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Executive Summary  

Startups represent key drivers to fuel Australia’s shift toward a sustainable and 

knowledge-intensive economy. Yet, Australian startups face sustainability issues. They have 

low-survival rates and face difficulty to find skilled employees or raise investment. This 

report, written in collaboration with PwC Chair in Digital Economy, analyses up to two 

thousand Australian startups to help policy-makers (federal and state governments) make 

informed decisions to tackle obstacles to startup sustainability.  

This report’s findings show Australian startups experience greater difficulty to achieve 

three years of consecutive growth, or to revive from downturns, compared to other 

developed economies (first study, section 2.2). Key conditions to achieve such sustainability 

are found to be linked with initial investment in resources (asset, labour) and founder(s) 

previous industry experience (second study, section 2.3). Australian policy-makers play a 

key role in enabling these conditions, and are currently focusing on the right issues by 

supporting high-potential startups (third study, section 2.4). Yet, policy-makers’ support has 

room for improvement and suffers from inefficiencies as former attractive industries keep 

being over-subsidised (third study).  

On a micro-level, the federal government is recommended to amend the “Entrepreneur’s 

Programme” eligibility requirements (changing revenue threshold and list of attractive 

industries, adding growth pattern and years of industry experience), and application 

processes (proactive v. reactive), to more efficiently support high-potential startups (first 

recommendation, section 3.2). On a meso-level, Australian policy-makers are recommended 

to improve: (a) access to finance, through a public and venture-capital scheme; (b) access to 

labour, by encouraging technical skills at university; (c) access to network, through a national 

incubator coordination; and (d) access to mentoring from private sectors over policy-maker’s 

punctual advice (second recommendation, section 3.3). As a result, Australian startups will 

be able to take advantage of their ecosystem and environment to sustain growth, and use 

more efficiently policy-makers’ micro-level supports. 
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1. Proposal and Background Summary  

1.1  Introduction to Startups in Australia 

Australia is shifting from a primary-based (mining-focused) economy, to a sustainable 

and knowledge-intensive economy (Australian Government, 2015a; Euromonitor 

International, 2016). Policy-makers are consequently seeking ways to enable new drivers of 

economic growth, to improve socio-economic conditions, and increase government sources 

of revenue – augment tax collections and reduce welfare cost imbalances from job 

destruction in primary industries that gained in productivity (Australian Government, 2015a; 

Davidsson, Achtenhagen, & Naldi, 2010). 

Startups, as small young firms with growth potential, represent an opportunity for policy-

makers to support alternative drivers of economic growth (Mason & Brown, 2013). By 

introducing innovative products that disrupt traditional industries, startups increase overall 

productivity and create the foundation for new jobs (Brñnback, Carsrud, & Kiviluoto, 2014; 

NESTA, 2009; PwC, 2013; StartupAUS, 2015). Although startups represent a small share 

(6%) among the 2.3 million registered businesses in Australia as of 2016, high-technology 

(tech) startups, alone, are forecasted to represent up to 4% of Australia’s GDP by 2033 and 

to employ half a million people (ASIC, 2016; PwC, 2013; Startups in Australia: From lucky to 

plucky, 2016). In Australia, however, few startups are founded (Graph 1), and many suffer 

from growth obstacles (symptoms of the problem). Australian startups have low survival 

rates spread out across industries (Graphs 2 and 3); low collaboration within a culture of fear 

of failure; scarce availabilities of skilled employees; or experience difficulty in raising 

investment (Australian Government, 2014; PwC, 2013; StartupAUS, 2015). When startups 

are very successful, however, they tend to leave Australia and relocate their headquarters 

overseas (StartupAUS, 2015). As a result, Australian startups suffer from sustainability 

issues, facing difficulties to develop and/or prosper (actual problem).  

Graph 1: Startups per Million of Population, Example of Tech Startups 

Note. Source from Startup Muster (2015).  
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Graph 2: Australian Firms’ Survival Rate after Three Years of Creation 

Note. Source from Australian Bureau of Statistics (2016). 

Graph 3: Australian Firms’ Survival Rate after Three Years of Creation, per Industry, Year 2015 

Note. Source from Australian Bureau of Statistics (2016). 

1.2  Literature Review  

1.2.1 Startup Environment and Ecosystem  

The development of startups relies on several components (Figure 1). The education 

and previous industry experience of startup founders increases their ability to understand 

marketplaces and bring new clients (Davidsson, Steffens, Gordon, Garonne, & Senyard, 

2009). Yet, founders are also influenced by broader social and cultural contexts – 

entrepreneurship is often not perceived as a good career choice in Australia (high-risk 

aversion) (Kelley, Herrington, & Singer, 2016; Spike Innovation, 2015). To bootstrap 

innovative projects, startups require skilled workforces, but might be forced to outsource 
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additional funding to survive another year (Brñnback, Carsrud, & Kiviluoto, 2014; Startup 

Muster, 2015). Successful startups are also likely to develop in geographic clusters 

(ecosystems), as well as incubators (helping projects to come to life), accelerators 

(preparing commercialisation), or startup hubs, where entrepreneurs can collaborate and be 

mentored (Davidsson, Achtenhagen, & Naldi, 2010; Kruger & Cacioppe, 2014; PwC, 2013; 

StartupAUS, 2015). 

Figure 1: New Venture Creation Framework 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Adapted with minor change from Gartner (1985). Individual(s) include founder and startup’s 

team. Organisation includes type of firm and strategy followed. Process includes the role of the 

entrepreneur. Environment includes access to finance, labour, and macro-economic conditions.  

1.2.2 Growth Sustainability 

Most firms start, live and die small (Cooper, Woo, & Dunkelberg, 1989). Startups that 

sustain growth tend to be found in growing industries, and to have: growth-commitment 

strategies; good business practices (unique value proposition); efficient human resources as 

firms often cannot hire as fast as they grow;  digital technologies; and abilities to manage 

downturns to strengthen their sustainability as growth is often not linear (Brñnback, Carsrud, 

& Kiviluoto, 2014; Davidsson & Delmar, 2006; Davila, Foster, He, & Shimizu, 2015;  

Hambrick & Crozier, 1985; Kangasharju, 2000; Simes, O'Mahony, & Lyster, 2013). Yet, high 

growth comes with internal challenges threatening startups’ sustainability, such as: a sense 

of infallibility because of success; employee’s burnout as job pressure quickly increases; a 

short time to operationally cope with growth; and organisational disruptions (Hambrick & 

Crozier, 1985; Mount, Zinger, & Forsyth, 1993).  

1.2.3 Policy-Makers  

Regulations stimulate startup ecosystems and environment (macroeconomic conditions 

and availability of suppliers, workforces, or funds), however, Australian policies are blamed 

for having low support and relevance to startups (Brñnback, Carsrud, & Kiviluoto, 2014; 

Kelley, Herrington, & Singer, 2016; StartupAUS, 2015). The difficulty for policy-makers 

arises from attempting to balance between too much support and too little (Brñnback, 

Carsrud, & Kiviluoto, 2014; Mason & Brown, 2013; PwC, 2013). Additionally, policy-makers 
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and entrepreneurs have contradictory views on growth. Policy-makers are interested in 

growth in employment to decrease welfare costs, whereas entrepreneurs focus on growth in 

revenue as employees in early years are seen as costly (Brñnback, Carsrud, & Kiviluoto, 

2014; Davidsson & Wiklund, 2000). Policy-makers also have to prioritise which type of 

startups to support. High-potential startups have higher socio-economic outcomes than small 

firms that are less innovative, however, small firms employ overall more people, which might 

influence the nature of the policies developed (Mason & Brown, 2013; Shane, 2009). Small 

and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) in Australia employ, for instance, up to 70% of Australia’s 

private-sector workforce (Simes, O'Mahony, & Lyster, 2013). Furthermore, as new firms turn 

profitable in average seven to nine years after their creation, policies require long-term views 

(Shane, 2008). 

1.3  Project Proposal  

1.3.1 Knowledge Gaps 

The literature shows extensive research on startup sustainability, however, most studies 

are based on the United States or Europe, and tend to focus on small firms rather than 

actual startups. Several recommendations have also been made to Australian policy-

makers, however, they tend to focus on tech startups rather than startups across all 

industries.  

1.3.2 Project Structure 

This report is written in collaboration with PwC Chair in Digital Economy at Queensland 

University of Technology (QUT), which produces policy-orientated reports to identify 

emerging opportunities to lead Australia’s economic and employment growth (PwC Chair in 

Digital Economy, 2015). This report will fill the knowledge gap identified in the literature by 

studying Australian startups’ sustainability across all industries, and recommend actionable 

solutions to policy-makers, guided by three research objectives (RO): 

RO1: How do Australian startups grow toward sustainability? 

RO2: What are Australian startups’ conditions to achieve sustainability? 

RO3: What are Australian policy-makers’ actions and focus to support startup sustainability? 

Firstly, Australian startups’ growth will be analysed in depth (section 2), based on key 

concepts from the literature (section 1), to secondly tailor recommendations to Australian 

policy-makers (section 3), including insights for future researches.  
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2. Analysis  

2.1  Introduction  

2.1.1 Methodology 

The analysis is performed in three studies from secondary research to answer the 

research objectives. Firstly, the growth patterns of startups in Australia is compared to other 

developed economies. Secondly, a regression analysis defines Australian startups’ 

conditions to achieve sustainability. Lastly, exploratory research assesses Australian policy-

makers’ performance in enabling startup sustainability.  

2.1.2 Data Collection 

The Comprehensive Australian Study of Entrepreneurial Emergence (CAUSEE) at QUT 

has surveyed more than two thousand Australian startups, representing Australia’s largest 

research project on the matter (CAUSEE, 2016; Gruenhagen, et al., 2016). As the study is 

cross-sectional and longitudinal – five waves of data collected between 2007 and 2013 – the 

development of a same startup can be followed over time (Gruenhagen, et al., 2016). Data 

was collected from 50-minute phone interviews on a random-sample basis, therefore likely 

generalizable to the whole Australian startup population (Gruenhagen, et al., 2016). From 

judgement sampling, CAUSEE also defined startups as high-potential based on their growth-

orientation mindset, technological sophistication, and development in a growing industry 

(Gruenhagen, et al., 2016). As per the different methodology requirements detailed in each 

sections, the three studies use parts of the CAUSEE dataset, and have, accordingly, 

different sample sizes (Table 1). 

Table 1: Sample Size Summary 

Study Wave Total Sample 
Eligible Sample (n=) 
(% of Total Sample) 

Growth Pattern (RO1) Wave 1 to Wave 5 1,998 173 (8.7%) 

Sustainability Conditions (RO2) Wave 3* 786* 244 (31%) 

Policy-Maker’s Focus (RO3) Wave 5 993 555** (56%) 

Note. Source for total sample from: Gruenhagen, et al. (2016). Eligible sample definitions are found in 
sections 2.2.2, 2.3.2, and 2.4.2. * Based on Wave 3 sample despite a minor Wave 1 contribution.      
** The eligible sample varies a little depending on some government-support questions asking for 
more details, which is indicated under each graph results in section 2.4.3. 
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2.2  First Study: Australian Startup Growth Pattern 
 

RO1: How do Australian startups grow toward sustainability? 

2.2.1 Background 

Most startups do not follow a linear growth (Garnsey, Stam, & Heffernan, 2006). Instead, 

they tend to follow a “ladder-and-snake” path – they grow a year, decline the other, or vice 

versa (Davila, Foster, He, & Shimizu, 2015). The startups that are able to successfully 

sustain growth are able to learn from their mistakes – they efficiently manage downturns to 

ultimately strengthen their sustainability (Davila, Foster, He, & Shimizu, 2015).  

Davila et al. (2015, p. 22) studied the growth path of 158,000 startups from ten 

developed economies (excluding Australia), and found that only one third managed to 

sustain three years of consecutive growth from their second year of existence. These results 

provide a significant base to compare with Australia. As a result, a very similar approach will 

be conducted to assess Australian startups’ performance. 

To do this, the study will analyse the number of yearly growths or declines a sample of 

Australian startup faced over a three-year period from four years of revenue. An analysis of 

the frequency of occurrence will then provide a weight on each growth pattern. An 

investigation of the top performers will ultimately provide insights on the influence of external 

determinants toward startup sustainability. 

2.2.2 Sample Definition 

To be eligible to participate in the study, startups had to report a positive revenue over 

four years (Wave 1 to Wave 4) (exclusive conditions). In order to ensure startups were still 

sustainable after this four-year period, and to replicate the survivorship bias including only 

continuing firms from Davila et al.’s (2015) study, a further exclusive condition was added –  

startups had to report not being discontinued two years later at Wave 5.  

2.2.3 Results 

Australian startups roughly have similar growth patterns to other developed economies, 

consistent with Davila et al.’s (2015) findings. Yet, Australian startups have greater 

difficulties to sustain growth over time. Only 18.5% sustained three years of consecutive 

growth (Path 1, Figure 2), against 35.6% in Davila et al.’s (2015) study; and only 6.9% 

sustained growth despite a decline in the first period (Path 19), against 13% in the same 

study. As a result, Australian startups might also face greater difficulties in reviving from 

downturns.  
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Figure 2: Tree Diagram of Australian Startups’ Growth Path Sequences (Revenue Based) 

Path no.  Frequency  Frequency  Frequency  

  T+1  T+2  T+3  

1 
     

18.5% (+) 
 

      

2    38.7% (+)  2.3% (0)  

3 
     

17.9% (-) 
 

     

4 
    

5.2% (+) 
 

     

5  67.6% (+)  8.1% (0)  1.7% (0)  

6 
     

1.2% (-) 
 

     

7 
    

13.3% (+) 
 

     

8    20.8% (-)  2.3% (0)  

9 
     

5.2% (-) 
 

      

10 
     

1.2% (+) 
 

      

11    2.3% (+)  0% (0)  

12 
     

1.2% (-) 
 

     

13 
    

0% (+) 
 

     

14  6.9% (0)  1.7% (0)  0.6% (0)  

15 
     

1.2% (-) 
 

     

16 
    

1.2% (+) 
 

     

17    2.9% (-)  0.6% (0)  

18 
     

1.2% (-) 
 

      

19 
    

6.9% (+) 
 

      

20    15% (+)  2.3% (0)  

21 
     

5.8% (-) 
 

     

22 
    

0.6% (+) 
 

     

23  25.4% (-)  2.3% (0)  1.2% (0)  

24 
     

0.6% (-) 
 

     

25 
    

5.8% (+) 
 

     

26    8.1% (-)  0.6% (0)  

27 
     

1.7% (-) 
 

      

Total  100%  100%  100%  

Note. n=173. (+) = growth, (0) = stable, (-) = decline. Year T=2007 (Wave 1). Reading example: 

67.6% startups grew on T+1, 38.7% grew two years in a row, 18.5% grew three years in a row (Path 

1). The total is subject to round results. 
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When redoing the study by only taking into account high-potential startups (n=38), the 

share of firms that achieved three years of consecutive growth raised to 26.3%, against 

18.5% from the overall sample (Appendix B). This result confirms high-potential startups 

have capabilities to sustain growth over time, and should, accordingly, be policy-makers’ 

primary focus (Mason & Brown, 2013).  

Among the 33 (18.5% out of the sample) startups achieving three years of consecutive 

growth, particularities emerge compared to the overall sample. Startups developing, for 

instance, in the “Health, Education, Social Services,” or “Finance” industries are more likely 

to sustain growth (Graph 4). As these industries are growing in Australia and considered as 

next waves, this finding confirms the influence of being in a growing industry as an external 

growth determinant (Davidsson, Achtenhagen, & Naldi, 2010).  

Graph 4: Distribution per Industries, 3-Year Growth Firms v. Overall Sample 

 
Note. n(3-year growth startups)=33, including 10 high-potential startups, n(overall sample)=173.  

 

In an attempt to define a revenue threshold to sustain growth, 64% of startups achieving 

three years of consecutive growth have a revenue below $750,000, however, out of the ten 

high-potential startups, 70% have a revenue above this threshold (Graph 5). 

Graph 5: Revenue Distribution, 3-Year Growth Firms, Overall Startups v. High-Potential Startups 

Note. n(high-potential 3-year growth startup)=10, n(overall sample of 3-year growth startup)=33 
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To conclude, Australian startups face difficulties to sustain growth compared to other 

developed economies. Startups achieving three years of consecutive growth tend to be in 

growing industries (external determinant) and have revenue above $750,000 (Graph 5). Yet, 

internal determinants also play an influence in startups’ sustainability, which will be studied 

in the next study (Davidsson, et al., 2009). 

 

2.3  Second Study: Conditions of Startup Sustainability  
 

RO2: What are Australian startups’ conditions to achieve sustainability? 

2.3.1 Background 

The development of a startup relies on several variables: its initial resources (investment, 

asset, labour); the individual attributes of its founders (education, experience, previous 

startups’ outcome); and the influence of a broader socio-economic environment (Figures 3 

and 4, section 1). 

Figure 3: Key Elements of the New Firm Creation Process 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Source from Davidsson et al. (2009). 

 Figure 4: Revised Global Entrepreneurship Monitor Conceptual Model 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note. Adapted with minor change from Kelley et al. (2016). 

Resources 

Venture Type 

Environment 

Venture 

Creation 

Process 

Outcomes 

Social, 

Cultural, 

Political, 

Economic 

Context 

Social Values  
Toward  

Entrepreneurship 

Individual attributes 
Entrepreneurial activity 

(Life cycle, type of activity, sector of 
activity) 

Entrepreneurial output 

Outcome 
(Socio-economic development) 



14 
 

The study of interaction between these variables will help answer the second research 

objective and define, accordingly, conditions of startup sustainability. To do so, a regression 

analysis between four variables (revenue, asset, labour, years of experience) will be 

conducted. This study will represent the influence of startup resources and individual 

attributes, toward startup development.  

Let 𝑌 be the dependent variable, 𝑋𝑖 the independent variables, 𝛽𝑖 the regression 

coefficients (parameter vectors), and 𝜀 the condensed error term (noise). The regression 

model is as follows (Freedman, 2005). 

∀𝑖 ∈ ⟦1; 3⟧, (𝑋𝑖,𝑌) ∈ ℝ4,   𝑌 = 𝑓(𝑋1, 𝑋2, 𝑋3) = 𝛽0 + ∑(𝛽𝑖𝑋𝑖)

3

𝑖=1

+ 𝜀 

As revenue is often used as an indicator of companies’ performance, it is here assumed, 

to simplify the model, to be a proxy for sustainability (Venkatraman & Ramanujam, 1986). 

While the asset variable is expected to grow with revenue, the inclusion of the labour 

variable helps control the startup size effect on the model. As the revenue, asset and labour 

variables are prone to volatility, the logarithm function is added to smooth the variability, in 

coherence with other regression analyses made on similar variables (Cleveland & Loader, 

1996; Senyard, Baker, Steffens, & Davidsson, 2014). The regression model becomes as 

follows. 

 

Let 𝑌 be the amount of revenue, 𝑋1 the amount of asset, 𝑋2 the amount of labour 

(founder(s)’ weekly hours), and 𝑋3 the combined years of experiences of the startup 

founder(s) in the industry they operate. 

 

∀ (𝑋1, 𝑋2, 𝑌) ∈ ℝ+∗3
, ∀𝑋3 ∈ ℝ+,    log (Y) = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1 log(𝑋1) + 𝛽2 log(𝑋2) + 𝛽3 𝑋3 + 𝜀 

 

2.3.2 Sample Definition 

To be eligible to participate in the study, startups had to report a positive revenue, labour 

and asset, in the randomly-chosen third wave, and a number of years of experience superior 

or equal to zero to capture all possibilities, in the first wave. The latter variable was mostly 

collected at this period. As the exclusive conditions are spread out across two different 

waves separated by two years, it helps confirm the startups were not discontinued over the 

period, and were, accordingly, sustainable.  
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2.2.3 Results  

The regression model shows a high R2 compared to the standard in cross-sectional 

studies (Table 2) (Giles, 2013). As a result, the overall study is likely significant. The asset 

and labour variables are strongly significant (p-value<0.001), and the years of experience 

variable is significant (p-value<0.01). The four regression coefficients are all positive, 

confirming a positive relationship between the variables and sustainability. As a result, the 

study proves startups having higher level of initial investment in resources (asset and labour) 

are more likely to be successful. In addition, founder(s)’ industry experience (about 13.5 

years) is found to affect the performance of a startup positively (Graph 6). Yet, this 

relationship is not exclusive. A visual investigation of the data indicates that in few cases, 

startups can still be sustainable even though its founders have, for instance, no earlier 

industry experience. 

  

Table 2: Regression Results 

 Variables  P-Value   

 Asset (𝑋1) 6.24x10-19 ***   

 Labour (𝑋2) 5.56 x10-14 ***   

 Years of Experience (𝑋3) 0.002**   

     

 Regression Coefficients Value   

 𝛽0 2.07   

 𝛽1 0.87   

 𝛽2 0.37   

 𝛽3 <0.01   

     

 Regression Statistics Value   

 R2 0.57   

 Significance F 1.74 x10-43   

Note. n=244. *** p-value<0.001, ** p-value<0.01 . 

 

Graph 6: Distribution of Founder(s)’ Combined Years of Industry Experience 

 
Note. n= 244. Frequency distributed on an 11-intervale percentile basis. 
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Extensions from the three variables studied further define the conditions of startup 

sustainability. Firstly, the access to asset is conditioned by startups’ ability to access finance 

(fund investments, government grants). Additionally, assets provide benefits outside of their 

direct purpose. SMEs in Australia that have higher shares of tangible assets out of total 

assets have easier access to long-term debt, which might facilitate their development 

(Cassar & Holmes, 2003). 

Secondly, the influence of labour on sustainability does not only depend on its quantity 

(weekly hours), but also on its quality (efficiency, technicity, experience, level of education) 

(PwC, 2013). Startups need easy access to technical and educated workforces (knowledge 

asset), otherwise they might be required to outsource skilled employees, increasing, 

accordingly, their hiring costs (Startup Muster, 2015).  

Thirdly, founders’ years of industry experience provide more than knowledge of 

marketplaces. Their experiences enable startups to broaden their local networks to gain 

access to critical resources and potential clients (Barringer, Jones, & Neubaum, 2005). This 

advantage ultimately strengthens startups’ sustainability, by limiting their risk of “liability of 

newness” against larger and older firms having more experiences (Stinchcombe, 1965). 

To conclude, the sustainability conditions for Australian startups are: access to finance to 

build assets; access to sufficient labours (quantity) and skilled employees (quality); and a 

few years of industry experience (ideally 13.5 years) from their founder(s). Policy-makers 

can enable these conditions depending on their involvement, which will be studied in the 

next study. 

 

   



17 
 

2.4  Third Study: Policy-Makers’ Startup Focus  
 

RO3: What are Australian policy-makers’ action and focus to support startup sustainability?  

2.4.1 Background  

High-potential startups have greater socio-economic outcomes than regular small firms 

(Shane, 2009). As they create more jobs and wealth, they reduce welfare costs and increase 

tax collection, which is in policy-makers’ interests (Henrekson & Johansson, 2010). Yet, 

since they have broader growth ambitions and are more innovative, they take more risks, 

which decreases, in the meantime, their chance of sustainability (OECD, 2010; StartupAUS, 

2015). As a result, high-potential startups are recommended to be the primary focus of 

policy-makers (Mason & Brown, 2013) .  

This focus is extended to the industries policy-makers decide to support. Some 

industries see low startup sustainability because of their mature cycle. (Davidsson, et al., 

2009). For instance in Australia, startups entering the maturing retail industry with low 

barriers of entry face low survival rates (Davidsson, et al., 2009). Consequently, Australian 

policy-makers have been recommended to support selected growing-industries to fuel new 

drivers of economic growth, such as “International Education,” “Finance,” “Agribusiness,” 

“Healthcare,” “Tourism,” or “Information and Communications Technology (ICT)” (Baghai, 

Redhill, Richardson, & Vorster, 2014; PwC, 2013).  

To answer the third research objective, the study will analyse Australian policy-makers’ 

current focus between regular and high-potential startups. Comparison between industries 

currently supported against expectedly supported will assess policy-makers’ efficiency. 

Lastly, the causes of startup discontinuation will be evaluated and compared to policy-

makers' type of support to showcase areas of improvement. 

2.4.2 Sample Definition 

The CAUSEE survey collected these variables in Wave 5. To be eligible, startups had to 

answer the questions regarding government support. Out of the eligible sample, 22% were 

high-potential startups.   

2.4.3 Results  

Findings show overall Australian policy-makers are already focusing on high-potential 

startups: 64% of them received government support (grant, advice, mentoring or tax 

concessions) against 9% of regular startups (Graph 7). Yet, the overall government support 

is inconsistent between industries. Some industries are over-supported such as “Customer 

Service,” “Manufacturing,” and “Construction” whereas they do not represent attractive 

growing industries or next drivers of economic growth for Australia (Baghai, Redhill, 
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Richardson, & Vorster, 2014). High-potential industries such as “Health and Education” or 

“Hospitality (Tourism)” do not appear either optimally supported (Graph 8). These results 

confirm Australian policy-makers might be misusing subsidies in former attractive but now 

low-growing industries, to the detriment of current growing-industries (Baghai, Redhill, 

Richardson, & Vorster, 2014). 

Graph 7: Share of Startups that Benefited from Government Support 

Note. n(high-potential startups)=122, n(regular startups)=433. 

Graph 8: Distribution per Industries of Startups that Benefited from Government Support 

Note. n(gov. support)=122, n(overall sample)=562. 

 

Discontinued startups that were, accordingly, not sustainable, mainly faced: (a) obstacles 

that could not be overcome, whether financial, technical or managerial; (b) a change in the 

founder(s)’ personal life; or (c) a profit too low to prosper (Graph 9). In an attempt to help 

startups’ sustainability, Australian policy-makers provide mainly: (a) grants to help bootstrap 

startups and to financially support long-term projects having high development costs; (b) 

punctual advice; and (c) tax concessions to relieve startups at their early-development 

stages (Graph 10). Findings show, however, that mentoring, as a continuous form of 

guidance, accounts for little among policy-makers’ supports (Graph 10). Yet, it may help 

startups overcome larger obstacles such as strategic organisational transitions (Eby, 1997).   
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Graph 9: Reasons for Startups Discontinuation 

Note. n=119. Share of importance weighed by a Likert Scale, see Appendix A. 
 

Graph 10: Share of Type of Help Startups Benefited from Government Support 

Note. n=122. 

 

Policy-makers’ action, however, have to be relativised. Although policy-makers can 

enable sustainability by improving growth conditions, they cannot replace the aggregate 

actions of the business world (Baghai, Redhill, Richardson, & Vorster, 2014). In other words, 

policy-makers’ direct support at the firm’s level (micro-level) are not an exclusive condition to 

drive sustainability. This consequence is highlighted in the study results – among the sample 

of discontinued startups, 19% received government support but 17% did not (Graph 11).   

Graph 11: Share of Discontinued Startups per Support Received  

Note. n(gov. support)=122, n(no gov. support)=440. 

 

To conclude, Australian policy-makers have the right primary focus on high-potential 

startups, however, high-growth industries are inefficiently supported. Mentoring efforts could 

also help startups overcome obstacles, which represent the main reason for their 

discontinuity.  
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2.5  Key Findings  

The three studies thoroughly described the Australian startup sustainability context, as 

well as the involvement of policy-makers. Results summarised below (Table 3) will be used 

to tailor recommendations to Australian policy-makers in the next section. 

Table 3: Key Findings Summary 

    

 1. Australian Startup’s Growth Pattern  

  Difficulties to sustain growth or reviving from decline. 

 Low startup performance achieving three consecutive yearly growth, those that do 

are in growing industries. 

 High-potential startups have higher sustainability. 

 70% of high-potential startups have revenue above $750,000. 

 

  

  

  

 2. Conditions of Australian Startup Sustainability   

  Assets, labour (quantity and quality), and founder’s experience (including networks) 

are significant to drive sustainability. 

 The median of combined founder(s)’ years of industry experience is 13.5. 

 

 
 

 3. Australian Policy-Makers’ Startup Focus   

 

 Policy-makers focus overall on high-potential startups. 

 Some low-growth industries are artificially supported at the expense of growing 

industries. 

 Obstacles not being overcome are the main reason for startup discontinuation. 

 Policy-makers’ type of direct support are grants, and punctual advice over 

mentoring. 

 Policy-makers’ support is not an exclusive condition for achieving sustainability. 

 

      

Note. Source from sections 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4. 
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3. Recommendations  

3.1  Introduction to Australian Startup Policies 

The existing Australian startup policies are discussed and divided into three broad 

dimensions to help identify areas of improvements (Figure 5).  

Figure 5: Level of Analysis in Entrepreneurship Support 

Note. Source from Autio, Kronlund, and Kovalainen (2007). 

3.1.1 Macro-Level 

Policy-makers enable startup sustainability through: (a) sound business conditions from 

the overall business laws; (b) skilled workforces from national curriculum policies to match 

education with business needs; (c) efficient infrastructures to enable communication and 

access to markets; and (d) a positive entrepreneurship culture to encourage taking risk 

(ACARA, 2015; Australian Government, 2014; Kelley, Herrington, & Singer, 2016; OECD, 

2012).  

Australia is already ranked 10th worldwide for ease of doing business, however, the 

Corporations Act 2001 (Cth) is criticised for increasing a culture of fear of failure because of 

the liability faced when discontinuing a startup (Euromonitor International, 2015; 

StartupAUS, 2015). In terms of infrastructure, Australia’s slow broadband network in remote 

areas is blamed for limiting startup growth, which the National Broadband Network (NBN) 

policy is planning to resolve (Australian Government, 2015b; Kruger & Cacioppe, 2014). 
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3.1.2 Meso-Level 

Policy-makers enable sustainability by supporting specific industries or firms with special 

treatments, such as tax benefits. Australian startups already take advantage of one of the 

most generous tax incentive in the world to encourage early-stage investments (Dias, 2016a; 

PwC, 2016). Innovation policies help build innovation clusters, linking universities with public 

and private sectors, which is partly overviewed by the Commonwealth Scientific and 

Industrial Research Organisation (CSIRO) that plan to make Australia an entrepreneur’s 

nation (Baghai, Redhill, Richardson, & Vorster, 2014). State governments also play a local 

role in enhancing startup ecosystems. Queensland and Victoria governments are, for 

instance, heavily investing in startup hubs (Dias, 2016b; Mumby, 2016).  

3.1.3 Micro-Level 

Policy-makers support startups directly through SME policies by providing grants, advice, 

or public procurement contracts (Global Entrepeneurship Monitor, 2014; Startup Muster, 

2015). At the regional level, startups are supported by state governments. The “Startup 

Queensland Fund” offers, for instance, grants up to $25,000 (Queensland Government, 

2016b). At the national level, the federal government oversees the Entrepreneur’s 

Programme flagship initiative (former Commercialisation Australia and COMET) that 

supports high-potential startups with extensive network access, mentoring, and grants up to 

$1,000,000 (Autio, Kronlund, & Kovalainen, 2007; Australian Government, 2016b; 

StartupAUS, 2015). Yet, the programme has seen half of its fund cut in the last few years 

(StartupAUS, 2015).  

Other federal initiatives have proven unsuccessful. The “Innovation Investment Fund” as 

a venture capital scheme closed down in 2014 because bureaucracy processes were too 

restraining and too few startups were funded (Autio, Kronlund, & Kovalainen, 2007; Clune, 

2014). The “Commercial Ready Program” targeting high-potential technology firms closed 

down in 2007 after three years of existence because it supported too many startups that 

would have prospered without public assistance (Autio, Kronlund, & Kovalainen, 2007; 

Cheever, 2011). Although, short program lifecycles might highlight policy-makers learn from 

previous mistakes, policies still suffer from changes of government (potentially every four 

years), which increases their temporality (Autio, Kronlund, & Kovalainen, 2007).  

The difficulty for policy-makers remains to develop SME policies coherent with broader 

policies (at the meso-level and macro-level) that might diverge from one another (OECD, 

2010). Furthermore, policy-makers face the challenge to identify high-potential startups 

against regular startups, and have difficulties to select startups that actually require support 

to be sustainable (Autio, Kronlund, & Kovalainen, 2007; Senyard, Davidsson, Gordon, & 
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Steffens, 2009). Consequently, the recommendations addressed in the next section will take 

these drawbacks into account. 

 

3.2  First Recommendation: Entrepreneur’s Programme Amendment (Micro-Level) 

3.2.1 Overview 

The program offers great support nationally to high-potential startups and is therefore 

critical to the overall Australian startup sustainability (Merrick, 2016). Divided into three 

subprograms, it assists innovative startups at their nascent, commercialisation and 

internationalisation stages (Table 4). Startups need to participate in the three subprograms 

to be granted a further $20,000 grant for mentoring services (Australian Government, 

2016b). While the program aims to target high-potential startups, it is criticised to instead 

mainly support SMEs, which highlights room for eligibility improvements (Maritz, 2015).   

Table 4: Entrepreneur Programme’s Subprograms, Support and Eligibility 

Subprogram Eligibility Criteria Type of Support 

Accelerating 
Commercialisation  

 Owner of a novel idea. 
 Expect to sell 

overstate/oversea. 
 50% of the project can be 

funded by the startup. 

 Pre-launch advice. 
 Grant up to $1,000,000. 

Business 
Management  
(Business Evaluation 
Supply Chain 
Facilitation 
Growth Services 
Tourism Partnerships) 

 

 Operate in a growth sector*. 
 Business up and running for 3+ 

years. 
 Annual turnover or annual 

expenditure >$1,500,000, or 
>$750,000 for Northern 
Australia or remote areas. 

 Managerial advice for strategy, 
growth, supply chain or process 
improvements.  

Innovation 
Connections  

 Operate in a growth sector. 
 Annual turnover or annual 

expenditure >$1,500,000, or 
>$750,000 for Northern 
Australia or remote areas. 

 Innovation Facilitators’ advice to 
tap into new market and identify 
gap preventing growth. 

 Grant up to $50,000. 

Note. * Growth sectors are stated as: “Advanced Manufacturing,” “Food and Agribusiness,” “Media 
Technologies and Pharmaceuticals,” “Mining Equipment, Technology or Services,” “Oil, Gas and 
Energy.” Source from the Australian Government (2016a; 2016b; 2016c). 

 

3.2.2 Eligibility Amendments 

Revenue 

The annual turnover requirement is consistent with the first study's findings, as most 

high-potential startups achieving three years of consecutive growth have revenue over 

$1,500,000 (Graph 5). Yet, the study also shows that some high-potential startups still 
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achieve sustainability while being in a lower revenue bracket, which could be the case if they 

are in early-development stages. As a result, the policy leaves behind startups and misses 

therefore an opportunity. The overall revenue threshold should then be decreased to 

$750,000. By doing so, however, policy-makers might be concerned that regular startups 

would slip through the net. To lower the risk of false positives (regular startups considered as 

high-potential), a growth pattern criteria is added below.   

Growth Pattern   

Startups’ growth pattern can be used as an indicator of sustainability potential. Three-

year growth startups can naturally be considered as having high potential. Yet, the first study 

also highlights Australian startups face greater difficulty to manage downturns compared to 

other developed economies. A first decline followed by two years of growth might showcase 

a growth-trigger point, which Mason and Brown (2013) recognise as a key criteria to identify 

high-potential startups (illustration in Figure 6). The eligibility criteria should then include this 

characteristic to support startups that might need help in the future. 

Figure 6: Growth-Trigger Point Illustration 

Note. Adapted from Mason and Brown (2013) explaining a growth-trigger point can be the result of a 
new product delivered, a venture capital raised, or the acquisition of a recent technology.  

 

Years of Experience  

The second study shows founders’ industry experience (ideally 13.5 years) plays a 

significant role in improving their startup prospects. To ensure high-potential startups are 

indeed selected, a further eligibility criteria could, accordingly, include this characteristic. Yet, 

the networking advantage found in founders’ experience can also be facilitated in incubators 

or startup hubs (PwC, 2013). In order to limit the number of high-potential startups left 

behind, the eligibility criteria should therefore incorporate this inclusive condition, in case 

founder(s) have no earlier industry experience but are part of a startup hub. 
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Industry 

The first and third studies show a great imbalance between industries that should be 

supported and the ones actually supported. This observation is extended to the 

Entrepreneur Programme’s eligibility criteria that still includes low-growing industries or 

former Australian growth drivers, such as: “Manufacturing”, “Mining” and “Oil” (Table 5). An 

amendment of the industry criteria by adding growing industries from the first study and the 

literature will ensure the policy includes high-potential startups and focus on Australia’s 

future growth drivers (Table 5). 

Table 5: Summary of Entrepreneur Programme’s Eligibility Amendments v. Actuals 

Amendments Actuals 

 Operate in a growth sector: 
o Health 
o Finance 
o Communications (ICT) 
o Agribusiness 
o Gas 
o Tourism, Hospitality 
o International Education 

 

 Operate in a growth sector: 
o Health (pharmaceuticals)  
o Mining 
o Media Technologies (~ICT) 
o Agribusiness 
o Oil, Gas, Energy 
o Advanced Manufacturing 

 
 

 Annual turnover >$750,000.  Annual turnover or annual expenditure 
>$1,500,000, or >$750,000 for Northern 
Australia or remote areas. 

 Business up and running for 3+ years, with 3 
years of consecutive growth or 2 years of 
consecutive growth after a first decline. 

 Business up and running for 3+ years. 

 Combined years of founder(s) experience in 
the industry the startup operate >13.5 years, 
or participate in an incubator or startup hub 
providing networking opportunities. 

 

Note. ~ part of the ICT industry. To simplify, eligibility criteria are merged from the three subprograms. 
If not amended, the criteria remains the same (see Table 4). Source for the list of amended growing 
industries from Baghai, Redhill, Richardson, and Vorster (2014), and PwC (2013). 

 

3.2.3 Application Amendments 

The Entrepreneur’s Programme might be hard for startups to apply to. The application 

process requires participants to fill a 17-page paper form, going back and forth to 

appendices (Appendix C). Converting the application into an online form could solve the 

issue by adding pop-up tips and advice at each question, which could not have been 

included in a paper form because of the space taken (Lines, Patel, & Hone, 2004). 

In addition, the program follows a reactive approach – startups get aware of the program 

and then apply. Yet, Finland showed a proactive approach can also be successful – policy-

makers directly contact startups that might need support (Autio, Kronlund, & Kovalainen, 
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2007). The federal government should therefore identify high-potential startups that might 

need support, based on their growth pattern, industry and activities. This type of data can be 

retrieved from private-enterprise databases such as Orbis. Both a reactive and proactive 

approach will then ensure high-potential startups are supported. Yet, it is to be noted that 

policy-makers might encounter resistance, as some startups may remain reluctant to use 

government support because of the fear of losing control or independency (Bennett & 

Robson, 2003). 

To conclude, this micro-level policy has room for improvement. Eligibility and application 

amendments will contribute to sustain more efficiently high-potential startups. Yet, the 

amended policy will only work if it is coherent on a broader level. PwC (2013) reminds that 

the startup ecosystem (at the meso-level) must, first, be ready in order not to waste 

government support, which will be addressed in the next recommendation. 
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3.3  Second Recommendation: Startup Ecosystem Improvements (Meso-Level) 

The second study shows access to finance, labour and network are key conditions for 

startup sustainability. Additionally, the third study highlights mentoring, as a type of 

government support, is underused. As a result, the overall Australian startup ecosystem 

plays an important role in startups’ success but has room for improvement (Figure 7).  

Figure 7: Policy-Maker Scope to Enable Startup Sustainability at the Meso-Level 

 

 

 

 

Note. Adapted from sections 1, 2.3 and 2.4. 

3.3.1 Access to Finance 

Innovative startups face difficulties when raising investment funds (OECD, 2010). As 

their products are technologically based, their risk of failure is increased with their product 

obsolescence attributes (OECD, 2010). While the tax environment in Australia is already 

advantageous for early-stage investors, and crowd-sourcing as a type of investment is being 

implemented, other initiatives could encourage investors willing to share this risk (Dias, 

2016a; Parliament of Australia, 2016). In Singapore, the National Research Foundation 

(NRF) tops up private venture capital investments, and government stakes can then be 

bought back within three years (Tech Startups Special Report, 2014) This way, venture 

capitals can reduce by half the risk they take, while policy-makers limit their risk as venture 

capitals have more time and resources to conduct thorough research to select high-potential 

startups. A similar approach in Australia would help balance the venture capital gap between 

other developed economies, and ultimately contribute to startup sustainability (Graph 12). 
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Yet, policy-makers will need large funds to invest as such, which could come from transfers 

of current subsidies in low-growing industries (Baghai, Redhill, Richardson, & Vorster, 2014).  

Graph 12: Domestic Venture Capital Investment per Capita (AUD) 

Note. Source from StartupAUS (2015). 

3.3.2 Access to Labour 

To develop their product, startups require different skilled employees. In Australia, 

technical ICT skills are rare. Yet, they are critical since they increase productivity through all 

industries as a growth-enabler (Baghai, Redhill, Richardson, & Vorster, 2014). While the 

federal government is rolling out an amended curriculum for secondary-level students to 

increase ICT awareness, little focus is placed on universities, whereas they play a key role in 

building these skills (ACARA, 2015; Spike Innovation, 2015). Most Australian universities do 

not have startup incubators to encourage students to try their ideas; entrepreneurship 

classes are often targeted to Business students, leaving behind Science, Technology, 

Engineering and Mathematics (STEM) students; academics teaching these units often have 

limited entrepreneurship experience, and tend to focus on small firms rather than high-

potential startups (Spike Innovation, 2015). 

To tackle the issue, state governments under the coordination of the federal government 

should partner with universities to encourage ICT and entrepreneurship skills to STEM 

students. Academics’ limited startup experience can be compensated by public and private 

cooperation (Global Entrepeneurship Monitor, 2014). This method is already successful for 

Stamford University – the CS183C unit that teaches how startups scale up utilises 

entrepreneurs as guest lecturers at each lectures (Hoffman, 2015). By sharing their 

experiences from real world success, they provide the knowledge foundation for startup 

sustainability (StartupAUS, 2015). 

Yet, application of these policies would take some years before being effective. As a 

result, and to compensate the current lack of skilled workforce, a temporary entrepreneur 

visa should be developed for high-potential startups between the G20 members, in 

continuation with state governments’ initiatives to attract oversea talent in their region 
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(Global Entrepeneurship Monitor, 2014; Queensland Government, 2016a). Australia is 

already considered as a desirable country to work in, and could therefore take this 

opportunity to attract talent from other developed economies, without negatively affecting the 

current Australian workforce (Papademetriou & Sumption, 2013). 

3.3.3 Access to Network 

Networks are facilitated in incubators and startup hubs by bringing entrepreneurs with 

the same ambitions to mutually benefit each other’s (Kruger & Cacioppe, 2014; PwC, 2013). 

While state governments develop these networks regionally, no national coordination is 

currently undertaken (Startup Muster, 2015). Yet, incubators have a high influence in socio-

economic development. In the United States, every US$1,000 invested in startup incubators 

creates an additional US$30,000 in tax collections and six jobs (StartupAUS, 2015). The 

federal government should then develop a national incubator to coordinate regional hubs, 

which will give entrepreneurs access to market knowledge and cooperation, despite their 

actual geographic location (StartupAUS, 2015).  

3.3.4 Access to Mentoring 

High growth comes with sustainability challenges. Throughout their development, 

startups pass through three organisational stages (Figure 8). As transitions from one stage 

to another might take years to complete and internally disrupt startups, they represent a high 

risk of sustainability failure (Mount et al., 1993). Companies successfully capitalising on 

these transitions had sufficiently planned for change and, accordingly, controlled growth, 

instead of suffering from it (Mount et al., 1993). Mentoring from experienced entrepreneurs 

as a long-term support throughout transitions can efficiently limit this risk. Yet, the third study 

finds mentoring in underused in Australia.  As a result, policy-makers should promote this 

type of support over punctual advice, by cooperating with private sectors to select 

experienced mentors. 

Figure 8: Phases of Small Business Development 

 

Note. Adapted from Mount et al. (1993). 

To conclude, meso-level policy amendments will help improve the startup ecosystem 

and enable an efficient use of policy-makers’ micro-level supports toward sustainability, 

summarised below (Table 6).  
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Table 6: Recommendation Summary 

Dimension Policy-Maker Recommendation 

Micro-
Level 

Federal Government Entrepreneur’s Programme 
 Amend Eligibility Criteria: 

o Growth sector 
o Annual turnover 
o Growth pattern 
o Industry experience or participation in a 

networking community 
 Amend Application Process: 

o Convert paper form to online form 
o Start proactive approach to support high-

potential startups 
 

Meso-
Level 

Federal & State 
Governments 

 
State Government 

 
 

Federal Government 
 
 

Federal Government 
 
 
 

Federal & State 
Governments 

 

Access to Finance 
 Top up selected venture capital investments.  

 
Access to Labour 

 Encourage ICT skill development at universities. 
 Encourage private sector cooperation with universities. 
 Develop a temporary entrepreneur visa between G20 

members. 
 
Access to Network 

 Create a national network of startup hubs and 
incubators by coordinating regional hubs. 

 
Access to Mentoring  

 Favour mentoring instead of punctual advice.  

Note. Source from sections 3.2 and 3.3. 

 

 

3.4  Overall Limitations and Future Research Directions 

3.4.1 Data Collection  

The CAUSEE phone-interview format limits the sample size because it is time 

consuming and expensive (Malhotra, 2006). Yet, interviewers help obtain sensitive 

information from respondents needing to be reassured when sharing confidential company 

information, such as: revenue (actual and expected), profit, or expenses (Malhotra, 2006). 

Data collected might also suffer from imprecisions as question formats allowed interviewers 

to enter estimates, rather than actual data, without informing analysts about the precision 

collected (Appendix A). Future researches could then study the impact on results depending 

on the data precision collected (actual or estimate). Additionally, some answers might differ 

because of respondents’ different frames of reference (Schwarz, 1999). For instance, when 

asking about labour’s quantity (weekly hours), respondents could have included formal and 

informal hours (Martin & Polivka, 1995) (Appendix A). Future researches could then further 

detail questions to avoid this issue.  



31 
 

3.4.2 First Study 

As the study compares findings from two different datasets, results may not be directly 

comparable due to differences in methodology (startups being less than 4 years old at time T 

in the first study v. startups being 2 years old in Davila et al.’s (2015) study), sample size 

available (n=173 v. n=158,000), and economic conditions – the second and third wave 

results might have been affected by the beginning of the global economic crisis (sections 

2.1.2, 2.1.3) (Gruenhagen, et al., 2016). Yet, it provides a relevant basis of comparison 

because of similarities in research objectives and focus. Additionally, the two studies only 

follow startups’ growth over three years, but little research analysed outcomes after this 

period (OECD, 2010). As a result, future researches could study larger sample sizes on a 

longer longitudinal basis.  

3.4.3 Second Study 

Constrained by the time available to analyse large datasets, the regression model was 

simplified to study three independent variables on a single year basis. Yet, the literature 

shows the influence of other variables as growth determinants, such as: type of investment; 

startup’s location and industry; profitability; age; use of digital technologies; organisational 

stage; or human resource practices (section 1.2.2). Additionally, the model does not take 

into account the innovation lag effect – time between the adoption of an innovation and its 

impact on growth that might take up to ten years – despite the longitudinal availability of the 

data (OECD, 2010; Symeonidis, 1996). Future researches could therefore incorporate more 

variables in the model and perform a time series regression with lagged explanatory 

variables on a longitudinal basis (Mendenhall & Sincich, 2014). For purposes of simplicity, 

the average years of experience was estimated through the median, which could also be 

improved in future researches with a quantile regression analysis (Davino, Furno, & 

Vistocco, 2013). 

3.4.4 Project Approach 

The overall report and recommendations are based on static analyses (at a time T), 

however, some variables such as “growing industries” are expected to vary over time 

(dynamic variable). There is indeed a tendency to overestimate the short-term effect of a 

technology within an industry, and underestimate its long-term outcome (World Bank, 2016). 

Consequently, future researches and policy-makers should continuously reassess if growing 

industry definitions are still relevant.  
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3.5  Conclusion  

By thoroughly describing the Australian startup environment and distinguishing high-

potential startups to small firms, this report highlighted Australian startup challenges toward 

sustainability. The analysis of Australian policy-makers’ scope and support has ultimately 

helped tailor specific and actionable recommendations. Overall, this report filled the 

literature’s knowledge gaps and represents a comparable basis to conduct further studies in 

this area. Lastly, it gives a relevant rationale to policy-makers to make informed decisions to 

support Australian startups, and ultimately accelerate Australia’s shift toward a sustainable 

and knowledge-intensive economy.   
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Interview Questions 

Note. Source from QUT Business School, Australian Centre for Entrepreneurship, School of 

Management (2016). 

Question for Revenue (Wave 1) 

 

Question for Labour (Weekly hours) (Wave 3) 

 

Question for Asset (Wave 3) 
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Question for Years of Experience (Wave 1) 

 

Question for Industry (Wave 1) 

Note. Few startups changed the industry they operated in across the waves. As a result, in the first 

and third study, the latest industry reported between the first and fourth wave was the one taken into 

account in the results. Most high-potential startups reported their industry in the first wave, which was 

only taken into account for the first and third study. 
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Question for Discontinuity (Wave 5) 

 

Question for Government Support (Wave 5) 

 

Question for Government Type of Support (Wave 5) 
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Question for Reasons for Discontinuity (Wave 5) 

 

Note. The third study results regarding the reasons for discontinuity only took into account startups 

that answered the Likert Scale (from 1 to 5), excluding startups refusing to answer or not knowing. 

The share of importance weighed by the Likert Scales was computed as follows, taking for example 

the Obstacles (X3) variable: 

 𝐿𝑒𝑡 𝑋𝑖,𝑛 𝑏𝑒 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑙𝑖𝑘𝑒𝑟𝑡 𝑠𝑐𝑎𝑙𝑒 (𝑏𝑒𝑡𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑛 1 𝑎𝑛𝑑 5) 𝑎𝑠𝑠𝑜𝑐𝑖𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑤𝑖𝑡ℎ 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑤𝑒𝑟 𝑡𝑜 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑞𝑢𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 𝑋𝑖  𝑓𝑜𝑟 𝑡ℎ𝑒 

 𝑓𝑜𝑟 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑛𝑡ℎ𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑟𝑡𝑢𝑝: ∀ 𝑖 ∈ ⟦1; 6⟧, ∀ 𝑛 ∈ ⟦1; 119⟧, 𝐼𝑚𝑝𝑜𝑟𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝑋3 =  
∑ 𝑋3,𝑛

119
𝑛=1

∑ ∑ 𝑋𝑖,𝑛
6
𝑖=1

119
𝑛=1

=
435

1943
≈ 22%   
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Appendix B: First Study Results (High-Potential Startups Only) 

Figure 1bis: Tree Diagram of Australian High-Potential Startups’ Growth Path Sequences (Revenue 
Based) 

Path no.  Frequency  Frequency  Frequency  

  T+1  T+2  T+3  

1 
     

26.3% (+) 
 

      
2    42.1% (+)  2.6% (0)  

3 
     

13.2% (-) 
 

     

4 
    

2.6% (+) 
 

     

5  63.2% (+)  5.3% (0)  2.6% (0)  

6 
     

0% (-) 
 

     

7 
    

13.2% (+) 
 

     
8    15.8% (-)  0% (0)  

9 
     

2.6% (-) 
 

      

10 
     

2.6% (+) 
 

      

11    2.6% (+)  0% (0)  

12 
     

0% (-) 
 

     

13 
    

0% (+) 
 

     

14  7.9% (0)  2.6% (0)  2.6% (0)  

15 
     

0% (-) 
 

     

16 
    

2.6% (+) 
 

     

17    2.6% (-)  0% (0)  

18 
     

0% (-) 
 

      

19 
    

2.6% (+) 
 

      

20    15.8% (+)  0% (0)  

21 
     

0% (-) 
 

     

22 
    

7.9% (+) 
 

     
23  28.9% (-)  2.6% (0)  0% (0)  

24 
     

2.6% (-) 
 

     

25 
    

5.8% (+) 
 

     
26    10.5% (-)  0.6% (0)  

27 
     

1.7% (-) 
 

      

Total  100%  100%  100%  

Note. n=38. The study repeats the first study, taking only into account startups defined as high-

potential out of the sample defined in section 2.2.2. The total is subject to round results. 
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Appendix C: Entrepreneur’s Programme Application 

Note. Source from the Australian Government (2016a). Focus on the Accelerating Commercialisation 

subprogram. 

Page 3: Eligibility 
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Page 7: Project Details and Funding 
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