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Abstract

This thesis explores whether an enterprise education competition (EEC),
promoted as best practice vehicle of entrepreneurial education (EE), may have
gendered outcomes in terms of differential impacts upon women participants,
given mixed findings relating to the efficacy of EE for women which is considered
to relate to the acknowledged masculine construction of entrepreneurship.
Thus, this thesis investigates the influence of an EEC on the entrepreneurial self-
efficacy (ESE), entrepreneurial intentions (El) and perceived gender barriers to
entrepreneurship of STEMM women early career researchers (ECRs). Of novelty,
the theoretical framework draws upon Social Cognitive Career Theory (SCCT),
from the career literature, which captures the socio-economic influences of
perceived gender barriers upon entrepreneurial career intentions, while also

exploring the predispositions of men and women EEC participants.

Underpinned by a critical realist methodology, a quantitative study of 120 pre-
and post-surveys of men and women participants, followed by 45 semi-
structured interviews of women participants, were undertaken. The quantitative
findings suggest that EEC participation removed the gender gap in: (a) perceived
stereotype threat, (b) perceived networking difficulty and (c) perceived ability
related to entrepreneurial finance and cost estimation. However, following EEC
participation, women participants continued to perceive high barriers in: (a) sex
discrimination, (b) childcare-work conflict and (c) a lack of role models and
mentors when compared to their male counterparts. In addition, the EEC
deterred self-confidence in ESE of women participants who perceived a high

barrier in stereotype threat.

Despite this, evidence from the qualitative study suggests that the EEC
programme still reproduced unintended gendered outcomes for some women
participants, particularly in: (a) perpetuating the stereotypical masculine
stereotypes of an entrepreneur, (b) reinforcing perceived conflict between
childcare and work-life of a woman entrepreneur as well as (c) highlighting a

negative image of STEMM women entrepreneurs.
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1. Introduction

The UK government recognises STEMM (Science, Technology, Engineering,
Mathematics and Medicine) entrepreneurial activity as a key driver of the
knowledge-intensive economy (Kuschel et al., 2020). This has raised the
government’s expectation towards the contributions of STEMM entrepreneurial
and research commercialisation acitivities (Audretsch, 2014). Indeed, the
commercialisation of university research and academic spin-offs has been
growing since the late 1980s (Bienkowska et al, 2016). Yet, the
underrepresentation of women within STEMM workforce and the shortage of
skills related to STEMM entrepreneurship have been identified as two of the key
developmental problems (NAO, 2018). Government policy aimed at closing the
gender gap within STEMM entrepreneurship has enjoyed some success;
however, greater numbers of women in STEMM have not translated into
increased rates of STEMM academic entrepreneurship among women (Shaw
and Hess, 2018). Only 13% of UK university spinouts have female founders or co-

founders (Griffiths and Humbert, 2019).

As entrepreneurial education (EE) fosters entrepreneurial competences and
intentions, equipping individuals to generate and realise ideas (Lackéus, 2020;
Pocek et al.,, 2022), it may contribute to increasing STEMM women’s
entrepreneurial activities (Neumeyer, 2020). According to the Quality Assurance
Agency for Higher Education (2018), several terms were introduced to identify
education programmes in entrepreneurship, including entrepreneurship
education, enterprise education and entrepreneurial education. While
entrepreneurship education “aims to build upon the enterprising competencies
of students” to become an entrepreneur, enterprise education focuses upon
enhancing students’ employability through developing their competencies to
generate original ideas and solve problems in a changing and ambiguous
environment (QAA, 2018, p. 9). Among these terms, entrepreneurial education
(EE) serves as the umbrella term that encompasses both entrepreneurship and

enterprise education (QAA, 2018).



Despite this, the effectiveness of EE programmes for women is questioned given
their reportedly lower entrepreneurial intentions (EI) than men post-
participation (Westhead and Solesvik, 2016), with women considering
entrepreneurship a less suitable career option (Nowinski et al., 2019). This is
related to feminist critiques regarding: (a) invisible structural barriers STEMM
women are facing (Hughes et al, 2017), (b) gender assumptions within
entrepreneurship and its educaiton (Jones and Warhuus, 2018), and (c) the need
to investigate the deeply embedded cultural and social cognitive associations
that frame STEMM entrepreneurship as masculine concepts and how these
ideas affect STEMM women’s career interest, progression and retention,
particularly within STEMM entrepreneurship (Wheadon and Duval-Couetil,
2018).

Enterprise education competitions (EECs) are, herein, defined as experience-
based learning activities requiring individuals or teams to develop proposals for
products or services (Brentnall et al., 2018a), which are then judged by a group
of industrial and investment experts on their commercial merits, with the best
individuals or teams being rewarded (Watson et al., 2018). Within higher
education (HE), such EECs and/or business plan competitions are employed as a
pedagogical tool to enhance students’ entrepreneurial activity (Wegner et al.,
2019). However, EECs in HE are not without critique (McGowan et al., 2012;
Wegner et al., 2019). They are criticised for reproducing the typical ‘middle-
class’ entrepreneurial norm (Brentnall et al., 2018b). If the masculine
entrepreneurial norm is reproduced, this could lessen the EI of women
generally, and STEMM women in HE specifically, given the prevailing masculine

culture in STEMM sectors (Neumeyer, 2020).

The Young Entrepreneur Scheme (YES) 2019, the focal EEC of this thesis, is a
three-day national EEC specifically designed to enhance the commercialisation
knowledge and communication skillset among UK STEMM early career
researchers (ECRs) comprising doctoral students and post-doctoral researchers
(Treanor et al., 2021). This thesis focuses on this sample due to an emerging but

overlooked phenomenon of entrepreneurial activity among STEMM ECRs, which



is a potential contributor to economic development (Muscio and Ramaciotti,
2019). This EEC, open only to STEMM ECRs at UK universities and research
institutes, has occurred annually since 1990, organised by the University of
Nottingham’s Haydn Green Institute for Innovation and Entrepreneurship
(HGI) in partnership with the Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research
Council (BBSRC); industry sponsors in 2019 were GlaxoSmithKline plc (GSK) and

Syngenta.

This thesis addresses three key knowledge gaps within the areas of
entrepreneurship, EE and gender. First, there is limited understanding of the
influence of EECs upon women and socio-cultural factors, particularly perceived
gender barriers to entrepreneurship, as potential determinants to El (Jones and
Warhuus, 2018). Second, there is limited understanding of the gendered process
and outcomes of EE programmes and how they affect women’s entrepreneurial
interest and proclivities (Hughes et al., 2017; Wheadon and Duval-Couetil,
2018). Third, this thesis responds to calls for an alternative intentions model to
explore insights, implications, conditions and exceptions of EE’s impact on El

(Liguori et al., 2019).

Therefore, the thesis addresses the following research question:

“To what extent does the EEC, as a vehicle of EE, influence perceived
gender barriers to entrepreneurship, ESE and in turn El of STEMM

women ECRs?”

The objectives of the research are:

1) To investigate the extent to which the EEC programme impacts
perceived gender barriers to entrepreneurship, ESE and El of STEMM
women ECRs;

2) To investigate to what extent perceived gender barriers to
entrepreneurship influence ESE and El of STEMM women ECRs, and;

3) Toinvestigate to what extent the potential impact of the EEC programme

is influenced by individual predispositions.



Underpinned by a critical realist stance, this thesis employed a two-process
mixed-methods approach, specifically the Explanatory Sequential Design (QUAN
- Qual). The thesis initially conducted the quantitative study followed by the
qualitative study. A quantitative study using 120 pre- and post-surveys of men
and women EEC participants followed by 45 semi-structured interviews of EEC
women participants were undertaken. The quantitative data were analysed
using t-tests, difference-in-differences, and regression analysis. The thematic

analysis was employed to analyse the interview data.

This thesis contributes to the theories in EE, El and gender by providing novel
insights into the unintended gendered outcomes of the EEC programme, in
response to feminist critiques regarding the assumed benefits of EE
programmes in enhancing women’s ESE and El (Foss et al., 2018). It provides
theoretical understanding of this enquiry that the EEC programme indeed
unconsciously reproduced gendered outcomes for women participants; lending
support to the contention that structural issues, rather than essentialist
deficiencies among women, underpin their differential participation rates in
STEMM innovation within academic and industry employment environments,
with consequential effects on women’s STEMM self-employment (Kuschel et al.,
2020; Neumeyer, 2020). In addition, this thesis contributes to the development
of Social Cognitive Career Theory by capturing a socio-economic aspect of
perceived gender barriers to entrepreneurship as well as individual
predisposition; contributing to the theoretical development of El through
analysis that reveals perceived structural barriers as key EE impact measures

(Jones and Warhuus, 2018) and critical factors influencing El (Laguia et al., 2022).

This thesis is structured as follows. Chapter 1, Introduction, introduces and
justifies the aims of the thesis. The chapter briefly introduces the focal EEC of
this thesis, research methodology employed and key theoretical contributions

of the study.

Chapter 2, An Ongoing Quest into Promoting STEMM Women Entrepreneurship,

presents an analytical view of entrepreneurship, women entrepreneurship and



EE literature by analysing feminist critiques regarding gendered assumptions
within STEMM entrepreneurship and its education, as well as the assumed
benefits of EECs in enhancing perceived women’s ESE and El. Consequently, the
chapter highlights a conspicuous research gap in terms of exploring the role of
socio-economic factors, particularly structural barriers, as potential EE impact

measures and critical factors influencing women’s El.

Chapter 3, Perceived Gender Barriers to Entrepreneurship and Entrepreneurial
Intentions of STEMM Women, provides theoretical background and critical
analysis of the key constructs of the thesis, including El, ESE and perceived
gender barriers to entrepreneurship. The chapter provides the analysis of
critiques on the dominant intention-based models in entrepreneurship and
proposes SCCT as an appropriate analytical framework to explore STEMM
women’s El. The chapter identifies a number of gender barriers to
entrepreneurship and highlights knowledge gaps in exploring them as key

determinants of El and key EE impact measures.

Chapter 4, Research Hypotheses, identifies the hypotheses used in the study to
formulate the analytical model for the quantitative analysis. The chapter
presents an analysis of empirical evidence to predict the relationships between
the EEC programme and each key construct. It then proposes the analytical
framework to investigate the impact of the EEC programme upon perceived

gender barriers to entrepreneurship, ESE and El of EEC participants.

Chapter 5, Research Methodology, provides an analysis of philosophical
assumptions and details on research methods employed in this thesis. It justifies
the thesis’ employment of critical realist philosophy underlying a mixed methods
approach in advancing our understanding of the influence of gender and EEC
impact upon women participants. Subsequently, the detailed research strategy

is outlined, and the ethical considerations of the thesis are discussed.

Chapter 6, Quantitative Results, provides the statistical analyses of the
quantitative data to test the hypotheses of the study. The chapter presents the

overall impact of EEC on perceived gender barriers to entrepreneurship, ESE and



El of women participants in comparison to their male counterparts. In addition,
several gender implications arising from the quantitative findings were
identified. Finally, the chapter provides the summary table connecting the

quantitative findings to the qualitative analysis.

Chapter 7, Qualitative Results, presents the thematic analysis of semi-structured
interviews with 45 women participants from which three themes were
identified: (1) entrepreneurial motivation of STEMM women ECRs, (2) gendered
outcomes of the EEC programme, and (3) intentions to start a non-STEMM

business and perceived barriers to STEMM entrepreneurship.

Chapter 8, Discussion, presents the synthesis and analysis of the quantitative
and qualitative findings as well as their significance to existing literature. The
chapter provides novel insights into the differential EEC impact between men
and women participants, the differences among women participants as well as
the reasons behind the alignments and conflicts between the quantitative and

qualitative findings.

Chapter 9, Conclusion, provides the conclusion of this thesis, its theoretical and
empirical contributions as well asits limitations, implications and future research

directions for researchers, practitioners, and policy makers.



2. An Ongoing Quest into Promoting STEMM Women

Entrepreneurship

This chapter presents an analytical view of entrepreneurship, gender and EE
literature. In addition, it draws upon feminist critiques regarding gendered
assumptions within STEMM entrepreneurship and its education as well as the
assumed benefits of enterprise education competitions (EECs) in enhancing
women’s perceived self-efficacy and intentions to start a business.
Consequently, the chapter articulates the potential role of EECs in: (1)
reproducing masculine gender bias, (2) increasing perceived gender barriers to
entrepreneurship and, in turn, (3) undermining women from pursuing a career
in STEMM entrepreneurship. The chapter begins by analysing how the neoliberal
ideology has highlighted the importance of research commercialisation and
entrepreneurial activity, among the STEMM ECRs, to economic development
(Berglund et al., 2018; Muscio and Ramaciotti, 2019). Subsequently, it discusses
the longstanding issues around the retention and progression of women within
STEMM entrepreneurship as well as the limited success of education and
training programmes promoting STEMM women entrepreneurship (NAO, 2018;
WES, 2018). Then, it articulates the masculine gender bias embedded within
entrepreneurship which is, arguably, reproduced through EE programmes (Ahl
and Marlow, 2012; Jones, 2014; Jones and Warhuus, 2018). Finally, the chapter
highlights the conspicuous research gap in exploring the possible impact of EECs
on STEMM women’s perceived gender barriers to entrepreneurship, which in
turn may influence their intentions to start a business run by STEMM women

(Wheadon and Duval-Couetil, 2018; Wieland et al., 2019).
2.1 Information Collection Process

The following databases were searched for relevant reports, articles, theses,
conference papers and peer-reviewed journals in social sciences: Scopus, Web

of Science (WoS), Business Source Complete (EBSCO), Google Scholar and



Google Search Engine. All these databases were searched by search strings

presented in Table 1 with inclusion criteria depicted in Table 2.

Table 1 Search Strings

Theme

Search Strings

Underrepresentation
of STEMM Women
Entrepreneurs

1% Row

“STEM” or “STEMM” or “SET” or “science” or “technology” or
“engineering” or “math” or “medicine” or “high-tech” or “high tech”
or “ICT”

AND
2™ Row
“women” or “female” or “gender”
AND
3¢ Row

“firm” or “entrepreneur” or “business” or “company” or “venture”
or “start-up” or “start up” or “startup” or “spin off” or “spin-off” or
“incubator” or “incubation”

Entrepreneurship
Education and
gender

1% Row
“entrepreneurship” or “business” or “enterprise” or
“entrepreneurial”

AND

2™ Row

“programme” or “education” or “scheme”
AND

3¢ Row

“feminist” or “feminism” or “women” or “female” or “gender”

Gender Barriers and
Entrepreneurship

1% Row

“women” or “female” or “gender”
AND

2™ Row

“barriers” or “career barriers” or “gender barriers” or “challenges”
or “difficulties”

AND
3¢ Row
“firm” or “entrepreneur” or “business” or “company” or “venture”
or “start-up” or “start up” or “startup” or “spin off” or “spin-off” or
“incubator” or “incubation”

Entrepreneurial
Intentions and
entrepreneurship
education

1% Row
“entrepreneurship” or “business” or “enterprise” or
“entrepreneurial”

AND

2" Row

“intentions” or “intention” or “intent” or “interest”
AND

3" Row

“programme” or “education” or “scheme”




Table 2 Inclusion Criteria

Issue Inclusion criteria

Publication type Reports, articles, theses, conference papers and peer-
reviewed journals

Language English

Research discipline Business, management, science and technology, career

and psychology

Research methodology | Descriptive, conceptual, theoretical and empirical
Time period Up to 2015 with some exceptions for papers related to
key theories and constructs

2.2 Neoliberalism and Entrepreneurship Phenomenon

The UK Conservative Party regarded the high unemployment rates experienced
in the late 1970s and 1980s (Della-Giusta and King, 2006) as a result of both the
former Labour Government’s policies and a general lack of enterprise caused by
deficits in entrepreneurial attitudes among the population (Lord Young, 1986,
cited in MacDonald and Coffield, 1991). Attempting to reduce dependency on
state support and enhance enterprise, a neoliberal ideology* was introduced by
the Conservative Government that embraces a new form of market and logic
based on freedom, competition and individuality (Blanchflower and Freeman,
1994). The emphasis on individual choice, agency and personal responsibility
(Dodd and Anderson, 2001) encouraged “the unemployed into self-employment
and entrepreneurship” (Della-Giusta and King, 2006). This created an
entrepreneurial culture, individuals with entrepreneurial selves and space for
entrepreneurial activity to emerge and expand (Berglund et al., 2018; Scharff,

2016).

Subsequently, building an ‘entrepreneurial culture’” became a key strategic
development of the governments in response to globalisation
(EC/EACEA/Eurydice, 2016; Gibb, 2002). The ‘enterprise culture’ initiative was
introduced to influence more dynamic start-up markets and to nurture the

growth capabilities of small businesses (SBS, 2004). In addition, the influence of

! Neoliberalism is “a set of economic reforms [....] which are concerned with the
deregulation of the economy, the liberalization of trade and industry, and the
privatization of state-owned enterprises” (Steger and Roy, 2010).



neoliberalism resulted in a new identity referred to as the ‘entrepreneurial self’
in which individuals must work on themselves to compete successfully, achieve
their career advancement and be responsible for their own success and failure
in lives (Brockling, 2015; Scharff, 2016). Entrepreneurship has become an
alternative career choice for: (a) the unemployed, (b) individuals who seek
financial or social rewards from taking risks in entrepreneurship, and (c) women
who seek emancipation or independence to achieve a balance between work
and family life (Giacomin et al, 2011; Lewis, 2014; Saebi et al., 2019).
Consequently, women’s entrepreneurship received greater policy attention with
the relative enterprise gap being translated into a notional deficit to the national
economy (Foss etal., 2018). Women were actively encouraged to start their own
businesses, compete in the marketplace, and contribute to economic growth

(Berglund et al., 2018; Perren and Dannreuther, 2013).

The entrepreneurship phenomenon has spurred a wider debate in
entrepreneurship, which is argued to be very heterogeneous (Gartner, 1988;
Welter et al., 2017). Entrepreneurial activities range from high technology
sectors to low-income businesses (GEM, 2019; Reynolds et al., 2002). The
definitions of entrepreneurship and the entrepreneur are multi-faceted and have
taken on a wide variety of occasionally non-intersecting meanings. Nevertheless,
the basic tenets of the notions of risk and uncertainty (Kirzner, 1973) as well as
introducing the product or service to the market to attract customers
(Schumpeter, 1912) remain as a focal issue in entrepreneurship. This is asserted
in a recent definition of entrepreneurship as “an economic function that is
carried out by individuals, entrepreneurs, acting independently or within
organizations, to perceive and create new opportunities and to introduce their
ideas into the market, under uncertainty, by making decisions about location,
product design, resource use, institutions, and reward systems” (Carlsson et al.,

2013, p. 914).

10



Among all types of entrepreneurship, high-growth firms? (HGFs) are recognised
as an archetypal business in government policy due to their contribution to
employment and wealth generation (Brown and Mason, 2014; Hechavarria et
al., 2019). HGFs operate mainly in knowledge-intensive industries, particularly
in the STEMM-related sectors (OECD, 2016; de Morais Sarmento and Figueira,
2015). This has raised the governments’ expectation towards the contributions
of STEMM entrepreneurial activities, particularly research commercialisation
and, most recently, entrepreneurship among PhD and post-doctoral students,
the so-called ‘early career researchers” (Kochenkova et al., 2016; Muscio and
Ramaciotti, 2019). The commercialisation of university research and academic
spin-offs has been growing since the late 1980s, yet there is an emerging but
overlooked phenomenon of entrepreneurial activities among STEMM ECRs as a
potential contributor to economic development (Bienkowska et al., 2016;
Muscio and Ramaciotti, 2019). Although neoliberalism has influenced the belief
that feminism is obsolete and unnecessary as gender inequality has been solved
by the market function itself (Hughes et al., 2017; Kelan, 2009), the
underrepresentation of STEMM women within STEMM entrepreneurship
remains (NAO, 2018). This points towards the wider structural gender
constraints STEMM women are facing (Kuschel et al., 2020; Wheadon and Duval-

Couetil, 2018).
2.3 The Leaky Pipeline of Women within STEMM Entrepreneurship

The underrepresentation of women within the STEMM workforce and the
shortage of skills related to STEMM entrepreneurship have been identified as
one of the key developmental problems (NAO, 2018). Despite the increasing

numbers of women entrepreneurs in recent decades, only a small proportion of

2 High-growth firms are “enterprises with average annualised growth in the
number of employees greater than 20% per year, over a three-year period, and
with ten or more employees at the beginning of the observation period” (OECD,
2017).

3 According to UK Research and Innovation, early career researchers (ECRs)
include students and young professionals within 10 years of starting a PhD
(UKRI, 2020).
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them are starting businesses within STEMM sectors (Shaw and Hess, 2018). Only
11% of STEMM business owners are women while 33% of women own non-
STEMM businesses in the UK (WES, 2018). This is also in line with the “leaky
pipeline” phenomenon of women dropping out of STEMM careers, as both
employees and business owners (Dasgupta and Stout, 2014). A metaphor is used
to describe a dripping pipeline during: (a) childhood or the school years when
male stereotypes start to emerge, (b) early adulthood when making decisions to
pursue courses in higher education (HE), and (c) in early to mid-adulthood when
making career choices and entering the workforce (Wolff et al., 2020). Even
though there are both men and women exiting STEMM careers, it is noted that
there are considerably more women dropping out than men, resulting in a sex

imbalance in the current STEMM fields (Blickenstaff, 2005; Wolff et al., 2020).

The government and social organisations (e.g. Women into Science and
Engineering, The Royal Society of Engineering, The National Audit Office) have
acknowledged the underrepresentation of women studying and working within
STEMM as a part of the serious gender bias issue (CaSE, 2014). To promote
careers in STEMM, a series of supportive programmes have been implemented,
for example: (1) the re-enter programme (2008-2009) aiming to re-skill and re-
train women who want to return to work in STEMM careers, (2) the
apprenticeship programmes (2016-2020) offered by the Ministry of Education
for STEMM students (HC, 2018), and (3) the integration of entrepreneurial
education into STEMM higher education, suggested by The Council of Science
and Technology, to promote students’ engagement in entrepreneurial activities
(QAA, 2018). Nevertheless, only 8% of STEMM apprenticeships were undertaken
by girls and women (HC, 2018). This level of sex differentiation in the UK is the

lowest when compared to the OECD as a whole (HC, 2018).

Considering the relatively low numbers of women studying, working and running
businesses in STEMM, such support programmes indicate limited success. The
National Audit Office (2018) concludes that women are still underrepresented
in most STEMM subject areas and at every stage within the pipeline. Although

the government acknowledges the gender bias within STEMM, the support
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programmes do not address the issue effectively. Feminist critiques explain the
persistence of the “leaky pipeline” as being: (1) a result of the translation of
invisible structural barriers with gender equality contributing to the perpetuated
gender disparity within the STEMM society (Hughes et al.,, 2017) and (2) an
indication of the need to investigate the deeply embedded cultural and social
cognitive associations that frame STEMM entrepreneurship as masculine
concepts and how these ideas affect STEMM women’s career interest,
progression and retention, particularly within STEMM entrepreneurship

(Wheadon and Duval-Couetil, 2018).

2.4 Gendered Assumptions within STEMM Entrepreneurship and Its Education

Despite supportive measures offered by governments and social organisations,
the persistent gender gap within STEMM and academic entrepreneurship
indicates that our examinations and assumptions of the reasons/factors
contributing to gender inequalities for women’s participation are insufficient
(Wheadon and Duval-Couetil, 2018). The investigation of institutional sexism
and structural barriers requires a feminist lens to explore gender implications
within the context of STEMM entrepreneurship and its education (Foss et al.,
2018). This has raised critiques from feminist scholars regarding the neglected
prevalent masculine characteristics within advanced-technology
entrepreneurship that encourage women to reproduce masculinised
representations of the normative technology entrepreneur (Abreu and
Grinevich, 2017; Marlow and McAdam, 2015). Accordingly, this section
highlights: (1) how the socially constructed idea of gender has cultivated gender
stereotypes framing society’s perception towards women as less suitable to
pursue successful, high-growth entrepreneurship and (2) how mainstream
entrepreneurial education perpetuates this gendered phenomenon (Fine, 2017;

Gupta et al., 2019; Jones and Warhuus, 2018).

2.4.1 The Gendered Nature of Entrepreneurship

Within this thesis, the term ‘sex’ refers to biological sex (male, female); gender

is understood as a social construction wherein power is differentially distributed
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across social networks, elevating the male and masculine and subordinating the
female and feminine (Treanor and Marlow, 2021). Gender consists of various
social ascriptions related to stereotypes of masculinities and femininities that
are linked to sex categories of men and women (Bowden and Mummery, 2014;
Fine, 2017). The association of gender with biological sex has created gender
stereotypes which are “beliefs exaggerate the ability of women in categories in
which women are on average more competent than men, while underestimating
it in categories where women are on average less competent than men” (Bordalo
et al., 2019, p.3). Given that entrepreneurship was traditionally dominated by
men, the stereotypes of a successful entrepreneur are associated with
masculine concepts, reinforcing the traditional constructions of the ideal
entrepreneur as a heroic male, a maverick and the self-made man (Jones, 2011;
Raible and Williams-Middleton, 2021). Accordingly, men entrepreneurs are
associated with masculine traits such as being assertive, decisive, dominant,
competitive, aggressive, individualistic, ambitious and risk-taking (Ahl, 2004;

Marlow and McAdam, 2012).

In contrast, women entrepreneurs are associated with feminine traits such as
compassion, gentleness, sympathy, and warmth (Ahl, 2004; Marlow and
McAdam, 2012). These stereotypes cause gendered challenges as women and
society perceive femininity as less fitting to the entrepreneurial norms (Stead,
2017; Swail and Marlow, 2018). Gender stereotypes create presumptions that
women entrepreneurs are different from men entrepreneurs and the
differences are articulated by female deficiencies; forcing women to model and
imitate “particular forms of masculinity” (Hamilton, 2014) in order to gain
entrepreneurial legitimacy (Stead, 2017; Swail and Marlow, 2018).
Consequently, it is suggested that women who perceive themselves as similar to
men tend to demonstrate higher intentions to start a business than those who

perceive themselves as less similar to men (Gupta et al., 2009).

Mainstream literature continues to position entrepreneurship as a neutral
construct, while the heterogeneity of entrepreneurial activities associates

different types of ventures with different gender stereotypes (Gupta et al.,
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2019). Nevertheless, both men and women associate high-growth and
commercial ventures with masculinity, while associating non-growth ventures
with femininity (Gupta et al., 2019). In fact, only social ventures are perceived as
gender-neutral (Gupta et al, 2019). The association of high-growth and
commercial ventures with masculinity indicates that the normative
representation of successful entrepreneurship associates the traditional image
of an ideal entrepreneur with typical masculine traits and characterist