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Abstract
Building on the strategic entrepreneurship perspective and upper echelon theory, we examine
the importance of private equity (PE) functional human capital and socio-demographic diversity
for the success of the acquisitive growth strategy. Our focus is on the buyout lead partner team
rather than on human capital at the collective PE firm (or fund) level. The results of our panel
data survival models suggest that gender and age diversity, as well as the financial background,
significantly accelerate both first and subsequent add-on acquisitions. The results are robust to
alternative proxies, model specifications, and endogeneity checks.
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Introduction

Over the past decade, diversity practices have been promoted and enforced globally by
various regulators as part of the environmental, social, and governance (ESG) agenda
(EU Directive 2013/36, SEC, 2021, etc.). These regulations apply not only to public com-
panies, but also to private companies and their private equity (PE) and venture capital
(VC) investors. However, the lack of gender, and racial and ethnic diversity in the global
PE/VC industry has been well documented (Preqin, 2019; BVCA, 2023b; Gompers &
Kovvali, 2018). More recently, investors in PE/VC funds are driving the ESG agenda and
putting pressure on general partners (GPs) through the regular fundraising process. GPs
appear to be more aware of gender and ethnic diversity, recognizing that diversity can pre-
vent ‘‘groupthink’’ and contribute to better organizational health. However, there are
debates and conflicting views in industry and academia and it is not clear whether the
diversity agenda should be promoted because it is the ‘‘right thing to do’’ or because
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diversity is an enabler of better performance. We address the above question by examining
the importance of functional human capital (work experience and education) and socio-
demographic diversity (gender, age, and nationality) of the lead partner team (LPT) for
the acquisitive growth of PE-backed buyouts.

LPT is an established term in both industry (see the PitchBook database) and academic
literature (see Gompers et al., 2016; Hammer, Pettkus, et al., 2022). It refers to a team of
professionals assigned to a portfolio company by the PE firm immediately following the
buyout deal.1 LPTs take full control of the portfolio company and its board (Gompers
et al., 2016) and typically manage the buyout during their holding period (Hammer,
Pettkus, et al., 2022). PE firms that already own their main investment (i.e., a platform
buyout) will sometimes make further add-on acquisitions as a part of their growth strat-
egy. As key decision makers, LPT members play a pivotal role in identifying and capitaliz-
ing on the growth opportunities in buyouts (Jelic et al., 2019; Wright et al., 2000). We
hypothesize that LPTs with greater skill and diversity would be more effective in identify-
ing and capitalizing on opportunities and finalizing add-on acquisitions. Consequently,
they would be able to make decisions and complete add-on acquisitions in less time.

The PE governance model is characterized by enhanced managerial incentives, high
leverage, and active PE firm monitoring and intervention (Jensen, 1989), thus reducing
agency costs. However, with its emphasis on monitoring, agency theory may be inadequate
in addressing the potential upside benefits of buyouts and overlooks the human capital of
PE professionals (Jelic et al., 2019; Wright et al., 2000). Our theoretical framework, there-
fore, integrates the strategic entrepreneurship perspective and upper echelon theory (UET).
The strategic entrepreneurship perspective uses growth as a central element of entrepre-
neurship (Delmar et al., 2003) and recognizes the importance of resources and capabilities
in the pursuit of growth opportunities (Hitt et al., 2011; Ireland et al., 2003). It suggests
that the entrepreneurial and managerial mindsets and skills of the top management team
and board of directors are essential to ensuring efficiency of strategic and entrepreneurial
actions (Ireland et al., 2001; Penrose, 2009). Previous studies based on strategic entrepre-
neurship perspective have shown that PE firms and professionals acting as monitors and
advisors promote the entrepreneurial and managerial cognitions of buyout managers, while
they use their own unique entrepreneurial and managerial skills and resources to facilitate
organic growth in divisional (Meuleman et al., 2009) and secondary management buyouts
(SBOs; Jelic et al., 2019). PE professionals therefore bring in new knowledge, expertise,
skills, and resources and contribute to growth strategy decision-making and the realization
of entrepreneurial growth opportunities that were not possible under the previous owner-
ship regime (Meuleman et al., 2009; Wright et al., 2000).

The strategic entrepreneurship perspective, however, is silent on socio-demographic
human capital, especially its diversity. We therefore draw on UET as a complementary the-
ory, which emphasizes that strategic decision-making and execution are associated with the
human capital of top decision makers (Hambrick & Finkelstein, 1987; Hambrick & Mason,
1984). This theory suggests that strategic decision-making is the result of information filtering
and processing based on the values, cognitive biases, and behaviors of top managers. These
values, cognitions, and behaviors are reflected in managers’ socio-demographic characteris-
tics (gender, age, and nationality). Thus, socio-demographic diversity should be important
when multiple individuals are involved in strategic decision-making and implementation.

Our analysis is based on manually collected panel data for 1,665 LPT members in 829
U.K. buyout companies. We track the LPT members of sample buyouts and their add-on
acquisitions from 2004 to 2021. First, we examine the effect of LPT members’ diversity and
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skills on the time taken to complete the first add-on acquisition, using an accelerated fail-
ure time (AFT) survival model based on panel data. Following the first add-on acquisition,
some PE-backed portfolio companies make several subsequent add-on acquisitions as a
part of their acquisition-led growth strategy. We, therefore, extended our analysis by devel-
oping a conditional risk set model for the multiple add-on acquisitions. To the best of our
knowledge, this type of analysis has not yet been attempted in related literature. Our results
show that greater gender and age diversity, as well as a professional financial background,
significantly reduce the time required to complete the first acquisition, both statistically
and economically. The effects on subsequent multiple add-on acquisitions are also statisti-
cally significant, albeit smaller in economic terms. These results remain consistent when
alternative proxies, model specifications, and endogeneity checks are considered.

Our study makes the following contributions to the literature. First, we demonstrate the
importance of the human capital of PE professionals for the success of inorganic growth
strategies. Embracing socio-demographic diversity is not only the right thing to do in order
to comply with the ESG agenda, but it also enhances entrepreneurial growth.

Second, we join the call to extend the strategic entrepreneurship perspective to study
new phenomena or combine it with other perspectives (Audretsch et al., 2009; Ireland
et al., 2023). We extend previous studies that use strategic entrepreneurship perspective in
the PE context (Jelic et al., 2019; Meuleman et al., 2009; Wright et al., 2001) to the acquisi-
tive growth strategy and provide fine-grained insights to understand the role of PE profes-
sionals in fostering entrepreneurial growth.

Third, our analysis addresses recent calls to examine the micro-level factors that influ-
ence how PE investors adopt new practices, particularly in light of a shift in the PE model
from an initial emphasis on efficiency to a more recent focus on growth (Verbouw et al.,
2025). Specifically, we integrate UET with the strategic entrepreneurship perspective to
improve our understanding of the impact of the socio-demographic diversity of PE profes-
sionals on the success of acquisitive growth strategies.

Fourth, our research adds a new dimension to previous studies, which primarily focused
on human capital at the PE fund or firm level (Cornelli et al., 2017; Fuchs et al., 2022). We
argue that distinguishing between the collective human capital of PE firms and that at the
buyout (i.e., deal) level is important, since PE firms typically allocate a subset of profession-
als to LPTs. Treating PE firms (and funds) as homogeneous overlooks the heterogeneity of
human capital among the team of PE professionals managing a given portfolio company.
In other words, human capital is likely to vary from deal to deal and over time and may
therefore differ from collective human capital at the PE firm/fund level.

Fifth, given that some firms prioritize growth over profitability and/or other goals
(Gaba & Joseph, 2013; Opper et al., 2017), we respond to calls to examine goal variables
other than immediate firm profitability (Greve, 2008). For example, the previous literature
on entrepreneurial growth has rarely focused on the acquisitive growth strategy. The
literature has treated growth in an overly simplistic way, mainly assuming internal
(organic) growth and thus not examining the acquisitive growth mode (Davidsson &
Wiklund, 2000; Gilbert et al., 2006). By examining the importance of LPTs for acquisitive
growth, we also make a contribution to the body of research investigating the impact of
organizational goals on team-level characteristics (Aguilera et al., 2024).

Sixth, although research is emerging on the role of time in decision-making, this is not
explicitly linked to goal-setting and goal-attainment (Aguilera et al., 2024). By using acqui-
sition completion time as the key variable, we can evaluate performance and explicitly
attribute it to the success of the acquisitive growth strategy. Furthermore, although time-
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related measures tend to be influenced by the organizational context in which decision-
making processes are embedded (Baum & Wally, 2003), they have rarely been examined in
the PE context.2 This is surprising, given the exit pressure forcing PE firms to race against
time (Jelic et al., 2021), as well as the uniqueness of the PE governance model, which is not
present in other labor market segments (Metrick & Yasuda, 2010). By focusing on comple-
tion time, we extend previous studies that predominantly used growth in sales and employ-
ment to measure the contribution of PE firms to entrepreneurial growth (see Nason &
Wiklund, 2018). Finally, our study makes an important methodological contribution by
developing a model for determinants of completion times for multiple add-on acquisitions.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. Section ‘‘Theoretical Background and
Hypotheses Development’’ discusses the theoretical framework and hypotheses. Section
‘‘Data and Methodology’’ presents the data and methodology. Descriptive statistics are
presented in Section ‘‘Descriptive Statistics.’’ Section ‘‘Panel Data Survival Analysis’’ dis-
cusses the results of the AFT survival model for first add-on acquisitions. The conditional
risk set survival model for multiple sequential add-on acquisitions is presented and dis-
cussed in Section ‘‘Conditional Risk Set Model for Multiple Acquisitions.’’ The robustness
checks are discussed in Section ‘‘Robustness Checks.’’ Section ‘‘Discussion and
Conclusion’’ concludes.

Theoretical Background and Hypotheses Development

Strategic Entrepreneurship and PE-Led Acquisitive Growth

Similar to the entrepreneurship literature, the PE literature has focused on traditional stra-
tegies that rely on ‘‘tailwinds’’ such as falling interest rates and stable GDP growth (Bain
& Co., 2019). However, this has recently changed due to the popularity of the acquisitive
growth strategy in the PE industry. In some cases, a well-positioned buyout will make
three or more subsequent acquisitions, which is known as a ‘‘buy-and-build strategy.’’
Acquisitions have been found to increase the value of PE-backed buyouts by providing
opportunities for further growth, synergy realization, and diversification (Gompers et al.,
2016; Hammer, Marcotty-Dehm, et al., 2022). For example, Gompers et al. (2016) found
that acquisitions were identified by their PE investors as the second most important source
of value creation, just behind revenue growth.

The acquisition-led growth strategy embodies the entrepreneurial spirit (Trottier, 1995)
and necessitates the strategic managerial and entrepreneurial knowledge and abilities
(Wright et al., 2000) that empower entrepreneurial enterprises to identify and convert
growth prospects into value creation by accessing and integrating relational resources.
However, unlike organic growth, acquisitive growth requires skills relating to identifying
potential targets in the complex external environment, negotiating, evaluating strategic
alignment with the platform company, conducting financial evaluations, obtaining finan-
cial resources, carrying out due diligence, and completing the takeover process. The incum-
bent buyout management team usually has little acquisition experience or the necessary
resources to successfully accomplish these tasks. With limited internal knowledge, they
may lack the entrepreneurial mindset to consider broader opportunities for business expan-
sion and the management skills required to integrate two businesses and achieve synergies.
Furthermore, they may be reluctant to pursue acquisitions because they are risky and
expensive growth investments. This may also be due to limitations in managerial cognition
with regard to making strategic changes (Wright et al., 2001). Consequently, the human
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capital of LPTs (both functional and socio-demographic) is a key determinant of the suc-
cess of acquisitive growth.

In PE-backed portfolio companies, the PE firm is the primary investor, while incumbent
managers typically own a significant proportion of the equity in the company (Wood &
Wright, 2009). In addition to annual fees (2%), GPs in PE firms receive 20% of fund
returns (carried interest) only when portfolio companies are successfully exited. Career
prospects and lifetime compensation of PE professionals are determined by successful per-
formance of the portfolio companies (Chung et al., 2012). Therefore, PE firms have a
long-term commitment to buyouts and are well-placed to influence management through
board representation, the ability to replace managers, and additional control rights via pre-
ferred shareholding in portfolio companies (see Acharya et al., 2009; Kaplan & Stromberg,
2003). Following investments, PE firms assign professionals to LPTs in the selected portfo-
lio companies. The LPTs then take complete control of the portfolio company, setting tar-
gets, requesting interim information, and acting as a source of professional contacts for
managers (Beuselinck et al., 2006; Bloom et al., 2015; Sapienza et al., 1996). They also play
a pivotal role in identifying and capitalizing on growth opportunities in buyouts, providing
resources and capabilities, and monitoring management efficiency (Jelic et al., 2019;
Wright et al., 2000). For example, they identify growth opportunities and evaluate whether
acquisition targets align with the portfolio company’s growth strategy and risk/return pro-
file. Following the preliminary screening of acquisition targets by the CEO and manage-
ment team, the LPTs provide final due diligence. Thus, the PE governance model enables
LPTs to implement an acquisitive growth strategy that aligns with the objectives of PE
firms.

LPTs’ Functional Human Capital

Functional human capital, which includes skills based on prior work experience and human
capital based on education, is a critical resource for strategic entrepreneurial behavior
(Ireland et al., 2003). The expertise, skills, and cognitions accumulated through previous
work experience and education represent an individual’s know-how, their capacity to com-
pete in their industry, and their ability to identify and exploit entrepreneurial opportunities
and complete specific tasks (Barney, 2014). Entrepreneurship studies have demonstrated a
strong relationship between human capital and firm performance, as well as strategic
decision-making (e.g., de Villiers et al., 2011; Meuleman et al., 2009). Previous studies have
also documented the importance of collective human capital for VC and PE firm/fund per-
formance (Bottazzi et al., 2008; Degeorge et al., 2016; Dimov & Shepherd, 2005; Fuchs
et al., 2022; Zarutskie, 2010). These studies tend to analyze the collective (i.e., average)
background of individuals working within PE/VC firms. However, PE/VC firms usually
allocate a team of professionals (e.g., LPT) to a portfolio company. As PE/VC firms have
several funds with numerous companies, it is highly likely that the average firm’s human
capital differs from that of the deal team. For example, Acharya et al. (2013) report the
presence of heterogeneous skills at the deal-partner level in PE transactions. Focusing on
the average would treat a PE firm’s human capital as homogeneous, thus overlooking the
heterogeneity among PE professionals (Jelic et al., 2019). Therefore, the distinction between
firm-level and deal-level human capital is very important.

More recent studies examining human capital at a deal-level report that it contributes
to the operating performance, organic growth, and exit routes of portfolio companies.
However, the effects vary depending on the aspect of human capital and the stage of
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investment (e.g., Acharya et al., 2013; Hammer, Pettkus, et al., 2022; Jelic et al., 2019;
Pelucco & Vismara, 2025). For instance, Pelucco and Vismara (2025) exploit the unique
decision-making autonomy of angel investors to directly measure the influence of an inves-
tor’s background on their investment choices and, consequently, the results of their invest-
ments. They found that angels with entrepreneurial backgrounds underperformed relative
to those with other upper-echelon backgrounds, such as former venture capitalists. Jelic
et al. (2019) report that the financial experience of PE directors has a substantial impact
on post-SBO profitability, while an MBA is especially important for enhancing post-SBO
growth performance. Building on the above studies, we examine the work experience and
educational background of LPT members at the deal level. Specifically, we analyze the two
most common professional backgrounds of PE professionals before they entered the indus-
try: financial (e.g., former accountant, financial controller, and banker) and operational
(e.g., management consultant and a professional in (non-financial) industry operations).
Regarding education, we analyze the higher education qualifications (MBA and MSc/
PhD) of PE professionals.

PE professionals with financial experience can influence the speed of add-on completion
in two ways. Firstly, their financial background is typically associated with the Big Four
and investment banks, where M&A is a core activity. They may have acquired extensive
M&A skills through their previous experience at banks or accountancy firms. These skills
help PE professionals quickly identify, evaluate, and negotiate targets. Secondly, financial
experience is particularly important when buyouts require additional capital to finance the
add-on, as these professionals will have a better understanding of the type and source of
finance required for a particular deal.

According to Kor and Sundaramurthy (2009), PE professionals with operational experi-
ence are likely to develop a deeper knowledge of specific industry dynamics and conditions.
Such expertise can provide valuable insights into operational and managerial issues, help-
ing firms to achieve operational improvements and generate organic growth (Jelic et al.,
2019). Some acquisitions may require the in-depth industry knowledge and sophisticated
managerial skills of professionals to facilitate quick decision-making with complex infor-
mation, ensure smooth acquisition integration and effective synergies, and guarantee the
timely completion of deals and successful expansion. Overall, we expect that having finan-
cial and operational experience will reduce the time taken to complete both the first and
subsequent add-on acquisitions.

Education is usually an intense and formative experience that shapes the way decision
makers think, what they know, and the skills they have to understand and deal with the
complexity of environments (Hambrick & Mason, 1984). Consequently, education is
regarded as an objective and reliable indicator of managerial competence and entrepre-
neurial insight (Peterman & Kennedy, 2003). Different levels of education have different
focuses and qualities; therefore, they indicate the quality of cognition and the skills of indi-
viduals (Urquhart & Zhang, 2022). For instance, MBA programs cover a broad spectrum
of business topics (e.g., leadership, decision-making, and organizational management),
offering a more practical approach compared to MSc/PhD programs. These programs
often incorporate case studies and scenario-based learning, which are designed to enhance
real-world managerial competencies. MBA holders tend to be more responsive to the com-
plexity and uncertainty of firms and markets, as well as to growth opportunities (Bertrand
& Schoar, 2003; Jelic et al., 2019). Furthermore, MBA programs enhance leadership quali-
ties (Hambrick & Mason, 1984) by incorporating teamwork and negotiation techniques,
which could facilitate decision-making and negotiating complex transactions such as
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acquisitions (Francis et al., 2016). The business school alumni networks of MBA holders
could also benefit various aspects of decision-making (Fuchs et al., 2022). Overall, previ-
ous literature suggests that MBA holders can contribute additional expertise and leader-
ship skills to LPTs in portfolio companies.

While the educational background of MBA holders has been extensively examined in
previous related studies (e.g., Acharya et al., 2013; Jelic et al., 2019; Pelucco & Vismara,
2025), the academic backgrounds of MSc and PhD holders have received less attention.
However, entrepreneurship literature suggests that MSc/PhD holders possess superior cog-
nitive abilities and skills, demonstrating greater problem-solving ability and receptiveness
to change (Barker & Mueller, 2002; Wally & Baum, 1994). Studies have also found that
MSc and PhD holders are associated with greater innovation (Wiersema & Bantel, 1992;
Zona et al., 2013), sustained investment (Bertrand & Schoar, 2003), valuable alliances
(Palmer & Barber, 2001), and improved firm performance (Urquhart & Zhang, 2022). In
the context of our study, we expect MSc/PhD graduates to help other LPT members under-
stand and manage complex acquisition transactions and design innovative deal structures,
potentially accelerating their completion.

We formulate the following hypotheses related to the LPTs’ functional human capital:

Hypothesis 1: LPTs with members who have financial experience will exhibit shorter
add-on acquisition completion times.

Hypothesis 2: LPTs with members who have operational experience will exhibit shorter
add-on acquisition completion times.

Hypothesis 3a: LPTs with members who have an MBA degree will exhibit shorter add-
on acquisition completion times.

Hypothesis 3b: LPTs with members who have an MSc/PhD degree will exhibit shorter
add-on acquisition completion times.

LPTs’ Socio-Demographic Human Capital

According to the UET, managers’ values, cognitive biases, and behaviors are reflected in
the socio-demographic characteristics of groups. Diversity in groups improves information
elaboration and knowledge sharing within teams (van Knippenberg et al., 2004), leading
to an efficient and more comprehensive decision (Gruenfeld et al., 1996), which will
enhance the decision execution process. For instance, when team members debate, they are
likely to draw on their socio-diversity sets to support their arguments, and ultimately
achieve comprehensive decisions (Simons et al., 1999). Furthermore, teams whose mem-
bers draw from different pools of information resources and experience will make more
effective decisions and deliver more creative products than units whose members draw
from the same pool, increasing a firm’s competitive advantage (Finkelstein & Hambrick,
1996; Harrison & Klein, 2007). It has also been documented that cognitively diverse
groups outperform groups of high ability individuals from homogeneous backgrounds in
problem solving (Page, 2007). The author explains this by arguing that the more varied
perspectives of diverse groups foster new solutions. In addition, greater demographic
diversity helps firms to adapt to different stakeholders, increase understanding of markets
(Robinson & Dechant, 1997), and improve communication with different outsiders
(Ancona & Caldwell, 1992), which in turn affects creativity and innovation (Boeker, 1997;
Campbell & Minguez-Vera, 2008). In contrast, heterogeneity can slow down the strategy
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formulation process, reduce commitment and communication within the team, and impair
decision-making performance (Hambrick et al., 1996; Tsui et al., 1992). Van Knippenberg
and Schippers (2007) recognize that although diversity can disrupt group processes, it can
also provide synergies that lead to performance benefits. With a diverse team, resources
and knowledge can be combined and synergized in creative ways, leading to more entre-
preneurial activity (Elenkov et al., 2005). Overall, the above evidence predicts a positive
effect of diversity on team effectiveness and broader decision-making. It is therefore rea-
sonable to expect that more socio-demographically diverse LPTs would make more effec-
tive and comprehensive decisions about potential targets, due diligence, and other critical
aspects of acquisitions. This would reduce potential errors and delays in the acquisition
process, resulting in shorter completion times. We expect the socio-demographic diversity
of LPTs to reduce the time taken to complete both the first and subsequent add-on
acquisitions.

Previous empirical studies are broadly consistent with the above theoretical predictions.
For example, diversity leads to better performance of mutual funds (Gottesman & Morey,
2006), hedge funds (Li et al., 2011), and VC funds (Zarutskie, 2010). The evidence on the
importance of diversity in the PE industry is limited. In a rare study, Hammer, Pettkus,
et al. (2022) report that socio-demographic diversity (gender, age, and ethnicity/national-
ity) of LPTs is associated with significantly higher, whereas occupational diversity (work
experience, education, and university affiliation) is associated with significantly lower buy-
out performance, as measured by firm value growth rates and multiple expansion.

When it comes to individual components of socio-demographic diversity, most empiri-
cal evidence focuses on the importance of gender diversity. For example, previous research
has shown that boards with greater gender diversity are less prone to financial misconduct
(Cumming et al., 2015). The presence of women on boards tends to be positively correlated
with return on invested capital, better governance, and corporate social responsibility
(Ben-Amar et al., 2017). Social identity theory suggests that the gendered division of labor
provides men and women with different skills and cognitive abilities (Eagly, 2013). Female
directors on male-dominated boards have been reported to improve the quality of board
deliberations (Stephenson, 2004), especially when dealing with complex issues such as
acquisitions. At the same time, research has found that female members tend to be less
conformist and more likely to express their independent views (Adams & Ferreira, 2009),
which will foster good communication between the group of PE professionals and the
management team thus enabling them to pursue the add-on acquisition strategy within
shorter time. Compared to men, women tend to have many favorable characteristics in
terms of value judgment, risk taking, and decision-making (Ray, 2005). In addition, female
PE professionals may be more likely to challenge the CEO/other insiders and push them to
consider a wider range of options and pros and cons when making strategic corporate deci-
sions (Chen et al., 2024), which in turn promotes effective decision-making. Because men
and women differ in the unique and complementary understandings, perspectives, tem-
peraments, and relational ties they bring to the external world, gender diversity in teams
should lead to more informed and comprehensive strategic decisions that maintain a fit
between the firm and its changing environment (Hillman et al., 2002; Miller & de Carmen
Triana, 2009), and ultimately shorten the decision-making process.

Diversity of nationality is an important source of diversity that helps firms cope with
the different institutional contexts they face. For example, Nielsen and Nielsen (2013) sug-
gest that demographic background influences the mindset and behavior of top managers
in perceiving and exploiting the entrepreneurial (i.e., growth) opportunities and combining
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the skills, knowledge, and resources to effectively complete the entrepreneurial oriented
strategies. Teams of different nationalities have deep and complementary knowledge of
their home institutions and markets (Boone et al., 2019) and are more likely to succeed in
fostering a wide-open and geocentric attitude (Nielsen, 2010). This helps them to scan and
interpret international information and to identify and exploit acquisition opportunities on
a global scale, thereby accelerating the speed of acquisition decisions and completions.

Age diversity tends to be less job-related than other demographic variables. For exam-
ple, although age diversity may capture job-related experiences, networks, and perspectives,
these experiences represent a small fraction of the total set of perspectives and experiences
that age diversity captures (Zenger & Lawrence, 1989). The age of decision maker has been
identified as an important variable in the M&A literature (Yim, 2013). In the PE context,
younger professionals tend to be more risk-taking, but they have less acquisition experience
or possess experience only from lower levels (Nadolska & Barkema, 2014). Conversely,
older professionals are more risk-averse, but they have extensive acquisition experience
(Berger et al., 2014). Furthermore, older professionals may have formed opinions about
what works well and what might be challenging based on their extensive experience in
acquisitions. However, their risk-averse attitudes may cause them to be more critical of
risky potential targets than their younger counterparts. Age diversity, therefore, balances
sensitivities to growth opportunities, risk, and experience in acquisition decisions, which
may improve the timely completion of an acquisition transaction. Therefore, based on the-
oretical predictions and empirical evidence, we expect the following:

Hypothesis 4: More gender-diverse LPTs will exhibit shorter add-on acquisition comple-
tion times.

Hypothesis 5: More nationality-diverse LPTs will exhibit shorter add-on acquisition
completion times.

Hypothesis 6: More age-diverse LPTs will exhibit shorter add-on acquisition completion
times.

Data and Methodology

Data and Sample Selection

Our analysis combines data from several sources. For example, we identified management
buyouts (MBOs), management buy-ins (MBIs), institutional buyouts, and SBOs from
Orbis M&A and the Centre for Management Buyout Research (CMBOR) database. Data
on PE funding and PE firm entry and exit dates are sourced from Thomson Refinitiv,
Orbis M&A, and the CMBOR database. Accounting information on portfolio companies
is obtained from the FAME database. The above data collection resulted in detailed data
on 829 buyouts backed by 271 PE firms.

While the buyout vintage years cover the period from 2004 to 2018, our sample of add-
on deals covers the period from 2004 to 2021. We therefore track LPT members and add-
on acquisitions at least 3 years after the buyout transaction, until December 31, 2021. The
3-year cut-off point was chosen based on the average time taken for the first add-on acqui-
sition. Information on all completed add-on acquisitions of the sample buyouts was col-
lected from Orbis M&A. To rule out the possibility of missing data in Orbis M&A, we
randomly cross-checked information in LexisNexis, Google News, and on the websites of
portfolio companies and PE firms. In total, the sample buyouts made 512 add-on
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acquisitions. Overall, our panel dataset consists of 4,548 buyout year observations for first
and 5,743 observations for subsequent add-on acquisitions.

PE firms do not disclose the assignments of their professionals to their funds and/or
portfolio companies. We therefore identify LPT members by establishing that, following
investments, PE firms assign professionals (i.e., LPT members) who then take full control
of the portfolio companies by sitting on their boards. We manually identify LPT members
by matching a list of all board members (available on the FAME database) with the names
of PE professionals found on PE firms’ websites, the Bloomberg Professional website,
Companies House, LinkedIn, the Orbis M&A database, and deal announcements on
Google. Gender, nationality, and date of birth for each PE professional were also manu-
ally collected from PE firms’ websites, the Bloomberg Professional website, Companies
House, and LinkedIn. Work experience and education data were manually collected from
PE firm websites, the Bloomberg Professional website, and LinkedIn. We were able to col-
lect detailed data on the skills and socio-demographic characteristics of 1,665 PE profes-
sionals. The majority of the sample professionals use the titles ‘‘partner’’ (e.g., general,
managing, or founding partner) and ‘‘managing director.’’ We also track any changes in
the composition of LPTs and make sure that PE professionals were on the LPT before the
completion date of the acquisitions. We find cases where professional diversity and skills
at the PE firm level have not necessarily been passed on to the portfolio company.3 This is
to be expected, given that PE firms invest in numerous portfolio companies, resulting in a
higher number of companies than there are professionals working in the PE firm. For
example, we found some LPTs with no female professionals, despite the respective PE firm
employing several female professionals. We also observed changes in the composition of
LPTs during the sample period. For instance, some professionals initially assigned to an
LPT left the team because they were reassigned to another portfolio company or left the
corresponding PE firm. These changes affected the socio-demographic and skill composi-
tion of the LPTs. Crucially, our panel dataset captured these changes as it tracks each
LPT over time. This is particularly important in the context of our study, as we examine
both initial and subsequent multiple acquisitions. The above examples further highlight
the importance of focusing on the portfolio company level and tracking LPT changes over
time.

Table 1 shows the distribution and coverage of our sample of buyouts and PE firms over
the sample period. The distribution of buyouts in the sample illustrates the cyclical nature
of PE investment. In particular, the highest numbers are recorded in 2006 and 2007, fol-
lowed by a significant decline from 2008 to 2009 due to the financial crisis. A recovery can
be seen from 2010 to 2018, the most recent PE boom. This pattern is also consistent with
the global buyout trend reported in the Bain & Co report (2019). The table shows that our
annual coverage ranges from 19% to 29% of total U.K. buyouts, with an average coverage
of 24%. The trend in sample buyouts follows the trend in total U.K. buyouts, as tracked
by Orbis M&A.

Our sample of PE professionals covers around 51% of employees with an investment
role in all PE firms with a U.K. presence in 2018.4 Overall, we cover the activities of about
a quarter of all PE firms with a U.K. presence over the sample period (Table 1). To the best
of our knowledge, our sample coverage compares favorably with the coverage reported in
previous related studies.
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Panel Data Survival Models

Contrary to other methods, the survival model analysis does not implicitly assume that
portfolio companies can maintain consistent and linear growth over time. This is impor-
tant since firm growth is not linear and varies over time (Shepherd & Wiklund, 2009), espe-
cially in the context of acquisition-led growth. Furthermore, other statistical models (e.g.,
Logit, OLS, Tobit) do not consider differences in the timing of add-on acquisitions and do
not control for each firm’s period at risk. Therefore, they can only estimate covariate
effects for the sub-sample of uncensored observations. Omitting the time to censoring
would however lead to a skewed distribution of completion times (Amini et al., 2023; Giot
& Schwienbacher, 2007). Our AFT survival model corrects for censored observations and
incorporates first and subsequent add-on acquisitions into our panel data. It also uses
information conveyed in the time-to-censoring processes. We first examine the effect of PE
skills and diversity on the time to complete the first add-on acquisition using the AFT ran-
dom effect panel data survival model:

Ln Ti;t

� �
= b0 + b1X1;i;t + . . . + bp Xp;i;t + ei;t ð1Þ

The dependent variable is the natural logarithm of the number of days between the buyout
and the first add-on acquisition date or, for buyouts without acquisitions, the natural loga-
rithm of the number of days between the buyout and either exit or the end of the sample
period. The completion time calculation has minimal data requirements and allows
straightforward comparisons. Unlike the monetary performance measures used in the PE
industry, such as the internal rate of return (IRR) and the public market equivalent

Table 1. Distribution and Coverage of Sample PE Firms and Buyouts.

Year

PE firms Buyouts

Sample Total UK Coverage (%) Sample Total UK Coverage (%)

2004 41 168 24 65 257 25
2005 41 179 23 54 245 22
2006 60 192 31 85 303 28
2007 63 214 29 86 354 24
2008 43 208 21 51 234 22
2009 23 193 12 24 109 22
2010 44 194 23 56 191 29
2011 41 183 22 49 176 28
2012 41 166 25 55 199 28
2013 38 159 24 47 213 22
2014 42 137 31 58 261 22
2015 39 137 28 47 243 19
2016 37 133 28 48 237 20
2017 38 119 32 52 237 22
2018 41 149 28 52 249 21
Average 42 169 25 55 234 24

Note. This table presents distribution of PE firms and 829 sample buyouts during the sample period. Columns with PE

firms show the total number of PE/VC firms with the U.K. presence (source: BVCA report on investment activity,

various issues), number of the PE firms investing in the sample buyouts, and resulting sample coverage, in respective

(vintage) years. Columns with buyouts, show the number of U.K. buyouts (source: Orbis M&A), sample buyouts, and

resulting sample coverage, in respective (vintage) years.
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(PME), this calculation does not require numerous assumptions.5 It is also free from sys-
tematic biases present in PE fund performance reporting (Jelic et al., 2021).

The dependent variable is presented as a linear function of the covariates, where b0, . . .,
bp are the parameters to be estimated, X1, . . ., Xp are the covariates, and ei,t is the error
term with a specific distributional form that determines the model. The above model is esti-
mated as a panel data random effect parametric survival model with an exponential distri-
bution.6 We also use the Huber/White sandwich estimator to obtain robust estimates that
are clustered at the level of the acquisition.

Explanatory Variables

Our specific human capital variables are measured using biographical information on PE
professionals. For skills, following previous studies (Acharya et al., 2013; Degeorge et al.,
2016; Jelic et al., 2019), we identify each PE professional by whether he/she worked in
finance, accounting, or banking (financial experience) or in non-finance industry or man-
agement consulting (operational experience) before entering the PE industry. For educa-
tion, we identify each PE professional by whether he/she holds an MBA or another MSc/
PhD degree. We measure d_Finance (d_Operation, d_MBA, d_MSc/PhD) as a categorical
variable equal to one if any of PE professionals on LPTs have relevant financial work expe-
rience (operational work experience, MBA degree, or other MSc/PhD degree) in a given
year, otherwise zero. In terms of diversity, we construct the diversity variables to capture
demographic differences in terms of gender, nationality, and age, following Hammer,
Pettkus, et al. (2022) and Blau (1977). The diversity proxies are defined along with all other
variables in Table 2.

Following the previous literature, we control for several determinants of acquisition-
related variables (Bloom et al., 2015; Wilson et al., 2022a, 2022b). First, as the quality of
corporate governance affects strategic decisions, we include two board variables to mea-
sure the quality of corporate governance: the size of the board (LNBS) and the proportion
of non-executive directors (pc_NED). Second, we control for characteristics of the portfo-
lio company. We control for sales growth (SALG), as fast-growing companies may have
more ambitious growth strategies and are therefore more likely to make acquisitions to
expand the business. High levels of debt may constrain acquisition activity, so we include
gearing (Gearing). We also include buyouts’ prior acquisition experience (Prior_ACQ) as
buyouts with prior acquisition experience are more likely to continue with acquisitions.
Older and larger firms are more likely to acquire other firms, so we include firm size (Size)
and age (Age). Third, we control for MBIs as the literature recognizes differences between
MBOs and MBIs. For instance, Wright et al. (1995) report that U.K. managers undertak-
ing MBIs often encounter significant unexpected problems. We control for syndicated
deals (Syndication), as PE funding from multiple investors could increase the likelihood of
agency conflicts among syndicate members and thus make deals more complicated
(Stromberg, 2008; Wright et al., 1995). For example, transaction and agency costs can arise
from the need to coordinate syndicates (Wright & Lockett, 2003), from potential moral
hazard issues (Pichler & Wilhelm, 2001), and ongoing involvement (e.g., coordination with
external parties such as owners and lawyers) for each subsequent add-on acquisition
(Hammer et al., 2017). For the above reasons, syndicated acquisitions are expected take
longer to complete. Finally, we control for SBOs, as SBOs tend to have different value cre-
ation strategies (Hammer et al., 2017; Jelic et al., 2019).

12 Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 00(0)



Table 2. Variable Definitions.

Variable Definition

PE firms
PE_reputable A dummy variable taking the value of one if a sample buyout is backed by a PE

firm listed among top 50 in the 2018 PE International ranking list, and zero
otherwise.

PE_captive A dummy variable taking the value of one if a sample buyout is backed by a PE
firm affiliated to a bank or the government, and zero otherwise.

PE_listed A dummy variable taking the value of one if a sample buyout is backed by a PE
firm listed on the stock exchange, and zero otherwise.

PE_capitalisation The natural logarithm of total U.K. PE capital raised in the buyout year.
LPT talent

d_Finance A dummy variable taking the value of one if at least one PE professional on the
LPT in year t worked in finance, accounting or banking related job before
joining PE industry, and zero otherwise.

d_Operation A dummy variable taking the value of one if at least one PE professional on the
LPT in year t worked in a consulting or industry job that was not finance,
accounting or banking related before joining PE industry, and zero otherwise.

d_MBA A dummy variable taking the value of one if at least one PE professional on the
LPT in year t holds an MBA degree, and zero otherwise.

d _MSc/PhD A dummy variable taking the value of one if at least one PE professional on the
LPT in year t holds an MSc or PhD degree, and zero otherwise.

LPT diversity
Gender diversity

12

"
No: of female PE professionals on the LPT

No: of PE professionals on the LPT

� �2

+
No: of male PE professionals on the LPT

No: of PE professionals on the LPT

� �2
#

Nationality diversity
12

"
No: of UK PE professionals on the LPT

No: of PE professionals on the LPT

� �2

+
No: of foreign PE professionals on the LPT

No: of PE professionals on the LPT

� �2
#

Age diversity Max age difference among PE professionals on the LPT

Max age difference among PE professionals on sample LPTs
Buyouts

Size The natural logarithm of total assets in £000 in year t.
Age The natural logarithm of one plus the number of years since the company was

incorporated.
Gearing The sum of long-term and short-term debt divided by the total equity in year t.
SALG Sales growth as the difference between the firm’s sales in year t and t–1, scaled

by the average of sales in years t and t–1.
MBI A dummy variable taking the value of one for management buy-ins, and zero

otherwise.
SBO A dummy variable taking the value of one for secondary management buyout,

and zero otherwise.
Syndication A dummy variable taking the value of one if the buyout is backed by more than

one PE firm, and zero otherwise.
LNBS The natural logarithm (LN) of the board size (BS) measured by number of

directors on the buyout board, in year t.
pc_NED The percentage of non-executive directors (NED) on the buyout board, in year t.
pc_PE_ professionals The percentage of PE professionals on the buyout board, in year t.
Pre_Size The natural logarithm of total assets in £000 in pre-buyout year.
Pre_Age The natural logarithm of one plus the number of years since the firm was

incorporated to the pre-buyout year.

(Continued)
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Descriptive Statistics

Table 3 presents sample descriptive statistics stratified by variables on (a) PE firms; (b)
add-on acquisitions; (c) buyouts; and (d) LPTs.7 Our sample of PE firms comes from 24
countries. The dominance of U.K. (61%) and U.S. (24%) PE firms is consistent with data
on global PE activity (Bain & Co., 2021). The average age of the PE firms in the sample is
around 14 years. About 9% of the sample PE firms are considered more reputable, as they
are listed among the top 50 firms in PE International (e.g., KKR & Co LP, Carlyle Group
LP, Blackstone Group LP, Permira Partners LLP, and Bain LP). As expected, most PE
firms are limited partnerships. About 10% of the PE firms in the sample are owned by
banks or governments (i.e., captives). Only 3% of the sample PE firms are publicly traded.

The average completion time for first add-on acquisitions is 745 days. The average time
between the first and second add-on acquisitions is 517days, and the average time between
the second and third add-on acquisitions is 353 days.8 The results are in line with Aktas
et al. (2013) who, in a broader M&A context, report evidence of a significant decrease in
completion time between subsequent acquisitions. More than 50% of the sample acquisi-
tions are part of the buy-and-build growth strategy, which involves three or more subse-
quent add-on acquisitions by a sample buyout. The sectors with the highest percentage of
buyouts making add-on acquisitions in our sample are finance and insurance (50%),
human health and social work (47%), and information and communication (43%). The
acquisition targets are mainly privately owned domestic companies in the same industry.9

Table 2. (Continued)

Variable Definition

Prior_ACQ A dummy variable taking the value of one if a portfolio company has made at
least one acquisition (ACQ) five years before the buyout, and zero otherwise.

London A dummy variable taking the value of one if the buyout headquarter is in
London, and zero otherwise.

Financial crisis A dummy variable taking the value of one if the buyout vintage year was during
2008– to 2010 period, and zero otherwise.

Post crisis A dummy variable taking the value of one if the buyout year was during 2011 to
2018 period, and zero otherwise.

Manufacturing A dummy variable taking the value of one if buyout is from the manufacturing
industry, and zero otherwise.

Business services A dummy variable taking the value of one if buyout is from the business services
industry, and zero otherwise.

Add-on Acquisitions
Completion time First add-on acquisition: the natural logarithm of the number of days between

the buyout and the first add-on acquisition date, or the number of days
between the buyout and either exit or the end of the sample period for
buyouts without add-on acquisitions.

Multiple acquisitions: the natural logarithm of the number of days to each add-
on acquisition completed until time (t), or the number of days between the
buyout and either exit or the end of the sample period for buyouts without
add-on acquisitions.

Add-on_ACQ A dummy variable taking the value of one if a buyout undertakes at least one
add-on acquisition during the PE holding period, and zero otherwise.

Buy-and-build A dummy variable taking the value of one if an add-on acquisition is one of
three or more add-on acquisitions by a buyout, and zero otherwise.

Time_Add-on_ACQ The number of days between the buyout date and the first add-on acquisition
date.
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In terms of size, our sample of buyouts is comparable to the overall population of U.K.
PE-backed buyouts. For example, the mean total assets of our sample in the buyout year
were £74.8 million (median: £18.2 million), whereas the mean total assets of all U.K. PE-
backed buyouts were £78.2 million (median: £11.5 million).10 SBOs accounted for 28% of
the sample buyouts, while MBIs accounted for 4%. Only 1 in 10 of the PE deals in the sam-
ple was syndicated.

A financial background features in 59% of sample LPTs, while an operational back-
ground features in 27%. Around 21% of LPTs have at least one PE professional with an
MBA. A similar percentage (22%) is for MSc/PhD degrees. Only 7% and 25% of the sam-
ple LPTs have female and non-U.K. PE professionals, respectively. The low levels of gen-
der and nationality diversity highlight the lack of diversity in the U.K. PE industry. The
number of PE professionals on sample LPTs ranges from 1 to 6, with a mean value of 2
(median: 2) immediately after buyout deals. The average LPT size is consistent with the
U.K. average reported by Hammer, Pettkus, et al. (2022). Overall, our buyout sample has
relatively small LPTs with established PE professionals but limited diversity.

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics.

Key variables N Mean St. Deviation Min Max

PE firms
PE_reputable 271 0.085 0.279 0 1
PE_captive 271 0.100 0.300 0 1
PE_listed 271 0.026 0.147 0 1

Add-on acquisitions
Add-on_ACQ 829 0.303 0.460 0 1
Time_Add-on_ACQ 512 745 632 1 3,417
Buy-and-build 512 0.508 0.500 0 1

Buyouts
MBI 829 0.040 0.196 0 1
SBO 829 0.277 0.448 0 1
Syndication 829 0.095 0.294 0 1
Prior_ACQ 829 0.197 0.398 0 1
Age 4,548 2.994 0.705 0 4.82
Size 4,548 10.016 1.626 26.908 14.847
Gearing 4,548 1.172 1.876 0 9.789
SALG 4,548 0.001 0.402 21.995 1.997
BS 4,548 4.970 2.081 1 15
pc_NED 4,548 0.122 0.151 0 0.600
pc_PE professionals 4,548 0.251 0.230 0 0.667

LPTs
d_Finance 4,548 0.594 0.491 0 1
d_Operation 4,548 0.271 0.444 0 1
d_MBA 4,548 0.210 0.407 0 1
d _MSc/PhD 4,548 0.219 0.414 0 1
Gender_diversity 4,548 0.038 0.188 0 1
Nationality_diversity 4,548 0.099 0.289 0 1
Age_diversity 4,548 0.131 0.206 0 0.972

Note. This table presents descriptive statistics for the key variables used in our models. Mean, St. Deviation, Min, and

Max are the average, standard deviation, minimum, and maximum for categorical and continuous variables, as defined

in Table 2. N is number of sample PE firms, add-on acquisitions, buyouts, and firm-year observations for time-varying

variables.
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Panel Data Survival Analysis

AFT Model for First Add-On Acquisitions

The results of the AFT random effect panel data survival model (Equation 1), with expo-
nential distribution. Are shown in Table 4. Our results for functional human capital factors
suggest that the presence of PE professionals with a financial background on the LPT sta-
tistically reduce the time required to complete the first add-on acquisitions (Model 1).

We find no evidence for the importance of operational experience and MSc/PhD degrees
for completion time of acquisitions. The positive and statistically significant coefficient for
the MBA is a surprising result. There are several possible explanations. Firstly, it is possible
that MBA holders possess information processing skills that are better suited to organic
growth than inorganic growth (Penrose, 2009). This could be due to changes in MBA pro-
grams since the 1970s, which have become less favorable toward acquisitions, particularly
in certain industries (Jung & Shin, 2019). This explanation would also align with that of
Acharya et al. (2013), who reported that PE specialists with MBAs performed worse than
those without MBAs when pursuing an inorganic growth strategy. Alternatively, it is possi-
ble that MBA degrees no longer provide the skills required for the success of PE/VC firms.
The weak exit performance of VC funds and angel investors reported by some recent

Table 4. Panel Data Survival Model for First Add-on Acquisitions.

Model

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

d_Finance 20.516***
(0.166)

20.420**
(0.172)

20.440**
(0.172)

d_Operation 20.115
(0.172)

20.021
(0.174)

20.022
(0.173)

d_MBA 0.426**
(0.195)

0.440**
(0.192)

0.465**
(0.195)

d _MSc/PhD 0.131
(0.171)

0.168
(0.173)

0.187
(0.173)

Gender_diversity 20.468**
(0.23)

20.437*
(0.23)

20.428*
(0.235)

Nationality_diversity 0.32
(0.24)

0.255
(0.235)

0.277
(0.234)

Age_diversity 20.793**
(0.332)

20.788**
(0.366)

20.741**
(0.364)

LNBS 20.167
(0.194)

20.237
(0.182)

20.135
(0.193)

20.147
(0.19)

pc_NED 0.092
(0.576)

0.07
(0.559)

0.094
(0.572)

0.048
(0.573)

Age 0.072
(0.112)

0.068
(0.111)

0.07
(0.112)

0.062
(0.111)

MBI 20.505
(0.387)

20.509
(0.373)

20.468
(0.366)

20.455
(0.372)

Syndication 1.024***
(0.311)

1.036***
(0.298)

.998***
(0.305)

1.006***
(0.309)

SBO 0.132
(0.165)

0.125
(0.164)

0.131
(0.164)

0.12
(0.166)

Prior_ACQ 20.933***
(0.163)

20.863***
(0.162)

20.889***
(0.161)

20.882***
(0.163)

(Continued)
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studies (Dimov & Shepherd, 2005; Pelucco & Vismara, 2025; Zarutskie, 2010) would be
consistent with this argument.

In line with our hypothesis, gender and age diversity of LPTs (Model 2) tend to signifi-
cantly reduce the time to first acquisition. For example, the statistically significant coeffi-
cients of 20.468 (20.793) in Model 2 indicate that, all else being equal, a one-standard-
deviation increase in gender (age) diversity leads to an approximate 8% (15%) reduction
in the time to first acquisition. The results in Model 3, which combines socio-demographic
diversity and skills, suggest that gender, age, and financial background remain statistically
significant. The signs and significance of all other coefficients remain consistent with the
results reported in models 1 and 2. Based on respective time ratios, age diversity has the
greatest economic effect on completion time, while gender has a similar effect to financial
background.11 For example, increasing age diversity by one unit reduces completion time
by 55%, compared to 35% for gender diversity. LPTs whose members have a financial
background complete their first acquisition 34% sooner than those without.

The coefficients for the control variables are consistent with previous literature. For
example, large buyout firms with prior acquisition experience tend to complete acquisitions
earlier than their counterparts. As expected, the positive and highly significant coefficients

Table 4. (Continued)

Model

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

Size 20.275***
(0.058)

20.25***
(0.056)

20.272***
(0.058)

20.263***
(0.058)

Gearing 0.027
(0.043)

0.019
(0.043)

0.025
(0.043)

0.028
(0.043)

SALG 20.183
(0.192)

20.215
(0.192)

20.186
(0.195)

20.189
(0.195)

PE_reputable 0.019
(0.241)

PE_captive 0.29
(0.199)

PE_listed 20.216
(0.388)

Constant 8.211***
(1.366)

8.056***
(1.363)

8.129***
(1.363)

8.199***
(1.397)

Year dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes
Log pseudolikelihood 21,371.253 21,372.654 21,367.588 21,366.305
Wald Chi2 195.533*** 211.155*** 213.042*** 217.782***
N 4,548 4,548 4,548 4,548

Note. This table reports results of the AFT random effect panel data survival model (Equation 1) with exponential

distribution. The dependent variable, in all models, is completion time as the natural logarithm of the number of days

between the buyout and the first add-on acquisition date; or natural logarithm of number of days between buyout and

either exit or end of the sample period, for buyouts without acquisitions. Models 1 and 2 show the separate effects of

functional human capital and socio-demographic diversity factors. Model 3 shows results for the combined effect of

both functional and socio-demographic factors. Model 4 reports results of Model 3 augmented with controls for

characteristics of PE firms. The definitions of all independent variables are presented in Table 2. Industry and year

dummies are included to control for unobserved heterogeneity. The robustness standard errors adjusted for

clustering by buyouts are provided in parentheses. N is the firm-year observations.

***p\.01. **p\.05. *p\.1.
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for syndication suggest that add-on acquisitions take much longer for buyouts sponsored
by two or more PE firms.

Previous PE studies have examined the importance of reputation and the ownership sta-
tus of PE firms (e.g., Hammer, Pettkus, et al., 2022; Jelic et al., 2005, 2021; Stromberg,
2008). For example, more reputable firms may exhibit different human capital and invest-
ment behavior compared to their less reputable counterparts. Similarly, PE firms that are
subsidiaries of investment banks or governments (i.e., captive PE firms) tend to exhibit dif-
ferent characteristics to independent PE firms (Kaplan, 1991). PE firms that are listed com-
panies may be subject to a different regulatory framework (Lerner et al., 2002), which could
impact their investment and other strategies. We therefore include PE firm characteristics
(PE_reputable, PE_captive, and PE_listed) in our model (see Model 4 in Table 4).12 The
results are consistent with those of Model 3, reported in the same table. None of the coeffi-
cients on the PE firm characteristics are statistically significant, suggesting no direct effect
on acquisition completion times.

Endogeneity Concerns

By design, our research attempts to reduce the potential impact of unobservable PE firm
and buyout-level characteristics on the relationship between human capital and perfor-
mance. For example, by collecting data for both small and large deals over a long sample
period, we avoid a sample selection bias caused by focusing predominantly on the most
recent and/or predominantly large PE deals. We also capture variation in LPTs’ diversity
over time. With both time and industry fixed effects, we control for endogeneity arising
from unobservable time trends and industry-level characteristics.

In line with previous related studies (e.g., Chahine & Goergen, 2011; Hammer et al.,
2017; Jelic et al., 2019), we also use the Heckman (1979) model to control for the possibility
that PE firms prefer certain types of portfolio companies (see Lerner et al., 2011). In the
first step, we predict the probability of a PE investment by estimating a probit model and
estimate the inverse Mills ratio (Lambda) using a large sample of 4,080 PE-backed and
non-PE-backed buyout deals during 2004 to 2018. The dependent variable is a categorical
variable equal to 1 if the firm received PE backing and 0 otherwise. Company characteris-
tics (e.g., size, age, location, and industry) are identified in the previous literature as impor-
tant determinants of a PE firm’s investment decisions (e.g., Chahine & Goergen, 2011; Jelic
et al., 2021; Wilson et al., 2022a, 2022b). In addition, the previous acquisition experience of
portfolio companies and PE market conditions may also influence the choice of PE firms.
Following Hammer, Pettkus, et al. (2022), we divide the buyout years in our sample into
three periods: buyout boom (2004–2007), financial crisis (2008–2010), and post-financial
crisis (2011–2018). Categorical variables for the financial crisis and post-financial crisis
periods are included in the model as additional controls. Lastly, we control for target com-
pany industry and include categorical variables for the manufacturing and business service
industries. In the second step, we run our baseline AFT model with Lambda, to correct for
selection bias.

The results of the probit model are presented in Panel A Table 5. The coefficient on
buyout size is positive and highly statistically significant, confirming that PE firms prefer
to invest in large private companies. As expected, PE backing is more likely in good mar-
ket conditions, which is reflected in positive and highly statistically significant signs for the
coefficient on PE capitalization and post crisis. Negative and highly statistically significant
coefficients on age suggest that PE firms prefer to invest in younger companies. One

18 Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 00(0)



explanation could be that companies earlier in their life cycle tend to have higher growth
potential.

The results of the second stage model are statistically and economically consistent with
the results reported in Table 4. The coefficient on Lambda is not statistically significant,
suggesting that selection bias does not seem to be very important in our study. We there-
fore interpret the better success in acquisitions as a causal effect of PE professionals, as the
results of our robustness checks confirm that there is nothing inherent in the U.K. firms
targeted by PE firms that would have caused their acquisition performance to improve if
they had not been acquired by PE.

Conditional Risk Set Model for Multiple Acquisitions

The above analysis in Section 5, based on the time to first add-on acquisition, ignores rele-
vant information from observations of subsequent add-on acquisitions. We therefore
extend our analysis by setting up our panel data to include all (first and subsequent) add-
on acquisitions. There are several ways to statistically model repeated events in survival
analysis. For example, we can assume that future events follow a Markov process
(Andersen & Gill, 1982; Prentice et al., 1981), assume dependence on shared random
effects (frailty models) (Wei et al., 1989), or make assumptions about the means/rates of
the counting process (Pepe & Cai, 1993). After careful consideration of the characteristics
of our panel dataset and our hypotheses, we decided to adopt the first (i.e., Markov) mod-
eling approach, that is, to assume that an acquisition depends only on the immediate past.
Both Andersen and Gill (1982) and Prentice et al. (1981) use the time-to-event method and
the counting process method to organize the data set. Unlike Andersen and Gill (1982),
the Prentice et al. (1981) analysis ordered multiple events by stratification, implicitly
assuming that a subject is not at risk of a second event until the first event has occurred,
and so on. The approach allows for the possibility that the time increments between events
may be conditionally correlated, given the covariates. In the context of our study, the
Prentice et al. (1981) approach allows the risk of recurrence to vary between the consecu-
tive acquisitions. Thus, it allows us to shed more light on the importance of diversity and
skills for the success of the acquisitive growth involving multiple acquisitions. Specifically,
we constructed our data using one of the Prentice et al. (1981) counting process methods
and stratified the analysis by the order of acquisitions. For example, the buyout involving
three add-on acquisitions would appear three times, in time (t), in the final dataset in the
following order: first for the period from the buyout date to the date of the first add-on
acquisition; second for the period from the date of the first add-on acquisition to the date
of the second; and third for the period from the date of the second to the date of the third
acquisition. In other words, we measure completion time of subsequent acquisitions by set-
ting the clock to zero after each acquisition, rather than measuring it continuously from a
buyout date. The implicit assumption is that the buyout is not at risk from a new add-on
acquisition until the previous one has occurred. This is important given that the composi-
tion of LPTs may change between acquisitions. Therefore, the dependent variable in our
models for multiple acquisitions is the natural logarithm of the number of days to each
add-on acquisition completed until time (t), or the number of days between the buyout
and either exit or the end of the sample period for buyouts without add-on acquisitions.

As with other estimates of parametric survival models, we need to select the most appro-
priate distribution. Based on the AIC criteria, we selected Weibull as the most appropriate
distribution. Notably, the distributions for the first and multiple add-on acquisition models
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Table 5. Heckman Two-Stage Panel Data Survival Model for First Add-on Acquisitions.

Panel A: Stage 1 Panel B: Stage 2 (1) (2) (3)

Pre_Size 0.078***
(0.010)

d_Finance 20.514***
(0.167)

20.419**
(0.172)

Pre_Age 20.188***
(0.027)

d_Operation 20.118
(0.172)

20.022
(0.174)

Prior_ACQ 0.087
(0.061)

d_MBA 0.425**
(0.196)

0.439**
(0.192)

London 0.020
(0.051)

d _MSc/PhD 0.129
(0.171)

0.166
(0.173)

PE capitalisation 0.051*
(0.030)

Gender diversity 20.468**
(0.23)

20.436*
(0.23)

Financial crisis 20.131***
(0.061)

Nationality diversity 0.312
(0.24)

0.25
(0.235)

Post crisis 0.127***
(0.047)

Age diversity 20.791**
(0.331)

20.786**
(0.365)

Manufacturing 20.003
(0.052)

LNBS 20.170
(0.195)

20.239
(0.182)

20.137
(0.194)

Business Service 0.063
(0.049)

pc_NED 0.089
(0.576)

0.067
(0.559)

0.091
(0.572)

Constant 21.237***
(0.354)

Age 0.101
(0.123)

0.099
(0.122)

0.095
(0.122)

MBI 2.508
(0.386)

2.513
(0.372)

2.471
(0.366)

Syndication 1.022***
(0.31)

1.033***
(0.298)

0.996***
(0.305)

SBO 0.124
(0.166)

0.118
(0.165)

0.124
(0.165)

Prior_ACQ 2.952***
(0.167)

2.883***
(0.166)

2.906***
(0.165)

Size 2.295***
(0.067)

2.271***
(0.065)

2.289***
(0.066)

Gearing 0.024
(0.044)

0.016
(0.044)

0.022
(0.044)

SALG 20.177
(0.192)

20.208
(0.192)

20.18
(0.196)

Lambda 20.393
(0.729)

20.407
(0.735)

20.339
(0.705)

Constant 8.522***
(1.471)

8.374***
(1.466)

8.394***
(1.459)

Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Industry FE Yes Yes Yes

Log likelihood 22,642.804 Log pseudolikelihood 21,371.124 21,372.52 21,367.492
Wald Chi2 133.82*** Wald Chi2 196.697*** 211.943*** 213.863***
N 4,080 N 4,548 4,548 4,548

Note. This table presents the results of Heckman two-stage analysis. Panel A presents the results of a probit model for

the probability of PE investment. Results of the baseline survival models for first acquisitions are presented in Panel B.

The dependent variable, in models 1, 2, and 3, is completion time as the natural logarithm of the number of days

between the buyout and the first add-on acquisition date; or natural logarithm of number of days between buyout and

either exit or end of the sample period, for buyouts without acquisitions. The definitions of all independent variables

are in Table 2. Industry and year dummies are included to control for unobserved heterogeneity. The robustness

standard errors adjusted for clustering by buyouts are provided in parentheses. N is the firm-year observations.

***p\.01. **p\.05. *p\.1.
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differ, which makes economic sense. For instance, the underlying distribution in the first
add-on acquisition model is exponential, which implies a constant hazard rate. The model
for multiple add-on acquisitions suggests that the underlying distribution is Weibull, indi-
cating that the likelihood of a new acquisition increases monotonically over time.

Table 6 shows the results of our AFT random effect panel data survival models for the
multiple acquisitions. Models 1 to 3 present the results of the baseline model, while models
4 to 6 present those of the second-stage Heckman model. These results are statistically con-
sistent with those for the first add-on acquisitions presented in Tables 4 and 5. Although
weaker, the economic effects of the key variables persist. For example, an increase of one
standard deviation in gender (age) diversity, all else being equal, leads to a reduction in
completion time of 2% (5%) (Model 2). A comparison based on the time ratios in Model
3 shows that the relative economic importance of the key variables remains the same. For
example, increasing age diversity by one unit reduces completion time by 20%, compared
to 12% for gender diversity. LPTs whose members have a financial background complete
their add-on acquisitions 9% sooner than those without.

It is worth mentioning that the coefficient for d_MBA is no longer statistically signifi-
cant (models 1, 3, 4, and 6). The difference in significance levels of d_MBA coefficients in
models for the first and subsequent add-on acquisitions may be due to the ability of MBA
holders to learn through experience, that is, by being involved in an acquisition for the first
time. This interpretation aligns with the argument of Gibbons and Waldman (2004) that
task-specific learning-by-doing leads to the accumulation of human capital.

Robustness Checks

We performed numerous robustness checks. First, as mentioned above, there are several
classes of models that can be used in survival analysis. To provide further confidence in
our results, we reran our models using complementary log-log (clog-log) and Cox propor-
tional hazards models, with adjustments for standard errors via clustering (see Wilson
et al., 2013). Notably the dependent variable in clog-log model is a categorical variable for
an acquisition while the dependent variable in the Cox model is a hazard rate for an acqui-
sition. The results of the models for the first and multiple add-on acquisitions show posi-
tive, statistically significant coefficients for the key explanatory variables. These positive
coefficients indicate an increasing probability of acquisitions, which is consistent with the
findings of our AFT models (see Table A4 in Appendix A). In addition, we employ pro-
pensity score matching to further address endogeneity concerns. The results, reported in
Appendix A (Table A5), remain consistent with the originally reported results. Overall,
our research design and robustness tests rule out a strong possibility that our key results
could be explained by hidden unobservable characteristics of PE firms and buyouts.

We also consider different measures of diversity. Specifically, we use the Teachman
(entropy) indices for gender and nationality. For nationality, we also consider cultural
characteristics as defined in Hofstede (2011). For the continuous variable (i.e., age diver-
sity), we employ the standard deviation and the coefficient of variation of age. We also
control for the presence, rather than diversity, of LPT members with different socio-
demographic characteristics. All unreported results are consistent with our main results
and are available in Appendix A (Tables A6 and A7).

We examine possible complementarities in terms of diversity between LPT and non-PE
board members. The results show a positive and statistically significant correlation between
the percentage of female, foreign, and older PE professionals on LPTs and the respective
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percentages of non-PE board members. The positive correlation suggests a lack of comple-
mentarity across the diversity dimensions. We also reran our baseline model with controls
for the diversity of non-PE board members. All unreported results are consistent with our
main results and are available in Appendix A (Table A8).

We also examine the correlation between acquisition-driven growth and other PE per-
formance measures. Due to a lack of publicly available data and other limitations of mon-
etary PE performance measures (e.g., IRR and PMP), previous studies have used several
exit-related measures, such as (a) the number (or proportion) of portfolio companies that
exited via any route (see Bottazzi et al., 2008; Zarutskie et al., 2010); (b) the number/
proportion of exits via initial public offerings (IPO; Dimov & Shepherd, 2005); and (c) the
number/proportion of trade sale and IPO exits (Hochberg et al., 2007). The results indicate
that sample buyouts exiting via the most desirable exit routes (IPOs and SBOs) are more
likely to make a greater number of acquisitions and have shorter completion times than
those exiting via trade sale. The results are reported in Appendix A (Table A9, Panel C)
and are consistent with Hammer et al.’s (2017) findings.13

Discussion and Conclusion

We examine the importance of PE human capital for the success of the acquisitive growth
strategy in U.K. buyouts. We respond to calls from key research papers for a greater focus
on ‘‘how’’ rather than ‘‘how much’’ firms grow, the alignment of growth mode with growth
measures, and the increased use of sophisticated statistical methods (Coad, 2007; McKelvie
& Wiklund, 2010; Shepherd & Wiklund, 2009). In particular, we capture the dynamics of
‘‘real hands’’ placed by PE firms by tracking changes in LPTs over time during the sample
period. This approach explicitly links team-level characteristics to the success of the PE-led
acquisitive growth strategy. By using completion time as our key variable, we can assess
performance and attribute it to the success of the acquisitive growth strategy, rather than
assuming what proportion of monetary performance (e.g., profitability or employment) is
due to acquisitions (see Aguilera et al., 2024; Bauer & Friesl, 2024). Furthermore, we make
a methodological contribution by developing a conditional risk set model for multiple
sequential add-on acquisitions.

We contribute to the literature by combining different theoretical perspectives to study
add-on acquisitions. For example, we extend the strategic entrepreneurship perspective by
incorporating UET which suggests that socio-demographic diversity tends to be important
when strategic decisions are made by group members. By examining both the functional
human capital and socio-demographic diversity of PE professionals, we add a new dimen-
sion to previous research on human capital in the financial industry. We also provide
insights into the role of PE professionals in fostering entrepreneurial growth, and more
generally into the importance of investors’ human capital for their performance.

By examining the importance of human capital at the LPT level, our study adds a
new dimension to previous research, which has mainly focused on human capital at the
PE fund or firm level. More broadly, our work contributes to research on organiza-
tional goals and team-level characteristics. Building on the strategic entrepreneurship
perspective and UET, we find that PE professionals help to exploit inorganic growth
opportunities. Our findings highlight the importance of financial background, gender,
and age diversity in the context of strategic leadership provided by PE professionals.
We show that PE teams that embrace diversity not only do the ‘‘right thing,’’ but also
outperform in terms of growth. The above results have important policy implications
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for the U.K. market, which is the second largest PE market in the world. For example,
our results inform the debate surrounding new regulatory frameworks designed to pro-
mote diversity and inclusion (see Bank of England, 2023; Financial Conduct Authority
(FCA), 2023; and Bloomberg UK, 2024), as well as the efforts of the PE/VC industry to
promote responsible investment (see BVCA, 2023a). Our results also provide valuable
insights for both PE firms and entrepreneurial companies. For instance, the diversity-
related results inform how they can recruit professionals and make their respective
teams more effective.

Our study also has several implications for future research. For example, acquisi-
tions are likely to affect not only final (exit) but also interim performance, which is
reported to LPs as cumulative distributions of realized investments and net asset val-
ues (NAVs) of unrealized investments. Portfolio companies that grow through acqui-
sitions (and have not yet been exited) are part of unrealized investments and
therefore part of PE firms’ estimated NAVs (Brown et al., 2018). With new acquisi-
tions, portfolio companies grow in size, further increasing their valuation and likely
increasing the NAVs of unrealized investments. In addition, limited partners scruti-
nize both realized and unrealized investment performance and penalize poor perfor-
mance by not investing in new funds. Further research should therefore empirically
examine the effect of the timely completion of acquisitions on the fundraising and
survival of PE firms.

We acknowledge that our sample coverage is around 50% for PE professionals and
approximately 25% for U.K. buyouts. Consequently, we do not have a comprehensive
understanding of how U.K. PE firms allocate professionals to their funds and individual
deals. There is also a lack of publicly available information regarding other aspects of
PE deals. This is particularly true of performance measures such as IRR, PME, multi-
ples, and fund returns. PE firms also tend to remain silent about failed deals. Due to the
lack of public data on PE professionals at both the fund and deal levels, it is difficult to
link the performance of individual professionals to that of funds and their respective
portfolio companies. Future studies may attempt to collect comprehensive data on the
allocation of PE professionals to funds and portfolio companies, examining how the
allocation of professionals with different talents and socio-demographic characteristics
affects performance.

Jelic et al. 25



Appendix A

Table A1. Summary of PE/VC Human Capital Literature.

Studies
Decision
makers

Level of
analysis

PE/VC
professionals

Human capital
dimensions

Portfolio
companies

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

PE studies
This study LPTs Deal 1,665 Multiple 829
Fuchs et al. (2022) LPTs PE fund 2,768 Functional 790(c)
Hammer et al. (2022b) LPTs Deal 547 Multiple 241
Jelic et al. (2019) Boards Deal n.a. Functional 200(a)
Degeorge et al. (2016) LPTs PE firm 1,978 Functional 548(a)
Acharya et al. (2013) LPTs Deal n.a. Functional 295
Cornelli and Karakas (2017) LPTs PE fund 5,926 Functional 500

VC studies
Gompers et al. (2016) LPTs Deal 3,510 Multiple 12,577
Chahine and Georgen (2011) Boards Deal 1,099 Functional 300(b)
Zarutskie (2010) LPTs VC fund 482 Functional 222(c)
Bottazzi et al. (2008) LPTs VC firm 503 Functional 1,652
Dimov and Shepherd (2005) LPTs VC fund n.a. Functional 112(c)

Note. This table summarizes studies on PE and VC human capital. The table is an extended version of a similar table

provided in Hammer, Pettkus, et al. (2022). All comparable studies retrieve data through any form of large manual data

gathering on PE/VC professionals. We summarize studies by key decision makers (LPTs or boards) (column 1) and

level of analysis (PE/VC firm/fund/portfolio company) (column 2). We further highlight PE/VC professional sample size,

if available (column 3). In column 4, human capital dimensions are (i) functional (related to work experience and/or

education); (ii) socio-demographic (related to gender and/or age, and/or nationality); (iii) multiple (functional and

socio-demographic). Number of sample buyouts or VC-backed companies is presented in column 5. In column 5,

SBOs are noted as (a); IPOs as (b); and PE/VC funds as (c).
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Table A5. Propensity Score Matching Analysis.

Panel A: Differences between treatment and control groups

Treatment group Control group Difference t-statistics

LNBS 1.516 1.512 0.004 0.28
pc_NED 0.113 0.116 –0.003 20.67
Age 2.992 2.976 0.017 0.73
MBI 0.036 0.036 0.001 0.09
Syndication 0.091 0.100 –0.009 20.89
SBO 0.281 0.284 –0.004 20.25
Prior_ACQ 0.141 141 0.001 0.05
Size 9.994 9.982 0.011 0.22
Gearing 1.134 1.164 –0.030 20.49
SALG 0.000 20.002 0.002 0.12
N 1,877 1,877

Panel B: Panel AFT survival model with PSM

Pre-match Post-match Matched sample

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

d_Finance 20.603***
(0.181)

20.481**
(0.187)

d_Operation 20.088
(0.193)

0.051
(0.198)

d_MBA 0.547**
(0.223)

0.538**
(0.221)

d _MSc/PhD 0.055
(0.183)

0.097
(0.185)

Gender_diversity 20.499**
(0.247)

20.455*
(0.254)

Nationality_diversity 0.387
(0.292)

0.253
(0.285)

Age_diversity 20.965***
(0.357)

20.92**
(0.399)

LNBS 0.38***
(0.09)

0.011
(0.099)

20.291
(0.195)

20.356*
(0.189)

20.254
(0.195)

pc_NED 20.942***
(0.275)

20.104
(0.308)

0.753
(0.543)

0.694
(0.524)

0.745
(0.532)

Age 20.027
(0.065)

0.012
(0.07)

0.007
(0.121)

0.017
(0.119)

0.002
(0.12)

MBI 0.139
(0.237)

0.022
(0.239)

20.65
(0.418)

20.627
(0.399)

20.602
(0.391)

Syndication 0.186
(0.151)

20.059
(0.172)

0.983**
(0.39)

1.043***
(0.372)

0.967**
(0.382)

SBO 20.135
(0.107)

20.02
(0.111)

0.246
(0.175)

0.242
(0.172)

0.254
(0.174)

Prior_ACQ 0.205*
(0.122)

20.009
(0.13)

20.905***
(0.176)

20.821***
(0.178)

20.854***
(0.176)

Size 0.03
(0.029)

0.005
(0.031)

20.296***
(0.059)

20.266***
(0.057)

20.291***
(0.059)

Gearing 0.021
(0.022)

20.005
(0.023)

0.017
(0.044)

0.011
(0.044)

0.014
(0.044)

(Continued)
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Table A5. (Continued)

Panel B: Panel AFT survival model with PSM

Pre-match Post-match Matched sample

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

SALG 0.069
(0.077)

0.005
(0.076)

20.225
(0.21)

20.282
(0.211)

20.242
(0.218)

Constant 22.448***
(0.816)

20.192
(0.738)

7.798***
(1.306)

7.6***
(1.295)

7.723***
(1.31)

Year dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Industry dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Log pseudolikelihood 22,958.177 22,596.16 21,119.241 21,121.231 21,115.216
Wald Chi2 112.755* 6.793 775.95* 824.924* 1160.654*
N 4,548 3,754 3,754 3,754 3,754

Note. This table presents results of the propensity score matching analysis. Panel A shows the univariate comparisons

of firm characteristics between buyouts with a higher percentage of PE professionals (treatment group) and buyouts

with a lower percentage of PE professionals (control group). The reported values are group means and reported t-

statistics is for equality of means in the two groups. Panel B shows the matched sample regression results. Model 1

reports the pre-match propensity score regression and Model 2 reports the post-match diagnostic regression. Models

3 to 5 are the results of baseline models using the matched sample. The dependent variable in Models 1 and 2 is a

dummy variable that takes value one if the percentage of PE professionals is above its median value, and 0 otherwise.

The dependent variable, in Models 3 to 5, is completion time as the natural logarithm of the number of days between

the buyout and the first add-on acquisition date; or natural logarithm of number of days between buyout and either

exit or end of the sample period, for buyouts without acquisitions. The definitions of all independent variables are in

Table 2 of the manuscript. Industry and year dummies are included to control for unobserved heterogeneity. The

robustness standard errors adjusted for clustering by buyouts are provided in parentheses. N is the firm-year

observations.

***p\.01. **p\.05. *p\.1.
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Table A8. Possible Complementarity Between LPT and Non-PE Board Members.

Panel A: Correlation for percentages of female, foreign, and older directors

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

(1) pc_Female 1
(2) pc_Female_other 0.049*** 1
(3) pc_Foreign 0.012 0.012 1
(4) pc_Foreign_other 0.085*** 20.031* 0.188*** 1
(5) pc_Older 20.036** 20.046*** 20.026* 20.004 1
(6) pc_Older_other 0.022 20.083*** 0.033** 0.023 0.042*** 1

Panel B: Panel data survival model controlling for non-PE diversity

(1) (2)

d_Finance –0.33*
(0.183)

d_Operation 0.034
(0.188)

d_MBA 0.454**
(0.221)

d _MSc/PhD 0.148
(0.19)

Gender_diversity –0.493**
(0.241)

–0.461*
(0.244)

Nationality_diversity 0.448*
(0.267)

0.357
(0.264)

Age_diversity –0.641*
(0.381)

–0.728*
(0.407)

Gender_diversity_other 0.097
(0.217)

0.052
(0.216)

Nationality_diversity_ other 0.867***
(0.326)

0.802**
(0.327)

Age_diversity_ other –0.494
(0.377)

–0.439
(0.384)

LNBS –0.411*
(0.223)

–0.323
(0.235)

pc_NED 0.407 0.447
(0.576) (0.587)

Age 0.093
(0.116)

0.097
(0.117)

MBI –0.873**
(0.408)

–0.857**
(0.394)

Syndication 1.155***
(0.347)

1.128***
(0.357)

SBO 0.227
(0.179)

0.239
(0.18)

Prior_ACQ –0.738***
(0.178)

–0.772***
(0.178)

Size –0.229***
(0.059)

–0.251***
(0.062)

Gearing 0.008
(0.043)

0.015
(0.044)

SALG –0.286
(0.23)

–0.257
(0.235)

(Continued)
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Table A8. (Continued)

Panel B: Panel data survival model controlling for non-PE diversity

(1) (2)

Constant 7.395***
(1.424)

7.408***
(1.417)

Year dummies Yes Yes
Industry dummies Yes Yes
Log pseudolikelihood –1,129.465 –1,125.489
Wald Chi2 192.906*** 193.71***
N 3,903 3,903

Note. This table reports the possible complementarity between LPT and non-PE board members. Panel A reports the

correlation between the percentage of female, foreign, and older PE professionals on LPTs and the respective

percentages of non-PE board members. Panel B reports the results of our baseline model (Equation 1) with the

diversity of non-PE board members. The dependent variable in Panel B is completion time as the natural logarithm of

the number of days between the buyout and the first add-on acquisition date or natural logarithm of number of days

between buyout and either exit or end of the sample period, for buyouts without acquisitions. pc_Female, pc_Foreign,

and pc_Older are the percentage of female, foreign, and older PE professionals on LPTs. pc_Female_other,

pc_Foreign_other, and pc_Older_other are the percentage of female, foreign, and older non-PE board members.

Gender_diversity_other, Nationality_diversity_other, and Age_diversity_other are diversity measures for other non-PE board

members. For definition of Older we use 75th percentile of PE professionals’ age (51). Industry and year dummies are

included to control for unobserved heterogeneity. The robustness standard errors adjusted for clustering by buyouts

are provided in parentheses. N is the firm-year observations.

***p\.01. **p\.05. *p\.1.
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Notes

1. For a summary of the PE/VC human capital literature, including studies of teams within PE/VC
firms and funds, see Table A1 in Appendix A.

2. Hammer et al. (2017) is a notable exception in the PE literature. For examples of use of comple-
tion time in management studies, see Baum and Wally (2003) and Kownatzki et al. (2013). For
M&A studies, see Golubov et al. (2012) and Aktas et al. (2013).

3. Relevant examples are available from the authors on request.
4. The estimate is based on the number of employees in PE firms with a U.K. presence reported in

the BVCA (2018) report.
5. For assumptions and related limitations of IRR and PME, see Kaplan and Schoar (2005).
6. The model only converged with the exponential distribution. Random effects account for the

variability between clusters and to capture the unobserved heterogeneity.
7. Correlation matrix of the variables is reported in Appendix A (Table A2).
8. For the average completion times, up to sixth add-on acquisition, see Table A9 (Panel A) in

Appendix A.
9. For more on characteristics of acquisition targets, see Table A9 (Panel B) in Appendix A.
10. The mean sample turnover in the buyout year is £69.5 million (median: £26.5 million), compared

to the population mean of £57.4 million (median: £17.2 million). All figures presented are the
authors’ own calculations based on data from the Orbis M&A database.

11. The effect, based on time ratios, is estimated using the formula, 1-(exp(coefficient)).
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12. All proxies are defined in Table 2. The results obtained using alternative (reputation) proxies and
interaction terms are reported in Appendix A (Table A3), and these results remain robust.

13. Results for exits via liquidation should be treated with caution, since unforeseen events leading to
liquidation (e.g., loan default) may reduce completion time abruptly thus making a comparison
with other exit routes difficult.
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