slack communities, and strategic partner communications. Of the thousands of 
funds that were exposed to the survey, we received 393 responses. Each response represents a single VC 
fund, and each respondent filled in the survey on behalf of their respective institutions for both firm-level and 
individual questions (e.g. a single respondent provided all information on GP demographics). 

Not every respondent has answered every question so percentage data is presented on a respondents-only 
basis. Further, given the sensitive nature of the data we collected, some respondents opted to forgo answers to 
some questions. As a result, our analysis includes 213 VCs total and demographic data for 172 individual GPs.

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1MHlP4tpxa6fXzgVasIgkxVAtlfWvAX1RSB0RSznRpWc/edit#gid=1839225995
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Analysis

The results of this research study lean primarily on deductive research methods, but has also 
incorporated inductive research methods where appropriate.

A combination of both qualitative and quantitative methods, mixed methods, have been 
used to explore and establish an in-depth understanding of the nuances inherent in diversity 
and representation in venture capital and generate ideas for further research while testing 
hypotheses and making objective measurements of the current state of the industry.

For data analysis, we used a combination of statistical and thematic analysis techniques: 
statistical analysis methods to test relationships between variables and thematic analysis 
methods to interpret patterns and meanings in the data.

We employed descriptive and correlational research designs to measure variables and 
describe relationships between them.

For all numeric variables, we produced the mean and standard deviations. For categorical 
variables we produced statistics on the frequency of responses. 

Regression and correlation analysis were employed to test the relationship/associations 
between variables. 
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Key Terms

There are several key terms that we will use throughout this report that we want to make clear from the beginning 
to avoid confusion. A summary of these terms is found below. All terminology is specific to this research.

DEI URM DEI Fund
100% DEI 
Mandate 

Fund
URM Fund

DEI or URM 
Investment

GP vs VC

Diversity, Equity,  
and Inclusion.

Underrepresented 
minority. For the 

purposes of this survey, 
an underrepresented 

minority is defined as any 
person not identifying as 
a man or white. In most 
instances through this  
survey, we use URM to  

signify nonwhite.

A fund that allocates 
part or all of its 

capital to DEI or URM 
investments. Used 

interchangeably with 
“DEI Manager”.

A fund that has an explicit 
mandate to invest in DEI 

or URM investments. *The 
distinction between a 

100% DEI Mandate Fund 
and a DEI Fund is that the 
former exclusively makes 
DEI / URM investments, 

while a DEI Fund can 
invest in anyone - though 
it has capital set aside for 
DEI / URM investments. 

Generally, this distinction 
can be understood as 

100% DEI Mandate Funds 
allocate 100% of their 

capital to DEI investments, 
while DEI Funds allocate 

less than 100%.

A fund who counts 
an underrepresented 
minority (or nonwhite 

person) amongst its GPs. 
Used interchangeably 
with “URM Manager”.

Investment made 
with the express 
intent of funding 

underrepresented 
minorities, including  

but not limited to  
women, black, 

indigenous, and people  
of color populations,  

LGBTQ+ populations,  
and disabled populations.

Throughout this  
survey, GP refers to 
individuals while VC 

refers to funds.
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Results Summary
Funds

The 213 VCs surveyed represent a broad spectrum of the venture ecosystem. 
Respondents invest across nearly every stage (up to Series D), with most funds 
focusing on earlier-stage companies (pre-seed - Series A). 

Funds also focused on nearly every imaginable industry for investment.

Chart 1: Focusing funding stage Chart 2: Industry focus
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Similarly, AUM ranged from zero (funds currently seeking investment) to $4.5 billion. The 
average fund in our assessment managed $254 million.

Portfolio sizes varied greatly; some VCs had only one portfolio 
company, while others counted more than 1,200. Funds had a median 
of 24 portfolio companies in our sample. 

Chart 3: Portfolio size Chart 4: Total Assets Under Management  
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Finally, the number of GPs per fund ranged from 1 (“Solo GP”) to 20 - indicating 
representation of both Micro VCs and large, institutional funds. 

The VCs evaluated were also fairly similar in terms of structure. About 2/3 were 
close-ended funds; 20% were permanent capital vehicles and 13% were evergreen.

Chart 5: Fund type Chart 6: GPs per firm
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Individual Respondents

Our survey collected information on 172 individuals across the 213 funds.  
The demographics of those 172 are outlined below.

Chart 7: Gender and race breakdown of GPs
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Findings & Insights
This survey was created to investigate the allocation of capital to  
underrepresented managers and funds focusing on DEI investments in  
the VC industry.  

In particular, we wanted to understand where there are material differences in the fund and 
investment characteristics of DEI and URM fund managers compared to their peers. Were their 
funds of comparable sizes? What about portfolios?

We conducted a series of comparative analyses to analyze the profile of DEI funds or 100% 
DEI andate funds compared to funds that belonged to neither category. In general, we found 
that DEI and 100% DEI Mandate funds were smaller and invested in smaller rounds, and were on 
average more likely to have woman or URM representation in the general partnership. On most 
other metrics, though - from industry focus to stage focus to LP types - DEI / 100% DEI Mandate 
funds were fairly similar to their peers. These analyses are further outlined below.

The biggest divergence between these sets of funds was DEI investment allocation: of the 
$31.8 billion in AUM represented in the study, only $582 million was specifically allocated to 
DEI investments - or 1.87% of the total. Among DEI and 100% DEI Mandate funds, the average 
percentage of AUM dedicated to DEI was 73% - but given smaller fund sizes, this 73% is itself 
representative of a relatively small pool of capital.

This number - 1.87% - is consistent with other headlines we see for DEI investment: 2.4% of 
investment going to companies solely founded by women, 1.3% to Black founders - and the list 
goes on. We believe there is a direct tie between how much capital is allocated to invest in these 
entrepreneurs, and how much capital they raise. Likewise, the amount of capital allocated to DEI 
or 100% DEI Mandate funds - whose AUMs are currently just 16% the size of their non-DEI peers 
- seems insufficient for growing investment into underrepresented communities.

Without more capital dedicated to DEI investment, at both the LP and VC level, these numbers 
will be difficult to change. 

$31.6 billion  
in combined AUM

$582 million  
dedicated to  

DEI investment



Diversity in U.S. Startups | 2022 Edition12

Fund Overviews

The first and most clear difference between DEI funds and their 
peers was size. DEI funds were about $57 million in AUM on 
average, compared to $354 million for non-DEI funds. 

Chart 8: DEI vs Non-DEI funds
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The majority of funds we surveyed employed a multi-stage strategy, but DEI funds were much more 
likely to focus on the earliest stages of investment (pre-seed & seed). In fact, 100% of DEI funds we 
surveyed invest at the seed stage; 64.6% invest in pre-seed, and 58.3% invest at Series A. They are 
slightly less likely to focus on the later stages compared to non-DEI funds.

Chart 9: Number of GPs
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Given DEI funds tend to be overrepresented in the  
pre-seed-Series A categories, it makes sense that fund sizes 
would generally be smaller. According to Crunchbase data, the 
DEI funds represented in our survey also participated in smaller 
rounds: $10.8 million on average, versus $21.4 million for  
non-DEI funds.

Chart 10: Round sizes

And GP sizes were fairly similar, with non-DEI funds skewing slightly larger - likely due to larger fund 
sizes, on average.
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Chart 11: Investment stage
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GPs

Gender
Of the 172 GPs for whom we collected demographic data, 59 identified as women - 
or 34% of the overall sample. 32 funds out of 141 for which we had full gender data 
consisted of only men GPs - only 22.7% of the total. 10 funds (or 7%) were 100% 
women GPs. The remainder - 99 funds - had at least one GP who identified as a 
woman. On average, 31% of GPs are women per VC - meaning, the average fund will 
have approximately 1/3 of its General Partnership made up of women.

Chart 12: Distribution of women GPs
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Race/Ethnicity
Of the 172 GPs for whom we collected demographic data, 25 identified as URM 
- or 8.9% of the overall sample. 50 funds out of 92 for which we had full race data 
had zero nonwhite GPs (54.3%). Only 6 funds (or 6.5%) were 100% URM GPs. 
The remainder - 46 funds - had at least one GP who identified as an URM. On 
average, 14% of GPs are URM per VC fund - meaning, the average fund will have 
approximately 14% of its General Partnership made up of URM.

Chart 13: Distribution of URM GPs
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Both of these results indicate that women and 
URM are still underrepresented in the venture 
industry at the GP level. 

If they are present, they are more likely to be part of a demographically 
heterogeneous team. 
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Chart 14: Gender and race representation among GPs, DEI vs. non-DEI funds

Portion of women GPs in box plot
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One initial finding 
was that DEI 
funds were much 
more likely to 
have a woman-
identifying or 
URM GP. 

 For women, about 23% of 
non-DEI funds had a woman 
GP; 40.5% of DEI funds did. 
Only 5.9% of non-DEI funds 
counted a URM GP in their 
partnership, meanwhile, 
compared to 25.3% of those 
with a 100% DEI mandate.
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Interestingly, the differences change slightly when looking at funds with a 100% DEI Mandate1. A fund with a 
100% DEI mandate is more likely to have a woman-identifying GP, URM GPs are nearly equally represented at 
funds with and without 100% DEI mandates.

Chart 15: Gender & Race representation among GPs, DEI mandate vs. non-DEI mandate
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20% 20%

40% 40%

60% 60%

80% 80%

0% 0%

100% 100%

Non-DEI  
mandate

DEI  
mandate

Mean: 
30.3%

Portion of minority GPs in box plot

Non-DEI 
mandate

DEI 
mandate

One interpretation of this data is 
that the presence of a woman in 
the general partnership increases 
the likelihood that a fund has 
capital allocated to invest in DEI / 
URM investments. 
This is true whether the fund simply has a carve out for 
DEI investments, or whether it has an explicit mandate 
to make DEI investments (100% of its capital). 

A URM GP, meanwhile, increases the likelihood that a 
fund has capital allocated to DEI investments, but does 
not increase the likelihood that the fund has a mandate 
to invest 100% of its capital in DEI investments. In 
other words, a URM partner indicates some, but not all, 
of the AUM will be dedicated to DEI investments.

Overall, a fund with a woman or URM GP was much 
more likely to have capital allocated to invest in URM 
founders / DEI investments. We could also understand 
this to mean that women and URM GPs are more drawn 
to funds that have DEI pools of capital.

Mean: 
50%

Mean: 
18.5%Mean: 

16.7%

1.    As a reminder, a “DEI Fund” has capital set aside for DEI investments, but does not make them exclusively, while a 100% DEI 
Mandate Fund only invests in DEI investments.
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On three other measures of diversity in the VC industry - educational attainment, immigration status, and previous 
experience - funds across the spectrum actually looked pretty similar. That is to say, we found that DEI or 100% DEI 
mandate funds were just as likely as their counterparts to identify as immigrants, to have completed an elite education 
(>50%), and to have previous experience in VC.

Chart 16: Educational attainment, immigration status,  
and previous experience among GPs, DEI vs. non-DEI VCs
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VC experience varied, however, with DEI fund GPs more 
likely to be first-time fund managers versus their non-DEI 
counterparts.

Again, these numbers change when looking at funds that have a mandate to invest in URM founders. Funds 
without a 100% DEI mandate tend to have higher educational attainment, are less likely to be immigrants, less 
likely to have VC experience, but equally as likely to be a first-time fund manager.

Chart 17: Percentage of first 
time fund manager

Chart 18: GP Characteristics at non-DEI vs. DEI funds
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DEI Mandates

Out of the 69 funds that responded to our question about whether or not they 
allocated any portion of AUM to DEI investments, 43% said Yes. Just over half said 
they did not, while a small percentage were unsure. 19% of funds had committed 
100% of their AUM to DEI investments. The average amount of AUM dedicated to 
DEI investments was 73%. 

43%

6%

51%

Chart 19: Assets under management allocated  
to DEI focused investments

Yes No Unsure

Our sample represented more than $31.6 billion in combined AUM; $582 million of 
that was dedicated to DEI investments, or 1.87%. 

About $2.2 billion combined AUM came from funds that identified as DEI funds. This 
percentage is consistent with smaller fund sizes, as we mentioned above, as well 
trends we see in startup funding for underrepresented founders; there simply isn’t as 
much capital dedicated for investment into underrepresented groups.
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All funds were fairly similarly 
distributed geographically, 
though DEI funds were more 
prevalent in the South (heavily 
concentrated in Texas) than 
non-DEI funds. The Northwest 
and Southwest did not have 
any DEI funds represented in  
our sample.
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Of those funds that had DEI capital to deploy - both mandated and carved out - most focused on women and black founders.  
Other minority and overlooked groups were not as frequently cited as focuses. Though our sample size is quite small on this question, we 
believe more research is warranted to understand how VCs think about their own capital allocation.

Chart 21: DEI mandate focus
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LPs

Though we received limited data on Limited Partner investment into funds, we did learn a few high-level data points. The majority of funds said their LPs did not have a DEI 
mandate for investment (63%); 12% said they were unsure. Just under a quarter said their investors did have a mandate.

Where these GPs raised funds varied slightly, with institutional capital appearing less often in the LP bases of DEI funds. The most common sources of capital were high  
net-worth individuals (HNWI), Fund of Funds, and “Other” - while non-DEI funds were more likely to raise capital from Family Offices than their DEI counterparts. Pensions were a 
relatively small percentage for all, while sovereign funds only invested in non-DEI funds among our sample. 

Chart 22: Percentage of funds reporting LP type 
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Takeaways

Overall, funds focused on DEI and 
funds managed by URM talent are 
still disproportionately underfunded 
compared to their peers. Though large 
commitments from major institutions 
may bode well for long-term impact, 
we are still some ways away from 
equal and equitable access to capital 
in the venture ecosystem. None of 
this information is necessarily new - 
but it is important to analyze and set 
a baseline from which to improve. 
Capital allocation to DEI and URM fund 
managers continues to face structural 
barriers, from Limited Partner diligence 
rubrics to GP commit expectations. 
And until these barriers are lifted, it 
will be difficult to make progress on 
creating an equitable system in VC.

But there are some positive findings 
to highlight: there is a good amount 
of capital earmarked for DEI 
investments, and though woman- and 
URM-GP representation is still below 
where it should be to reflect society 
at large, it is moving in the right 
direction. We hope this report serves 
as a benchmark from which to improve, 
and an informational guide to LPs, 
GPs, and founders seeking to make or 
receive investment.

There are a few areas of research we 
also hope to explore in the coming 
years. Fundraising experiences - from 
timelines to raise to number of LP 
meetings taken - still remains a largely 
anecdotal data collection process. 
Similarly, returns (IRR, DPI) will play a 
large role in capital allocators’ decision-
making for investment; seeing this 
comparison between DEI and non-DEI 
funds could help create a performance 
index demonstrating the economic 
opportunity of DEI investment.

We also believe that an intersectional 
approach is fundamental to correcting 
the inequities in the venture capital 
industry. While this report spotlights 
a broad spectrum of DEI, other 
organizations and data efforts - such 
as the State of Black Venture from 
BLCK VC, the NVCA Human Capital 
Survey, The Information’s VC Diversity 
Index, AllRaise’s Impact Report, and 
StartOut’s Pride Economic Inclusion 
Index present a more holistic picture of 
the realities of DEI in the VC industry. 
These data reports are only one piece 
of the process of making VC more 
diverse and inclusive; ambitious and 
defined steps of action must also be 
taken to achieve that goal. 

https://www.blckvc.org/state-black-venture
https://www.blckvc.org/state-black-venture
https://nvca.org/research/vc-human-capital-survey/
https://nvca.org/research/vc-human-capital-survey/
https://www.theinformation.com/vc-diversity-index
https://www.theinformation.com/vc-diversity-index
https://allraise.org/assets/all-raise-annual-report-2020.pdf
https://startout.org/speii/
https://startout.org/speii/
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Call to Action

We call on all stakeholders in the VC 
ecosystem - and especially on Limited 
Partners and Venture Capitalists - to consider 
their use of DEI as a lens for capital allocation. 

What changes are attainable in the short- and medium-term to make the industry more 
equitable? What processes can be reevaluated, taking into consideration the clear disparities 
in allocation to different VCs and fund strategies? With this information in hand, we hope to 
better understand how to innovate within our own organizations to improve access to capital - 
and to achieve growth.



Diversity in U.S. Startups | 2022 Edition26

Acknowledgement

Our work would not be possible without the incredible support 
of our partners and sponsors. 
We would like to thank Silicon Valley Bank, Amazon Web Services, and the Nasdaq Entrepreneurial 
Center for backing us from the beginning, and for serving as insightful voices during our research 
process. We also extend our gratitude to Moaz Hamid of Mvmt Ventures and Anthemis, who graciously 
supported our work. And to Crunchbase, which provided supplementary data to enhance our analysis.

The team at Penn State University was absolutely fundamental to our research and analysis, and we 
are eternally grateful for their hard work and persistence in seeking answers and insights. 

Aisling Carlson
Marketing & Partnerships Lead 
for Diversity VC

Gold Sponsors Friends & Family Sponsors Partners



Diversity in U.S. Startups | 2022 Edition27

Our Sponsors

SVB is the financial partner of the 
innovation economy, helping individuals, 
investors and the world’s most 
innovative companies achieve their 
ambitious goals. SVB’s businesses - 
Silicon Valley Bank, SVB Capital, SVB 
Private and SVB Securities - together 
offer the services that dynamic and 
fast-growing clients require as they 
grow, including commercial banking, 
venture investing, wealth planning and 
investment banking. Headquartered in 
Santa Clara, California, SVB operates in 
centers of innovation around the world. 
Learn more at svb.com/global. 

Access to Innovation is SVB’s signature 
program designed to help advance women, 
Black and Latinx individuals to positions 
of influence in the innovation economy. By 
leveraging powerful connections among 
founders, funders and talent, SVB is helping 
increase the pipeline of diverse talent, and 
helping underrepresented groups unlock 
greater access to capital, professional 
relationships and career opportunities. Join 
SVB to amplify Access to Innovation and stay 
up to date on news and ways to engage with 
our work.

SVB Financial Group (SVB) (Nasdaq: SIVB) is 
the holding company for all business units and 
groups. © 2022 SVB Financial Group. All rights 
reserved. SVB, SVB FINANCIAL GROUP, 
SILICON VALLEY BANK, SVB SECURITIES, 
SVB PRIVATE, SVB CAPITAL and the chevron 
device are trademarks of SVB Financial Group, 
used under license. Silicon Valley Bank is a 
member of the FDIC and the Federal Reserve 
System. Silicon Valley Bank is the California 
bank subsidiary of SVB Financial Group.

Commentary
The venture capital community is enormously influential and 
holds tremendous power to shape the future of our society. 
In recent years, we saw many firms commit capital to diverse 
funds and founders – a step in the right direction to be sure. 
Yet, we continue to see major discrepancies in the money 
making its way to these underrepresented groups versus their 
white male peers.

In 2017, SVB launched its signature Access to Innovation 
initiative to help address this disparity, supporting diverse 
founders and funders with critical capital, connections and 
development opportunities. We are proud to sponsor Diversity 
VC and this new research, which helps us to continue to analyze 
whether recent DEI capital commitments are having the 
intended impact and fosters important discussion necessary to 
improve access to capital.

Tosh Ernest
Head of Access to Innovation
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Our Sponsors

Amazon Web Services (AWS) established the Underrepresented Founder 
(URF) Startup Business Development (BD) team in 2020 to deepen our 
intentional focus on accelerating businesses led by founders that belong 
to a group that the venture industry as a whole underinvests in relative 
to the percent of the overall population. This includes founders that 
are women as well as people of color, including those of African, Latin 
American, or Native American descent, and individuals who identify 
as LGBTQIA+. We developed this effort after diving deep into data 
that demonstrates a critical lack of investment in underrepresented 
founders. The URF Startup BD team is part of the AWS Startup 
business team, which strives to earn trust by building relationships with 
underrepresented founders early in their business lifecycle. We engage 
underrepresented founders through partners, events, and programs, as 
well as through high-touch engagements, such as technical office hours. 
Our vision is to democratize access to tools and resources to all founders, 
regardless of where they sit in the world or how they identify.

Commentary
Uncovering evidence that shows the 
systemic shortcomings of venture 
capital in supporting innovations and 
businesses led by women and minority 
founders is the first step in making 
meaningful change—that’s why we 
backed this report. Talent is equally 
distributed, but opportunity is not. 
Creating a drumbeat of significant 
data like this and sharing blueprints 
for intentional efforts such as Amazon 
Catalytic Capital and AWS Impact 
Accelerator, among others, are crucial to 
encourage the industry to lean in.

Howard Wright
VP and Global Head  
of AWS Startups

https://www.aboutamazon.com/news/small-business/amazon-is-investing-150-million-in-funds-that-support-underrepresented-entrepreneurs
https://www.aboutamazon.com/news/small-business/amazon-is-investing-150-million-in-funds-that-support-underrepresented-entrepreneurs
https://aws.amazon.com/blogs/startups/aws-launches-30m-impact-accelerator-for-underrepresented-founders/
https://aws.amazon.com/blogs/startups/aws-launches-30m-impact-accelerator-for-underrepresented-founders/
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The Evidence-to-Impact Collaborative (EIC) 
is a research center and information hub for 
the science of using social science – we aim 
to improve the data, methods, and processes 
related to research, the dissemination of 
evidence, and to understand the impacts 
of the use of research evidence on societal 
well-being. We leverage our expertise in 
administrative data, program evaluation, and 
researcher-policymaker relationships for 
social investment optimization.

The Nasdaq Entrepreneurial Center is an independent, non-profit building a better path 
for entrepreneurs worldwide. Established in 2014, the Center is dedicated to improving 
inclusion, access, and knowledge in entrepreneurship by meeting the real time needs 
of entrepreneurs and then translating those needs to actionable data that is shared 
with policy makers and institutions around the world to build more opportunities for all 
entrepreneurs. As part of this work, the Center is leading the Venture Equity Project (VEP), 
a 10-organization collective, with a goal of improving capital pathways for entrepreneurs 
and venture fund managers of color. In collaboration with partners across the field, both in 
the US and across the UK, our objective is to design interventions that bring together first 
movers and produce informed policy recommendations using critical data-driven research. 
We invite you to learn more about our work and findings at thecenter.nasdaq.org.

Yoon Sun Hur
Research Faculty

Nicola Corzine
Founding Executive Director 
Nasdaq Entrepreneurial Center

Our Partners

https://thecenter.nasdaq.org/
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Lucid Capitalism is a women-led advisory firm accelerating climate and 
social justice strategies in venture capital, Lucid Capitalism believes that 
a more diverse, inclusive, and equitable VC ecosystem will bring higher 
returns for GPs and LPs alike. Increased diversity among investors and 
entrepreneurs, a powerful force for change to address systemic barriers 
many face to equitable societal and economic participation, is also 
increasingly a driver of business resilience and responsible practices. We 
are proud to partner with Diversity VC, and hope to see data in the near 
future trending towards higher numbers of URM managers, with larger 
AUM, investing at later stages and in larger rounds, as efforts to diversify 
the field at early stages increasingly bear fruit.

Shu Dar Yao
Founder, Managing Partner

Our Partners
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Appendix
Research Goals and Hypotheses

Research Objective 1

Gain a better understanding of the demographic 
composition of the venture capital general partners 
(GPs) and limited partners (LPs).

Research Objective 2

Estimate the amount of capital invested into funds managed by 
underrepresented minorities (URM) (“URM funds”), funds managed by women 
(“Women Funds”), and funds with a DEI investment mandate (“DEI funds”).

Assumption

The majority of venture capital general 
partners (GPs) and limited partners (LPs) are 
white men.

Assumption

Limited Partners are making an increasing number of investments 
in funds managed by underrepresented minorities (URM) and/or 
women (“URM funds”) and in funds with a DEI investment mandate 
(“DEI funds”).

Hypothesis

Limited Partners primarily invest in General 
Partners that are demographically similar  
to them.

Hypothesis

The amount of capital invested into URM, Women, and DEI funds 
has significatly increased sinced the murder of George Floyd  
(May 25, 2020).
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Research Objective 3

Determine if greater investments into URM funds, Women funds, and DEI funds lead to greater investment 
into underrepresented founders (women and URM) - both in terms of number of companies funded and total 
dollars invested.

Assumption

These investments are being made under the LP’s assumption that greater investment into URM 
funds, Women funds, and DEI funds will lead to greater investment into underrepresented founders 
(women and URM) - both from the amount of companies funded and the $ invested.

    The further assumption here, presumably, is that this will lead to a more equitable VC ecosystem 
where identity is not a barrier to investment.

Hypothesis

    URM and DEI funds invest in a greater number of URM founders than funds that are not led by 
underrepresented fund managers and/or have a DEI mandate.

    However, the total dollar amount invested into these founders is less than that of their white 
peers (peers meaning, same stage, educational background, location, etc.)

Research Objective 4

Determine the average percentage and amount of 
total capital managed by Limited Partners that is 
allocated to Women, URM, and DEI funds.

Assumption

Less than 5% of the total capital 
managed by Limited Partners is 
earmarked for Women, URM, and DEI 
funds.

Hypothesis

The amount of capital allocated 
Women, URM, and DEI funds by 
Limited Partners is very small and 
therefore will not have a material 
impact on portfolio performance 
regardless of the performance of funds 
and underlying companies 
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Research Objective 5

Determine if the capital used by Limited Partners to invest into 
Women, URM, and DEI funds is primarily coming from pools of 
capital earmarked for DEI investments.

Research Objective 6

Assess the percentage of total funds allocated for 
Women, URM, and DEI funds that have been deployed. 
And in cases of under-deployment, determine causes. 

Assumption

Limited Partners are primarily making investments into 
URM and DEI funds out of a pool of capital earmarked 
for DEI investments.

Assumption

Less than 50% of the funds earmarked by 
Limited Partners for Women, URM, and DEI 
funds have been deployed.

Hypothesis

    Most of the institutional capital flowing to URM and 
DEI funds is DEI-focused, while institutional capital 
going to homogenous funds is not.

    The total value of funds going to URM and DEI funds 
is still less than that of homogenous funds, even 
controlling for similarities in stage focus, etc.

Hypothesis

There are barriers preventing the effective 
deployment of Limited Partner capital 
allocated for Women, URM, and DEI funds.
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Research Objective 7

Assess if Limited Partners plan to increase their investments into 
well-performing Women, URM, and DEI funds over time.

Research Objective 8

Calculate the portfolio performance of Women, 
URM, and DEI funds

Assumption

Limited Partners are willing to increase their allocation 
to well-performing funds over time.

Assumption

URM and DEI funds can and will 
perform at equal or greater levels than 
their homogenous counterparts, in 
terms of returns.

Hypothesis

    The amount of DEI capital available is limited, and 
URM/DEI funds will find it difficult to increase the 
total sizes of their funds.

    LPs do not intend to invest capital into Women/
URM/DEI funds out of traditional (non-DEI 
earmarked) pools of capital.

Hypothesis

The amount of DEI capital available is 
limited, and Women/URM/DEI funds 
will find it difficult to increase the total 
sizes of their funds over time regardless 
of performance.
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Methodology Detail

The full list of questions asked in the survey can be found at the survey link here.  
All questions were optional, including fund-specific information such as names and websites. 

1    Person/respondent questions - Provides 
detailed information on who is completing the 
survey including their role, function, and years 
of experience. Establishes a point of contact in 
case we want to ask clarifying questions and 
allows us to establish data points regarding their 
function and role within the firm. Also allows us to 
determine if they’re a general partner.

a    What We’re Most Interested In.

i    Function of the person completing  
the survey

ii    Are they a general partner?

2    Investment fund questions - Allows us to gain 
information about fund specifics. Provides 
information we can use to collate our data with 
available data sources.

a    What We’re Most Interested In.

i    Where is the fund headquartered?

ii    Total assets under management

iii    Business stage focus?

iv    Does the fund have a DEI mandate?

v    What percentage of total assets  
under management is dedicated to  
DEI initiatives?

vi    Fund performance where applicable

3    Fundraising questions - Allows us to gain insight 
into their sources of capital and their overall 
fundraising journey.

a    What We’re Most Interested In.

i    Total amount of the most recent fund?

ii    Did they meet their target close date and 
capital raise amount?

iii    Number of limited partners and the 
categories of LPs represented

iv    Percentage of  their most recent fund 
that is from dedicated DEI capital pools?

v    Are there DEI mandates set in place  
by LPs?

vi    Which category of LPs are allocating 
capital to DEI initiatives?

https://diversityvc.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_aaWfxLXmsewKUPs
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4    General Partner questions - Better 
understanding demographic representation 
among General Partners.

a    What We’re Most Interested In.

i    Percentage of GPs that identify 
as underrepresented minorities 
(underrepresented minorities are defined 
as a U.S. citizen who identifies as Black/
African American, Hispanic/Latino, or 
American Indian/Native American.)

ii    Gender representation among  
general partners

iii    Average educational attainment of GPs

iv   Prevalence of First-time fund managers

5    Investment Team questions - Gaining insight 
in the demographic representation of the 
investment team.

a    What We’re Most Interested In.

i    How many investment professionals are 
on the investment team?

ii    What is the racial and gender breakdown 
of the investment team?

6    DEI Mandate questions - Allows us to gain insight 
into their sources of capital and their overall 
fundraising journey.

a    What We’re Most Interested In.

i    Does the fund have a Diversity, Equity  
& Inclusion (DEI) mandate?

ii    Which DEI group(s) is the fund  
focused on?

iii    When was the mandate or  
initiative initiated?

iv    Are DEI investing activities separate  
from their flagship investing activities?

v    What percentage of capital is devoted to 
this DEI initiative/mandate?

vi    What percentage of DEI capital has  
been deployed?



https://diversity.vc/
https://twitter.com/diversityvc
https://www.linkedin.com/company/diversity-vc/
mailto:info%40diversity.vc?subject=

	Foreword
	Methogology Overview
	Questionnaire
	Analysis
	Results Summary
	Funds
	Results Summary
	Appendix
	Research Goals and Hypotheses
	Methodology Detail
	Acknowledment
	Call to Action
	Takeaways
	Findings & Insights
	Individual Respondents
	Fund Overviews
	GPs
	DEI Mandates
	LPs

	Button 292: 
	Button 293: 
	Button 294: 
	Button 295: 
	Button 296: 
	Button 297: 
	Button 298: 
	Button 299: 
	Button 300: 
	Button 301: 
	Button 302: 
	Button 303: 
	Button 304: 
	Button 305: 
	Button 306: 
	Button 307: 
	Button 308: 
	Button 309: 
	Button 110: 
	Button 112: 
	Button 113: 
	Button 111: 
	Button 10111: 
	Button 101014: 
	Button 101015: 
	Button 101016: 
	Button 10122: 
	Button 7: 
	Button 8: 
	Button 9: 
	Button 118: 
	Button 119: 
	Button 120: 
	Button 121: 
	Button 101020: 
	Button 101022: 
	Button 101021: 
	Button 10127: 
	Button 122: 
	Button 123: 
	Button 124: 
	Button 125: 
	Button 126: 
	Button 127: 
	Button 128: 
	Button 101023: 
	Button 101025: 
	Button 101024: 
	Button 10135: 
	Button 326: 
	Button 327: 
	Button 328: 
	Button 329: 
	Button 330: 
	Button 331: 
	Button 332: 
	Button 101035: 
	Button 101036: 
	Button 101037: 
	Button 26: 
	Button 27: 
	Button 10164: 
	Button 136: 
	Button 137: 
	Button 138: 
	Button 139: 
	Button 101029: 
	Button 101031: 
	Button 101030: 
	Button 140: 
	Button 141: 
	Button 197: 
	Button 198: 
	Button 199: 
	Button 200: 
	Button 10149: 
	Button 101032: 
	Button 101034: 
	Button 101033: 
	Button 144: 
	Button 145: 
	Button 205: 
	Button 206: 
	Button 207: 
	Button 208: 
	Button 10159: 
	Button 101038: 
	Button 101040: 
	Button 101039: 
	Button 146: 
	Button 147: 
	Button 209: 
	Button 210: 
	Button 211: 
	Button 2010: 
	Button 10169: 
	Button 101041: 
	Button 101043: 
	Button 101042: 
	Button 1034: 
	Button 148: 
	Button 150: 
	Button 149: 
	Button 212: 
	Button 213: 
	Button 214: 
	Button 2011: 
	Button 10174: 
	Button 101044: 
	Button 101046: 
	Button 101045: 
	Button 1047: 
	Button 152: 
	Button 153: 
	Button 154: 
	Button 215: 
	Button 216: 
	Button 217: 
	Button 2012: 
	Button 10175: 
	Button 101047: 
	Button 101049: 
	Button 101048: 
	Button 1035: 
	Button 155: 
	Button 156: 
	Button 157: 
	Button 218: 
	Button 219: 
	Button 220: 
	Button 2013: 
	Button 10176: 
	Button 101050: 
	Button 101052: 
	Button 101051: 
	Button 1048: 
	Button 158: 
	Button 159: 
	Button 160: 
	Button 221: 
	Button 222: 
	Button 223: 
	Button 2014: 
	Button 10177: 
	Button 101053: 
	Button 101055: 
	Button 101054: 
	Button 1049: 
	Button 170: 
	Button 171: 
	Button 172: 
	Button 224: 
	Button 225: 
	Button 226: 
	Button 2015: 
	Button 10178: 
	Button 101056: 
	Button 101058: 
	Button 101057: 
	Button 1050: 
	Button 173: 
	Button 174: 
	Button 175: 
	Button 227: 
	Button 228: 
	Button 229: 
	Button 2016: 
	Button 10179: 
	Button 101059: 
	Button 101061: 
	Button 101060: 
	Button 1095: 
	Button 176: 
	Button 177: 
	Button 178: 
	Button 230: 
	Button 231: 
	Button 232: 
	Button 2017: 
	Button 10180: 
	Button 101062: 
	Button 101064: 
	Button 101063: 
	Button 1096: 
	Button 179: 
	Button 180: 
	Button 181: 
	Button 233: 
	Button 234: 
	Button 235: 
	Button 2018: 
	Button 10181: 
	Button 101065: 
	Button 101067: 
	Button 101066: 
	Button 1097: 
	Button 182: 
	Button 183: 
	Button 184: 
	Button 236: 
	Button 237: 
	Button 238: 
	Button 2019: 
	Button 10182: 
	Button 101068: 
	Button 101070: 
	Button 101069: 
	Button 1098: 
	Button 185: 
	Button 186: 
	Button 187: 
	Button 239: 
	Button 240: 
	Button 241: 
	Button 2020: 
	Button 10183: 
	Button 101071: 
	Button 101073: 
	Button 101072: 
	Button 10102: 
	Button 286: 
	Button 287: 
	Button 288: 
	Button 289: 
	Button 290: 
	Button 291: 
	Button 2033: 
	Button 10191: 
	Button 1010100: 
	Button 1010101: 
	Button 1010102: 
	Button 10100: 
	Button 191: 
	Button 192: 
	Button 193: 
	Button 245: 
	Button 246: 
	Button 247: 
	Button 2022: 
	Button 10185: 
	Button 101077: 
	Button 101079: 
	Button 101078: 
	Button 10101: 
	Button 194: 
	Button 195: 
	Button 196: 
	Button 248: 
	Button 249: 
	Button 250: 
	Button 2023: 
	Button 10186: 
	Button 101080: 
	Button 101082: 
	Button 101081: 
	Button 251: 
	Button 252: 
	Button 253: 
	Button 2024: 
	Button 10187: 
	Button 101083: 
	Button 101085: 
	Button 101084: 
	Button 254: 
	Button 255: 
	Button 256: 
	Button 2025: 
	Button 10188: 
	Button 101086: 
	Button 101088: 
	Button 101087: 
	Button 258: 
	Button 257: 
	Button 259: 
	Button 2026: 
	Button 10189: 
	Button 101089: 
	Button 101091: 
	Button 101090: 
	Button 320: 
	Button 321: 
	Button 322: 
	Button 2036: 
	Button 10194: 
	Button 1010109: 
	Button 10101010: 
	Button 10101011: 
	Button 336: 
	Button 337: 
	Button 338: 
	Button 2038: 
	Button 10196: 
	Button 10101015: 
	Button 10101016: 
	Button 10101017: 
	Button 314: 
	Button 315: 
	Button 316: 
	Button 2034: 
	Button 10192: 
	Button 1010103: 
	Button 1010104: 
	Button 1010105: 
	Button 323: 
	Button 324: 
	Button 325: 
	Button 2035: 
	Button 10193: 
	Button 1010106: 
	Button 1010107: 
	Button 1010108: 
	Button 260: 
	Button 262: 
	Button 2027: 
	Button 10190: 
	Button 101092: 
	Button 101094: 
	Button 101093: 
	Button 1023: 
	Button 1024: 
	Button 270: 
	Button 10128: 
	Button 10129: 
	Button 10131: 
	Button 109: 
	Button 108: 
	Button 101095: 
	Button 271: 
	Button 276: 
	Button 277: 
	Button 2028: 
	Button 10123: 
	Button 10124: 
	Button 10126: 
	Button 1010: 
	Button 1011: 
	Button 101096: 
	Button 272: 
	Button 278: 
	Button 279: 
	Button 2029: 
	Button 10133: 
	Button 10134: 
	Button 10136: 
	Button 1012: 
	Button 1013: 
	Button 101097: 
	Button 273: 
	Button 280: 
	Button 281: 
	Button 2030: 
	Button 10165: 
	Button 10166: 
	Button 10168: 
	Button 1014: 
	Button 1015: 
	Button 101098: 
	Button 274: 
	Button 282: 
	Button 283: 
	Button 2031: 
	Button 10170: 
	Button 10171: 
	Button 10173: 
	Button 1017: 
	Button 101099: 
	Button 1016: 
	Button 275: 
	Button 284: 
	Button 285: 
	Button 2032: 
	Button 313: 


