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Abstract  

The rates for women entrepreneurs in Europe applying for external finance are significantly lower 

compared to their male counterparts, to which the ‘gender funding gap’ has been part of a wider 

discussion within female entrepreneurship. This study departs from statistical and theory-based 

evidence within recent literature to assess if female business-owners have lower self-perception than 

men and consequently face difficulties when applying for funding. Based on identifying both ‘supply 

and demand’ factors, the study examined the following five key categories to be relevant: fear of 

failure; efficacy; risk aversion; networking; and credibility. This study has used quantitative methods 

to empirically examine the data of 68 EU female and male entrepreneurs who have equally 

considered external funding, to assess if female entrepreneur’s self-perception has an effect on 

females applying for funding and whether this overall contributes towards the funding gap.  The 

findings for each categories could not verify the theory that self-perception contributes towards the 

funding gap for female entrepreneurs. This suggests future research is required, as it remains 

inconclusive if all factors play a domino effect or if an unexplored factor contributes to the funding 

gap significantly. 
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1. Introduction 
‘We can and must do more to support women in their efforts to build businesses, create 

jobs, and grow our economy.’ (The Center for Women in Business, 2014) 

 

Female entrepreneurship ‘contributes towards stability, to well-being among communities, and 

provides economic opportunities for various disadvantaged groups’ (Ascher, 2012, p.100). Whilst 

there is a promising ‘upcycle’ trend of women who enter entrepreneurship as they begin catching 

up on employment markets, the disparity between male and female entrepreneurs still remains. In 

academia this proverbial term has been known as a ‘glass ceiling’ principle for women, used to 

explain the implications or barriers females have when entering senior executive positions in the 

corporate world or typically male dominated career path such as entrepreneurship. These are 

presented in EU statistics, for example, in 2012, women accounted for 31% of self-employed 

European citizens, with 10% of working women being self-employed (European Parliament, 

2013). Provided the importance of female entrepreneurship for the labour market and economic 

progression, it is critical to fully understand the factors surrounding this modern phenomenon, 

which has recently expanded in existing literature over the years (Braunerhjelm, 2010).  

 

The most challenging aspect for female entrepreneurs begin with their acquisition of financial 

resources (Marlow, 2005) as any barriers to the access of these resources will negatively affect 

the overall performance and growth of the enterprise (Marlow and Patton, 2005). Literature 

indicates female entrepreneurs are more likely to found enterprises with less overall financial 

resources (Carter and Rosa, 1998), lower amount of debt, and less external financing from 

informal institutions than their male counterparts (Lins and Lutz, 2016). There are many factors 

with many diverse reasons that contribute towards the imbalance of funding between male and 

female entrepreneurs, e.g. differing behaviours and career interests (Wilson et al., 2007). One of 

the reasons behind the ‘gap’ which has been recently announced in academia is female 

entrepreneurs’ self-perception, which creates the focus of this study. 

 

Entrepreneurial ‘self-perception’, or ‘self-efficacy’, portrayed as an entrepreneur who believes in 

their skills, knowledge and their ability, has been shown to play a significant part in determining 

to what extent an individual is interested in achieving an entrepreneurial career and thenceforth 
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seeking funding options. The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) report has revealed where 

women are less likely to perceive themselves as capable of setting up a business, the less likely 

they are to become entrepreneurs (Duffy, 2016; Wilson et al., 2007). This suggests self-

perceptions highly matter within an entrepreneurial setting and are warrant for further research. 

Self-Esteem can be divided into performance self-esteem, social self-esteem, and appearance 

self-esteem (Heatherton and Polivy, 1991). This study examines performance self-esteem and 

social self-esteem of entrepreneurs within five different areas, which have been found in the 

academic literature regarding female entrepreneurial funding, which include: fear of failure; 

efficacy; risk aversion; networking; and credibility. 

1.1 Aims and Research Questions 

The research is motivated to further develop and explore the relationships from the theory that a 

more sound understanding of ‘the interplay between gender, entrepreneurial self-efficacy and 

entrepreneurial intention’ is essential in order to improve participation rates of women in these 

activities (Wilson et al., 2007, p. 388). This study will aim to discover if self-perception affects 

female entrepreneurs applying for funding, and how this may contribute towards the apparent 

‘funding gap’ in entrepreneurship i.e. women entrepreneurs in general receive a lower proportion 

of funding compared to men. Hence, the study has constructed the following statement:     

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

1. This study will empirically examine the self-perception of two groups (males and female 

entrepreneurs) who have equally considered applying for external funding to reveal any 

differences between gender, self-perception and funding. The study will also see if self-

perception has a significant effect on an entrepreneur’s decision to apply for funding and 

if this contributes towards the ‘funding gap’.  

 
The focus of these findings will critically determine how self-employed women perceive 

themselves when applying for funding in comparison to their male counterparts. From the aim, 

the study has generated the following research questions, which will form the basis of the 

empirical study: 

 

1. Do female entrepreneurs applying for funding have lower self-perception compared to 

male entrepreneurs?  
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2. Is self-perception a significant contribution towards the gender ‘funding gap’ when 

female entrepreneurs apply for funding? 

1.2 Definitions  

Gender 

Feminist scholars introduced the term ‘gender’ to differentiate between the socially constructed 

sex (associated with femininity and masculinity) and the biological sex (female and male 

reproductive organs). As Ahl (2004, p.28) argues, the biological sex and gender ‘should be 

regarded as a socially and discursively constructed phenomenon that is culturally, historically and 

locally specific,’ to which women’s specific personality traits and qualities as well as experiences 

are constructed by society. Femininity and masculinity can also be seen as a continuum and 

gender and its component vary along it and are independent of the biological sex. However, 

science as well as day-to-day activity use gender often when referring to women and men, i.e. the 

biological sex. This is also the case in many of the reviewed articles. When using the term 

gender, the authors usually distinguish between women and men entrepreneurs and do not refer to 

the constructed sex by society. One explanation for that is that feminist or very critical articles are 

often not included or even considered by the mainstream entrepreneurship research journals 

(Huff, 1999). That is why this thesis also envisions gender as a synonym for the biological sex 

and not in the original sense as socially constructed (Ahl, 2004; 2006). 

 

Female Entrepreneurs 

When creating a definition for female entrepreneurs, it must be known that although the basic 

facts about women’s involvement in their own company are stark and have not perceived a 

dramatic change, regardless of whether entrepreneurship is defined as ‘new venture creation’ 

‘self-employment’ or ‘business ownership’, a higher proportion of men than women engage in 

this activity in these industrialised economies (Klapper and Parker, 2010). Marlow and Patton 

(2005, p.718) define female entrepreneurship as ‘women who have initiated a business, are 

actively involved in its management, and own a majority share of the enterprise.’ This thesis will 

adopt the same definition as Marlow and Patton when conducting the empirical research model 

for 68 female and male entrepreneurs within Europe.  
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Supply and Demand 

The access to finance within a gendered perspective for this study will be divided into two 

definitions: ‘supply’ and ‘demand’. Researchers have attempted to process whether the gender 

‘funding gap’ differences are a consequence of ‘supply side’ discrimination by bank lenders and 

venture capitalists or ‘demand side’ aversion to debt or risk by women entrepreneurs, or simply: 

‘the result of the structural dissimilarities of male-owned and female-owned businesses’ (Carter 

et al., 2007, p.184). 

 

Sense of Self 

This paper studies the role of perceptions as one of the most important cognitive factors in the 

intentions of achieving funding for a business. Perception is defined as a cognitive construct. 

Linan et al. (2011, p.374) eludes ‘they are mental representations of the external environment 

around individuals, captured through their senses and elaborated in their minds’. The relevance 

and importance of the cognitive process in shaping an individual’s actions has been brought 

forward by Linan et al. (2011) who define self-perception as an individual’s belief, including 

one's attributes in either physical or mental situation, whilst self-efficacy is the belief of the 

capability of one's self, whether it be organisational or executing certain tasks (Study.com, n.d.). 

1.3 Contribution to the Field 

This paper adds to the contribution of academic literature by empirically exploring the 

differences in gender that apply for external funding with regard to an entrepreneur’s self-

perception. Overall, this study intends to contribute towards a narrower funding gap and 

consequently, a narrower overall gender gap within the field of entrepreneurial gender studies. 

Accessing business finance and the topic of gender has recently been the cause of intense 

research and wider policy concern, with the increasingly growing interest of issues regarding 

women's entrepreneurship and their business ownership (Harrison and Mason, 2007). However, 

the academic research surrounding the topic of this funding gap as a direct consequence of self-

perceptions has not markedly been explored in comparison to the other contributing factors that 

have a broader subject range. Therefore, the research performed in the study hopes to contribute 

to a broader analysis of self-perception correlated to funding in future academic work, as there 

appears to be an academic ‘gap’ in the literature on self-perception, female entrepreneurship and 

external funding combined. Studying perception is imperative because it often comes before real 
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actions, and such perceptions, even when false, can be as damaging as the presence of an actual 

barrier to funding. 

1.4 Roadmap 

The thesis is divided into six main chapters. The first part of the thesis, the Introduction, has 

introduced the topic of self-perception, gender, and the funding gap, highlighting its growing 

importance for academic research and its continuation in the field of gender and entrepreneurial 

studies.  

The second chapter, Literature Review, reviews the current literature surrounding the gender 

‘funding gap’, which will lay the foundation for the empirical study. It begins with providing 

more knowledge of the situation of female entrepreneurs in Europe and the gender funding gap 

before revealing internal as well as external factors. Both the supply and the demand side will be 

discussed. This part will use the literature review to develop six hypotheses. 

The third chapter, Methodological Framework, explains the reasoning behind quantitative 

research methods, as well as the setup of the questionnaire, the qualifier questions and how the 

data will be collected including categorisation, scale of measurement and types of phrasing used 

to attract potential respondents to the questionnaire. 

The fourth part, Results, is the empirical study, commencing with the results of the study. The 

data is presented as means in tables and is distinguished by female and male entrepreneurs who 

have and have not applied for funding. Then follows a t-Test of the data for each of the items 

included in the questionnaire.  

In the fifth part, Discussion, the results are followed by a comprehensive analysis of the five 

different categories and a discussion. This chapter compares the results of each category with the 

previously reviewed literature. 

The sixth part, Conclusion, and final chapter of this thesis details the discussion. This section will 

bring together all the analysis from the literature review and then will look forward at the ways 

this study could assist future research on self-perception and the funding gap. 

 



 7 

2. Literature Review 
2.1 Challenges in Female Entrepreneurship 

In order to understand the gender ‘funding gap’ in Europe, it is important to look at the 

composition and background of female entrepreneurship in Europe in general. Whilst the gender 

gap between men and women in employment appears to be slowly improving (with salaries and 

rates steadily narrowing), the differences in entrepreneurial careers are still evident within many 

European statistics (European Parliament, 2013). In 2016, there are fewer female than male 

entrepreneurs in the EU as well as globally (GEM 2015/2016 Global Report, 2016). The growth 

of the importance of women-owned businesses has been accompanied by a rapidly expanding 

literature on female entrepreneurship and business ownership which confirms women in 

enterprise is still regarded as one of the ‘untapped sources of entrepreneurial activities and 

happens to be a worldwide issue’ (Afandi et al., 2014, p.2).  

 
Empirical studies theorise that women are less likely to prefer early stage entrepreneurial activity 

(start-up phase) from which they rarely take the next steps to forming a business to the later stage 

(Bonte and Piegeler, 2013; Langowitz and Minniti, 2007). However, statistics prove that when  

women  commit to  becoming self-employed, they have an equal chance to the success of their 

enterprise as men (Nikolova et al., 2012; Afandi and Kermani, 2014). Low rates of female 

entrepreneurial activity indicate that women today still face substantial challenges when starting 

their own venture. Previous studies suggest that access to education, networks or even women’s 

characteristics and traits are some of the reasons for the gender gap (Kwong et al., 2012). The 

GEM report concludes that 'fear of failure' has been revealed as the top reason world-wide by 

aspiring female business owners for not starting their own enterprise (GEM 2015/2016 Global 

Report, 2016). Moreover, women in Europe are motivated to start an enterprise by necessity, 

rather than by opportunity which are also started in less innovative sectors (European Parliament, 

2013). 

 

These substantial challenges can be described as a ‘glass ceiling’. This proverb was first 

mentioned in the 1980s to reference an invisible barrier that hinders women to achieve senior 

executive positions in the corporate world only based on gender bias. Many scholars implied that 

women entrepreneurs try to escape the glass ceiling by starting their own company (Winn, 2004). 

However, this invisible barrier also exists outside the corporate world and equally impedes 
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women entrepreneurs from reaching their full potential by hindering their access to the required 

capital in order to start their own company (Bosse and Taylor III, 2012).  

 

Bruni et al. (2004) defined these challenges into two main types that they found in the majority of 

studies conducted in the EU: The first one is the socio-cultural status of women, which 

determines that women’s main role is to take care of domestic and family responsibilities. This 

view of women limits their credibility in starting their own business. The next challenge type is 

women’s access to networks of assistance and information. These networks are often women’s 

main source of business contacts and relevant information. However, these networks ‘equally 

often comprise more or less overt mechanisms of gender exclusion’ (p.19).  

 
Women entrepreneurs are more likely to start a home-based or part time enterprise and usually 

start their companies in lower performing industries. Marlow et al. (2013) argue that this does not 

cause female entrepreneurs to under-perform, but rather leads to constrained performance. Under-

performance implies that women fail to accomplish their entrepreneurial potential whereas 

constrained performance suggest that women-owned companies ‘meet[s] the market norm limited 

by context’ (p.120). 

2.2 The ‘Gender Funding Gap’ 

Women face certain challenges gaining the resources, credibility and motivations required to 

engage fairly in entrepreneurship within the current economy (OEDC, 2012). It is recorded that 

89% of women-owned businesses do not even seek venture funding, which may be due to their 

perception that funding is unattainable (GBA for Women Summit, 2014). Carter and Rosa (1998) 

reveals that due to lack of capital, female owned firms ‘underperform’ in almost every 

circumstance and this can be linked directly to undercapitalisation (Lam, 2010). Additionally, 

studies have shown that women’s start-up capital is worth only one third of the amount of capital 

used by male entrepreneurs, which consequently draws links between poor performance and 

start-up costs (Barclays Bank Plc, 2000).    

 

The ability to freely access finance is an important building block towards the start-up process 

and consequent performance of a female-led enterprise. Hence, any barriers to achieving finance 

may have a detrimental effect on the growth of firms (Marlow and Patton, 2005). There is also 

support that female entrepreneurs entering self-employment are disadvantaged by gender as they 
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are faced with ‘gender-biased undercapitalisation’. Watson and Newby (2005) draw upon the 

feminist theory that male and female entrepreneurs in fact have few performance differences, in 

terms of total income to total assets, however women had fewer assets in the first instance to their 

businesses started and remained than their male counterparts. 

2.3 Supply Side 

To understand where the ‘funding gap’ derives from, it is important to divide the study into both 

the ‘supply’ and ‘demand’ side and look at each constraint in further detail. As shown in Figure 

1, the actors who provide the funding are on the supply side. These are usually formal 

institutions, which include venture capitalists, banks, and business angels. Venture capitalists are 

often required for new venture financing, as they accept higher levels of risk, compared to banks 

who traditionally finance more well-built, established companies. Moreover, they all categorised 

as formal methods of funding. The actors who ‘demand’ the external finance are the 

entrepreneurs themselves and their own personal perceptions on applying for funding (Lins and 

Lutz, 2016). 

 
TABLE	  1:	  SUPPLY	  AND	  DEMAND	  INSTITUTIONS	  

Access to Finance 

Supply Demand  

● Venture Capital 
● Banks 
● Business Angels 
● Grants 

● Entrepreneur  
 

 
 
 

 

There are many constraints on the ‘supply side’ that need to be taken into consideration when 

examining the reasons behind the gender ‘funding gap’. These constraints include for example 

structural variations such as less profitable sectors, less capital, lack of female investors, added 

risk and gender-biased decisions that all have an impact for external investors towards their final 

decision for an applicant. It is necessary to break down these constraints to draw a wider 

understanding and for the study to have full knowledge of the possible various reasons behind 

lower rates of funding for women. 
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Structural disparities between female and male business owners within their industries are known 

to make applying for external capital increasingly difficult for women (Harrison and Mason, 

2007). In a case study led by the European Parliament (2015), it was confirmed in four different 

European countries (Italy, United Kingdom, Sweden, Czech Republic) that women set up 

businesses predominantly within sectors that are ‘female dominated’. Subsequently, these sectors 

have less appeal to investors or lenders due to their low growth and low turnover in the particular 

sector (European Parliament, 2015). Venture capitalists and bank lenders choose to reject loans 

and applications by women, as women often enter business in an oversubscribed industry, 

making financiers unable to fund as a low return is inevitable in the designated profession. 

However, there is also an academic debate that because of the perceived difficulties women 

receive when asking for funding, they deliberately choose low-income and low capital sectors, 

reflecting their poor labour market history and traditional stereotypical associations between low 

value work and femininity (Bradley, 2007).  

 

Women entrepreneur's market position is defined by smaller, growth-limited ventures, to which 

these structural traits are transferred onto female preferences (Marlow and Swail, 2013). Bruni et 

al. (2004) raises three arguments that explain the reasons behind women creating new business in 

these tertiary sectors, which may dissuade external sources to provide financing: 

 

i. It is the sector to which they have the most ability and experience; 

ii. Women lack technological skills from STEM subject areas, which tends to dissuade them from 

starting businesses in tech sectors which also decreases their likelihood of survival in the chosen 

fields; 

iii. Women know the difficulties encountered when obtaining financial capital, which induces 

them to choose low capital invested enterprises  

 

A distinct lack of female professionals within the venture capitalist and banking field can have a 

direct effect on the funding of women entrepreneurs. Across Europe, there are currently 75,000 

business angels. The European Trade Association for Business Angels’ (EBAN) 2009 survey 

shows that women comprise of 11.5% of all the boards in Europe. From this, it is reported that it 

takes a significant amount of time to achieve a percentage of 20% women EBAN members, as 

27% of all venture capital boards reported having no female members at all (EBAN White Paper, 

2010). Fandt and Stevens (1991) suggest that developing and improving women’s roles within 
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VC positions can be hugely influential in changing lender’s perspective towards funding more 

female business owners. It can also lessen the stereotypes and gender-biased attitudes on 

women’s perceived ability to perform outside their traditional roles. 

 

Charbonneau (1981) claims the most arduous challenge that face female business owners is a 

ninety-nine percent male financial community (Read, 2002). Moreover, the low membership 

rates of female angel investors, according to EBAN, stem from women's outlook and mindsets, 

lack of recognition and the market economy, which are designed to meet standards of its 

traditional investors; mainly classed as ‘middle aged men’. Women mistakenly perceive that 

large amounts of personal capital is required to become an investor, to which it is observed that 

giving women the opportunity for co-investment or syndication may encourage higher rates of 

participation. Female business owners also tend to underestimate their ability to participate in 

risky investments, as well as their capacity to become risk-making investors like their male 

counterparts. Business angel investment has developed into a primarily male activity and thus has 

the tendency to be excluded from many women in the profession (EBAN, 2010). 

 

Another important constraint that is deemed detrimental for a female business owners applying 

for external funding is the element of trust and a positive relationship between the entrepreneur 

and supply side investors. Academics who examine the supply and demand relationship analyse 

that building a trustworthy relationship between both entrepreneur and investor is essential for the 

successful implementation of capital investments (Landström and Mason, 2012). Shepherd and 

Zacharakis (2001) suggest that trust is not a choice or behaviour, but more a psychological 

circumstance that can be derived from expectations and confidence. Like entrepreneurs, angel 

investors perform their own due diligence on an entrepreneur before choosing to invest. The trust 

factor is therefore an important factor as co-operative relationships are necessary for the success 

of VC funded start-ups. Timmons and Bygrave (1986) propose that the relationship between a 

VC and an entrepreneur are more important to the success of the business than the capital itself, 

whilst Landström and Mason (2012) agree that trust needs both the time and the resources to 

develop, but once built translates into broader networks, better resources which all become 

valuable sources of competitive advantages. Whether or not women have equal resources to 

develop trust more than men is subjective, as female entrepreneurs may not maintain the same 

level of trust through their lack of networks or lack of credibility in the chosen field. Constructing 



 12 

building trusting relationships between a VC could be more challenging when seeking a positive 

investment. 

 

Discrimination 

With the above knowledge in mind, the constraints mentioned could also be an outcome of 

external financing gender bias. Shaw (2006) states that the effects of gender subordination shapes 

women’s economic experience, which is a result of ‘overt discrimination’ by bank lenders. For 

example, the female founder of the start-up company RedRover recalls being actively refused 

funding by venture capitalists based on her abilities as a woman founder (Wired, 2014) However, 

according to Fay and William, (1991) it is necessary differentiate between ‘discrimination’ as a 

logical judgement when assessing the advantages and disadvantages of a loan request in a 

funding situation, and ‘discrimination’ as a result of gender prejudice. In their study, 

discrimination derives from actively refusing funding for a female entrepreneur as a result of 

one’s gender and not any other issues. They also suggest that discrimination is a direct 

consequence of prejudice and gender stereotypes which can only be shown when ‘all relevant 

factors up to the point of loan applications have been equalised’ and added up (Fay and Williams 

1993, p. 365).  

 

The 2012 statistical data on Women Entrepreneurs in Europe notes no significant relationship 

found between barriers to being rejected for bank loans and the rates of female entrepreneurship 

(European Commission, 2014). This suggests that financing towards bank loans does not have a 

big impact on the future of female entrepreneurs who obtain financing through other methods.  

However, despite this evidence, due to legal issues, bankers need to be more aware of 

unconscious gender bias, and try to avoid issuing statements that might affect a female 

entrepreneur negatively. Therefore, this study cannot determine whether there is actively supply 

side discrimination as bank lenders are not guilty of discrimination. Rather, applicant's’ social 

and environmental related experiences have disadvantaged female entrepreneurs compared to 

their male counterparts (Fay and Williams, 1993). Women behave in different financial ways and 

have different behaviours, to which it is important that lenders understand them and not have a 

preconceived idea of ‘how a women-owned business might perform’ (GBA for Women Summit, 

2014, no pagination). 
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2.4 Demand Side  

With the supply side factors concentrating on external financing, the demand side factors focus 

mainly on the entrepreneur and their own decisions that may contribute towards the reasons 

behind the ‘funding gap’. This study will adopt the approach first created by Jain and Ali (2013) 

who split the factors influencing entrepreneurship funding into extrinsic environmental factors 

and intrinsic individual characteristics. Environmental factors can include infrastructure, 

government policies, and lack of accumulated capital such as networks, capital, and knowledge 

about financial services. Individual characteristics are personality, skills, and traits or 

psychological characteristics in combination with personal circumstances. These can include 

traditional roles and domestic circumstances as well as women’s perception about themselves. 

However, it should be noted that both can directly influence the other. This chapter will briefly 

reveal the main extrinsic environmental factors and then elaborate on the intrinsic individual 

characteristics, in particular women’s self-perception and draw hypotheses from the findings 

from the literature. 

2.4.1 Extrinsic Environmental Factors1 

Government Policies 

Environmental factors influence entrepreneurs directly. One extrinsic factor that serves as an 

example within this study are the effect of governmental policies. Each European country has its 

own policies regarding female benefits and rights. Many EU policies and legislations are in 

favour of female entrepreneurs. The directive 2010/41/EU of the European Parliament and the 

Council of 7 July 2010 is directed towards the equal treatment of self-employed men and women 

and forbids any form of discrimination against an individual based on sex. It enables EU 

countries to provide positive action measures against direct and indirect discrimination as well as 

(sexual) harassment. This includes for examples social protection rights such as unemployment 

benefits, which cover the entrepreneur and can be extended to their spouses as well. Important in 

this matter are also the maternity rights that are granted to entrepreneurs and their (female) 

spouse, who contribute to the entrepreneurial activity of the self-employed worker. They are 

entitled to 14 weeks of maternity allowance. This allowance shall be equivalent to the average 

lost profit or income, but it is constrained by ceiling limits. It should also be equivalent to 

                                                
1 It must be acknowledged that extrinsic environmental factors is a variable that can be placed both on the 
supply and demand side, however, this thesis will place these factors on the demand side. 
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allowance provided at national level and other family-related allowances established at national 

law. During a women’s maternity leave, the Member States have to ensure that women have 

access to replacement services or any other social services. The main purpose of this directive is 

that self-employed workers are treated in the same manner as standard employees with regards to 

social protection (European Parliament directive, 2010/41/EU). This directive can have a direct 

influence on female entrepreneurs’ businesses in terms type of industry and growth, which 

consequently affects them in applying and obtaining funding.  

There are, however, policies that are not in favour of female entrepreneurs and constrain 

women’s access to funding. In Denmark for example, a female entrepreneur who is the only 

owner of a business is forbidden to continue working while on maternity leave. If she does decide 

to work, her maternity benefits are cut (Neergaard and Thrane, 2011). This may result in women 

keeping their business small and not applying for funding or to shutting down their business 

completely.  

 
Personal Savings as Choice of Financing 

As stated previously, lack of accumulated capital such as money is one of the environmental 

factors. Howorth (2001) investigated the ‘Pecking Order Hypothesis’, originally coined by Myers 

as the ‘Pecking Order of Capital structure Theory’. The theory relates to the approach that 

business owners will follow four main sources of funding in the chronological order: personal 

savings, debt financing, grants and venture capital (McAdam, 2013). 

 
FIGURE	  1:	  PECKING	  ORDER	  HYPOTHESIS	  

 
Women entrepreneurs are especially known to follow this framework as shown in Figure 1. Since 

the majority of female owned business prefer to seek finance first from their own resources, their 

aversion to debt appears to be stronger than males. However, as previously observed, 

undercapitalisation of women maintains a difficult challenge for women entering self-

employment which could undermine their ability to use personal finances. Whilst women prefer 
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to self-fund their enterprise, social and economic barriers, such as workplace subordination, often 

prevent women from accumulating their own resources to gain such independence to use their 

own adequate reserve of personal funds. 

2.4.2 Intrinsic Individual Characteristics 

Women’s Role in Society and Domestic Circumstances 

Another important factor on the demand side for female entrepreneurs’ limited access to funding 

are intrinsic individual characteristics such as women’s role in society and consequently their 

domestic circumstances. Both have a direct impact on whether or to what extent women 

undertake funding. Financial gains as well as independence are motivations for both men and 

women to become an entrepreneur. However, many women also choose to become an 

entrepreneur to be able to keep their familial and domestic commitments in balance with their 

work (McGowan et al., 2012). However, even though women have become more emancipated in 

many fields such as the workplace, education, and gender equality, their role as the main pillar of 

domestic life has relatively not changed much (Winn, 2004). That is why some women decide 

against going back to the corporate world after having children and decide to start their own 

business instead (McGowan et al., 2012).  Goffee and Scase (1985) classify female entrepreneurs 

in four different types: conventional, domestic, radical and innovative. According to their study, 

only the domestic female entrepreneur balances their work around the family situation and 

believes strongly in the traditional role of women in society. However, it should be taken into 

account that in the 20 years since their study has been conducted much has changed in terms of 

gender equality. Most of the women, who were highly affected by domestic circumstances when 

deciding to become an entrepreneur, are pursuing their business part-time and in areas that are 

traditionally female and not as profitable such as retail (McGowan et al., 2012). This limits their 

chances of obtaining funding, since, as already mentioned in chapter two, venture capitalist grant 

funding to more profitable areas such as engineering, which are mostly dominated by male 

entrepreneurs.  

 

Self-Avoidance 

More female than male entrepreneurs deliberately decide against applying for external finance. 

The phrase, as coined by academics, is known as ‘self-selected avoidance’.  Marlow and Swail 

(2014) believe self-avoidance attributes to the structural dissimilarities between male and 

female’s business, which significantly determines how much external finance is required for a 
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female entrepreneur’s business. Read (2002), suggest there is also the 'need' within financing of 

female owned businesses. If female-owned firms remain small for their own means, they 

physically do not require any financial capital, to which it is important to add that females have 

different capital requirements so they are more likely to avoid funding. Other reasons for 

dismissing the ‘need’ for external financing include female entrepreneurs may want to avoid 

exchanging any equity for external funding, however, women also avoid applying altogether due 

to their lack of self-efficacy to manage a business and that they prefer to avoid any financial 

commitment as a result (Kariv, 2013).  

 

Women’s Self Perceptions/Self-Efficacy 

While society’s beliefs can show how entrepreneurship is perceived externally, personal views on 

entrepreneurship may impact whether an individual would consider setting up their own 

enterprise. The GEM was one of the first global studies that looked further into items related to 

self-perception and attitudes of entrepreneurs. The GEM 2016 report assesses individual self-

perceptions within three different categories: ‘whether people see opportunities and whether 

those seeking new opportunities would feel constrained by fear of failure, whether they believe 

they are capable of starting a business, and whether they intend to do so within the next three to 

five years’ (GEM, 2016 p55). 

 

Hughes and Jennings (2012) observe that female business owners perceive themselves with less 

self-efficacy than men within the start-up setting and entrepreneurial activities, whilst Verheul et 

al. (2002) conclude from their study that female entrepreneurs are less likely to perceive 

themselves as actual entrepreneurs. Just 46% of women business owners in the United States 

believe they have the correct ability and expertise to start their own business, compared to 61% of 

men surveyed by the GEM (Duffy, 2016). This self-perception alone determines that women 

entrepreneurs could perceive themselves as less likely to receive external funding in an 

entrepreneurial setting. The perception of women entrepreneur’s individual traits and attitudes are 

important factors in the acquisition of external capital but are often disregarded in studies that 

focus on the ‘funding gap’. The main areas that women tend to perceive themselves that may 

have a direct impact when applying for finance are aversion to risk, lack of confidence, portrayal 

of femininity in entrepreneurship and perceived credibility. These factors all entrench on the 

financial decisions made by an entrepreneur and how they will be perceived by external investors 

(Read, 2002). On this basis, the study proposes the first hypothesis of the study: 
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H1. Women entrepreneurs have overall low self-perceptions of themselves than male 
entrepreneurs (and are thus expected to have more difficulty acquiring external finance) 

 
Studies drawn by Kwong et al. (2012) found that women business owners are more likely than 

male entrepreneurs to perceive gaining financing as the most significant barrier to 

entrepreneurship (European Parliament Policy Department, 2015) The results also indicate that 

perception of this funding issue by women manifests itself before any type of entrepreneurial 

activity has begun. This shows that such perceptual problems can negatively affect business 

aspiration and success, as well as actual participation, both in terms of size and sector of 

involvement, amongst enterprising women (European Parliament, 2013). 

 

There are certain risk attentive properties that are believed to be male-specific and traditionally 

belong as certain masculine behaviours in the business environment (European Parliament Policy 

Department, 2015). Drawing these constructs together in the context of gender suggests that 

inherent risk adversity will detrimentally impact upon women’s propensity towards 

entrepreneurship, their funding strategies, and firm performance (Marlow and Swail, 2014). 

Evidence shows women are more likely to display traits that are associated with lower risk-

taking, such as greater risk aversion and lower confidence (Babcock and Laschever, 2003). There 

may also be less desire to be involved in fierce, competitive settings which relates to women 

‘self-avoiding’ the opportunity to pursue funding (Cronson and Gneezy, 2009). Risk-averse 

nature associated with femininity means that women in general are less likely to believe in their 

ability to obtain finance (Kwong et al., 2012). 

 

In a study conducted by Byrnes et al. (1999) there were only some significant differences found 

between men and women based on their sex, and that was that men have a higher risk-taking 

propensity (Harris et al., 2006). Another study performed by Dalborg et al (2015) further 

explored if female business owners ‘perceive more risks than men’ and determined how having 

higher perceptions to risk could refrain entrepreneurs from making vital decisions on their 

company. The study also showed female business owners’ perceptions towards risk have a direct 

impact on their business, their start-up decisions and their passions (Dalborg et al, 2015). The 

outcomes to these recent studies show that women let risk interfere with their own decisions 

along the start-up process (Dalborg et al., 2015). Carter and Shaw (2006) confirm that aversion to 
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risk is one probable reason that explains why women entrepreneurs continually seek difficulties 

obtaining financing. Following this research, the second hypothesis was formed: 

 

H2. Women entrepreneurs are more risk averse than men (and are thus expected to have 

more difficulty acquiring external finance) 

 

Women are more likely to be discouraged when applying for loans or venture capital due to their 

self-perception that their application will be rejected. This may, in part, explain the less 

likelihood of women applying credit which could prove why just 11% of women-owned 

businesses even seek venture funding (McAdam, 2013; GBA for Women Summit, 2014). 

Therefore, women entrepreneurs seek a lower amount of investing due to their lack of perceived 

confidence in obtaining high achieving results and a return upon investment, which proves 

undesirable to equity and supplying financiers. Stendardi et al, (2006, p. 234) suggest ‘females 

experience more cognitive dissonance, or uncertainty, related to their financial decisions’, whilst 

Brown (2002) explains that one reason for the lower numbers of women entrepreneurs could be 

due to a lack of self-esteem and low self-perception amongst females (Marlow and Swail, 2013). 

The GEM 2002 identified that, whilst women entrepreneurship is increasing, one of the reasons 

that stops women from starting up in business is fear of failure. Fear of failure could also be the 

reason why ‘more women than men are concerned with obtaining training and education in 

business, management and technology issues’ (GEM, 2002, no pagination). Thus, laying the basis 

for the third hypothesis: 

 
H3. Women entrepreneurs have a greater fear of failure than men (and are thus expected 
to have more difficulty acquiring external finance) 

 

The GEM report similarly noted that whilst women had the skills to become entrepreneurs, they 

themselves could not actually see this. Brown (2002) discovered that the most common barrier to 

entrepreneurship for females is lack of self-confidence. 82% of female students cited lack of 

confidence as a barrier in comparison to 71% of male students (Eastwood, 2004). The findings 

are agreed with previous research on adults, which have indicated that women are likely to limit 

their career choices due to doubting their skills (Bandura, 1992), and that women tend to avoid 

entrepreneurial activities because they perceive themselves to lack the required skills (Chen et al., 

1998). Using statistics from the GEM data, the fourth hypothesis in this thesis will allude: 
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H4. Women entrepreneurs have less confidence in their abilities (self-efficacy) compared 

to men (and are thus expected to have more difficulty acquiring external finance). 

 
Eastwood (2004) confirms although the evidence suggest women have strong networking and 

interpersonal skills, studies believe women still face challenges in accessing the proper social 

connections in order to acquire resources to support the growth of their own firm. Hoanga and 

Antoncic (2003) discovered that maintaining social networks to other entrepreneurs significantly 

reduces an entrepreneur’s self-perceptions to financial constraints when running a business. 

However, women’s entrepreneurial social contacts have less an impact in minimising these 

perceptions of financial barriers compared to male entrepreneurs. Women often struggle to enter 

male-dominated business networks that are perceived to be of higher quality (Aldrich et al., 

1989). Female entrepreneur’s omission from these networks may reduce their own confidence in 

their own ability to obtain finance. Although smaller and more recent sample studies conducted 

by Foss (2010) revealed no obvious distinction between male and female social networks, the 

research does indicate that there is most likely more differences between gender and networking 

activities (Kwong et al., 2012).  The fifth hypothesis has therefore been constructed: 

 
H5. Women entrepreneurs believe they have a less supportive network compared to men 
(and are thus expected to have more difficulty acquiring external finance). 
 

Alongside being risk-adverse and lacking confidence in their own start-up ventures, women may 

face obstacles to gaining the credibility and resources required to participate fully in 

entrepreneurship. Kratt’s (2003) study shows during interviewing a selection of female 

entrepreneurs, they all internally believed to face difficulties with some areas of credibility to 

which they work harder than male entrepreneurs for their credibility in running their own 

business. She found three main barriers that affect a female entrepreneur’s credibility: ‘Old-

Fashioned Barriers, Business Related Barriers, and Perceptions of Knowledge’ (p.13). This 

perceived credibility has a detrimental effect on the outcome of whether or not women obtain 

funding and therefore will form the final proposition of the thesis: 

 

H6. Women entrepreneurs believe their business is less credible (and are thus expected to 

have more difficulty acquiring external finance). 
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It is also imperative to examine within this study that some of the self-perceptions mentioned 

above are derived from how society view women in a traditional role against the role of 

entrepreneurship, being a 'masculine' career choice. The values attached to ‘feminine’ 

characteristics and masculine stereotypes constructs ‘myths’ associated with their gender 

regarding their inability to generate business of interest to external financiers (Marlow and Swail, 

2014). Watson and Newby (2005) conducted a survey to convey attitudes and expectations of 

random SME owner operators. It was discovered that unlike femininity, masculinity is highly 

correlated with all the ‘traditional’ psychological traits of entrepreneurship. This is an important 

outlook that women’s perceptions can derive from existing traditional stereotypes that have been 

in place for generations. Therefore, gender as a social construct is derived from enacted 

behaviour, which reflects masculinity and patriarchy (Marlow and Swail, 2014; Bradley, 2007). 

Existence of gendered stereotypes can actually act as a barrier to women securing finance as they 

feed negative assumptions about the relationship between women and entrepreneurship 

(McAdam, 2013).  

2.5 Summary of Literature Review 

The research above is generated around the statistics of low rates of financing and lower 

entrepreneurship in female-owned businesses. Indeed, the studies have suggested, female 

entrepreneurs face many challenges in comparison to their male counterparts and this is for a 

multitude of reasons. However, the academic literature does not place particular focus on self-

perception, hence the need for this study. The rates for female entrepreneurs to receive external 

funding are lower than for male entrepreneurs and these constraints can be split into demand side 

factors (which are either intrinsic and extrinsic factors) and supply side factors. On the supply 

side, there are structural variations between male and female industries which make external 

financing harder for women. The significant lack of females fulfilling the roles of venture 

capitalists or investors makes the field a masculine field, which can prove more difficulties for 

female business owners seeking funding from a male occupied sector. On the demand side, 

women’s traditional roles within their domestic circumstances, government policies as well as 

their perception about themselves and their self-esteem contribute towards the gap. The six main 

hypotheses were related to the literature surrounding women’s self-perceptions as a constraint 

towards the funding gap. Using credible data from the GEM report and other global statistics, the 

theories were constructed to predict that low self-perception negatively affects women business 
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owners applying for funding. Prior research stresses the gender ‘funding gap’ has a number of 

contributing factors, mainly stemming from sense of self awareness in a business. This study was 

designed to test a number of self-perception factors including: risk-averse roles, self-efficacy, 

fear of failure, credibility, all in which play a decisive yet negative role in women’s access to 

external finance. The most decisive findings of the literature review have been compiled and 

developed into a work-model, which is illustrated below. 

 
FIGURE	  2:	  FACTORS	  INFLUENCING	  THE	  FUNDING	  GAP	  
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3. Methodological Framework 

The purpose of the methodology is to describe how the study was conducted and to reveal the in-

depth logical reasoning behind every aspect of the performed study. The study is required to 

explore the research question on women’s self-perception, perception in entrepreneurs and the 

funding gap. This chapter also explains the rationale behind the used methods for the empirical 

study and the decision to use quantitative methods over qualitative research. Lastly, this chapter 

also includes the limitations of the study in terms of reliability and validity. The study was 

presented during the Spring Semester 2016 at Uppsala University as part of two candidate’s final 

thesis of the Entrepreneurship Master Program to which the research is based on a multi-stage 

process (Saunders et al., 2012) that included the following criteria: 

  

1. Clarifying and formulating the topic 

2. Reviewing the literature 

3. Designing the questionnaire 

4. Data collection 

5. Data analysis 

6. Conclusion 

  

Using this process has clearly presented a step-by-step framework to arrive at the final result. The 

performed study aims to analyse if the ‘funding gap’ suggests gender differences due to self-

perceptions, to which the multi stage process guides the reader through this process smoothly, 

from clarification and formulating the topic to presenting a strong conclusion. 

3.1 Literature Review 

To achieve a deeper understanding about the topic, a critical literature review was performed, 

mainly using secondary research, which served as an academic base for the empirical study and 

discussion. This study both reviewed background information towards self-perception, 

entrepreneurship and gender as well as academic literature within the field of entrepreneurial 

studies and various other professions. The background information, presented in this case, for 

example, are societal problems such as the gender gap which justified the context of the study. 
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The topic begun as barriers to female entrepreneurship and articles that gave a general 

understanding of female entrepreneurship and the barriers that women might encounter while 

starting their own business were gathered. From this starting literature, the study was able to 

continue toward women’s self-perception in an entrepreneurial setting and moving onto external 

funding.  However, as mentioned in the introduction, the field of academic literature for women’s 

self-perception in relation to financing is a topic that is a more niche topic over female 

entrepreneurship, which has a much wider academic history. For the collection of literature, the 

following keywords were used to draw in a more specific gathering of secondary sources, which 

would be related to the core of the study: 

 
TABLE	  2:	  DEVELOPMENT	  OF	  KEYWORD	  SEARCH	  FOR	  LITERATURE	  REVIEW	  

Keywords 1 Keywords 2 

Barriers and Challenges 

Gender Gap 

Female Entrepreneurship in Europe 

Discrimination 

(Female) Self-Perception 

(Gender) Funding Gap 

Self-efficacy 

Access to External Finance 

Supply and Demand 

  

Table 2 represents “Keywords 1” being the original keyword search for relevant academic 

literature to begin the study towards the literature review, whilst “Keywords 2” shows the 

development and of the keyword search after the original “Keyword 1” search had been analysed 

and performed. This shows how the research evolved slowly over time, for example, from 

researching ‘Female Entrepreneurship’ to ‘Supply and Demand’ factors. 

  

The reviewed secondary articles originated from Uppsala University library online portal and 

internet databases from OECD/European Commission, Entrepreneurship journals and the GEM 

gave the study a broader understanding of the field of female entrepreneurship including a 

significant amount of statistical data. As the research continued, the scope of this thesis was then 

narrowed and focused only on the demand side of funding and if women’s self-perception relates 

to the funding gap. The reviewed secondary articles were mostly picked from reputable female 

entrepreneurship journals such as International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour & 

Research and Journal of Business Venturing and from references in the used articles. However, 
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some were chosen from online articles from widely known business websites such as 

Forbes.com. Choosing these articles gave a current perspective on the thesis, to which we believe 

the used articles have a high validity. The articles and journals used were relevant and mostly 

updated, as the literature was often published post 2005, making the information supplied current 

for a modern interpretation. It is important to keep literature current for this study as gender and 

entrepreneurship is a constantly shifting topic, for example, new EU policies or legislation, or 

society’s attitudes evolve over time.  After the literature was reviewed critically, a conclusion 

was drawn with several hypotheses and a work model. 

3.2 Research Methods 

This study is mainly focused on quantitative research methods, based on self-completed internet-

based questionnaire using Google Forms. The choice for this method is affected by resources, 

which include time, availability of respondents and automation of data entry. Quantitative 

methods are useful for a number of reasons; for example, the study could reach out to a wider 

number of participants and make generalised conclusions. The study did not perform one-on-one 

interviews, which are more time consuming and individual, yet are often lacking reflection from 

a wider participant base. Although qualitative research methods are more intense, longer and 

flexible with the ability to in-depth detail, another reason for selecting a quantitative method was 

its ability to support different research categories through careful selection of the questions in the 

survey. Given the time constraints to complete the study, the best solution to collect data was by 

using an online questionnaire promoted through networks and social media. The use of an 

internet-based questionnaire helped reach a broader audience in Europe in a more relaxed 

environment. Since the questionnaires were answered at home, the participants were more 

flexible and did not feel pressured to answer in a controlled setting. An internet-based 

questionnaire was also selected because it simplified the analysis due to automated data entry 

using Google Forms. 

  

The study joined Facebook and LinkedIn groups and posted the link to the survey sites due to 

time-constraints and the need to reach out to a large number of people. The groups were aimed at 

entrepreneurs and a personalised note was tailored for each group (see appendix). The paper will 

provide a EU perspective to fit in with evidence from the GEM report, the literature and the 

study’s own empirical survey. The study will also adopt an EU viewpoint to have more 
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manageable and comparable focus groups. The social media groups, which varied largely in size 

of members, have two common denominators to ensure the best possible chance for a positive 

response to meet criteria: 

 

● The Facebook groups were European orientated to attract European respondents. The 

LinkedIn groups were female orientated. 

● The Facebook and LinkedIn groups had the name ‘Entrepreneur’ or ‘Start Up’ in the title. 

 

In order to achieve the results from the survey, the main results are focused on entrepreneurs with 

the following specification, meaning only these participants were selected and compared for 

analysis: 

 

● Female respondents who were a) European Citizens and b) registered a business and have 

considered applying for funding. 

● Male respondents who were a) European Citizens and b) registered a business and have 

considered applying for funding. 

 

This attempts to reveal any differences in perception on a gender level and creates the crux of the 

study, which will be the main basis of how women perceive external funding in comparison to 

their male counterparts. However, an additional exploratory analysis was required in order to 

delve deeper in the results to see if there are differences in self-perception that have an effect on 

those applying for funding or prevent entrepreneurs from applying at all. The aim was to compare 

whether there is a higher self-perception from entrepreneurs who have applied for funding against 

entrepreneurs who have considered but did not apply. This would show if self-perception played 

a part in entrepreneur’s applying for funding at all. For the further analysis the scores were 

compared between: 

 

● Female respondents who have applied for external funding 

● Male respondents who have applied for external funding 

● Females who have considered funding but did not apply for external funding 

● Males who have considered funding but did not apply for external funding. 
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Set Up of the Questionnaire 
In order to explain the purpose of this research and to introduce the topic to the respondents, the 

survey included a cover letter (see appendix). By doing so, this study wanted to achieve a 

positive response rate. The high response rates were required due to qualifier question that was 

inputted in the survey for a certain specific number of entrepreneurs only from the EU who had 

considered funding, so qualifier questions were added at the beginning of the survey, which 

would sort out the useful applicants. Upon completion the survey received over 100 responses 

which only 68 could be used due to the qualifier questions not being answered correctly. 

  

For the categorisation of questions, Heatherton and Polivy (1991) divide self-esteem into three 

components: (1) Performance self-esteem, social self-esteem, and appearance self-esteem. 

Performance self-esteem refers to a person’s sense of general competence. These competences 

include: efficacy, self-confidence and intellectual abilities. A person’s social self-esteem refers to 

how this person believes others perceive him or herself. It should be noted, however, that the 

perception rather than reality is important. Appearance self-esteem refers to how a person’s views 

their own appearance. Since female entrepreneurs’ views of their appearance are not relevant for 

the study, the questionnaire will only include performance and social self-esteem categories. 

Furthermore, the study categorised the items into five segments: 

 

● Fear of Failure 

● Skills/Efficacy 

● Risk Aversion 

● Network 

● Credibility 

 

This study has chosen these five categories based on the recurring themes that were found across 

the literature when it was assessed. The five segments were frequently discussed when looking 

into journals discussing the role of self-perception, particularly in gender and entrepreneurship. 

Although all the categories are interlinked with each other in terms of self-perception, it was 

decided to keep them separate as each topic has different varying degrees of how it affects 

women entrepreneurship. For example, fear of failure has been studied as having a large impact 
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on women applying for funding whilst the perception of credibility has less of an impact in recent 

studies. 

  

The questionnaire is loosely based around the ‘Single-Item Self-Esteem scale’ (SISE), which was 

introduced by Robins et al. (2001) to measure women’s self-esteem. They have reported vast 

evidence for its validity and reliability and suggested that each participant rates the item “I have 

high self-esteem” on a 5 point Likert-scale. The items are scored ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The same applies to the questionnaire used in this study; however, 

it is modified and expanded to sixteen items. Although the GEM report, which some of the 

questions are based on, has asked questions such as ‘Do you have the knowledge, skill and 

experience required to start a new business?’, this study has phrased the statements in accordance 

to Heatherton and Polivy’s (1991) self-esteem scale, which offer a more personalised statement 

effect using ‘I’ instead of ‘You’. The language of the survey was adapted to suit the audience of 

the responders. Using simplified language to target members of the EU who might not have 

English as their native language will ensure a higher response rate. 

  

Some of the items are positively worded, e.g. ‘I believe I am a successful entrepreneur’, and 

some are negatively worded, e.g. ‘I fear I would be unable to pay back a loan or meet 

requirements if I applied for funding’. The positive worded questions give entrepreneurs with 

high self-esteem a high score; however, the negatively worded questions give entrepreneurs with 

low self-esteem a high score as well. To create consistency among the different items, the 

negatively worded items were reverse-scored. High scores on the negatively worded questions 

were transformed to low scores, indicating low scores of the measured attributes so that a high 

score reflects a positive attitude/high self-perception and a low score reflects a negative 

attitude/low self-perception. 

  

This survey takes pre-existing research and studies’ updated questions to create the main basis of 

the survey. The questions for the survey of this thesis were originally selected and based on three 

articles of published academic literature that focus on surveying self-perception/entrepreneurship. 

The three articles were chosen specifically for their rigorous research and primary study, which 

gave successful results with their own chosen formatting of the questions.  As described in Table 

3, the three articles, Heatherton, Zafar and the GEM 2016 successfully completed surveys on 

self-perceptions. 
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TABLE	  3:	  CHANGES	  MADE	  FROM	  ORIGINAL	  SURVEY	  QS	  TO	  SURVEY	  QS	  	  	  

Article Article Survey 

Questions 

Modified Survey 

Questions 

Notes 

“I am worried 

about what other 

people think of 

me” 

I am worried about 

what other people 

think of my 

business. 

“I am worried 

about whether I 

am regarded as a 

success or 

failure” 

I fear my business 

will fail 

T. F. Heatherton,  

‘Development and 

validation of a scale 

for measuring state 

self-esteem’ 

“I feel inferior to 

others at this 

moment” 

I feel that my 

business is inferior 

to others 

The psychological theory based 

article focuses specifically on 

perception of the self, and 

divides its survey questionnaire 

into separate categories as well as 

using its single item self-esteem 

scale (SISE) as a measure of the 

survey. 

“Risk taking was 

main reason for 

success” 

 

I believe that taking 

risks is part of my 

success 

Dr. S. Zafar, 

‘Examining Factors of 

Entrepreneurial 

Success: Culture, 

Gender, Education, 

Family, Self-

Perception 

“I am successful 

as an 

entrepreneur” 

I believe I am a 

successful 

entrepreneur 

This study undertakes research to 

understand if there are 

differences in female/male 

entrepreneurs with respect to 

knowledge, influence, perceived 

reasons for success and perceived 

gender roles. 

2016 Global 

Entrepreneurship 

Monitor Report 

“Do you have the 

knowledge, skill 

and experience 

required to start a 

new business?“ 

 

I have the skills, 

knowledge and 

experience to run 

my business 

successfully 

GEM consists of large stratified 

global random samples and was 

an initiative that asked items 

relating to perceptions to 

entrepreneurship, it is possible to 
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 “Would fear of 

failure prevent 

you from starting 

a business?” 

I fear I would be 

unable to pay back 

a loan or meet 

requirements if I 

applied for funding 

analyse differences between 

countries and also to observe 

changes over time. The main 

aims are to create international 

measures of entrepreneurial 

activity, as well as revealing 

which factors dissuades 

individuals from starting their 

own ventures (GEM, 2016). 

  

3.3. Data and Analysis 

For the study, the data analysis used was both descriptive and inferential statistics. The raw data 

was organized, systemised and put into excel sheets due to its automatic data entry with formulas. 

The score for the negatively-keyed items was reversed and the descriptive statistics included the 

mean for each item. Additionally, the inferential statistics used independent t-tests to determine if 

the self-perceptions differed based on gender. The hypothesis was analysed at the .05 level of 

significance. For the discussion, the data was then analysed with the help of the work model that 

derived from the literature review. 

3.4 Limitations of the Study 

There are several limitations to the study that question the validity of the research. Most 

significantly is the amount of participants that gathered the study’s results. The survey drew in a 

total response of 95 participants. Given the population of Europe’s entrepreneur membership 

estimated at several million, this survey has naturally taken a small percentage of the population 

and therefore cannot be determined as a complete positive representation of all entrepreneurs in 

Europe. Although the lack of large dataset could be a downside to the study, it also hones into a 

particular niche of a subject, which could be useful in preparation for larger, more general scale 

of survey. In the future, research systems with the resources and time allocated can complete a 
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global scale that will such as the GEM, which will allow larger surveys completed on a mass 

level. 

 

From an ethical viewpoint, an issue with the study may be that studies seem to sensitise 

respondents towards the fragile issue of gender and discrimination. The survey questions will not 

attempt to try and persuade women that they're there a definite 'answer' to give the desired result. 

Also, any 'discriminatory behaviour' can be deemed illegal and socially unacceptable, therefore 

may not be correct to place when discussing gender discrimination against women applying for 

funding (Read, 2002). 

 

The majority of research on entrepreneurship gender and self-perception are gained through 

cross-sectional surveys. Foss (2010) suggests this does not allow for first hand experiences of 

entrepreneurs throughout their careers. Not allowing an entrepreneur to reveal their thoughts and 

experiences could limit the scope of the study, and narrative approaches are recommended in 

order to reveal the true nature of a female business owners’ experience.  

 

Using internet-based quantitative forms does not arrive without some questions on reliability of 

the study. The participants are not monitored when completing their survey which could leave 

some participants confused about answering a particular question leaving opportunity for error, in 

comparison to the participant completing an interview based survey where the questions are 

clarified on how to answer. A way to control the reliability of the study would be to conduct the 

surveys for a longer period of time, gathering a larger quantity of participants to improve 

reliability of associates. 

3.5 Overall 

The setup of the questionnaire questions has been developed by three reliable articles on self-

perception to ensure the same response rate as the successful published literature. The 

quantitative methods were used to draw in as many respondents as possible as time allows. The 

results may therefore be from a smaller sample group, however are ensured by using qualifier 

questions and intricate methods of using social networks to gather the right specifications of 

entrepreneurs from the EU. Although the limitations stated above may suggest that using 
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quantitative methods can be somewhat unreliable, the method is believed to be effective 

specifically for this study. 

4. Results 
The following chapter will illustrate the empirical findings from the questionnaire. Initially, the 

thesis follows a descriptive statistical approach and presents the mean differences for each item, 

followed by inferential statistics, which include the results of independent t-tests. The empirical 

findings were analysed even further by singling out all the entrepreneurs older than 31. 

4.1 Study Population 

Given the nature of the release of the survey, the response rate has been subjective as there is no 

definite known figure of a response rate. The postings within the targeted social media groups 

have been predicted to be viewed in the thousands, which could impose a limitation of the study. 

However, 22 individual organisations and entrepreneurs were also contacted separately, with a 

successful completion rate of 15 making the response rate for individual surveys calculated at 

68%. 

 

FIGURE	  3:	  CRITERIA	  DISTRIBUTION	  OF	  STUDY	  POPULATION	  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As seen in the figure above, not every entrepreneur that filled out the questionnaire met the 

criteria of the study. After singling out those entrepreneurs that did not fulfil them, the total 

arrived at 68 entrepreneurs: 31 female and 37 male, who were a match for this study. All 68 
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responders successfully answered all questions and finished the survey to the end and there were 

no incomplete surveys accounted for. 
	  
	  
TABLE	  4:	  RANGE	  OF	  RESPONSE	  

Platform Number Range (Members) Response Rate 

Facebook 75 groups 3 - 16,000  Indefinable  

LinkedIn 8 groups 2,000- 41,000 
 

Indefinable  

Entrepreneurs via 
email 

22 individuals - 68% 

 
The female respondents were on average 36 years old, the youngest being 21 and the oldest being 

59 years old. The majority of women (13 out of 31) were in the age range 21-30. The male 

entrepreneurs had an average age of 31. The youngest male entrepreneur was 23 and the oldest 53 

years old. The majority of male entrepreneurs (20 out of 37) in this study are also between 21 and 

30 years old. 

 

81% of the businesses were registered in the last five years; the remaining 19% were registered in 

the last 10 years. The entrepreneurs’ businesses from each group were very diverse. The biggest 

sectors for female entrepreneurs were Consulting, Retail/E-Commerce and Food/Beverages. For 

male entrepreneurs, the majority have enterprises in the IT or Retail/E-Commerce sector.  

4.2 Empirical Findings  

This section presents the systemized data and is the basis for the analysis. It is regarded as 

significantly different where the difference is greater than 0.5. The data is given as the mean and 

the following table shows a summary of the results from the descriptive statistics analysis of the 

different comparison groups for each of the five categories. The comparison groups women and 

men are divided as well between those who have applied and who have not applied for funding. 

The score for the negatively-keyed items was reversed. 
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TABLE	  5:	  FEAR	  OF	  FAILURE	  DESCRIPTIVE	  STATISTICS	  

Fear of Failure Women Men 

Item Notes Applied 
Not 

applied Total Applied 
Not 

applied Total 
1. I fear my business 
will fail  
 Negatively-keyed item  3.8 3.67 3.71 4.25 3.88 4.08 
2. I fear I would be 
unable to pay back a 
loan or meet 
requirements to my 
providers  Negatively-keyed item  3.6 3.43 3.48 4.15 4.24 4.19 
3. I fear my family 
life would be affected 
if my business failed  Negatively-keyed item  3.38 3.4 3.39 4.1 3.59 3.86 
4. I am worried about 
what other people 
think of my business  Negatively-keyed item  3.2 3.71 3.55 4.5 3.71 4.14 

Total Mean 3.5 3.55 3.53 4.25 3.86 4.07 
Note: All scores are rounded to the nearest hundredth 

 

Table 5 shows the mean scores in the category Fear of Failure. When looking at the total mean, 

it becomes evident that female entrepreneurs (M=3.53) have a significant lower self-perception 

compared to their male counterparts (M=4.07). There is however, only a slight difference 

between female entrepreneurs who applied for funding (M=3.5) and those who have not applied 

(M=3.55). The biggest difference can be observed at item number 2: Female entrepreneurs who 

have not applied for funding (M=3.34) have a significant lower self-perception in their ability to 

pay back loans or to meet the requirements compared to male entrepreneurs (M=4.24). 

 

TABLE	  6:	  SKILLS	  DESCRIPTIVE	  STATISTICS	  

Skills Women Men 

Item Notes Applied 
Not 

applied Total Applied 
Not 

applied Total 
1. I have the skills, 
knowledge and 
experience to run my 
business successfully 

 
4.3 3.9 4.03 4.15 3.71 3.95 

2. I feel that others 
may think my 
business skills and 
experience are 
inferior Negatively-keyed item  3.7 3.38 3.48 3.9 3.88 3.89 
3. I feel that I have 
less business Negatively-keyed item  3.5 3.1 3.23 4.05 3.53 3.81 
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knowledge and skills 
compared to other 
entrepreneurs 

Total Mean 3.83 3.46 3.58 4.03 3.70 3.88 
Note: All scores are rounded to the nearest hundredth 
 

As seen in table 6, male entrepreneurs (M=3.88) only have a slightly higher self-perception in the 

category Skills in comparison with female business owners (M=3.58). Female and male 

entrepreneurs both have a relatively high self-perception of their skills, knowledge and 

experience to run their business successfully (Women: M=4.03, Men: M=3.95). However, female 

entrepreneurs (M=3.48) score lower at item number 3, which measured their social self-esteem 

and how they believe others perceive their skills, compared to male entrepreneurs (M=3.89).  
 
TABLE	  7:	  RISK	  AVERSION	  DESCRIPTIVE	  STATISTICS	  

Risk Aversion Women Men 

Item Notes Applied 
Not 

applied Total Applied 
Not 

applied Total 

1. I believe that 
taking risks is a part 
of my success 

 
4.1 3.95 4 3.95 3.82 3.89 

2. I will make a 
financial decision 
even if I do not know 
the outcome 

 
3.3 3.33 3.3 3.35 3.41 3.38 

3. I am worried about 
growing my business 
 Negatively-keyed item  3.1 3.52 3.39 3.55 3.29 3.43 

Total Mean 3.5 3.6 3.53 3.62 3.51 3.57 
Note: All scores are rounded to the nearest hundredth 
 
The mean scores for the category Risk Aversion are shown in table 7. Women’s total self-

perception (M=3.53) in this category is equal to male’s self-perception (M=3.57). For each of the 

three measured items, the mean scores are almost the same. However, for item 3, women who 

have not applied for funding (M=3.52) have a higher self-perception compared to those who have 

applied for funding (M=3.1). 
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TABLE	  8:	  NETWORKS	  DESCRIPTIVE	  STATISTICS	  

Networks Women Men 

Item Notes Applied 
Not 

applied Total Applied 
Not 

applied Total 
1. I believe I have a 
supportive network 
which makes me 
confident that my 
business can get 
funding 

 
3.7 3.33 3.45 3.15 2.88 3.03 

2. I believe that my 
social network has 
improved my 
business 

 
3.9 4.3 4.03 3.65 4.12 3.86 

3. I feel concerned 
that my network 
thinks my business is 
inferior Negatively-keyed item 2.9 3.62 3.71 4.24 3.8 4 

Total Mean 3.5 3.75 3.73 3.68 3.6 3.63 
Note: All scores are rounded to the nearest hundredth 
 
Table 8 shows the mean scores for the category Networks. Female (M=3.73) and male 

entrepreneurs’ (M=3.63) self-esteem is almost equal when comparing the total mean. For item 1 

and 2, women’s self-perception was in both cases higher compared to male entrepreneurs. 

However, for item number 3, which measured the social self-esteem and how entrepreneurs 

believe their network thinks about their business,  women who have applied (M=2.9) have a 

significant lower self-perception compared to men who have applied for external finance 

(M=4.24). 

 
TABLE	  9:	  CREDIBILITY	  DESCRIPTIVE	  STATISTICS	  

Credibility Women Men 

Item Notes Applied 
Not 

applied Total Applied 
Not 

applied Total 

1. I believe I am a 
successful 
entrepreneur 

 
3.5 3.67 3.61 3.7 3 3.38 

2. I am worried that 
my business is not 
thought as credible in 
my industry Negatively-keyed item  3.3 3.19 3.23 4 3.76 3.89 

Total Mean 3.4 3.43 3.42 3.85 3.38 3.64 
Note: All scores are rounded to the nearest hundredth 
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For the category Credibility, as seen in table 9, male (M=3.64) and female’s total self-perception 

(M=3.69) is almost equal. For item 1, female entrepreneurs (M=3.61) have higher self-esteem 

compared to their male counterparts (M=3.38). But for item 2, which measured their social self-

esteem, females scored significantly lower than their male entrepreneurs. In both cases, those 

entrepreneurs that have applied for funding (Women: M=3.3, Men: M=4) have a higher self-

perception than those that did not apply (Women; M=3.19, Men: M=3.76). 

 

t-Test 
Inferential statistics of five groups of separate two-tailed independent-samples t-tests were 

executed to compare the mean scores and to determine if the means between male and female 

were statistically different at the 0.5 level. 

The first category of t-Tests, comparing women’s perception of fear of failure to men’s 

perception of fear of failure, revealed that the difference was not quite significant for item 1, 

t=1.4411, p=0.1543 and item 3, t=1.4701, p=0.1463. For both item 2 (t=2.4565, p=0.0167) and 4 

(t=2.1028, p=0.0393) it was statistically significant. By looking at the total, it can be concluded 

that the hypothesis (H3), is therefore confirmed due to the statistics being significant. 

The second group of tests compared women’s perception about their skills to men’s perception 

and it was not statistically significant for item 1, t=0.3692, p=0.7132. For item 2 (t=1.6909, 

p=0.0956) it was not quite statistically different and for item 3 (t=2.2336, p=0.0289) it 

statistically different. Therefore, H4 is tested as rejected with this result. 

The third group of tests, comparing the entrepreneurs’ perception about their risk aversion, 

showed that the difference was neither statistically significant for item 1 (t=0.4409, p=0.6607), 

item 2 (t=0.3286, p=0.7435) nor item 3 (t=0.1372, p=0.8913). Therefore, H2 is also rejected 

following the results. 

For test number 4 (networks) the difference was also neither statistically significant for item 1 

(t=1.5119, p=0.1353), item 2 (t=0.6736, p=0.7435) nor item 3 (t=1.3168 p=0.1925). Furthermore,  

H5 has been confirmed as rejected.  

Finally, for the last group of tests, which is credibility, the difference was not statistically 

significant for item 1 (t=0.9943, p=0.3237), but statistically significant for item 2 (t=2.6412, 

p=0.0103). However, judging from the results, H6 can be viewed as not significant and therefore 

is rejected. 
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TABLE	  10:	  MEANS,	  STANDARD	  DEVIATIONS,	  AND	  INDEPENDENT	  T-‐TEST	  FOR	  WOMEN	  AND	  MEN	  	  

 
 

Women (n=31) Men (n=37)  

Category Item Mean SD Mean SD Mean Diff. t p 

1 3.71 0.97 4.08 1.12 0.37 1.4411 0.1543 

2 3.48 1.23 4.19 1.15 0.71 2.4565 0.0167 

3 3.39 1.28 3.86 1.34 0.47 1.4701 0.1463 

4 3.55 1.28 4.14 1.034 0.59 2.1028 0.0393 

Fear of Failure 

Total 3.53 1.19 4.07 1.18 0.54 1.8723 0.0656 

1 4.03 0.89 3.95 0.89 0.08 0.3692 0.7132 

2 3.48 1.09 3.89 0.91 0.41 1.6909 0.0956 

3 3.23 1.05 3.81 1.08 0.58 2.2336 0.0289 
Skills 

Total 3.58 1.03 3.88 0.95 0.3 1.2481 0.2164 

1 4 1.03 3.89 1.02 0.11 0.4409 0.6607 

2 3.3 1 3.38 1 0.18 0.3286 0.7435 

3 3.39 1.09 3.43 1.28 0.04 0.1372 0.8913 
Risk Aversion 

Total 3.53 1.09 3.57 1.11 0.04 0.1492 0.8818 

1 3.45 1.13 3.03 1.15 0.42 1.5119 0.1353 

2 4.03 1.02 3.86 1.05 0.17 0.6736 0.5029 

3 3.71 0.86 4 0.94 0.29 1.3168 0.1925 
Networks 

Total 3.73 1.09 3.63 1.12 0.10 0.3712 0.7117 

1 3.61 0.95 3.38 0.95 0.23 0.9943 0.3237 

2 3.23 1.09 3.89 0.97 0.66 2.6412 0.0103 Credibility 

Total 3.42 1 3.64 0.97 0.22 0.9185 0.3617 
 
Table 10 above shows a summary of the unpaired t-test results between women entrepreneur’ 

self-perception and men entrepreneur’s self-perception of each of the items in the five categories. 

In summary, the inferential statistics of the different independent t-tests showed no (quite) 

statistically significant difference at the .05 level for 11 out of 15 items. The difference was only 

statistically significant for 4 items, which included item 2 and 4 from category Fear of Failure, 

item 3 from category Skills and item 2 from category Credibility.  
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4.3 Further Analysis 

It would be valuable to examine if there is a difference in self-perception between entrepreneurs 

who successfully applied for funding and those whose application was not successful. However, 

ten female entrepreneurs applied for funding, out of which eight were successful. For male 

entrepreneurs, 20 men applied for funding, out of which 15 were successful and were granted 

funding. On these grounds, these sample sizes are too low (2/10 women and 15/20 men) to 

perform any parametric test. 

 

However, to analyse the data even further, this study also examined if the self-perception of 

entrepreneurs differs between younger and older entrepreneurs. For this additional analysis, only 

the entrepreneurs from the age range 21-30 were taken into consideration and compared with the 

total study population of each gender. As seen in table 11 below, the descriptive statistics shows 

there are only marginal and insignificant differences between them. 

 

TABLE	  11:	  DESCRIPTIVE	  STATISTICS	  FOR	  AGE	  RANGE	  21-‐30	  COMPARED	  TO	  TOTAL	  STUDY	  POPULATION	  

  
Women Age 21-

30 (n=13) 

Total Women 
Population 

(n=31) 
Men  Age 21-30 

(n=20) 
Total Men 

Population (n=37) 

Category Item Mean Mean Mean Mean 

1 3.69 3.71 4.15 4.08 

2 3.38 3.48 4.25 4.19 

3 3.63 3.39 4 3.86 

4 3.38 3.55 4.35 4.14 

Fear of Failure 

Total 3.45 3.53 4.19 4.07 

1 4.15 4.03 3.8 3.95 

2 3.23 3.48 3.7 3.89 

3 3.31 3.23 3.85 3.81 
Skills 

Total 3.56 3.58 3.78 3.88 

1 4.08 4 3.95 3.8 

2 3.31 3.2 3.55 3.38 

3 3.08 3.39 3.7 3.43 
Risk Aversion 

Total 3.49 3.53 3.73 3.57 

1 3.85 3.45 3.5 3.03 Networks 

2 3.92 4.03 4.15 3.86 
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3 3.54 3.71 3.9 4  

Total 3.77 3.73 3.85 3.63 

1 3.9 3.61 3.25 3.38 

2 2.9 3.23 3.7 3.89 Credibility 

Total 3.4 3.42 3.48 3.64 
 

5. Discussion 
The overall aim of this study was to reveal if the way entrepreneurs of different genders perceives 

themselves contributes to the ‘gender funding gap’ and to shed more light on the 

interrelationships between gender, self-perceptions and entrepreneurial funding. Subsequently the 

aim was to contribute towards the research of future academic work to a broader analysis and to 

narrow the gender gap. As stated previously, academic research surrounding the topic of self-

perception as direct consequence of the funding gap has been very little explored in comparison 

to the other contributing factors. 

 
Fear of Failure 
One of the issues concerned in the study examine the differences between female and male’s fear 
of failure. Studies performed by the GEM (2002) claimed that Fear of Failure is one of the 
reasons that stop women from starting up in business. In this study, it was found that out of all the 
sections on self-perception, the fear of failure is the most significant difference.  This could 
prevent females from applying or obtaining funding in comparison to their male counterparts. 
Therefore, out of all the hypotheses, H3 on Fear of Failure ‘Women have a greater fear of failure 
than men and are thus expected to have more difficulty when applying for external finance’ was 
the most accurate, if by a marginal amount.  
 
The mean scores of the questionnaires show males (M=4.07) maintained a higher self-esteem 
than women respondents (M=3.53) when asked about fear of failure within their business. Men 
also felt more confident in the success of their business (M=4.08), whilst also being assertive 
about maintaining family life (M=3.86). The most significant difference is the advantage men 
had over women when answering if they were ‘confident that [they] can pay back a loan or meet 
requirements to [their] provider’ with a total mean difference of 0.71. This result could confirm 
that women’s self perception on not being able to return a loan investment could prevent them 
from applying for external funding.  
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However, it is also interesting to note that women who did not apply for funding had the same 
total score in this category (M=3.55) as those who applied for funding (M=3.55), whilst men who 
did not apply for funding had lower score (M=3.86) over those who applied for funding 
(M=4.25) with a mean difference of 0.39, drawing the conclusion that fear of failure could 
prevent male entrepreneur from receiving external loans when they have considered.  
Taking the results of the independent t-tests into account, the difference of the overall score 
between male and female entrepreneurs in this category was significant statistically, t=1.8723, 
p=0.0656. 
 
Skills 
The GEM reported that women had the necessary skills to become entrepreneurs, but they could 
not actually see them. Additionally, as Brown (2002) discovered, the most common barrier to 
entrepreneurship for women is their lack of self-confidence. These findings are in some way 
contrary to the results of this study.  
 
When comparing the mean scores for item 1 and 2, it becomes evident that women are confident 
about their abilities to run their business successfully (item 1), however, they score lower on 
social self-esteem (item 2) with a mean difference of 0.56. This result implies that on the one 
hand, women perceive themselves as capable and as having the necessary skills and knowledge. 
But on the other hand, they believe that others perceive them and their skills as inferior. Hence, 
the results of this study indicate that whilst women in fact do have confidence in their skills and 
knowledge to run their business successfully, they lack confidence that others believe in their 
skills as well. 
 
In general, the results for the category Skills are more thinly dispersed and draw no significant 
analogy to self-perception within men and women. With a mean difference of the overall score of 
0.08, more women thought they had the skills and knowledge to run their business than men, as 
well as more men thought other people believed they had the necessary skills to run their 
business compared to women. However, significantly more men (M=3.81) thought that compared 
to other entrepreneurs their skills were sufficient over women (M=3.23).  
 
For both men and women who were considering financing but did not apply, their scores against 
men and women who did apply for financing were considerably lower, suggesting that men and 
women who did not apply for funding have equally lower self-perceptions against men and 
women who have applied. This could prove that all entrepreneurs who do not apply for funding 
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have reasons being that they perceive their lack of skills, knowledge and experience to be a 
barrier to applying for funding. 
 
The t-tests revealed that the differences between male and female entrepreneurs self-perception 
for this category was not statistically different. The results of the Skills category however suggest 
that more effort need to be put in to strengthen women’s social self-esteem sustainably. 
Risk Aversion 

The main findings of the study reveal that women have higher risk aversion than men. Here 

Carter and Shaw’s theory (2006) suggests that women entrepreneur’s aversion to risk explains 

their difficulties obtaining financing and the study by Byrnes et al. (1999) also indicated that men 

have a higher risk taking propensity. However, the findings of the performed study do not support 

these two theories. 

 

With regards to risk, women were slightly more confident that taking risk was part of their 
success (M=4) whilst men scored a mean of 3.89. However, women (M=3.3) were slightly lower 
than men (M=3.38) when taking a financial risk they did not know the outcome of and women 
were less confident growing their business than males.  Even so, the scores are so minimum 
between both males and females; it is difficult to distinguish a representative outcome. The t-test 
supports this by indicating that the differences between items 1-3 are not statistically significant. 
Both female and male entrepreneurs seem to have the same risk aversion with only marginal 
differences.  
 
Network 
Another finding suggested women believe they have a less supportive network compared to men 
and are expected to have more difficulties obtaining funding. Hoanga and Antoncic (2003) 
claimed that whilst having a strong network reduces an individual’s perception of financial 
barriers to starting a business, females’ entrepreneurial social networks have a smaller impact in 
reducing these perceptions of financial constraints compared to those of their male counterparts. 
On the contrary, Lene Foss (2010) findings of her study revealed no obvious distinction between 
the social networks of male and female entrepreneurs. This is supported by the findings of this 
study as well. The difference between the total score for women in this category is not 
statistically significant compared the total score for men.  
 
However, more women (M=3.45) believed they had a supportive network over males (M=3.03), 
suggesting women use their network for support, which may include family and friends. This was 
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also the case for women (M=4.03) who believed their social network had improved their business 
more than males (M=3.86). Surprisingly, both female (M=4.03) and male (M=4.12) who did not 
apply for funding had a slightly higher self-perception score of their network compared to those 
female (M=3.9) and male (M=3.65) entrepreneurs that did apply for funding.  
 
The scores are significantly lower for female entrepreneurs (M=2.9) who did not apply for 
funding for item number 3, which measured their social self-esteem, compared to their male 
counterparts (M=4.24). Men thought their network perceived their business to be successful more 
than females, which could lead to the conclusion that men believe others think highly of their 
business rather than women. These findings supports the theory of the first category that 
women’s social self-esteem is significantly lower than men’s and that more focus needs to be 
directed to strengthening it. 
 
Credibility 
One finding from the literature review was that women perceive themselves as less credible. 
Kratt’s (2003) study showed that every female internally believes they are challenged with some 
aspects of credibility, however the overall score in this category shows no difference between 
female (M=3.69) and male entrepreneurs (M=3.64).  
 
One the one hand, men (M=3.89) believed their business was more credible in their industry 
compared to women (M=3.23). This supports the hypothesis that perceived credibility has a 
detrimental effect on the outcome of whether or not women obtain funding. 
 
But on the other hand, women (M=3.61) thought they were more a successful entrepreneur than 
males (M=3.67). This is especially for women (M=3.67) who did not apply for funding, and 
whose business is likely to be smaller due to lack of funding, considered themselves to be more 
successful entrepreneurs compared to their male counterparts (M=3). 
 
Overall Results 

The total perception score for all men and women considering funding in the survey was 53.49 
for women and 56.78 for men. This shows a small total difference that concludes although there 
are no obvious differences between the two genders, men have only slightly more self-perception 
than women, with the higher scoring. With regards to the rest of the sectors, few significant 
differences in results were notable. First, it can be concluded that women have a greater fear of 
failure and thus scored lower in this category. The t-test revealed that the difference between the 
total score in this category was statistically significant. Secondly, female entrepreneurs have 
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lower social self-esteem than male entrepreneurs. While women believe in themselves, they do 
not think that others perceive them in the same way. 
 
An additional analysis was executed which compared the mean scores of female and male 
entrepreneurs age 21-30 to the total study population of each gender. The differences between the 
scores were insignificant which suggests that self-perception of entrepreneurs does neither 
depend on age nor experience.  
 
From the results of the t-tests, it can be analysed that all the hypotheses bar one were rejected on 
the basis that there were no significant findings. H2, H4, H5 H6 were all rejected with only H3 
approved due to bearing slightly higher statistics.  
 
This study has shown that female and male entrepreneurs’ self-perception is almost equal and 
thus may only be a small factor towards the ‘funding gap’ on the demand side. There may be 
other decisive outcomes that need to be explored and some reasons have been mentioned in the 
literature review. This could suggest further research is needed on the scope of self-perception 
and funding. With this in mind, the following results were concluded based on the physical 
results, however, considering the small difference in all areas of results, it is more conclusive to 
suggest that self-perception plays little or no part in contributing towards the funding gap. This 
would suggest that the study’s hypotheses H1 to H6 are inconclusive from the study presented.  

6. Conclusion   
The theory that self-perception contributes significantly towards the funding gap for female 

entrepreneurs applying for funding remains inconclusive from the study’s results which verify no 

significant findings. Indeed, the results of this study are in many ways inconsistent with existing 

knowledge such as Kwong et al. (2012) or Marlow and Swail (2013) presented in the literature 

review and many more reputable sources. It can be confirmed that hypotheses 1-6 remains 

ambiguous to ultimately answer whether self-perception contributes significantly to the funding 

gap or if women are affected by self-perceptions when applying. Furthermore, whilst female and 

male entrepreneur’s self-perception differentiates only marginally, there are only two areas where 

the perception between men and women differed significantly. The lower scores on social self-

esteem and fear of failure suggest that there is need for additional measures to strengthen 

female’s self-perception on the demand side. 
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Despite the ambiguity, the results have practical implications. More needs to be done to support 

women as well as men in their efforts to build businesses as there is evidently a fundamental need 

to change the supply and demand side of external funding. A mixture of intervention is required 

which could include stronger support for women investor communities, encourage VC firms and 

banks to increase gender diversity, and build awareness for the gender funding gap. Female 

entrepreneurs are more likely to start businesses in less-profitable sectors, therefore there needs to 

be a greater public awareness and exposure to create a supportive environment for women to 

enter STEM courses at university and subsequently to enter more profitable sectors, such as IT 

and technology. Examples where this is being done already is the U.S. program Girls Who Code, 

which ‘aim[s] to reverse the negative cultural stereotypes that have pushed women out of 

technology, and empower[s] girls with the computing skills they need for 21st century 

opportunities’ (Nesbitt, 2015, no pagination) and events such as Women in Tech which was held 

in Stockholm in 2016. The idea behind it is to ‘to inspire talented women to consider a future in 

the field of technology’ as well as support those women who already are in the industry ‘by 

providing the network and experience of successful people from the wonderful world of 

technology and media’ (Women in Tech, 2016, no pagination). At the EU level, there are also 

several initiatives that try to foster and promote female entrepreneurship. The European 

Commission for example originated the The EU Prize for Women Innovators, which awards 

female entrepreneurs who have started a company on the basis of their innovative idea. The 

Commission also has many initiatives to support networking among female entrepreneurs such as 

The European network to promote women's entrepreneurship (WES), a policy network consisting 

of delegates from 31 countries, or the The European Network of Mentors for Women 

Entrepreneurs. As access to networks for business purposes is one of many challenges female 

entrepreneurs face, the Commission tries to tackle this obstacle by providing valuable networking 

for women (European Commission, n.d.).  

6.1 Further Research 

The results from this study are attributed to the broad range of the entrepreneurs’ background and 

demographic, such as education, industry, age, and place of residence. To generate more precise 

strategies on how to narrow the gender ‘funding gap’, there is a need for additional empirical 

data. To draw more specific conclusions, future research could build on from this study and 

examine a larger study population of female and male entrepreneurs from the same industry and 
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with the same background (knowledge, experience, education). This approach would to single out 

other societal factors and could give clearer answer if gender as a sole factor contributes to self-

perceptions at all. 

 

The six themes including fear of failure and risk aversion could also be valid in a wider context 

of female entrepreneurship and are not only relevant for women’s access to external financing, 

but also in other context where women face certain challenges such as access to education or 

access to networks. This study impinges on many existing theories, which could influence further 

understanding of women’s self-perception in accordance to the ‘gap’. Further research will be 

necessary in order to consider other reasons for the gender funding gap that have been mentioned 

within the literature review.  For example, self-perception plays a part in the intrinsic 

environment, but it also examines the supply side factors from external lenders such as structural 

variations with women in less profitable sectors and owning less capital. Moreover, there are 

demand side factors that could also be reasoning behind the marginal results, such as women’s 

stereotyped domestic, feminine role in a masculine dominated society, or self-selected avoidance 

towards credit and debt that leads to women seeking other opportunities such as personal 

financing. The academic literature is very mixed surrounding the causes of the funding gap. With 

the results analysed, it can be concluded with the two following assumptions that to which this 

paper will form the foundation of future research: 

  

i) All factors mentioned in the literature review played a ‘domino effect’ within each other and all 

contributed equally to the funding gap 

ii) One unexplored factor on the supply or demand side significantly contributes towards the 

funding gap more than self-perception and thus strengthens the need for further research on this 

subject field. 

 

Whilst this paper has looked at the constraints of females and their lower rates of external 

financing, it must be noted that some forms of informal financing are benefiting female 

entrepreneurs. Recent innovative ways of gaining funding that derived with the rise in 

information technology has somewhat improved these constraints away from the traditional 

financing options.  Women are already having early success with Crowdfunding, with some 

platforms noticing that 42% are run by women, whilst females also raise more than men both in 

terms of the number of contributions and the amount (Stengel, 2013). This shows that future 
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peer-to-peer lending may see a positive way around the ‘funding gap’, as academics may see a 

sharp increase of funding for women with the rise of internet fundraising campaigns which often 

require the assistance of a large social network and little to no participation of traditional 

financiers. Further research can be directed towards these new forms of funding and the reasons 

behind why the gender gap is narrower for crowdfunding.  

 

Globally, women are constantly taking the initiative and increasing their involvement in 

entrepreneurial activity. Further research on funding for women business owners would be 

invaluable towards breaking the barriers in female entrepreneurship and overall would  ‘shatter 

the glass ceiling’ within female entrepreneurship. Women in entrepreneurship are a force that 

cannot be ignored, as their start-ups strongly contribute towards the wealth of the economy.  
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Appendices 
 
Cover Letter 
 
Hi there! 
 
Thank you for taking the time to take part in our 5 minute survey, which will help research aimed 
to improve funding for male and female business owners. 
 
We are two Entrepreneurship Masters students from Uppsala University in Sweden. For our final 
thesis, we are investigating how both male and female entrepreneurs perceive themselves within 
their business, and what are the personal reasons behind low financing for females in 2016. 
 
For every survey completed, we will donate a small amount to SmartWorks, a charity designed to 
provide job training advice and interview clothes to low income women 
(http://www.smartworks.org.uk) 
 
Your time is greatly appreciated! 
 
If you have any questions or would like further information about the study, do not hesitate to 
contact us. uppsala.entrepreneurship@gmail.com 
 
Thanks, 
 
Zoe Faircloth & Svenja Bobran 
 
Consent Agreement 
I have read the provided information about the study and the purpose of this questionnaire. 
I understand that my participation in this survey is voluntary and that I can withdraw from this 
survey any time by clicking the EXIT button of by browser. 
I agree that my anonymised quotes can be used in publications. 
 
By clicking on ACCEPT you begin the questionnaire and indicate your willingness to take part in 
the study. By clicking on DECLINE you end this survey. 
 
Qualifier Survey Questions 
 

1. Gender 
2. Year of Birth 
3. Place of Residence 
4. Do you own a own business 
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5. Have you registered your own business? 
6. When did you register your firm? 
7. What area is your business in? 
8. Please describe your business in a few words 
9. Have you considered applying for external finance? 
10. Have you actually applied for external finance? 
11. If so, what funding have you applied for? 
12. Was your application for finance successful? 

 
 
Questionnaire  
(5 Point Likert Scale, 1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree) 
 
Fear of Failure 

1. I fear my business will fail  
2. I fear I would be unable to pay back a loan or meet requirements to my providers  
3. I fear my family life would be affected if my business failed  
4. I am worried about what other people think of my business  

 
Skills 

1. I have the skills, knowledge and experience to run my business successfully  
2. I feel that others may think my business skills and experience are inferior  
3. I feel that I have less business knowledge and skills compared to other entrepreneurs  

 
Risk Aversion 

1. I believe that taking risks is a part of my success  
2. I will make a financial decision even if I do not know the outcome  
3. I am worried about growing my business  

 
Networks 

1. I believe I have a supportive network which makes me confident that my business can get 
funding  

2. I believe that my social network has improved my business  
3. I feel concerned that my network thinks my business is inferior 

 
Credibility 

1. I believe I am a successful entrepreneur  
2. I am worried that my business is not thought as credible in my industry  

 
Questionnaire Complete! 
Many thanks for taking the time to complete this short questionnaire, it is greatly appreciated and 
will be beneficial towards our research contributing to the field of Entrepreneurship studies. If 
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you would like to receive further information on the results of this survey, please enter your email 
address below and you will be contacted once the data has been collected. Thank you! 
 
Email Address 
 
 
Additional Comments: 
If you have any additional comments that you think might be useful for this study, please leave 
them here. 
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