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Executive Summary

 This analysis was undertaken to lay a foundational for future entrepreneurial and economic 
growth activity and research. The paper utilizes metrics defined by the Kauffman Institute for 
entrepreneurial vibrancy and public databases/resources to benchmark the current state of 
entrepreneurship in the region. The areas of measurement are divided broadly into four categories: 
density, fluidity, connectivity, and diversity. This is a descriptive analysis paper - it does not attempt 
to define relationships or predictions directly from the data.

Density: Northeast Indiana has seen a slight decrease in net business formation over the last six years 
by ~1.5%. Percentage of trade employees employed by “young” firms (5-years-old or less) fell from 
~10% to ~8% in the last six years. Percentage of trade employees employed by “new” firms 
(1-year-old or less) has stayed mostly stable at ~2.5% over the same period. The region’s strong 
economic trade, non-agricultural industries continue to be manufacturing and healthcare-related fields.

Fluidity: The region’s population has grown ~2.5% in the last six years with a <1% growth in the 
young person population (25-44 years old) with most counties losing young populations. Job churn 
rates for the region have been steadily increasing from ~11% to ~15% over the last six years. There 
are only three Fortune 1000 companies and five Inc. 5000 fast-growing companies in the region.

Connectivity: There is not enough information to determine the state of the region’s connectivity.

Diversity: The regional counties and their hub of Fort Wayne in Allen County appear to have lower 
economic cluster strengths overall, while the rest of the counties have much greater individual 
economic cluster strengths. The Opportunity Index for the region is slightly below the state and 
national averages. International migration in 2016 increased by 0.16% and is mostly focused within 
Allen County.
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Purpose of Paper

 The purpose of this paper is to explore the present health of the northeast Indiana regional 
entrepreneurial ecosystem. There are many conflicting views on what constitutes an entrepreneurial 
ecosystem and the elements of such a system. The purpose of this paper is not to comment on the 
which is most useful. The purpose of this paper is to undertake a descriptive analysis of the current 
state of the regional entrepreneurial ecosystem. As such, this paper should not be viewed as a 
predictive or prescriptive study for decision-making. It is merely a benchmarking tool for the region.
  
 A paper published by the Kauffman Foundation titled “Measuring an Entrepreneurial 
Ecosystem”1  outlines the foundation’s indicators for a robust and healthy entrepreneurial environment. 
This Kauffman paper was chosen as the framework for this report because it contained specific and 
quantifiable measurements that in theory are associated with 
regional entrepreneurial capacity. There are many other attempts at measuring an 
ecosystem,2 but many of them are arbitrary, subjective, or designed for a specific level of complexity 
and scale. Others rely on many different inputs and measurements that are not always readily 
accessible or easy to obtain. 

 The Kauffman report uses data that is often public and/or already collected. The data used 
in this study was obtained from these datasets. This report was also chosen due to its well-defined 
metrics, accessibility of data, and name recognition of the institute. 

 When possible, this paper attempts to take the exact numbers from the same source 
suggested by the original Kauffman publication. Many of the databases however required paid 
subscriptions or special access. Therefore, this paper attempts to gather the same data from different 
but reliable sources. In situations where the measurement required data that was unavailable or difficult 
to obtain, the author attempts to measure something similar. For example, new firms per one 
thousand people became net change in area business population. Though not the same as the 
Kauffman report, the same type of trends can be explored. 
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Metrics

Density

-	 New	firms:	
 

Figure 1: A count of new businesses formation as a percentage of change from the previous year; a 
business having a location of operation and at least one employee. 
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 Data for the density of new firms was gathered from the USCB Fact Finder, Your Economy, 
and Cluster Mapping databases. The original Kauffman metric asked for the number of new startups 
per one thousand people within an area. The databases used were not found to have adequate 
information on the number of new businesses, separate from total business size, that were formed 
in each county each year for Northeast Indiana. The Indiana Department of State was contacted to 
attempt to find these numbers, but they did not have immediate access to such data. Alternatively, 
the author looked at the number of net new businesses (total businesses – total businesses from the 
previous year) as percentage change. If desired, this information could be analyzed with the change in 
population metrics from the Fluidity: Population Flux metric. In theory, more startups suggest there are 
more opportunities for successful start-ups. 

 The data shows an overall decrease in number of firms with unique regional headquarters and 
employees in the area from 2009 to 2015 by 1.58%. New firm growth is typically associated with 
downturns in economies, as bad economic conditions create more solopreneurs and desperation 
ventures which have the potential for higher growth.3 Growing and improving economies typically see 
a decrease in new firm growth for various reasons. One reason is economic growth (from new jobs, 
greater income, etc.) from established enterprises is more abundant, reducing the need for new firms 
to fill in gaps, especially firms that grow to substantial size.4 Another reason is larger firms are strong 
enough to overpower new firms when the newer firms try to break into established markets.5 

 It may be informative to explore the number of new firms directly and obtain information on 
those firms’ success and growth. Success and growth should probably be a regionally defined 
metric, but it might be good for “success” metrics to reflect current and future changes in the 
global economy.6,7 Further, it would be informative to learn what characteristics successful firms had 
(size, investment, industry, networks, etc.), if any, that could be correlated with success through 
prediction or prescription business models.8
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-	 Share	of	new	firm	employment:	
 

Figure 2: The percentage of traded employees by firm age; less than 2 years old and less than 6 
years old. 

 Data for the share of employment was gathered from the QWI Explorer database. The original 
Kauffman metrics asked for the share of employment in new and young companies. This paper 
divided new and young companies into two separate brackets of 0-1 year old companies as “new” 
and 0-5 year old companies as “young.”  In theory, if more of a population is being employed by 
younger firms, then these firms are getting the talent they need from the community.
 
 The data shows little variance in the percentage of employment in “new” companies. The 
data, however, suggests a steady decrease in the percent employment of “young” companies in the 
region. There are several possible explanations for this trend (the following are not exhaustive). 

 1) The Density: New Firms metric demonstrated a decreasing firm number compared  
  to six years ago. It may be since fewer firms are being created, the average age of  
  firms is increasing, thus “young” firms are a smaller percentage of total employers and  
  are employing less people.9 

 2) The survival rate of firms from “new” to “young” and beyond may be decreasing. This  
  might be why “new” firms are stable but “young” firms are not.5,10 

 

6



 3) It may be that the new firms which are being created and surviving to the “young”  
 stage are more technically advanced or technologically niched. New firms are associated with  
 new jobs quite rapidly.11 However, such jobs are only available so long as the company is  
 in business and the jobs created are usually of lower quality.12 New firms seems to have  
 a better survival rate in more urban and less rural environments where modern business re 
 sources are concentrated.13

 It may be informative to explore what industries are seeing the most “new” and “young” firm 
employment, the revenue of such companies, and the type of venture these businesses are 
attempting to be (Main Street, managed growth, high growth, etc.). For definitions see Morris, 
Neumeyer, and Kuratko (2015).14 Further, it may be insightful to look at the characteristics of the firms 
which make it from “new” to “young” and then “young” to established within the region. 
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-	 Share	of	new	firm	employment:	

Figure 3: Sector density data taken from the Northeast Indiana Target Report. 

 Data for sector density was taken directly form the Northeast Indiana Target Report. The 
Kauffman metrics used high-tech, creative, and other “new” economic clusters because of the present 
attention to such clusters. Kauffman also suggested looking at the number of new firms in the regional 
clusters. The Northeast Indiana Target Report focused on analyzing current and future opportunities for 
the region in different industries.15 For a full analysis of this data, please refer to that report. In theory, 
the stronger a sector is within a region, the more support new ventures in the same industry will have 
via talent, capital, resources, and culture.  

 It may be informative to explore the number of regional startups which are being formed in 
both established and emerging sectors as outlined in the Northeast Indiana Target Report. If these new 
ventures could be monitored for growth, scale, and/or impact the region could find some correlation 
between startup industry and success. 
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Density

-	 New	firms:	

Figure 4: Estimated population change over a seven year period for all counties in Northeast Indiana; 
total population and young population (25-44 years old). 

 Data for population change was taken from the Cluster Mapping database. The Kauffman 
report wanted to look at the change in population in an area based on the coming and going of 
individuals. This paper choose to look at general population change as well as population change of 
“young adults” ranging from 25-44 years of age from 2009 to 2016 due to the accessible data. In 
theory, such flux would “remix” the population at large to best suit the growing needs of the region.
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 The data shows growth regional population growth of 2.72%, ~2 points higher than the USA 
average of 0.7%, with Allen County leading the growth based on population density. While seven 
counties showed overall growth in population, four showed overall decline in population. When looking 
at the age ranges of 25-44, the overall change for the region was a growth of population by 0.32%, 
again with Allen County leading that growth based on population density. Of the eleven counties in the 
region, only two showed overall “young adult” population growth: Allen and Lagrange. There may be 
two elements at play that are reflective of the country as a whole. 

 1) The region has a negative population migration to larger urban areas such as 
  Indianapolis.
 2) Within the region “young adult” populations are moving to Allen County and Fort  
  Wayne away from more rural counties. 

 It may be informative to look at the particular regions for population migration and/or change 
in general, as well as the influx of certain demographics. While there is net outflow of “young adults,” 
there are certainly “young adults” who are moving into the area. Looking at the characteristics of the 
area that drew them, as opposed to trying to keep individuals who are looking to leave, may be better 
for talent retention and population growth. Further, each county could analyze the type of populations, 
including “young adult” populations they are attracting and for what purpose.16 
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Figure 5: An analysis of how well a region fits employees into more ideal positions by looking at what 
percentage of employees move into a different job still within the geographical area every year. 

 Data for labor market reallocation was obtained from the QWI Explorer database. The original 
Kauffman metrics called for looking at the churn in a region’s job allocation via the formula: (new hires 
– job creation)/stable employment. The equation will give an estimate on what jobs are being created 
and filled by the current workforce as opposed to new workforce members (graduates, migrants, etc.). 
In theory, this displays how efficient a region is at aligning the skills of its workforce with the jobs that 
need to be fulfilled; greater churn can mean greater need/skill alignment (but not necessarily). 

 The data shows an overall increase in job churn rates for every county in the region, with an 
average increase of about 4% from 2010 to 2015. This suggests more workers are finding new jobs 
and staying within the region. These jobs, in theory, are better suited for the workers and the 
companies that hire them. Increase job churn is good in that is allows for greatly flexibly in regional 
match of worker skills and company needs and, in the long term, companies will have more 
competent work forces and pools from which to choose.17 On the other hand, greater churn means 
less short-term stability for companies they try to attract and ultimately attempt to keep the best talent. 
Further, higher churn is associated with reduced barriers to economic and entrepreneurial growth.18

 It might be informative to look at the different industries that have the highest churn rates and 
what the education/skill level is for such positions. In addition, if possible, it would be informative to 
discover the motivation on job reallocation within the different industries or job types. And it might be 
wise to see how regional training/educational opportunities line up with the needs of adapting 
workforce for the region – as opposed to training students to have careers outside of the region. 
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-	 High	growth	firms:

 Data for high growth firms was taken from the 2016 Fortune 1000 Companies and 2016 Inc. 
5000 Companies. The Kauffman article suggested looking at the number of large firms in the area via 
the Fortune list. This paper also considers the Inc. list which measure growth as opposed to size. In 
theory, this would suggest what larger organizations and scaling organizations would be available to 
invest, train talent, and shape the region in their industry. 

 The data for 2016 shows a total of three Fortune companies and five Inc. companies in the 
region. Since the list, two of the three Fortune companies have merged, taking the number for Fortune 
companies in the region down to two. With a sample size of only two, there are dangers in inferring 
conclusions. The two companies can be seen however a raw material refining company and a 
medical service manufacturing company. In the Inc. listing, the companies include machining, 
agriculture, marketing, real estate loans, and logistics. Again, with a sample size of five, it is not wise to 
assume these are the fastest growing industries overall. The Kauffman report suggests the firms which 
are on the Fortune, and perhaps the Inc. as well, list contribute to the development of newer firms in 
the same industry.
 
 It would be informative to look at the individual characteristics of these firms to see how they 
grew or are growing to the size they are and how that happened over time. It would then be 
informative to look at other regional trends at that time to see if any regional or global trends were 
affecting those growth elements. In tandem, it would be good to explore more detail of the companies: 
year formed, current size (and percentage of regional employment), industries touched (regionally and 
abroad), etc. 
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Connectivity 

 The connectivity metrics as defined by the Kauffman paper dealt with three main areas of 
interest: program connectivity, spinoff rate, and dealmaker networks. At the time of its writing, the 
Kauffman paper had not defined ideal sources of information for these metrics. The sources it did 
suggest consisted of private equity databases, internal organization HR databases, and other possible 
solutions such as LinkedIn. There was no formal method to follow nor a central database of such 
information. This paper choose not to attempt this section in light of the constraints and instead 
considered 1) what might be measurable and 2) how it might be collected. 

 It may be informative to look LinkedIn connections through regional networkers/leaders who 
would be willing to share the connections they have through different companies, regions, and 
industries. It may also be interesting to formulate a central database for entrepreneurial talent 
development. This database could help inform several things: where and what services entrepreneurs 
are getting their assistance from, who they are meeting to get these services, how often they are 
connecting, how their company is doing, etc. It might be like a “club” card where experiences get 
tailored based on what we know about the person. There is an exchange of some select and 
non-detrimental elements of privacy for customized help and regional information gathering. It may 
also be informative collect the stories (qualitative data) of regional successes and culture to build an 
operational framework for continued growth.  
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Diversity

-	 Multiple	economic	specialization	(clusters):

Figure 6: The portion of traded employment in each county dedicated to county’s economic special-
izations (cluster); a cluster having overrepresented activity compared to the national average. 

 Data for economic specializations was taken from the Cluster Mapping database. The 
Kauffman Foundation call for economic specializations was addressed with economic trade clusters 
with the region. These clusters deal with non-agricultural trade organizations whose goal is to produce 
goods and services for wide use. For example, they would include manufacturing and food 
processing businesses, but not local hospitals, restaurants, or government services. In theory, cluster 
strength determines how much of a region’s investment of resources in within different industry 
clusters. High investment in one industry would involve more risk, but potentially offer more reward, 
than diversification. 

The data shows a cluster strength for the region around 47%, which has not changed much over the 
last six years. This is most heavily influenced by Allen County, which has a cluster strength of 
approximately 35%, suggesting a greater diversity in industries. The other counties have much higher 
strengths ranging between 40-75%. Cluster, much like any investment, can be good or bad. 
Diversification, or lower cluster strengths, mean that any one dramatic change in industries will not 
have a heavy influence on the regional economy and may lead to better economic growth overall.19,20 
Conversely, any significant gains in an industry will not be felt by the region to the same degree as 
heavily clustered areas such as Silicon Valley and technology.21 It is suggested that the wealth of 
regions follows a U-shaped pattern in specialization: the poorest areas are the most specialized, with 
the greatest diversification in the middle, and ultimate re-specialization for wealthy regions.22
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It may be interesting to see how Fort Wayne’s cluster strength compares to other comparable 
cities used as benchmarks for regional growth. Silicon Valley, for example, as a cluster strength closer 
to 80% which would account for its rapid growth with technology and increased status during tech 
booms. It would also be interesting to see what regions are growing economically and into what 
clusters they invest.
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-	 Mobility	(opportunity	index):

Figure 7: Comparison of Opportunity Indexes for region, state, and country. 

 Data for mobility was taken from the Opportunity Index. The Kauffman report indicated the 
purpose of looking at ecosystems and entrepreneurship is to ultimately have the entire region grow 
more prosperous. The metrics suggestion was the Quality of Opportunity Project; however the
 research areas of the project were not divided up into the counties which the region and this study 
looks to explore. For this paper, the opportunity index was used because it subdivided areas into 
counties, which then could be assessed individually and as a region. In theory, higher opportunity 
index would suggest more upward mobility for individuals of a region as well as success of the 
ventures being started and grown within the area. 

 The data shows that the region as a whole has increased 1.3 points of opportunity from 2011 
with a 2016 score of 49.1. This growth lags behind Indiana’s (5.3 point growth with current score at 
53.9) and the nation’s (4.4 point growth with current score at 54). This suggests that the opportunities 
for citizens around the state of Indiana and the country are growing more rapidly than in the region. 

 While not within the scope of the study, it would be interesting to see how the Opportunity 
Index individual components have changed for the region, the state, and the country, to see if there is 
a particular element affecting the score more prominently. It would also be good, if possible, to take 
the Quality of Opportunity Project data and see if the regions could be cut up and analyzed just for 
the NEI region under study. Further, regions with the highest growth or comparable Fort Wayne city 
regions could be analyzed to see what their score is and what areas they are excelling at. 



- Immigrants

Figure 8: The percentage change of international migration in 2016 from 2015 in each county. 

 Data on immigration was retrieved from the Cluster Mapping database and the Census 
Bureau. The Kauffman report suggested using the American Community Survey, a part of the Census 
Bureau, but the information was for state divisions. So instead, population estimates were taken from 
the Census Bureau along with immigration influx data from the Cluster Mapping database. That 
allowed for immigrated residents estimates for the region. In theory, greater amounts of international 
migration would allow regions to tap into in more and diverse talent, entrepreneurial and otherwise. 

 The data shows an overall increase in international migration to the region from 2011-2016 
from 0.12% to 0.13% residence percentage. Most of the regional internal residences came from Allen 
County, which has stayed at approximately 0.21% international for the last six years. This suggests the 
regional natural population growth (including young adult migration) is increasing at the same rate as 
international influx population growth. 

 It would be interesting to see how our comparable cities are doing in terms of international 
population growth. It would also be interesting, if possible, to find out what industries and under what 
kind of visas the immigrant population is coming into the region. 
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Figure 9: Original Northeast Indiana Entrepreneurial Support Map created in Summer of 2018. 

 While entrepreneurs are only one member of the economic ecosystems which cause the 
economic growth in regions, the term “entrepreneurial ecosystem” has become synonymous with a 
presence and role of different organizations in helping entrepreneurial projects develop and grow. For 
the purpose of this report, the entrepreneurial map will document organizations which provide support 
for entrepreneurs within the region.

 This map, a first attempt created in the Summer of 2018, is more taxonomical in nature, 
breaking down the support organizations in the greater Fort Wayne area by the role they play in as-
sisting entrepreneurs. The map is based on the ITEN St. Louis Entrepreneurial Ecosystem map. The 
map indicates there are many opportunities to obtain space, find education or mentoring, and op-
portunities for funding. There is a lack of accretors in the area which may not affect entrepreneurial 
success as much as general regional growth. 
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 This paper suggests several ways to further investigate each of the Kauffman defined metrics. 
Further, it would like some other areas which might be beneficial in exploring. 

 First, the role of overall growth in success for the region. While new startups are good for 
news stories and regional pride, growth at any stage in any industry plays a role in bringing more 
talent, money, and recognition to a region. It may be prudent to look at overall economic growth of 
the region in tandem with the entrepreneurial growth of the region. 

 Second, not all the Kauffman defined metrics, at the writing of the report, are still consid-
ered good indicators of entrepreneurial or economic health. It may be wise to explore other metrics 
with better indicate how successful a region could or would be in fostering entrepreneurial talent and 
growth. Perhaps even better would be to define metrics specific to the region’s and regional entre-
preneurs’(or their support organizations’) needs. This may involve developing unique measurement of 
intellectual assets which are harder to measure. 

 Third, while this paper explores the elements of one particular region’s environment, it would 
be prudent to explore the elements at play in other regions that the Northeast Indiana region is 
comparable to or wishes to emulate. Just because some metrics are similar (such as population) 
does not mean other metrics are (such as cluster strength). It would be very enlightening to explore 
all the elements at play in other regions and how the Northeast Indiana region compares holistically, 
not just in part. 

 Fourth, after sufficient descriptive metrics are defined, it would be beneficial to explore 
predictive and prescriptive metrics for the region, it’s actors, and growth systems. To make good 
decisions, it is not sufficient to merely know what has happened or what is happening. Better 
understanding systemic relationships and how actors can influence via second order cybernetics 
would help direct and catalyze regional assets. 
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 The purpose of this paper was to help measure baseline metrics for entrepreneurial and 
economic growth in the region.  The metrics used reflect, at the time at least, measurements the 
Kauffman Foundation thought defined a region’s entrepreneurial health. While some metrics might no 
longer be viewed as indicative of entrepreneurial or economic health, they still help define a 
foundational understanding of recent and current trends of the region. 

 While support organizations can act as accelerates to regional growth agents, growth 
requires the activation of regional actors in all forms. This is not process of cultivation of one type 
of environmental agent, but the co-evolution of all the agents for a more robust, healthy, and 
productive region. 

Conclusion
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Databases and other Sources of Information

2016 Fortune 1000 Companies List: https://www.geolounge.com/fortune-1000-companies-list-2016/

2016 Inc. 5000 Companies List: https://www.inc.com/inc5000/list/2016 

luster Mapping Database: http://www.clustermapping.us/

Northeast Indiana Target Report: http://s3.amazonaws.com/nei0615-p001/resources/northeast-indiana-tar-
get-industry-report.pdf 

Opportunity Index: http://opportunityindex.org/#4.00/40/-97/-/Idaho
 
QWI Explorer Database: https://qwiexplorer.ces.census.gov/static/explore.html 

USCB Fact Finder Database: https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml
 
Your Economy Database: http://www.youreconomy.org/
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