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FOREWORD
I am pleased to present a new edition of the AEBAN study on angel investing in Spain, thus
consolidating a major event on the annual calendar of the early stage research ecosystem.
This year we wanted to delve deeper into our analysis of that ecosystem, so in September
we will be presenting a new study with a qualitative analysis of the data gathered.
The study’s contents confirm the trends identified last year in terms of the behavior
of the ecosystem. Noteworthy developments include a rejuvenation of investors and
the debut of new investors, which foretells a bright future for this activity, as well as a
percentage increase in the number of female investors. Another significant development
is the consolidation of the strategy of investing in different startups with the purpose of
diversifying risk.
The role of business angel networks as the main
channel of investment is worth special mention.
This serves as an endorsement of the huge
efforts made by these networks and reveals the
need to contribute to their improvement and
expansion in order to reinforce their activity as
major actors within the ecosystem.
On the other hand, there is an inrush of “corporate
venturing” into the ecosystem, which serves as
an impetus to investment focusing on specific
activity sectors and brings a great deal of depth
to the market.
Finally, I wish to express my gratitude and
acknowledge the survey respondents’ contri
bution to the making of this report, as well as
IESE’s invaluable contribution to the planning
and implementation of the study.
Cordially yours,
José Herrera
President of AEBAN
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AEBAN
AEBAN is the Association of Business Angel

Bringing together business angel

Networks of Spain. Established in November

networks in Spain.

2008 under the auspices of Law 1/2002,
AEBAN aims to promote early-stage invest
ment activity: investment networks, inves
tors’ groups and clubs, active investment
funds in the seed and startup stages,
accelerators and incubators, and participa
tive financing platforms.
Currently AEBAN accounts for a total of 40

Providing a forum for exchanging in
formation, experiences and projects
among representatives of business angel
networks and any other entities interested
in the aims of the association.
Assisting in the promotion and
exchange of investment projects.

business angel networks in 13 autonomous

Representing business angel net

regions. These networks in turn join together

works in dealings with public or

some 2,000 investors, who were responsible

private institutions and public authorities

for over 40 million euros in investment over

in relation to the promotion of the activity

the past year. The objectives of AEBAN are

of business angels.

as follows:

Liaising with other international as
sociations and networks and, in
particular, with the European Business
Angel Network (EBAN).
Identifying, promoting and sharing
best practice in the development of
networking activities and investments.
Promoting learning among the as
sociation’s members.
Promoting thinking on issues af
fecting business angels.
Disseminating information on busi
ness angels and business angel
networks.
Promoting regular studies on the
private investment market.
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KEY FIGURES
Investment activity is primarily performed by investors between 35 and 54 years
of age. In 2016 there was a slight increase in the lower segment of this bracket,
under the age of 44, which reached 43% up from 40% the previous year.
The international scope of investment indicated by 32% of investors confirms the
surprising results from 2015.
The role of women in angel in
vestment did not evolve signifi
cantly. It rose just one point from the
previous study to 9% of the total. As
such, it is still considerably lower than in

of investors, invested internationally

the United Kingdom and the United
States.
2016 was positive in terms of new investors entering the market. Eight percent of
investors were investing for the first time in 2016. The addition of new investors
may explain the increase in the proportion of investors who have fewer than five compa
nies in their portfolios; at the same time, the proportion of investors who have amassed
sizable portfolios with more than 21 companies has increased by two points.
The figures on annual investment capacity bring good news for entrepreneurs in
search of financing in larger amounts. More than 8% of investors report that they
have more than 500,000 euros at their disposal, compared with only 3.2% in 2015. The
percentage of investors placing less than 100,000 euros per year is only slightly lower
than in 2015, indicating the need for coinvestment as a means of diversification.
Investors get their start mainly
through an investment opportu
nity presented to them by friends or
business partners (29%), followed by
of investors were investing
for the first time in 2016

those who actively seek to get involved
in investment by joining a business angel
network (26%).
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In addition to being a first step

One-fourth

of

investors

who

into investing, these two agents

belong to business angel networks

are confirmed as the leading

only access projects via these

sources of investment opportunities

networks. Consequently, networks are

among investors who are already active.

the only way to reach these investors.

Twenty-nine percent of investors rely on
investment networks, and 25% cite their

Coinvestment

friends and business partners as sources

business angels (85.9%) and with

of projects.

with

other

venture capital funds (43.8%) are still
the leading investment options.

For the first time, data on the valuation of operations in the seed and startup
phases have been included, showing average values of 800,000 euros and 1.7
million euros, respectively. The upper brackets begin at over 1.5 million and 2.5 million
euros pre-money, respectively.

of investors, coinvested with other business angels

Investors show a great deal of
flexibility in allocating their assets
to this kind of investment, since the ap
pearance of an extraordinary investment
opportunity would cause more than half
of them, 55%, to invest more than they
had planned.
The reasons for refusing an in
vestment they were already de
termined to make are primarily related to
the entrepreneurial team: either doubts
about their management capabilities or
a lack of trust in the team.
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INVESTOR PROFILE
The average age of Spanish angel investors in 2016 was relatively similar to the previous year. There was a slight increase
in the proportion of younger investors in 2016, with a 4% rise in the group between the ages of 25 and 44, which now
makes up 48% of the total (43% in 2015).
Fig. 1:

Average age of business angel investors, 2016 and 2015
Between
55 - 64 years

Between
45 - 54 years

12%

40%

[0%]
Over
65 years

Between
55 - 64 years

Between
45 - 54 years

12%

42%

Over
65 years

2%

Between
25 - 34 years

Between
25 - 34 years

5%

2016

5%

2015

[0%]

Between
35 - 44 years

Under
25 years

43%

[0%]

Over
35 - 44 years

Under
25 years

39%

Unfortunately, the proportion of women has remained

rest of the sample, although there are a few unique

significantly lower than in more advanced markets, with

features worth pointing out, such as more equitable

a negligible 1% increase over the previous year. In Spain,

distribution in terms of the sector corresponding to their

only 9% of the investors are women. The low number

experience, lower annual investment capacity (median

of female participants in the sample prevents us from

value 100,000 euros) and smaller individual investments

performing a standalone analysis separate from the

(17,500 euros against average 22,500 euros).

Fig. 2:

Gender of business angel investors, 2016 and 2015
Women

Men

9%

91%

2016

Women

Men

8%

92%

2015

7

The cumulative experience of the investors shows that

investors actively trying to make their first investment,

it is still a developing and relatively recent market. The

or others who may be part of a business angel network

figures show the constant inflow of new investors into

but have not yet invested.

the market, specifically 8% of active investors. In the
Fig. 3:

case of women, the distribution of years of experience in

Breakdown of business angels by experience

investing is similar, and the percentage of investors with
more than five years of experience is slightly higher, 38%

8%

Less than 1 year
of experience

compared with 35% for men (see fig. 3).

56%

1 to 5 years
of experience

In 2016, the investors who participated in this study were
located throughout the country and are active investing
in Spain.

6 to 10 years
of experience

The study only encompasses active investors who

11 to 15 years
of experience

have made at least one investment, even if none of the

16%
14%
5%

More than 15 years
of experience

investments occurred during 2016. The results do not
include those persons regarded as investors or potential
Fig. 4:

Breakdown of business angels by location

1.5%   1.5%

International



1.5%
Aragon





Balearic Islands

36.1%



C. of Madrid

6.8%

Andalusia

0.8%
Murcia




0.8%



32.3%
Catalonia

3.0%

Basque Country



1.5%
Asturias

14.3% 

Valencian C.

La Rioja

The distribution clearly shows the strength of angel
investment in areas like Madrid, Catalonia, and the
region of Valencia. Data was gathered from 10 of the 17
autonomous communities.

8

Annual individual investment capacity
Angel investors cover a broad range of investment, from the 4.6% who report an investment capacity of up to 5,000
euros per year to those who can invest a maximum of 5 million euros.
Fig. 5:

How much is usually invested by business angels?

2.8%

2016

5.6%

More than 1 million €

1.1%

€500,001 - 1,000,000

1.1%

€300,001 - 500,000

9.6%

4.6%
9.3%
13.9%

14.9%
1.1%

€50,001 - 75,000

18.5%

29.8%

€25,001 - 50,000

23.1%
20%

13.7%

€75,001 - 100,000

4.6%

30%

14.9%

€200,001 - 300,000
€100,001 - 200,000

17.6%

13.8%

Less than €25,000

10%

2015

0%

0%

10%

20%

30%

The enlargement of the sample for the 2016 study and the variability of the amounts invested annually led to an overall
slight decrease in the number of investors who have at least 100,000 euros available per year, which fell to 36.2% in
2016, down from 40,4% in 2015.
In parallel to the increase in small-ticket investors,

Fig. 6:

Amounts invested by small-ticket investors

we also see a higher availability of investment in the
highest bracket of individual investment. The number of
investors capable of investing more than 500,000 euros
per year rose from 3.2% to 8.34% in 2016.
To achieve better diversification of risk, 85.1% of
investors primarily seek to invest up to 50,000 euros per
company, which is their most frequent individual ticket.
Only 4.4% of the investors would be willing to invest
more than 100,000 euros per company.
Investors in the upper bracket choose to use their
greater spending power primarily to better diversify their
risk instead of making larger individual investments.

€250,001 -500,000
€101,000 -250,000
€50,001 -100,000

0.9%
3.5%
10.5%
24.6%

€25,001 -50,000

29.8%

€10,001 -25,000

25.4%

€5,000 -10,000
Less than €5,000

5.3%
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Those investors with more than 500,000 euros available

Clearly, the diversification strategy intensifies as the

aim to make investments primarily between 25,000 and

financial capacity to invest increases. Investors with a

50,000 euros. Only in the bracket above 1 million euros

capacity of more than 500,000 euros look to invest in

are there investors willing to invest more than 100,000

15 companies; investors who report a capacity of less

euros per company.

than 50,000 euros focus less on diversification and
invest in up to three companies.

Sectors in which business angels are most experienced
As in the previous study, in 2016 the bulk of investors

ten points to reach 33% (including retail and investment

have gained experience primarily in two sectors:

banking and related services). The third most common

technologies (internet software, cloud services, etc.),

sector is consultancy, with 8% of investors.

which increased to 33%, and financial, which increased
Fig. 7:
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The dominant professional occupations, which investors
reported as the last job they occupied, include: CEO
(18.3%), executive (34.7%), and managing director
(8.7%). A new category, startup founder – which was
not specifically included in the previous study – has seen
rapid growth.
A full 11.3% of investors were previously founders
of a startup. This kind of investors, who are former
entrepreneurs, are very active in other countries but
show a lower investment capacity, since 63.6% earmark
less than 100,000 euros to investment and try to invest
in 2-3 companies per year.
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REASONS TO
BEGIN INVESTING
Business angels have come to investing via multiple pathways, in unintentional and unpredictable ways “through friends
or business partners who presented them with an opportunity” which led to their first investment, or in a clearly proactive
way as a result of their “interest in angel investing and seeking out a business angels group for the purpose of investing”.
In addition to business partners, acquaintances, and friends, investors also get involved in this activity through the
direct offer of an investment opportunity from the people around them. All told, both options account for 49% of the
conversions from potential to active investors.
Although the circulation of startup investment opportunities within trusted or local circles is difficult to articulate, the
existence of business angel networks as a visible element of the market constitutes an efficient platform for stimulating
the sector by attracting and activating potential business angels. In turn, we should remember that one of the benefits
of networks is to provide entrepreneurs who have fewer contacts with access to potential investors for their projects.
Fig. 8:

Most common reasons given to begin investing, 2016

Through friends/associates who
presented me with an investment
opportunity the first time;

29%

I became familiar with the
investment through events,
talks or other ways and
I looked actively in...

14%

I was interested and I joined a group
or network of business angels;

26%

I obtained financing from business angels as an entrepreneur
and now I'm an investor;

7%

I joined an equity crowdfunding
or crowdfunding platform;

4%

An investment opportunity
was presented to me directly
and I decided to invest;

20%

As shown by other results of the study, active entrepreneurs or those with previous successes who have become
investors are gaining presence in the market. Thus, a lower percentage of investors, 7%, have begun investing as a result
of their contact with this investment formula during their own entrepreneurship period.
The role of equity crowdfunding platforms in attracting new business angels to investment is smaller, just 4%. Although
it is possible that a portion of the investors who only invest via these platforms have not been specifically identified by
this study.
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SOURCES OF
INVESTMENT
OPPORTUNITIES
Just as investors trust their closest circles, both personal and professional (25%), and business angel networks (29%) to
take their first steps as angel investors, these two areas are also the main sources for investors to find projects.
The third source of projects is the arrival of investment

networks of contacts. The milieu of accelerators is quite

opportunities directly at the hands of the entrepreneurs

dynamic when it comes to experienced entrepreneurs,

who head them up. This is also the main source of projects

mentors and advisors, but it does not reveal the full

for the most active investors, which most likely ties in

range of active investors in many other channels and via

with their greater visibility in the ecosystem – at events,

other agents active in entrepreneurship.

accelerators, in the press, etc. – and their more extensive
Fig. 9:

Primary sources of investment opportunities

Actively looking at events,
accelerators and other sources;

Friends and associates;

25%

11%

References from
entrepreneurs I have
already invested in;

A business angels network,
club or investment fund;

29%

4%

Online equity crowdfunding
or crowdfunding platforms;

Directly from entrepreneurs themselves;

7%

24%

Investors in networks and single-channel dealflow
The majority of the respondents, 77.6%, combine several

Some of the investors who receive opportunities from a

alternatives to ensure that they receive interesting

single source belong to networks (48% of single-channel

projects that are aligned with their investment strategy.

recipients).

The remaining 22.4% rely on a single source of
investment opportunities.
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The remaining investors who find the majority of their

by identifying them at accelerators or events (12%). No

projects through a single source are distributed similarly

investor receives only projects that are referred by the

among those who receive projects only via friends (12%),

entrepreneurs in whom they have invested.

platforms (15%), directly from entrepreneurs (12%) or
Fig. 10: Sources of opportunities from within a business angel network
They only receive opportunities
from their network;

24%

A business angels
network, club or
investment fund;

29%

They receive opportunities
from combined sources;

76%

TAX INCENTIVES
The use of income tax deductions remains steady at
the same figures as last year, 27%, with no noteworthy
changes.
Among the most active investors (>21 operations), the
proportion that uses tax deductions is just 7.1%.
Fig. 11: Use of income tax deductions
They do not take
advantage of
tax deductions

73%

They do take
advantage of
tax deductions

27%
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SCOPE OF INVESTMENT
Investment in Spain continues to span a large geographic range, although the group of investors active throughout the
entire country is smaller and there has been a notable increase in the regional component of the sample.
Nevertheless, international investment, which was so surprising in the previous year’s study, has confirmed its relevancy
for 32% of investors, up from 29.3%.
Of investors, 12% only invest “in their city,” which, coupled with 14% of investors who limit their activities to a single
region, results in figures for the regional sphere that are similar to previous years: 26% in 2016 compared with 24.5% in
2015.

2016

12%
In my city

14%

42%

32%

7.9%

55.5%

29.3%

In my region

In Spain

Internationally

2015*

16.6%
In my city

In my region

In Spain

Internationally

* In 2015, the survey allowed for the selection of more than one option, leading to a total greater than 100%.
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ACTIVITY AND PORTFOLIOS
Fig. 12: Size of portfolios (number of investments)
Without a doubt, due to the novelty of angel investing as

45%

Between

1-5

an option and its recent expansion in the past five years,
the investment portfolios of business angels are still not

42%

very diversified. Many of these portfolios (45%) are still
suboptimal, with one to five investments (compared with

25%

Between

6-10

Between

11-20
Between

21-50

42% in 2015). Nonetheless, this proportion is still lower
than in the United Kingdom, where 53.3% of investors

27%

have portfolios with fewer than five investments. In
parallel, there has been a drop in the number of investors
with portfolios of six to 10 investments, as well as in the

21%

proportion of more diversified investors, which dropped
from 11% to 9%.

20%
9%
11%

2016
2015

Fig. 13: Number of investments made

None

In 2016, there was an increase in the number of inactive

18%

investors or investors who had not made an investment
recently, which stood at 18%. Compared with 2015, the

15%

past year showed a more limited pattern of diversification
among investors. The only percentage that increased

73%

Between

1-5

Between

6-10

Between

11-20

68%

was the group making one to five investments per
investor per year, which rose to 73%, 5% higher than
the previous year. To the contrary, the percentage of
investors with a clear, intense diversification strategy
dropped as a whole by 8% for all investors who make

7%

more than six investments per year.

12%

The predominance of investment in online companies
became clear in 2016, with 64% of investors working
wholly in online investments. Among female investors,

1%

nearly 77% make all their investments in online startups.

3%

The predominant choice is to include up to 25% of
investments in offline startups. Only 12% of the

Between

21-50

1%

2016

investors have more than 50% of their investments in

2%

2015

of online companies.

offline startups, while 64% have a portfolio made up only
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Fig. 14 Sectors of investment

Professional
services

Health and
medical equipment

25%

51%

9%

21%

Commerce and
distribution

Financial
services

Telecom
and mobile

Energy and
environment

Biotechnology

19%

ICT – Software

Food and
beverages

Media and
digital content

28%

15%

7%

6%

13%

Manufacturing

Construction
and real estate

Advanced manufacturing
and materials

Social media

7%

Fashion
and design

15%

5%

Security

Creative
industries

Transport
and logistics

Publications

5%

Online games

12%

9%

3%

9%

9%

2%

Regarding the sectors in which active business angels

and commerce and distribution (with figures between

have invested, the graphs below show their preferences

15% and 20%) as the predominant sectors in the

for different sectors. As seen in neighboring countries,

portfolios of Spanish business angels. In 2016, the health

information and communication technologies (ICTs) and

and medical equipment sectors show a strong presence

software account for a large part of the investment, with

at 25%, along with professional services at 19%.

51% of the total, followed by media and digital content,
Investments in advanced manufacturing and materials (7%), security (3%) and publications (2%) are less popular. The
“others” section, which does not specify the sector, accounts for 5% of responses.

COINVESTMENT
PARTNERS
Just like last year, this year’s survey confirms that business angels coinvest with a wide variety of partners, and that
investing alone is still a minority practice. Among those who made any investments in 2016, only 6% had no coinvestor
of any kind.
Sole investors are notable in terms of several unique
features: They have less investment experience – 93.7%
of them have fewer than 10 investments and 62.3%
fewer than five – whereas only 45% of respondents in the
entire sample have made fewer than five investments.
Alone, with
no coinvestors

6%
(1,68%)

With other
business angels

With venture
capital funds

85.9% 43.8%
(88.8%)

(56.3%)

They also expect to obtain lower returns as a whole,
since none of them expect returns higher than 10x (see
page 20 on expectations on return).
However, investing in conjunction with other business
angels is the most common option, at 85.9%.
Both investment via crowdfunding platforms and the
participation in the deals of financing from programs
available from public entities such as ENISA or ICF.

Corporate
investors

18%
(30.1%)

Crowdfunding
platforms

Public
financing*

21% 62.5%
(21.4%)

(62.7%)

In contrast, the presence of foundations has diminished,
perhaps because so few of them are active investors
that a drop in their activity or coinvestment practices
shows a major impact.
Coinvestment with venture capital funds has shrunk
43.8%, although it is much higher than in other countries
such as the United Kingdom, where it is 23.6%.

Foundations

0.8%
(9.5%)

Family offices

32%
(47.6%)

*Enisa (National
Innovation Enterprise),
ICF (Catalan
Finance Institute), etc.

17

VALUATION
OF STARTUPS
How investors value startups is one of the least transparent aspects of angel investment. The value at the closing of
an investment agreement is only shared within the investors’ closest circles, and entrepreneurs are especially discreet
regarding this information.
For investors who are just starting out, valuation is one of the aspects that concerns them the most and sparks the
most uncertainty in both the investment process and the decision to invest in startups for the first time, especially if
they have had previous contact with technological entrepreneurship. The methods that can be used are standard and
highly dependent upon subjective, variable and negotiable factors. As such, it is very difficult for the end result to be an
unequivocal, universal figure.
Even the most expert, active investors often have shifting
opinions regarding the constant increase in valuations,
the scant relationship between the development and

Fig. 15: Seed valuations 2016
vs. Startup valuations 2016

between valuations in Spain and in other places.

Seed
valuations

This aspect is one of the new developments added

€13,000,000

4th quartile

€21,600,000

€1,500,000

3rd quartile

€2,500,000

growth of a company and its valuation, and the gap

Startup
valuations

to the survey used to compile this report in order to
shed light on data that is usually opaque. Studying the
difference between the seed phase, defined for this
study as “investment in startups prior to the launch of
a minimally viable product, without relevant metrics,
without a proven business model, or without previous
investment, in the prototype development phase, with
few clients,” and false startups, defined as the phase in
which “the product or service is on the market with rising
metrics, probably with previous investment from other
business angels, or in a stage immediately prior to the

€800,000

Median

€1,700,000

entrance of a Series A.”
For operations in the initial stages, the average valuation
given by the data is around 800,000 euros, which
doubles once the startup reaches the market, validates
its product, and gets rising metrics. It is essential to note

€500,000

1st quartile

€1,000,000

that the startup segment includes a broader definition,
which can encompass everything from the first market
metrics to investments in more advanced startups with
a Series A in the near future.

€3,000

2016

€10,000

We can see that the difference in valuation between a startup before and after it has gone to market in terms of the
median and distribution of the quartiles fluctuates between 1 and 3 times (see fig. 15).
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It is interesting to compare the valuations of the
operations performed by business angels in different
geographic regions, such as Spain and the United States.
It is essential to stress that in the United States, the
nomenclature often includes investments up to Series
A under the term “seed.” Based on the information in the
latest 2015 Halo Report1, we can establish the following

Fig. 16: Valuations of startups in the United States
and Spain (seed + startup)

Valuations
Spain
€21,600,000

Valuations
U.S.A
4th quartile

€22,300,000

comparison by adding together the seed series and
startups used for this study (see fig. 16).
The valuations in the different quartiles are 3 to 4 times
higher than the ones made in Spain – although the
maximum valuation is similar in both countries (three

€2,400,000

3rd quartile

€7,100,000

operations valued at more than 20 million were found).

€1,200,000

€700,000

€3,000

Median

1st quartile

2016

€4,350,000

€2,900,000

€208,000

1 Halo Report 2016, Angel Research Institute
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PERFORMANCE
EXPECTATIONS
As we will see in greater detail in the following section,

In 2016, more than half of the investors, 55%, enjoyed

exiting, with the arrival of liquidity in the market, is one

multiple positive exits, while the remainder saw total or

of the key factors in increasing investment activity and

partial losses.

volume. Thirty-eight percent of business angels exited
an investment in 2016. In the 2016 survey the question
specifies whether the exit took place in 2016, whereas
the 2015 survey did not inquire into the exits up to 2015
(56% of investors). These results would seem to indicate

The most common result was a multiple of between 3x
and 6x the amount investment, which occurred in 27% of
the cases, followed by 1x and 2x in 14% of the cases. Only
4% of the investors earned multiples higher than 20x.

higher liquidity today.
Fig. 17: Exits

Exit results
Multiples
between 3-6

26%

Multiples
between 1-2

Total or partial
loss of the
investment

At least
one exit

45 %

38%

14%

Multiples
between 11-20

2%

No exits

62%

Multiples greater
than 20;

4%

Multiples
between 7 - 10
Multiples
between 11 - 20

6x. Thirty percent of investors expect to multiply their
capital by 7x to 20x, while within this group those that

46%
23%
7%

Multiples greater
than 20

5%

Total or partial
loss of the
investment

5%

20

46%, expect to multiply their invested capital by 3x to

14%

Multiples
between 3 - 6

9%

Regarding expectations, the majority of investors,

Fig. 18: Expected returns on an investment
Multiples
between 1 - 2

Multiples
between 7-10

expect to multiply their investment by more than 10x are
in the minority, just 7%.
Up to 5% of the investors expect to lose all or part of the
investments made in their portfolio (see fig. 18).

FACTORS THAT WOULD
INCREASE PLANNED
INVESTMENT
Frequently and from multiple perspectives, there is a need to stimulate angel investment both via policies that support
entrepreneurship and among entrepreneurs as a whole. To clarify the factors that may play a role in increasing future
investment, this study asked the investors what would lead them to invest more than planned in 2017.
Apparently, the prime factor would be the appearance

The results may also indicate that this kind of investor

of an extraordinary investment opportunity that would

better adheres to their planned investment strategy,

make them ignore their financial planning. Fifty-five

and a significantly higher number, 15.38%, believes that

percent believe that this factor would be extremely

the appearance of an extraordinary opportunity is an

important (they marked a 5 on a scale of 1 to 5) for these

irrelevant factor in expanding their portfolio, compared

purposes. This ad-hoc increase in investment is possible

with 30.8% who do deem it relevant. We should recall

due to the fact that business angels manage their

that the percentage in the general sample is 30.7%.

own money, which is also the reason why investment
strategy is less important than spontaneous decisions
guided by opportunity. It also reflects the fact that only
8.3% would not respect their self-imposed investment
limit if they came upon a good opportunity (they marked
the unimportant or slightly important options, 1 and 2,
on a scale from 1 to 5).
In parallel, the arrival of more liquidity via investment
is the second reason that would spur a business angel
to invest more than they had planned in 2017, a very
important factor for 42% of the investors surveyed.
To the contrary, as also proven in other international
studies, even though sound tax regulations attract more
angel investment, it is not the chief factor leading those
who already actively invest to invest more than they had
planned. Even though it is highly relevant for 34.8%, it is
unimportant to 19%.
In contrast, among the most active investors (more
than 21 investments), the importance of the factors
that would lead them to invest more than planned
shows different results. Most likely due to their high
exposure to the sector, and given the illiquidity of angel
investment, the main incentive for them to expand their
planned investment is the materialization of an exit;
62.8% of them marked this factor as very important.
Curiously, none of them believes this factor is irrelevant
(0% of responses).

21

An extraordinary
opportunity

An exit

An expansion of
my available
financial resources

Better tax
incentives

Very relevant

Very relevant

Very relevant

Very relevant

Not very relevant or irrelevant

Not very relevant or irrelevant

Not very relevant or irrelevant

Not very relevant or irrelevant

Most active investors
Very relevant

Very relevant

Very relevant

Very relevant

Not very relevant or irrelevant

Not very relevant or irrelevant

Not very relevant or irrelevant

Not very relevant or irrelevant

0%

Among this more active group, tax regulations are more important. One of the factors that may play a role among them,
as they have appealed for in public, is better compensation for capital gains and losses.
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REASONS NOT
TO INVEST
(DEAL BREAKERS)
Entrepreneurs frequently point to the lack of explanations from investors regarding an abrupt end to the analysis
and negotiation process. To clarify this final phase in a process that does not come to a successful end, we asked the
investors about the reasons they ended negotiations in the last startup in which they had a firm intention of investing.
The goal is not to identify the reasons why the investors invest in a startup or not but to identify the reasons that put an
end to the negotiation process in which the investor had the intention to invest after an advanced analysis.
The causes cited are related to the interpersonal relationship between the entrepreneur and the investor, the team’s
business capacities, the lack of agreement on several aspects of the terms of investment or valuation, as well as
other factors such as changes in the startup’s competitive climate, the operation being conditioned upon the entry of
additional financing, or the final group of coinvestors.
If we bear in mind that the period needed to complete a

The hotly debated and feared valuation of a startup

round of financing is six months from when it starts until

occupies fourth place, with 18% of the investors believing

the funds are transferred to the company, it is easy to

that it was a very prominent cause of the break-off in

imagine that there could be unforeseen circumstances,
setbacks or changes of opinion during this period.
Although six months is not the amount of time that each
individual investor takes to make a decision, it is enough
time for reasons such as the ones cited above to appear.
In the best of cases, each individual investor may take
at least two months to complete the process, and what
stretches this period to six months is assembling the
entire group of investors to conclude the round.
Six months is plenty of time for entrepreneurs and
investors to get to know each other and for investors to
determine that the entrepreneurial team is not equipped
to manage the company (44.6% of the investors believe
this is extremely important). The second most common
cause is also associated with the entrepreneurial team;
in this case, it is a question of interpersonal affinity,
owing to a lack of “trust” in the entrepreneurs, which is
extremely important to 25.3% of the investors.
The six-month negotiation period is an important stage
in the lifecycle of a startup when literally “anything can
happen,” including the planned short-term objectives not
being met, growth being slower than forecast, or a key
client not being won. This failure to fulfil expectations
is the third leading reason for breaking off promising
negotiations (20.8% deem it extremely important). See
fig. 19.
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negotiations. However, 46% of the investors believe that

competition or whether or not the deal is accompanied

this reason is not relevant as a catalyst for breaking off

by funds from the public sector.

negotiations. Even less important is the difficulty agreeing

We should stress that investors do not seem particularly

to the specific terms of the investment agreement, which

picky in terms of their willingness to coinvest, since the

is only important 11.5% of the times and was irrelevant in

presence of other “non grata” investors is only regarded

more than 80% of the cases.

as relevant for fewer than 10% of the respondents.

Some of the least relevant causes behind shutting
down negotiations are new developments from the

Fig. 19: Reasons not to invest and their relevance
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4

12

The agreement was contingent
on the entry of public financing
which did not come through

5

2

9

6 105

12

Another business angel was investing with
whom I do not have a good relationship

12

We did not come to an
agreement on the terms

15

The total quantity of required
investment was not reached

19

I discovered that certain aspects did not
correspond with what I had been told

22

27

An agreement could not be
reached regarding valuation

24

17

During the negotiation period,
the company did not achieve
the growth prospects

27

On a personal level, I lost
confidence in the entrepreneurs

33

The negotiation showed that the
entrepreneurs did not have the
necessary management capacity

58

3

10

7

98

19

16

9

71

9

73

12

17

18

60

20
22

52

10
20
19

Somewhat relevant

52

11

17

12

21

Very relevant

24

92

13

Neutral

9
18

46
7

Not very relevant

28
Irrelevant

CONCLUSIONS
The second edition of this study has enabled us to confirm and more precisely describe the main parameters of
angel investing and the Spanish market. The results show a more varied industry with the entry of new investors,
the presence of more investors with a higher investment capacity and individual tickets, as well as greater signs
of liquidity.
After their circle of business partners and friends, investors trust business angel networks when beginning to invest
and for finding investment opportunities more clearly than other activities such as related events or accelerators.
Some of them solely trust these networks as channels of new projects.
Real figures are finally being presented regarding assessments of the transactions made by business angels.
These figures are lower than the values shown by other international studies and may be a source of attracting
international investors to Spain.
The team, its response and reaction capacity, and its affinity are crucial to angel investors, as these are the kinds
of factors that lead to ruptures in advanced investment negotiations. Once an investor has a clear intention of
supporting a project, changes in the environment, the appearance of strong competitors and revelation of the
weakness of the business model are not what put an end to the investment process – rather, this arises from other
types of causes relating to the team and individuals.
Increasing angel investment still shows many hard edges worth polishing in order to achieve greater prominence,
professionalism and impact on the financing of companies in incipient areas. In light of the conclusions of this
report and the arc of development it reveals with regard to the previous one, some of the challenges currently
facing the sector are:

Achieving a vision of investment as

Fostering

an activity in which the creation of

and knowledge in the market by

a portfolio seeking diversification

seeking information in key areas

is

such

still

a

challenge

with

the

as

greater

valuation,

transparency

the

value

constant inflow of new investors

brought by the different agents in

to the market;

the market and the scope and size
of angel activity;

Promoting a greater presence in
the market of large companies,

Encouraging a higher presence and

both as possible exit options for

activity of women as investors.

business angels and to develop
their role as businesses that bring
innovation to the sectors in which
they operate;
AEBAN will remain committed to generating and disseminating knowledge on angel investing in order to monitor
the changes in the market, identify the shortcomings, and suggest avenues of action, and ultimately to make the
activity being carried out more transparent for all participants.
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METHODOLOGY AND
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
The purpose of this study is to provide recent, systematic information on the activity and profile of business angels to
reveal important aspects of their activity and operations. With this study, AEBAN aims to contribute to shedding light on
the profile and real activity of business angels beyond the obvious aspects by gathering information from both the most
visible, active business angels and those who are still extremely circumspect about their activity.
The study was based on a survey made up of 18 questions, which was sent to all AEBAN’s networks and partners. The
survey was combined with personalized contact on the part of the authors, who reached out to more than 400 active
investors. In order to attain a representative sample of the market, the survey was disseminated through a variety of
channels, resulting in 14% of the responses from the networks that belong to AEBAN, 16% via mailings sent by other
stakeholders in the ecosystem, and the remaining 70% from the direct mail campaign to individuals identified as active
investors. In all, 172 valid questionnaires were received.
As for the previous study, an anonymous
questionnaire was employed. This feature, which
has made possible the large number of responses,
has also reduced the possibility of identifying and
directly interviewing some of the investors to
explore in greater depth the most noteworthy
and complex aspects of their responses.
AEBAN and the authors of the study are
grateful for the collaboration of the AEBAN
network members and of all those investors
who contributed. We would also like to extend a
special thanks to Juan Luis Segurado (researcher
at IESE Business School) and Jordi Navarrete
(from IESE Publishing), who kindly contributed to
the revision of the draft.
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