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Abstract 

This study was to assess which resources of claimed value 

were used by technology start-up companies that have 

attained viability, as well as to assess how useful they 

ultimately were. An online survey was developed and 

administered to a community of technology enthusiast 

through a weekly e-newsletter. The survey was anonymous and 

called for self-qualification. Those who were willing to 

participate were required to provide general information 

about their company. A total of 22 respondents completed 

the survey that was made available for three and a half 

months. Results showed that out of the 28 total resources 

suspected to be of value to technology start-ups, only 17 

of them were assessed to be actual Resources of Value 

(ROV) • 
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Technology Start-Up Companies in Hawai'i: 

Common Resouroes of Those Who Have Attained Viability 

Technology start-up companies are normally defined as 

new enterprises whose business model is focused on 

technology research and development applications. Not only 

do these ventures require a brave entrepreneur willing to 

take a risk on starting a company, but also a person 

willing to face the reality that not all start-ups will 

survive the first few years of existence. There are many 

resources that are currently available to start-up 

companies; however the current interest of this study is 

which of these resources are actually used. In addition 

we'll look at which resources are reported as being helpful 

to those companies that have attained viability. Based on 

the dictionary.com website, the definition of "viability" 

is "having the capability of living, growing, and 

developing." 

True innovation is derived from our innate human 

nature and desire to take existing processes and creatively 

evolve them to improve and optimize our way of life. In 

essence, innovation serves as the basic building block for 

many entrepreneurs considering whether to start a 

technology company. In a valiant effort by the State of 
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Hawaii to help Hawaii remain competitive as an economy, 

there was an increased focus beginning in 2007 on 

integrating innovation into all economic sectors. This was 

initiated to efficiently and effectively increase service 

and productivity throughout the State. Information 

technology is likely to remain the vehicle and 

infrastructure to provide this; however, it is innovation 

that will fuel this vehicle of change. The challenge here 

is how to continue the State's effort to support innovative 

technology and services companies to help them survive the 

critical start-up phase. 

One reason we should explore how to help these 

companies is that we can look to technology start-ups as a 

solution to begin economic diversification and hopefully 

bring us closer to becoming a more competitive, stronger, 

and unified information society. 

Background & Statement of Problem 

With information services (which includes 

telecommunications, software publishing and data services) 

accounting for only $1.4 billion of a GSP of $58.3 billion 

(U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, 2007), Hawaii's economy 

certainly does not appear to depend on Information and 

Communication Technology (ICT) as a revenue generator. In a 
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state where tourism once was the dominant force behind our 

economy, the tourism industry is now overshadowed by 

another fast growing industry that is powered by a law of 

increased demand with very limited supply. This industry is 

called real estate. According to the most recent 

information released in June 2007 by the u.s Bureau of 

Economic Analysis, the real estate industry now accounts 

for up to $10.5 billion of Hawaii's GSP. Compare this to 

the now smaller leisure and hospitality market currently 

reported at $5.5 billion. Even Hawaii's retail industry 

seems to have quickly stepped up in ranking beyond tourism, 

currently accounting for $6.3 billion of Hawaii's GSP. 

Energy also remains a major concern that Hawaii is 

attempting to confront and resolve. Based on the State's 

Department of Business, Economic Development and Tourism's 

(DBEDT) State of Hawaii Energy Resource Coordinator Annual 

Report (2006c), Hawaii is considered as the most dependent 

state in the nation on imported petroleum. The report 

claims that 90% of Hawaii's primary energy relies on 

imported foreign petroleum, most of which is being supplied 

by the Middle East. 

This leads us to the bigger picture question that the 

State of Hawaii must address, which is, what can Hawaii do 

to help create a more independent State that will be 
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sustainable beyond a land of depleting natural resources 

and now limited land supply? With a unique abundance of 

water, wind, sun, and geothermal activity, only very recent 

strides have been taken to develop a renewable energy 

industry. 

Hawaii continues to search for solutions on how to 

create further diversification and higher quality of living 

opportunities. We cannot depend on the value of our land to 

continue to drive Hawaii's economy. After all, it is only 

as valuable as the health of our national economy. One 

approach is to focus on how to assist fledgling technology 

research and development companies to survive and become 

viably successful in our new global economy. Technology 

companies have the unique potential to create new 

innovation which can generate positive recognition and 

optimized living conditions for the citizens of Hawaii. 

These companies also have an increased potential to develop 

higher wage jobs, something that is fast becoming a 

necessity to survive economically in Hawaii. According to 

an October 2006 E-Report study released by DBEDT (2006a, 

Highlights, PI) Uthe average wage in the technology sector 

was $57,458 in 2005, 66% above the overall private sector 

average." 
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During the 2nd quarter of 2007, the median sale price 

of a house was recorded at $665,000 (Honolulu Board of 

Realtors, 2007), and the cost of living for a family of 

four was estimated at roughly 25% higher than the U.S 

average for a comparable standard of living (DBEDT, 2006b). 

In light of these indicators, it is no wonder that higher 

paying jobs are very much sought after in an economy of 

limited resources, opportunities, and space. By providing 

an environment that will allow Hawaii's technology and 

innovation sector to thrive, additional higher paying jobs 

will be produced. As a result, knowledge workers will be 

retained and there will be an increased quality of living 

for many. 

Purpose of Study 

Multiple resources, strategies, and philosophical 

approaches have been suggested for helping to create a 

successful tech start-up venture. As to which of them have 

ultimately been most successful, it is not clear. The 

purpose of this thesis is to explore this area and to 

specifically concentrate on possible resources that are 

suspected to have contributed to viability in Hawaii start

ups. An overall assessment is offered as to what extent 

they have been useful. 

5 



Benefit and Importance of This Study 

My background as the researcher for this topic 

includes working as a full-time Economic Development 

Program Specialist with a State of Hawaii Agency called the 

High Technology Development Corporation (HTDC). The HTDC 

was established in 1983 by the Hawaii State Legislature to 

facilitate the growth and development of Hawaii's 

technology industry. Until today, the HTDC remains a State 

Agency attached to the Department of Business, Economic 

Development and Tourism (DBEDT). The State of Hawaii has 

always understood that technology is key in the 

diversification of the economy, and would provide quality, 

high-paying jobs for the State residents. For these 

reasons, the State continues to support the efforts of the 

agency. 

This research could potentially assist the HTDC (and 

others like the agency) to confidently identify necessary 

resources and in providing valuable guidance to those who 

are considering nurturing and advancing their own 

technology company in Hawaii. In addition, the findings 

could aid as a resource to support ongoing funding needs 

for various programs that the agency provides to these new 

tech start-ups. 
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Background & Literature Review 

Hawaii, in general, is not considered by most as a 

state where entrepreneurship, technology companies, and 

high paying jobs thrive. Based on the most recently 

released data found in the February 2007 State New Economy 

Index released by the Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation and 

the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, only 

1.9% of Hawaii's workforce was employed within the high 

tech sector. This percentage ranked Hawaii 46th in the 

nation. The highest percentage was in Massachusetts at 

6.5%, and the low was in Wyoming at 1.4%. The study 

likewise ranked Hawaii as 31st in the nation when assessing 

entrepreneurship activity, and 44th in the nation for 

patents filed. These indicators are important when 

assessing the health of our new economy, as they are the 

initial drivers of innovation, job creation, and ultimately 

additional revenue for the State. More localized data found 

in a report released in 2006 called A New Economy In Hawaii 

(Hawaii Institute for Public Affairs [HIPAj, 2005), ranked 

Hawaii very similarly as 45th in the nation for jobs in 

high-tech industries as a percentage of total jobs (p. 15). 

Data released by DBEDT (2006a), cites fluctuation in 

tech jobs between 2001-2005. The report suggested that the 

tech industry experienced a loss of jobs from 13,463 in 
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2001, to 13,106 in 2004. Much of this can be associated and 

linked to weakness in the overall economy due to incidents 

related to 9/11. On a positive note, the same DBEDT report 

(2006a) cites that Hawaii's tech sector did see a growth 

surge in 2005. Research and development activity increased 

9.3%, technology services went up by 4.1%, and tech 

manufacturing also experienced an estimated gain of 17.1% 

for 2005. 

As for the formation of new start-up companies, 

studies ranked Hawaii 21st in the nation. "Hawaii ranked 

among the middle of the States in the number of start-ups 

through 2003, but showed essentially no change between 1999 

and 2003" (HIPA, 2005, p. 22). 

Several studies and opinions from successful and 

experienced professionals in the tech industry have been 

published over the years, some of which focus on necessary 

resources, and others that evaluate the psychology, 

experience, and management of the entrepreneur. It is in 

fact a delicate combination of all these elements that will 

help to create the winning recipe for a thriving technology 

start-up company and ultimately help Hawaii to compete 

nationally in various ranking categories. The research 

involved in this paper focuses specifically on resources 

that are most prevalently used by Hawaii start-up companies 
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and that have helped take them to viability. Few studies 

have looked critically at a series of viable Hawaii 

companies to uncover any relationship between the quality 

of actual resources used and common characteristics to 

success or viability. 

The following information provides an overall review 

of some suggested theoretical factors, resources and 

actions that have helped to create a viable start-up 

company. 

Mallageme.at and Psycb.o~ogy o£ the Entrepreneur 

Here we look at a few notable factors dealing with the 

psychology of the entrepreneur and his or her management 

skills. The psychology of the entrepreneur has been found 

to be more important in predicting the chances to start a 

business than in predicting the chances of the success of 

the business" (Rauch & Frese, 2000, as cited in Gelderen, 

Thurik & Bosma, 2005, p. 366). 

One of the most important elements that technology 

entrepreneurs (and entrepreneurs in general) need to have 

is passion and a drive for excellence. This was redundantly 

and painfully clear during literature review. "People who 

lack passion often use the first barrier they encounter as 

an excuse for failure. People who have high passion will do 
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whatever it takes to overcome those barriers" (Preston, 

2003, p. 17). Passion in a startup company is critical 

because starting a new business requires large amounts of 

time and patience; however the rewards of building your own 

business may result in much more than expected. ~Many 

sacrifices will have to be made particularly in the 

beginning. If you don't have the passion for your new 

venture, or if you have grossly underestimated the work 

required, you'll never make it" (Stovall, 2005, p. 2). 

Running a start-up also requires ambition, diligence, a 

sense of purpose, meaning, as well as high motivation to 

become successful. ~Mediocre and unsuccessful companies 

start out only to make money. But the most successful 

businesses strive to be greater than their competitors by 

delivering superior customer service and experience." 

(Johnson, 2005, p. 52). 

Experience vs. non-experience is another topic of 

discussion as to how important it is in the role of the 

entrepreneur. Common sense says that those with experience 

should be able to build a start-up company quicker, with 

fewer problems; and overall it should increase the 

likelihood of a company's survival. ~Many start-ups are 

resurrections of the past and are often fueled by lessons 

learned the hard way" (Wright, 2005, para. 29). However, a 
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study done by Aspelund, Berg-Utby and Skjeval (2004) 

suggests that, based on an analysis of 130 technology 

firms, there were "no statistically significant differences 

between survivors and non-survivors in terms of 

entrepreneurial experience" (p. 1,342). One reason for this 

could be attributed to the Einstellung effect which 

suggests that "subjects have a tendency to persist with the 

same approach to a problem or series of problems whether or 

not that approach is productive" (Luchins, 1984, as cited 

in Aspelund, et aI, 2005, p. 1,344). This is saying that 

entrepreneurs with a history of success will have a higher 

likelihood to create successful businesses, and 

unsuccessful ones will have a lower tendency to develop 

successful business in the future. "Experience shows that 

first rate managers hire a first-rate team but second rate 

managers avoid hiring at their level and hire third-raters" 

(Preston, 2003, p. 16). 

An earlier 1992 study by Bruderl, Preisendorfer and 

Ziegler, offers an examination of how both human capital 

theory and organizational ecology are factors that 

influence the survival rate of new businesses. Human 

capital theory "investigates the effects of the founder's 

education, career history, family, occupational background 

and so on" (as cited in Bruderl et al., 2005, p. 228). 
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Their initial research found that the founder is key to 

organizational success. Organizational ecology for this 

study looked at how the structural characteristics of 

organizations and environmental conditions affected the 

success of the business. Their conclusion was that founders 

endowed with high human capital were likely to have higher 

business survival rates. Organizationally, if they are 

targeting international markets, smaller niches, and remain 

larger organizations, survival rates would likewise 

increase dramatically. 

The role of how an entrepreneur creates his or her 

management team, as well as team size may also be a factor 

in how successful the business will become. "Hire for 

culture first, experience second" (McVickers, 2005, p.l). 

An employer can always find a candidate who is qualified, 

however if the employee cannot adapt to the culture that 

the company has created, then he/she will not survive 

within the environment in which they are required to 

operate successfully. Another more interesting finding is 

that "success increases dramatically with team size until 

you get up to four or five entrepreneurs founding the 

company" (Preston, 2003, p. 16). Diversity as well as 

complementary skills help to increase the likelihood of a 

company's success. To explain this further, a study done by 
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Aspelund, Berg-Utby and Skjeval, provides more insight into 

this phenomena. Contrary to the expectations of the 

researchers, "smaller teams have an increased probability 

of survival" (Aspelund, et aI, 2005, p.l,342). They 

concluded that it is not necessarily the number of people 

on the team, rather it is the heterogeneity of it. The 

"study suggests that it is the competency density of the 

entrepreneurial team that is the key to performance. In 

other words it is the team size mediated by the variance of 

the competencies that influences survival" (Aspelund, et 

al., 2005, p. 1,344). 

Ini t:i.al Resources Used by the Entrepreneur 

Capital is always a consideration when beginning a 

company. There are many resource channels from which 

capital may be received. Some are in the form of financial 

institution loans, others come from venture capital 

funding, angel investing, federal/state grants, and of 

course the traditional method of using credits cards and 

your own personal financing which can also include your 

network of family and friends. Typically one would say that 

the more money you have the more successfully you can 

execute your business. However, Thickins (2003) argues that 

"companies raising the most capital don't have the 
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strongest chance to succeed" (para. 9). His study results 

suggest that rather than reassess and reposition the 

company for an additional funding phase, over funded 

companies with flawed strategies will end up following it 

for longer than they should. "There is a negative trend in 

the number of (successful) exits as funding exceeds the 

average range" (Thickens, 2003, para. 9). Likewise a study 

done by Gelderen, Thurik and Bosma (2005) also suggests the 

same conclusions. Based on their study the "amount of 

intended startup capital will be related to intended size, 

and companies are easier to get started when they are 

smaller" (p. 377). A possible reason for this is that it is 

easier to receive smaller funding from loan institutions 

but "for those who want to start with a high amount of 

capital but fail to do so, different processes may be 

responsible (Gelderen et al., 2005, p. 377). In a related 

study that found a negative correlation between financing 

for start-ups and success in receiving funding, Astebro and 

Bernhardt (2003) investigated the relation between the 

survival of new small businesses and bank loans. Their 

findings suggested that there was a negative correlation 

between business survival and securing a bank loan. 

positive correlations were found between survival and a 

non-bank loan source of funding. 
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Tax incentives are another huge area that Hawaii 

start-up technology companies tend to take full advantage 

of if eligible for the credit. The tax credits created by 

Hawaii's Act 221, which was established in 2001 and is now 

called Act 215 after recently being revised to tighten its 

criteria for eligibility, are nearly double that of any 

other state. Act 221/215 is also considered one of the most 

aggressive tax incentives in the nation. Only a few states, 

such as Maine, Vermont and West Virginia, even come close 

to Hawaii's credit with up to a 50% tax credit (HTDC, n.d, 

as cited in National Conference of State Legislature 

Website, n.d.). Basically the incentive offers a 100% non

refundable tax credit for investments made into a Qualified 

High Technology Business (QHTB) of up to two million 

dollars. This tax incentive was created to attract 

investors and to help infuse money into high potential 

technology companies. In 2001 $9.6 million in tax credits 

were claimed, and in 2002 the numbers increased drastically 

to $26.2 million (HIPA, 2005, p. 16). QHTB status can only 

be approved and granted to a company through an application 

process by the Hawaii State Department of Taxation. 

Using State or University run institutional business 

incubation facilities and service resources can help to 

increase the survival rate of a new company. The theory 
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behind business incubation is "to create a business support 

process that accelerates the successful development of 

startup and fledgling companies by providing entrepreneurs 

with an array of targeted resources and services" (National 

Business Incubation Association [NBIA], 2006a, para. 1). 

Business incubators can playa vital role in helping to 

subsidize the cost of various resources and basic 

necessities that a startup business would typically incur. 

It is a chance to give start-up companies the opportunity 

to become successful against the typical odds. Based on 

information from the NBIA, 87% of all companies that have 

graduated from an incubation program are still in business 

(2006b). This percentage represents companies that have 

left the program which could range on an average of 3-5 

years, and were still in business upon graduation. The 

national survival rate for new start-up firms based on the 

Small Business Administration (2006) reports that, "only 

two-thirds [or 67%] of new companies will survive at least 

two years, and 44 percent survived at least four years" (p. 

2) • 

Business plans also serve as a major resource which 

entrepreneurs will self-create and use as a reference. It 

contains a thoroughly drafted, well researched and thought

out "road map" to help guide the entrepreneur through its 
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journey executing the business. An example of a business 

plan can be found in Appendix B. It not only demonstrates 

that the entrepreneur has done his or her due diligence on 

the business for others seeking validity in the company, 

but it also helps to illustrate whether the business is one 

that makes sense to execute. 

Typically business plans should be updated regularly 

as the company develops, however not many entrepreneurs 

will go through this exercise. uA business plan works 

positively for nascents with limited ambition but 

negatively for nascents with high ambitions" (Gelderen, et 

aI, 2005, p. 375). Some believe that business plans are not 

as necessary as experts claim, as they will only slow down 

experienced entrepreneurs who have a clear vision and 

already extensive experience in the field. However, "those 

with high ambitions who write a business plan later on, 

have increased chances of success" (Gelderen, et aI, 2005, 

p. 375). 

Finally a rich communication resource network has 

played a key role in helping companies jump-start their 

business into quickly learning and finding the right 

resources to utilize. uAccuracy and speed are critical 

factors for success in a fast changing competitive 

environment of the IT industry. Hence, nobody has time to 
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take a "trial and error" route for working with unknown 

people with developing business relationships" 

(Ramachandran and Ray, 2006, p. 154). As important as other 

resources are, the entrepreneur's ability to quickly tap a 

rich network of resources is fast becoming a determining 

factor for the success of the company. "Networking not only 

provides access to scarce, valuable and complementary 

resources, but also offers great entrepreneurial 

opportunities to corner a slice of the value pie created by 

the network" (Ramachandran and Ray, 2006, p.160). One study 

done by Birley in 1985 (as cited in Ostagaard T., and 

Birley, S., 1996) found that the social network provided 

"the main sources of helping in assembling the resource 

among the start-ups in Indiana." 

A theory called "Structural Holes" by Ronald Burt 

(1992) provides us an explanation as to how this relates to 

the power of network relationships and opportunities. 

Individuals who have connections only within their personal 

network are not as successful as those who have connections 

to multiple social networks. Thus entrepreneurs who can tap 

other networks can fill voids or "holes" in those networks. 

If an entrepreneur can successfully bridge a gap between 

indirectly related networks, they can act as a broker and 

take advantage of opportunities where there are structural 
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holes. Those who are successful at this can create many 

opportunities for the emerging business. Thus networking 

not only plays an important role in meeting new people to 

tap necessary resources, but also a way to compete in the 

market filling structural holes among various entities who 

have a specific need. 

As fascinating as characteristics can be to explore, 

in order to narrow the scope of study, this paper focuses 

on resources of relevance that mUltiple start-up technology 

companies have used, and demonstrated to have positively 

influenced their business. 

Optimization of resources locally available is another 

consideration for this study. By studying what resources 

multiple viable companies have utilized, one can develop a 

profile for what resource components typically are used to 

help develop a company of viability. This can be 

advantageous as those who are new to business 

entrepreneurship may access information such as this to 

simulate their own business models. As the technology 

industry and resources can be dynamic, it is possible that 

certain outdated information may no longer be as relevant 

as they were in the past. Thus it is even more important 

for the entrepreneur to have access to multiple resource 

networks. The results that we see in the study can also be 
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applied to the Adaptive Culture Model based on Robert 

Axelrod's (1997) original culture model. The model operates 

on a simple rule that says we interact based on similarity. 

Basically individuals of similar nature learn from the 

experience of others when seeking solutions to problems. 

Individuals also tend to imitate their neighbors if their 

neighbors have a better solution to a problem than they do 

(Kennedy and Eberhart, 2001, p. 283). 

The results presented in this study will be a 

collection of information from experienced local companies 

in a common industry on their success using local 

resources. New companies emerging in this similar field may 

learn from these results and quickly re-tool their strategy 

as necessary. 

Research Question 

The research question that will be explored is: which 

resources were most used by current viable Hawaii 

technology companies, and to what degree were they helpful. 

Those that are determined to have high use and high 

helpfulness would be considered Resources of Value. This 

research was undertaken as an assessment of select 

resources that, based upon literature reviews of relevance, 

personal observations and insights resulting from current 
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work experience interacting with tech start-ups, have been 

determined to be helpful in reaching viability. The 

research method used was non-experimental quantitative 

analysis. 

Research Method 

Data Co~~ection 

The tool used to collect information from respondents was 

an online survey, see Appendix A. It was created for the 

purposes of surveying a simple random sample of 

participants. Participation in the survey was marketed to 

subjects via an e-newsletter called hitechhawaii.com. This 

newsletter contains information about Hawaii's technology 

industry and is distributed to a database of subscribers 

interested in local technology events and news. 

Hitechhawaii.com happens to be managed and maintained by 

the High Technology Development Corporation where the 

researcher is employed. A short description on the 

intention of the survey was advertised to participants to 

explain the purpose of the study and the eligibility 

criteria to participate. A website link was provided to 

interested participants wanting to access the survey. 

Respondents were asked to approve a consent form (Appendix 

A) page that 1) explained that all individual results would 
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be kept in complete confidence, 2) verified their 

willingness to volunteer for the study, 3) briefly 

explained the purpose of the survey, 4) reminded them of 

how valuable their participation will be, and 5) identified 

the criteria for self selection participation. Once the 

accept button was selected, participates were taken 

directly into the survey. 

Although self selection is not the best method to 

collect information, as it calls for honesty and accuracy 

in interpreting the qualifications for participation, the 

online survey did have advantages: 

1) It helped to gather data that is measurable, 

2) It reached a larger range of targeted subjects within 

a shorter amount of time, 

3) It created convenience for busy executives who also 

happened to be the main subject for this study, 

4) Participants were expected to be tech savvy, thus web 

surveys would be the tool of choice to gather 

information from targeted participants, 

5) Virtually no cost was involved. 

PartiaiplUlt:s 

The research sample is comprised of respondents who 

replied over a period of two months and six days. 

22 



Participants needed to select one of two categories that 

described their business. All respondents were required to 

be 1) either former business owners who experienced a 

lucrative sale or merger of their business, or 2) current 

business owners who also remain the initial owner of a 

viable technology business that has been around for three 

to seven years. As the goal of this study is to focus on 

how to create an enterprise with the capacity to survive, 

it was determined that if a company can attain viability 

and/or achieve a lucrative sale or merger of their 

business, it is (or was) considered to be a successful 

venture of viability. 

Businesses that have been in operation for more than 

three years, yet less than seven, could qualify for this 

study. A limitation on the years in business was set in 

hopes of collecting current feedback from those who have 

recently experienced the start-up phase. Likewise a minimum 

of three years in business was used as the intent was to 

collect information from those who surpassed odds that only 

two-thirds of new companies would survive at least two 

years (as referenced earlier with the SBA) . 

As this web-based survey was openly advertised to a 

community interested in technology news, it did require 

respondents to self-qualify themselves for the study based 
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on the parameters for participation. Companies needed to 

specify which technology classification category best 

described their business. A pull down menu was developed 

using 29 categories from the North American Industry 

Classification System (NAICS) codes used to categorize 

technology companies. Companies also needed to specify if 

they were a Qualified High Technology Business (QHTB); 

however being a QHTB was not a requirement to participate. 

Measurement 

Respondents were asked to rate 28 resources on a 

Likert scale of 1-5. The 5-point scale was used to assess 

how helpful these resources were (with I being of least and 

5 being of most value) during their initial start-up years 

of their business. If a resource was not used, then a N/A 

or Not Applicable category could be selected. No open ended 

questions were used. Four questions were Yes/No type 

inquiries. 

For the purposes of this study, to assess and 

operationalize the term, Resources of Value, (otherwise 

further referred to as ROV) those resources which more than 

50% of all responding companies have used, and in addition 

have ranked higher than 2.5 on a scale of 1-5 in terms of 

"helpfulness", are considered to be a common ROV. Finally 
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resources are ranked in the order of overall value to get a 

final assessment as to which resources were of greatest 

"helpfulness" strength. 

Findings & Data Analysis 

At the close of the survey, there were a total of 22 

participants who completed the online based survey. All but 

one respondent (or 5%) specified that they were currently 

still in business. Sixteen respondents, or 73% of those who 

completed the survey cited that they received their QHTB 

status from the State of Hawaii's Tax Department. See 

Figure I for data on all questions. 

Of the 28 resources that were surveyed, 17, or 61% of 

the total were determined to be a common ROV as depicted in 

Figure 2. The two components that needed to be attained in 

order to be considered an ROV for viability: 

A combined median of more than 2.5 based on a 

helpfulness scale of 1-5. 22, or 70% of 

surveyed resources attained this. 

Resources were utilized by more than half of 

the respondents. 17, or 61% of resources 

attained this. 

25 



Basically the 17 resources that were used by more than 

50% of respondents likewise ranked higher than 2.5 on a 5-

point scale of helpfulness. 

Figure 2 and 3 present the results of the 17 assessed 

ROVs. The bar graph in Figure 2 represents the percentage 

of respondents that used the resources, and the line graph 

plots the means of each ROV. As far as observing a pattern 

of association between use and means, it appears that only 

four resources came close to performing this. Figure 4 and 

5 similarly demonstrate the findings of resources that have 

been assessed as being of "no value." Although six of them 

did attain at least one component of "value", a total of 11 

(or 39%) did not meet both criteria needed. 

Figure 6 demonstrates that those with previous 

experience used 44% of the 17 ROVs. Although Figure 7 does 

not involve ROVs, it does provide additional analysis on 

those who claimed to have previous experience. This figure 

contrasts with those who claim to have experience, to their 

belief that experience is necessary, or visa versa. 

Overall, 59% or 13 of 22 respondents claimed to have had 

previous experience and likewise 41% or 9 have had no prior 

experience. A simple Chi-square test for independence was 

conducted on whether perception on the need for experience 

and actual experience are independent. In other words, the 

26 



likelihood for entrepreneurs to report experience is 

necessary to create a viable business is the same for those 

who are former entrepreneurs and new entrepreneurs. The 

Chi-Square test helped to determine if a relationship was 

otherwise involved. Although the sample was by standards 

very small, results of the analysis were generated: X2 (1, 

N=22)=l.69, p=O.19. Based on the Chi-Square analysis the 

results showed that there was no statistical significance, 

and thus would support the test for independence and that 

dependency was not found evident between the variables. 

Likewise, this would also support Aspelund, Berg-Utgy and 

Skjeval's findings that there were no significant 

differences between survivors and non-survivors in terms of 

experience. 

Finally Figure 8 demonstrates an effort to rank the 

top seventeen ROVs in order of helpfulness. Consolidated 

scores were developed by combining percentages that were 

converted to a lO-point scale and the mean score. 

Based on the data analysis and findings, although once 

again the sample size remained relatively small, the 

results are insightful in helping to understand which 

resources were actually utilized and of value to viable 

technology companies. Most surprising was that only three 

of seven funding sources made it to the final ROV list. The 
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three ROVs were The "Small Business Innovation Research 

Grant" (#16), "Act 221/215 tax credits" (#7) and "personal 

funding" (#1), in which case personal funding scored the 

highest of all resources surveyed. Opportunities for 

funding always seems to be the resource most in demand, 

however in the end, companies considered the most important 

ROV as being their own financial resources. It is a 

reliable source of funding, usually the resource to first 

jump-start the company, and not to mention the entrepreneur 

naturally has a high vested interest to see the venture 

succeed. 

Perhaps because of the sophistication of technology 

type companies, less than 50% of them used any of the Small 

Business Administration resources including the State of 

Hawaii's Business Action Center. What these resources offer 

in common is some level of free service assistance, funded 

either by State or Federal agencies to all companies 

seeking guidance. It is possible that these free resources 

cannot provide adequate guidance for specialized and 

sophisticated companies such as those in science and 

technology development. Although services from an "Island 

Economic Development Board" which ranked number #17 may be 

free, this organization is in general more actively in

touch with the business community and thus could be an 
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excellent source for network referrals. This also helps to 

explain why "support and guidance from a mentor" (#13), 

"utilization of any University related resource" 

(#9) ,"guidance from an Advisory Board" (#15), and 

"participation in organizations ... " (#10), resulted as an 

ROV. Although companies may not be using free State or 

Federal resources, they are apparently seeking and 

accessing higher levels of specialized guidance and 

assistance from people who have experience in their 

business field as well as those in academia. It supports 

the idea that these entrepreneurs have found value in 

developing network relationships to further access 

necessary quality resources fairly quickly. Also called the 

Adaptive Culture Model, it can be suggested that these 

viable companies are likewise constantly interacting with 

their neighbors, for example, in industry related 

membership organizations (ROV #10) in an attempt to adopt 

better methods of solving their specific problems. Examples 

of some organizations that tech start-ups tend to actively 

cluster in are: the Hawaii Science and Technology Council 

(www.hiscitech.org), the Hawaii Venture Capital Association 

(www.hvca.org) and the Hawaii Telecommunications 

Association (www.htca.org). 
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On the other hand, companies did find value also in 

using specialized and professionally paid-for-hire type 

resources such as a Corporate Lawyer (*4), Intellectual 

Property Attorney (*8), Tax Attorney (*6), CPA Services 

(*2) and General Accounting Services (*5). These however 

tend to be professional business services needed to run a 

company more so than network resources of value such as 

those stated earlier. 

Development of a business plan by the end of their 

first year in operation (*11) and Uregular updates to the 

company's business plan" (*12), appear side-by-side as an 

ROV. For this particular sample of business entrepreneurs, 

they tended to support a common notion that the development 

of a business plan is an important resource that should be 

created and likewise updated regularly as the business 

evolves. 

Finally use of incubation services ranked *3 as an 

overall ROV. The State of Hawaii has funded specific 

programs targeted to support and help technology start-up 

companies. One of the most well known programs in Hawaii is 

the Manoa Innovation Center (MIC) which remains the State's 

flagship program for supporting technology start-ups during 

the past fourteen years. This facility type program 

(www.htdc.org/incubation/mic) provides subsidized office 
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space and other business development services specifically 

to help tech start-ups. Overall, it is positive to receive 

feedback that these state funded and supported resources 

have been used by a majority of the sample, and likewise 

have been of value to helping them to attain viability and 

even success. 

Discussion 

Major Findings 

Surprisingly as mentioned earlier, Personal Funding 

was assessed as the resource of most value as opposed to 

other funding sources such as loans and grants or even free 

services offered by organizations. As much as companies 

claim that the only help they require is in finding 

funding, there are other more important resources to 

leverage that companies seek of ultimate value. This does 

reinforce the stereotypical idea that in order to start a 

company (specifically one in technology), one needs to at 

least have a sufficient level of independent financial 

wealth. Overall, personal funding is the most reliable 

source of funding. This particular funding source is 

usually the resource used to first jump-start a company as 

the entrepreneur usually has a vested interest in the 

business. 
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The second major finding is that 61% of all resources 

polled did make it to the ROV list. One would think it 

would be higher than 61%; however, it is good to know at 

least more than half of the resources that we have 

historically suspected to be of great value to companies 

also demonstrated to be so with this particular set of 

participants. 

Finally it was interesting to see how companies 

equally responded to the questions concerning whether they 

believe prior entrepreneur experience is necessary to 

create a viable company. Even though slightly more 

companies did respond that they had prior experience, 

results were split equally on whether it is necessary. This 

means that there were a few companies who had prior 

experience and likewise agreed that prior experience was 

not necessary. Although not necessarily a true traditional 

resource (but technically "previous experience" could be 

considered a resource) this particular question would 

probably need to take into consideration an assessment of 

the psychology of the entrepreneur. An assessment such as 

this would include his or her education, and their natural 

tendency to manage and lead a company successfully, as 

these attributes would more likely determine if prior 

experience truly impacts the success off a business. 

32 



L.:imitatiollB 

One of the biggest limitations is that participants 

were self-screened for eligibility. Although precautions 

and instructions are clear as to who is eligible, it is 

possible that participants could misjudge their eligibility 

requirements. The other limitations present were that there 

is always the general likelihood that participants will not 

respond for one reason or another, and that the survey did 

not reach enough of the targeted audience. Questions also 

could have been unknowingly phrased in a misleading manner, 

or likewise the questions may not have been understood by 

the participants. A pre-testing of the questions with a 

sample group could have helped to avoid any misunderstood 

survey questions. Also, this study does not discriminate 

between what a "good" or "bad" technology company concept 

is. It is very likely that some companies do not attain 

viability because their concept was simply not one with 

enough market demand to begin with. Basically, it was a bad 

business idea with not enough initial market research to 

assess the potential for the business. 

As a self disclosed employee of the state agency that 

manages the Manoa Innovation Center (MIC) incubation 

program, it should also be known that many of the qualified 
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candidates to whom this survey was marketed, are/were 

products of the MIC program. Likewise, the survey was 

marketed via a newsletter that the HTDC also maintains. 

Knowing these factors, although the survey was anonymous 

and marketed through a publicly blasted e-newsletter, it 

should be assumed that some of the companies who responded 

were also businesses that received help from HTDC at some 

point in time. Basically they responded because they were 

familiar with the survey administrator, and wanted to show 

support for the study. Assuming that HTDC provides similar 

advice to all clients, similar results of what resources 

companies would have taken advantage of would also be 

likely. 

Recommendations 

There are other resources that could have been 

surveyed, so this assessment is by no means comprehensive. 

The study was primarily to test a theory on suspected 

resources that have helped technology start-up companies 

reach viability, and to what extent responding companies 

valued them. The recommendation to entrepreneurs interested 

in starting a business would reflect the final results of 

the survey. 
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This assessment can easily be expanded for possible 

future study. Using and tapping the right resources is only 

one component of creating a successful or viable company. 

What could make this study additionally relevant is if the 

same survey were provided to companies that have failed, 

and then to assess results. It also would be fascinating to 

see which resources were or were not used for those who 

failed as compared to which resources these viable 

companies did utilize in this study. Future research may 

also want to consider integrating opinions by experienced 

business consultants as their feedback may differ from 

entrepreneurs. Business consultants typically work with 

multiple companies with an outside (detached) perspective. 

Because of this, business consultants could provide a 

different perspective on resources that they've witnessed 

to have helped companies. 

By creating additional layers of analysis, it would 

help to confidently identify and narrow down the resources 

of true value. Also, the study could be expanded to include 

older companies that have experienced the start-up phase. 

Here we would see how resources that companies used have 

changed, or did not change over time. Finally, another new 

area that could be evaluated is the psychology of the 

entrepreneur. Psychology of the entrepreneur in determining 
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success is a huge area to explore, but possibly one of the 

more complex yet significant areas. As stated earlier in 

this paper, creating a viable business not only lies in 

utilizing the right resources, but also the construct of 

the entrepreneur. An assessment such as this could 

technically devise a more well-rounded profile of a viable 

company. 

Contributions 

The main contribution that this study brings is to 

help support some ideas concerning typical resources that 

have been suspected to help tech companies. As HTDC's 

mission is to support the growth and development of 

Hawaii's technology sector, it also means that the agency 

is expected to provide guidance to those technology start

ups. As time passes, resources tend to change so polling 

companies on occasion helps to update old information and 

opinions as to what other companies have experienced when 

utilizing current and available resources. The information 

provided through this study can help agencies like the HTDC 

to confidently recommend and advise which resources clients 

should consider utilizing. It also gives direction on which 

other resources to support (outside of their own) and fund 

as a possible subsidized service for start-ups to use. The 
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hope is that the discussions in this study will help one to 

understand why certain resources were claimed of value over 

others when attempting to develop a technology company. 

This also leads us to how swarm optimization does have a 

role in this study. "As individuals interact with and are 

influenced by others, their cognitive structures are 

optimized" (Kennedy & Eberhard, 2001, p. 419). The 

phenomena that are suspected here is that entrepreneurs are 

constantly interacting with each other to optimize the best 

resource strategy plan. This optimization can happen 

through mentorship, tapping the advice of other 

professionals, or by participating in industry related 

organizations. Speed and the ability to adapt a more 

effective process helps companies to remain competitive and 

survive in a dynamic industry such as technology. This 

study would help to facilitate that process. Swarming also 

helps an economic development service agency like HTDC to 

optimize what services to provide and recommend to start-up 

companies. An ever evolving process such as this is 

achieved through constant feedback, communication, 

comparison to the previous best, and interaction with 

companies going through the process. Thus, assessments such 

as this study are very insightful to agencies like the 

HTDC. 
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Finally, and most importantly, this study helps to 

confirm the value of resources and the role they play in 

helping technology start-up companies. On a larger scale it 

could be the beginning of an overall evaluation of how 

valuable companies consider some Hawaii State and Federally 

funded programs to be. It does not make sense to continue 

funding if they have little impact on those they service. 

Every year, government funded programs/resources are 

required to demonstrate the impact and significance that 

their funding has provided in order for funding to 

continue. However, there are few assessments that poll 

actual users/receivers to provide evidence as to how 

effective they actually were to the funding entity. To be 

fully credible, a study such as this should be done through 

a non-biased third party. This can further help to 

reinforce which resources have bought value to helping 

technology start-up companies, and demonstrate that a need 

to continue funding support for these resources still 

exists. 
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Appendix A: 

Survey 

. ) Technology Startup Resource o\sscsmcnl Survey Mozill4 rircfolC 

11:"1 . ~ ·1 J :J I 50 .. ", Wob • ~ • tJ ·1 t choose ""tons ~ ".. • ~ My V ..... , • ilI!i """""'" 
i [j TechnokHJy Startup Resource A, ... 

TtrlmoJogy Startup Rtsolll'<t Asst ssmtllt SIllVty 

Thank. you for your willingness to participate. Your responses will be very valuable in assessing some basic 
res ources and services that are often claimed to help start-up companies reach viability. To participate , respondents 

should be initial business owners/entrepreneurs of registered Hawall technology companies that starte d (began 

operations) between 2000·2004 that are: 

1) CURREN1L Y in business 

2) NO LONGER in business as a result of a lucrative merger or acquisition. 

The swvey will be made available between March 9th - May 15th 2007, and will take an estimated 5 minutes or 
less to complete . Your responses will be anonymous and kept in complete confidence. Participation in this stuVey is 

voluntary. 

Please contact Principal Investigator Sandi Kanemori at sandik@hawaiJ..eduifyou have any questions regarding this 

project, or if you Wish to recetve the re sults of this study. If you are not able to obtain satisfactory answers to your 
questions or have comments or complaints about your treatment/participation in this srudy. please contact 
Committee on Human Studies. University of Haw an, 2540 Maile W ay, Honolulu, ill 96822. Telephone (808) 

956· 5007 

If you agree to take this survey you may begin by selecting the ACCEPT bunon below. 

I ACCEPT I 
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• ) Technology Startup Resource Assesment Surwy Mozilla. Flfefox 

~ I [; http: /,f207.210. 11J. 92JsM10J;iS\JrveYI.~? 

P1e-a~e- se-Ie- r t the- r8te-golie-s dUl.t would be-st ,1uClibe- yow' romp an y: 

Re-gis te-l'e-d Hawaii te-dmolog,Y {ompanie-.'i dlat sfart!:". (began operations) between the years of 2000-2004 that is : 

1) 0 CURRENTI...Y in business. 

o NO LONGER in business as a result of a lucrative merger or acquisition. 

2) Please select a classification that best describes your company: * 
Iplease seiect below ... 

COMMUNICATIONS SERvlCES 
COirunllnicaOous ServirE's 

5171 10 Wired Telecommunications Carriers 
517211 Paging Services 
51721 2 Cellular & Other Wireless Teleconununications 

5173 10 Telecommunications Resellers 
5174] 0 Satellite Telecommunications 

5175 ]0 C able & Other Program Distnbution 
517910 Other Telecomrmll'lications 

._~ TF('H. ' 

3) herwere you a Qualified High Technology Business (QIITB)? OY ON 

* Ciassificrnion categoms are derivedjrom the American Electronic Associalion ~ (AeA) new 2003 North 
American Indus1ry Classification System (NAICS) - based mdustry definition oj high technology. 

h1tp:l/www.aeanet.org/PublicatlonS/idmk naiCS edf.ase 

I Continue I 
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aJ fu http://207.210. 11 3.92/U1rd;J's13vey2.php 

r---:--:-------::::, 
U TC!('hn060gy St.rtup R.uovru AIJ., . 

+ . 

Fol' q\lf'S IiOIl~ #l..:/f'U . p)e;'\~f' 1':'IIf' ona sc:l lf' of J-~ (1 be.iJ~ of lfO\.'i1 \'alue- . and ~ be-i1~ of 1005 1 ,,-=-JUf') how hr-.ful 
liltse l"eSOUlt"tS/St'lyi«s ''(Ufo to yom' bu~ille!s . If )'ou did UOI u~t' Lbt'11l. ple .... w. ihdkatt' ~ ",ith ... Not _-\pt)lirMle
(NA) . 

"H' ".,., 

vol .. 
... _ ... __ . __ . 

vol", 

I) ACT l1lJ21S tax credits 0 1 0 2 O J 0 4 O s O NA 

2) Small Business AclminiwauDn (SBA) program.: 
a) SmaD Business Development Office (SBDC) 0 1 0 2 O J 0 4 O s O NA 
b) ServIce Corps of Retired Executives (SCORE) 0 1 0 2 O J O . O s O NA 
c) Women's Business Center 0 1 0 2 O J O . O s O NA 

3) Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) grant. program 0 1 0 2 O J 0 4 O s O NA 

4) Stale ClfHawaii's Business Action Center 0 1 0 2 O J 0 4 O s O NA 

S) Utili:za1ion of any Univefsity-rdaled resGUI'ces 0 1 0 2 O J 0 4 O s O NA 

6) Services and/or resGurc~ pro .. ided by an bland EcClnomic 0 1 0 2 O J 0 4 O s O NA 
Development Board 

7) Business incubation programs and/or services 0 1 0 2 0 3 0 4 O s O NA 

8) Funding sources used to start your bus;mess: 
a) Angel investments 0 1 0 2 0 3 0 4 O s O NA 
b) Bank loans 0 1 0 2 0 3 O . O s O NA 
c) Per, onalllmd>ng 0 1 0 2 O J 0 4 O s O NA 
d) Venture capital aSSIstance 0 1 0 2 O J O . O s O NA 
e) GI1itl" (other than SB lR.) 0 1 0 2 O J 0 4 O s O NA 
f) Other, O y O N 

9) Use of college or student. intern; 0 1 0 2 0 3 0 4 O s O NA 

10) Use of a Principallnverligator 0 1 0 2 0 3 O . O s O NA 

II) Support and guidance from a mentor 0 1 0 2 0 3 O . O s O NA 

12) Guidance from an Adruary Board 0 1 0 2 0 3 O . O s O NA 

13) PartiCipation III organizations such as the Hawaii SC.ence and 0 1 0 2 0 3 0 4 O s O NA 
Technology CotnCil (HSTC), Hawaii Venture Capital Association 
(!NCA). Hawaii Tel«orronurucatJOn As,ociauon (HTCA) 01' other 
mdustry-reBled associations 

"«, Ii c.r. ..... I 

Ci And, l f,... .. ~ 1t L.J o Matg,c&:se 
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) lcctlno logy Startup Resource AssesrTEnt Survey MOl 111a flrefox 

~, . 4 ·1 1·11 S .. ,d> IN.b • ~ • ~ ·14 o..o. •• u,,~ ~ Mol . ;e .., v ..... , • I1l!i 300Im 

" ':U:':'T-.~(h-noI~_-';;;st;;; .. ;;;t;;;",,;;;;;;. ;;;e.;;; .... ;;;;;;(;;;. a ... . " •• """"i"='d 

FUI lJUl"SliulL' #14-1t16 pll! i.L'i"~ iUL'IW l" J willi .. YES 01 NO. 

14) Did ~omeooe in YO')J" initidllTl2tlagerr.ent tea:n hold an MBA? 

1 S) Did you ha\:e p::i.or entrepreneur e:Y.perienc e before ,tartinS yeur mo,t 

recent b"Jsir:ess? 

16) I s it :ffilXlrtml to have prior t:1lreptel.ettia1 expenence to iev~ol= a 
s'Jccess:iJllviabte business? 

C \' O H 

(; V O N 

Fol' qt~~UOIL1 n 7-" 19 , pleasE.' .'<'te' on a .~cale or 1-~ Cl ~Utg oI1e<L~t valve , aud ~ beUJg oC mo.n vaJue) Id\' heJpf'UI 
dlf" f' 1 f'.'i() \u"(f'.'iiu·l"l'ic~:'i " "f'l"'t' to your lru.dJtt'n . Ir )'l u dM hOt uu t.h!' ln., pl!' ,). ... !' hJdic.u.e '10 widi ~l Not Applic,)b~ 

(NA) . 

17) I: you u·.iliztd sO"V'.ces frcm any of the :OUOwlnli/: I=fof:ssionas please 
rate how valuable this :lssistance was to your company: 
a) Corporc.te lawyer 

b) inteJectuaJ prop.r.y attorney 

c) Taxattomey 
rt) CP;, 

e) ACC lW"ll.ing ,erviC!1: 

~, HR specialist 

19 GttII:2CL1.1JUsiIl~S l:umulLaul. 

18) DeYdu~:UI::::uL u:'" busi:I~~ plall by Illt: tlill Jr )UW fn )1. y~ ill 
Ofler.ltiOfl. 

!./" On<! wz M t (reefed durin~ thi~ tiM¢amt p?eene s./ec: NA. 

19) R~ upd3.tes to the compaw's bt:.siness plan. 
lJregu/ar updates are not done, plecse ~~e(t M . 

3~cl II FWli$hed I 
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, ) Technology Startup Resource Assesment Survey - Mozilla Fircfox 

Thank you for you participation I Your responses are important not only to this study, but could also help guide other future 
technology companies to survive the start-up stage! 

If you would like to receive a copy of the results, please email Sandi Kanemori at sandik@hawaiiedu. 

Mahalol 

48 



Appendix B: 

Business P~an Temp~ate 

The Easy Business Plan Outline 
This short business plan outline Is especially suitable for a technology company, but can 
be utilized by any firm. Your finished business plan may be just six to twelve pages long. 

1. Cover Page and executive Summary. 
Provide your contact information and a three-paragraph summary of your business plan. 

z. Concise Description of the Proposed Business 
2.1 Problem Statement. 
Describe the problem in the market, and why that problem needs to be solved by your 
company. 
2.2 Proposed Solution to the Problem. 
Describe your solution to the market problem, why it works, and why the market will 
want to buy it. Describe the products or services to be sold. Discuss your intellectual 
property. 

3. History and Background of the Market, Product and Technology 
Demonstrate that you know the market. Show that you have expertise In this business. 

4. Description of the Potential Market 
4.1 Market Description. 
4.1.1 Define the market(s} and what groups are in the market(s}. Discuss the size and 
location of the market(s}. 
4.1.2 Discuss the potential purchasing power of the market(s}. 
4.1.3 Discuss what kind of cooperation or strategic alliances with other firms and 
individuals will be needed. 
4.2 Promotion. 
Describe the methods to be used to promote the products or services in the target 
market(s}.These may include, for example: press releases, speaking engagements, 
newspaper coverage, a web site, and pro bono work. 

s. Sales Plans 
5.1 Discuss your sales plans, methods, and staff. 
5.2 Identify the customers. 
Show orders received, expected shipments, and expected revenues. 
5.3 Discuss your advertising plan, and relate it to your plan for promotion. 
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6. Management 
Describe how and why you are able to manage the company and Its operations. Identify 
managers with brief biographies. 

7. Operations 
7.1 Describe your company's current situation, structure and date of inception, date of 
incorporation and ownership. 
7.2 Describe the proposed form of the company, and who will be investing in and 
owning the company. 
7.3 If your company is reliant on a technology, describe that technology and how it will 
be utilized. 

8. Flnandallnformatlon and COndse Revenue Projections 
Use both a text description and a spreadsheet presentation. 
8.1 Provide concise revenue projections. 
Show the expected sales and expense figures (projected income statement). 
8.2 Describe the amount currently invested in your company, and by whom. 
8.3 Describe the amount of funding sought. 
8.4 Describe the expected use of the proceeds of the loan or investment, and the effect 
on the company. 

9. Competition 
Discuss the competition to your product, service and company. Describe how you can 
compete. 

10. Risk analysis 
Discuss the risks that may affect your company, lenders or investors. 

11. Exit Strategy 
Describe the expected future of the company, such as a sale, buyout, IPO or continued 
operation. 

Note: From "The Easy Business Plan Outline" by Roger S. 
Cohen, 2005. Copyright 2005 by Cohen International. 
Retrieved December 1, 2007 from http://www.rogercohen.com/ 
business_plan_outline.shtml 
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Figure Captions 

% Responded of Standard 
QUESTION RESPONSE N/A total Mean Deviation Va riance 

Q1 15 7 68% 4.00 1.36 1.86 
Q2a 11 11 50% 3.18 1.09 1.19 
Q2b 10 12 45% 2.10 1.20 143 
Q2c 7 15 32% 2.14 1.07 1.14 
Q3 12 11 55% 3.08 1.73 2.99 
Q4 9 13 41 % 2.33 1.50 2.25 
Q5 16 6 73% 2.69 149 2.23 
Q6 12 10 55% 2.67 1.72 2.97 
Q7 17 4 77% 3.88 1.85 341 

Q8a 7 15 32% 2.71 1.89 3.57 
Q8b 8 14 36% 2.38 1.60 2.55 
Q8c 21 1 95% 4.71 0.96 0.91 
Q8d 8 14 36% 1.63 1.19 141 
Q8e 11 11 50% 3.00 2.00 
Q8f YES 8 36% 

NO 14 64% 
Q9 14 8 64% 2.71 1.77 3.14 
Q10 10 12 45% 2.80 1.99 2.02 
Q11 12 10 55% 3.75 142 2.02 
Q12 12 10 55% 3.42 1.83 3.36 
Q13 14 8 64% 3.57 1.34 1.80 
Q14 YES 6 27% 

NO 16 73% 
Q15 YES 13 59% 

NO 9 41 % 
Q16 YES 11 50% 

NO 11 50% 
Q17a 17 5 77% 3.82 1.13 1.28 
Q17b 15 7 68% 3.67 1.45 2.10 
Q17c 15 7 68% 4.20 1.47 2.17 
Q17d 16 6 73% 4.56 0.81 0.66 
Q17e 16 6 73% 4.00 1.26 1.60 
Q17f 10 12 45% 3.20 1.32 1.73 
Q17g 7 15 32% 2.29 1.70 2.90 
Q18 14 8 64% 3.36 1.39 1.94 
Q19 13 9 59% 3.69 1.65 2.73 

Figure 1. Results of data collected from all respondents. 
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Resources of Value ·17:28 
100% ...-----------------__ - , 5 

95% . 

90% 4.5 

85% 

80% , 4 

3.5 

75% 

v 70% 

65% 

\ 3 1- % of Responses : II 
50% 

55% 

50% - - ~ 1.5 

01 03 05 06 07 aBc 09 all 011 013 017a 017b 017c 017d 0170 018 019 

_ 'II of Responsos 68% 53% 73% 55% n % 95% 64% 55% 55% 64% n % 68% 68% 73% 73% 64% 59% 
-I-c 

-+- Mean 4 3.1 2.7 2.7 3.9 4.7 2.7 3.8 3.4 3.6 r 3.8 3.7 4.2 4.6 4 3.~ 22. 

!-+- Mean I 

Figure 2. Resources of Value (ROV). The figure presents a depiction of the mean 

for each ROV vs . percentage of those who responded . Resources became an 

ROV if their mean calculated >2.5, and >50% of all respondents claimed they 

used the particular resource. 
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Q1 ACT 221/215 

Q3 Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) grant program 

Q5 Utilization of any University-related resources 

Q6 Services and/or resources provided by an island 

Economic Development Board 

Q7 Business incubation programs and/or services 

Qac Personal funding 

Q9 Use of college interns 

Q11 Support and guidance from a mentor 

Q12 Guidance from an Advisory Board 

Q13 Participation in organizations such as HSTC, HVCA, HTCA 

and other industry-related associations 

17a Corporate lawyer 

17b Intellectual property attorney 

17c Tax attorney 

17d CPA 

17e Accounting services (general) 

18. Development of a business plan by the end of your first 

year in operation 

19. Regular updates to the company's business plan 

Figure 3. Provides descriptions to the assessed ROVs in the way they were 

presented in the survey. 
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Resources of NO Value ·11:28 

100% 5 

90% 4.5 _ % I 

80% -+- Mean < 2.5 4 
70% 

60% 3.5 
c 

c 

3 ft 

'" 

c 
c >50% 

:::I; 

>2.5 
c 

10% 1.5 

0% 
02a 02b 02c 04 08a 08b 08d 08e 010 0171 017g 

% 50% 45% 32% 41% 32% 36% 36% 50% 45% 45% 32% 

-+- Mean < 2.5 3.2 2.1 2.1 2.3 2.7 2.4 1.6 3 2.8 3.2 2.3 

Figure 4. Graph of resources that did not meet both criteria of having >50% of 

respondents use the resource and a mean calculated >2.5. 
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Q2a Small Business Development Office (SBDC) 

Q2b Service Corps of Retired Executives (SCORE) 

Q2c Women's Business Centers 

Q4 State of Hawaii's Business Action Center 

Q8a Angel Investments 

Q8b Bank Loans 

Q8d Venture Capital assistance 

Q8e Grants (Other than SBIR) 

QIO Use of a Principal Investigator 

Q17f HR Specialist 

Q17g General business consultant 

Figure 5. Provides descriptions of resources that were assessed to have NO 

value in the way they were presented in the survey. 
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How Many Resources of VALLE Each Category Used 

50% r-------------------------------------------------------, 
45% 

40% 

35% 

30% 

25% 1-----1 

20% +---

15% +-----1 

10% +------1 

5%t---

44% 

36% 

O%+-______ ~ __________ L_ ______________ ~~~~~~~ ______ ._J 

A-evious Experience (13) No previous Experience (9) 

Figure 6 . Comparison of those who those who claimed to have had previous 

experience vs. those who had no experience. 
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Actual Experience vs. Perception That Prior Experience Is Important 

9 r------------------------------, 

8 

7 

6 

5 ~------------

4 

3 

2 +-----

1 

O ~, --------------~------------~ 
Prior Experience n-portant Prior Experience f'.bl h'portant 

--+- Prior Experience (13) 59% 

__ f'.b Prior Experience (9) 41 % 

Figure 7. Presents a cross referenced graph on those who had prior experience 

and no experience vs. if they perceived it of importance in building a viable 

company. 
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Mean 
> Consol.idated 

Question % 2.5 Score Description 
1 Q8c 95% 4.7 14.2 Personal funding 
2 Q17d 73% 4.6 11. 9 CPA 

Business incubation 
3 Q7 77% 3.9 11. 6 programs and/or services 
4 Q17a 77% 3.8 11.5 Corporate lawyer 

Accounting Services 
5 Q17e 73% 4 11.3 (general) 
6 Q17c 68% 4.2 11 Tax Attorney 
7 Q1 68% 4 10.8 Act 221/215 

Intellectual Property 
8 Q17b 68% 3.7 10.5 Attorney 

Utilization of any 
University-related 

9 Q5 73% 2.7 10 resources 
Participation in 
organizations such as 

10 Q13 64% 3.6 10 HSTC, HVCA, HTCA. .. 
Development of a business 
plan by the end of your 

11 Q18 64% 3.4 9.8 first year in operation 
Regular updates to the 

12 Q19 59% 3.7 9.6 company's business plan 
Support and guidance from 

13 Ql1 55% 3.8 9.3 a mentor 
14 Q9 64% 2.7 9.1 Use of college interns 

Guidance from an Advisory 
15 Q12 55% 3.4 8.9 Board 

Small Business Innovation 
Research (SBIR) grant 

16 Q3 53% 3.1 8.4 program 
Services and/or resources 
provided by an island 

17 Q6 55% 2.7 8.2 Economic Development Board 

Figure 8. Resources of Value (ROV) ranked in order of helpfulness. The mean 

and percentages (converted to a 10-point scale) were combined to result in a 

consolidated score. 
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