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Doubly Disadvantaged: Gender, Community Deprivation and Entrepreneurial Activity

Abstract

Drawing on human capital, intersectionality and mixed embeddedness theory, we test
hypotheses on the relationship between gender differences in human capital and gender
differences in early stage entrepreneurial activity at the community level, and the moderating
effect of spatial deprivation on this relationship. Using UK data from Global Entrepreneurship
Monitor, we find that the disadvantaged position of female entrepreneurs arises from social
exclusion, and specifically that the lack of general and specific human capital compared to
male counterparts induces the gender differences in entrepreneurial activity. Moreover, this
disparity is greater in disadvantaged locations, causing a double disadvantage for women. Our
results make a novel contribution to the literature on disadvantage entrepreneurship, and we

discuss policy options to tackle double disadvantage at a community level.

Keywords: Gender; Social exclusion; Spatial exclusion; Human capital; Entrepreneurship

Introduction

Research on disadvantage entrepreneurship has explored disadvantages on multiple fronts,
including socio-demographics (Carter et al., 2015; Kushnirovich et al., 2017; Marlow and
Swail, 2014), entrepreneurial capital (Dodd and Keles, 2014), and location (Naudé¢ et al., 2008;
Rouse and Jayawarna, 2006). For instance, we know that in many contexts, individuals
belonging to certain social group (e.g. females) are marked by the lack of (or diminished)
access to entrepreneurial capital leading to limited entrepreneurial activity (Hughes et al., 2012;
Marlow and Patton, 2005). However, we still have limited knowledge on how location
disadvantages interact with existing disadvantages at socio-demographic (gender) and
entrepreneurial capital (human capital) fronts in influencing entrepreneurial activity (Brush et
al., 2017; Gill and Larson, 2014; Henry et al., 2016). To this end, we address the following
research question in this paper: what is the effect of community deprivation on gender
differences in early stage entrepreneurial activity, accounting for gender differences in human

capital at the community level?

There exists a strong economic case for promoting women’s entrepreneurship. For
instance, one estimate is that if women started businesses at the same rate as men, then the

United Kingdom (UK) would see 150,000 more businesses per annum creating 390,000 more
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jobs (UK Women’s Enterprise Taskforce, 2012). We also know that harnessing
entrepreneurship in disadvantaged areas is critical for enhancing economic development
through job creation, increased productivity and social inclusion (Blackburn and Ram, 2006;
Welter et al., 2008). Given this relevance of both women’s entrepreneurship and
entrepreneurship in disadvantaged areas, it is important to have an integrated understanding of
how spatial disadvantages (locational) interact with social disadvantages (gender) to influence

entrepreneurial activity.

We utilize the literature on human capital, intesectionality and mixed embeddedness to
explore the research question. Human capital theory highlights the relevance of two types of
human capital on entrepreneurial activity: general (education) and specific (entrepreneurial
skills and experience) (Becker, 1976; Marvel et al., 2016). Intersectionality literature discusses
priveleges and disadvantages emanating from intersecting social positions of gender, race, and
ethnicity (Gill and Larson, 2014; Martinez Dy et al., 2017; Wang and Warn, 2017). Gill &
Larson (2014) extended the intersectionality argument to highlight the intersecting role of
place-based effects. The mixed embeddedness approach allows us to explain entrepreneurship
by situating the entrepreneurial capabilities and opportunities within a socio-economic, spatial
and regulatory context (Jones et al., 2014; Kloosterman, 2010; Ram et al., 2013). A critical
element of intersectionality theory is that intersecting social positions have multiplicative
rather than additive effects (Dubrow, 2008). We integrate these multiple theoretical strands to
argue the presence of a ‘double disadvantage’ for female entrepreneurs in multiply deprived

locations, caused by the interaction of human capital disparities and locational disadvantages.

We use the empirical context of entrepreneurial activity within communities in the
United Kingdom to test our arguments. We combine the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor
(GEM) database with Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) data for the period 2007-2012 to
build the dataset. Our results offer support to our argument, highlighting the presence of a

‘double-disadvantage’ hampering female entrepreneurial activity within communities.

We make multiple contributions through this study. Firstly, we contribute to the
literature on disadvantage entrepreneurship (Blackburn and Ram, 2006; Carter et al., 2015;
Kloosterman, 2010; Marlow and Swail, 2014; Ram ef al., 2013) by highlighting the interaction
of social and spatial exclusion on entrepreneurial activity. Secondly, we add to the economic
geography literature (Ghani et al., 2013; Langevang et al., 2015; Perucca et al., 2018; Rae,
2012) by exploring the community level effects of gender differences in human capital and
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deprivation on entrepreneurship. Finally, we extend the human capital literature (Estrin ef al.,
2016; Marvel et al., 2016) by studying the role of gender differences in human capital at a

community level rather than at individual, firm or country-level.

Theory and hypotheses development

The term ‘disadvantage entrepreneurship’ has been utilized with a range of meanings.
Firstly, it could refer to entrepreneurs of a specific group like women (Marlow and Swail,
2014), immigrants (Kushnirovich et al., 2017), ex-prisoners (Cooney, 2012), old people
(Curran and Blackburn, 2001), or disabled individuals (Dimic and Orlov, 2014) who
experience social exclusion (Khan et al., 2015). Secondly, it can imply the geographical
location of individuals and associated spacial inequalities (Naudé et al., 2008) arising from
deprivation (Rouse and Jayawarna, 2006). Finally, it might characterise individuals with
disadvantages in terms of specific capabilities, skills, or perceptions (i.e. entrepreneurial
capital) that enhance their vulnerability, such as discouraged borrowers (Dodd and Keles, 2014;
Kon and Storey, 2003). In summary, the disadvantages for entrepreneurs can arise from their

socio-economic characteristics, location, or capabilities (Carter et al., 2013).

Prior literature systematically classifies female entrepreneurs as disadvantaged
compared to males, highlighting gender disparities in entrepreneurial intentions globally
(Hughes et al., 2012; Marlow and Patton, 2005). There is evidence that women exhibit
preferences towards flexible working hours, part-time involvement into self-employment, and
demonstrate lesser risk awareness, thus decrease entrepreneurial start-up rates (Carter et al.,
2015; Marlow et al., 2012). The disadvantaged position compared to men is also observed in
relation to the accumulation of entrepreneurial resources (Jayawarna et al., 2015), education
(Carter et al., 1997; Fischer et al., 1993), managerial skills (Zolin et al., 2013), social and
professional networks (including socialisation experiences) (Jayawarna et al., 2015), and
finance (Freel et al., 2012; Roper and Scott, 2009). Women have been shown to be risk-averse
in relation to their business funding strategy (Coleman and Robb, 2012), however, this
perspective was challenged with the argument that risk-avoidance among women is a
consequence of shifting socio-economic norms, which are reflected in their entrepreneurial
endeavors and actions (Marlow and Swail, 2014). In short, belonging to a particular social
group (such as female entrepreneurs in the UK) may be marked by the lack of (or diminished)
access to human capital, resources and capabilities essential for launching a successful

entrepreneurial activity.
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Deprivation of a local area is strongly associated with lower rates of entrepreneurial
activity (Devins, 2009; Frankish et al., 2014; Williams and Huggins, 2013; Williams et al.,
2017; Williams and Williams, 2017). Human capital is found to be correlated with female
entrepreneurship rates (Adom and Asare-Yeboa, 2016; Brush et al., 2017; Caliendo et al.,
2014; Marvel et al., 2016). However, these relationships have not been put into the context of
a local community, where the mutual effects are disentangled. In other words, it is still not
known whether a disadvantaged location further amplifies the disadvantage of a female
entrepreneur in terms of involvement into entrepreneurial activity, as intersectionality theory
might suggest. Therefore, our theoretical development will examine the impact of gender
differences in human capital and deprivation on entrepreneurial activity across local

communities.

Human capital and gender differences in entrepreneurial activity

Human capital theory deals with individual decisions about career choices and
investments into skills and knowledge (Becker, 1976). Becker (1994) differentiates two forms
of human capital: general and specific human capital. In the context of entrepreneurship, the
former refers to the educational qualifications, while the latter refers to having the knowledge,
skills and experience to run a new business. Previous research related both forms of human
capital with the career choice towards self-employment and entrepreneurship (Davidsson and
Honig, 2003; Dimov, 2010; Kim et al., 2006; Passaro et al., 2018), its success (Unger et al.,
2011), and exit decisions (Gimeno et al., 1997; Huggins et al., 2017).

A wide range of studies have positively linked human capital dimensions with
entrepreneurial activity (see Marvel et al. (2016) for a literature review). The research into
general human capital has shown mixed evidence of its effect on entrepreneurial activity. On
the one hand, it may not lead to the involvement entrepreneurial activity, as it might be
associated with the decreased income in future compared to regular employment (Becker,
1962; Cassar, 2006). On the other hand, evidence also suggests that general human capital
increases the likelihood of an individual to engage with entrepreneurial activity through the
acquisition of knowledge and skills from education (Davidsson and Honig, 2003; Delmar and
Davidsson, 2000; Piperopoulos and Dimov, 2015; Rotefoss and Kolvereid, 2005). Within
certain opportunity creation contexts, the availability, and the consequent impact of general
human capital might be different (Alvarez and Barney, 2014). Therefore, one could assume
that the role of context is particularly important in such a relationship, revealing a gap in
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research on the impact of human capital on entrepreneurial activity beyond the individual level

(Marvel et al., 2016).

Research into specific human capital suggests more straightforward findings, where
skills and knowledge associated with entrepreneurial context make the individual better
equipped to identify and exploit opportunites, and hence are considered to have a positive effect
on entrepreneurial activity (Clercq and Arenius, 2006; Corbett, 2007; Ucbasaran et al., 2008).
It is also argued that specific human capital is of greater benefit to entrepreneurship (Unger et
al., 2011) and is also more likely to be influenced by contextual factors when compared to

general human capital (Estrin ef al., 2016).

In general, it is argued that female entrepreneurs are disadvantaged compared to their
male counterparts in terms of human capital owing to household and societal reasons (Hindle
et al., 2009; McGowan et al., 2015). These disparities mainly arise from their limited work
experience and its more administrative nature, which hinder the development of enterpising
skills and social networks (Carter et al., 2003; Patterson and Mavin, 2009). Therefore, based
on social exclusion theory, women are viewed as a disadvantaged group, willing to engage
with entrepreneurial activity, but having limited access to human capital and abilities to convert

resources into opportunities (Abrams et al., 2008).

When both males and females have the same level of general human capital within a
community, they are likely to be equally equipped with a general stock of information and
skills, including the ones need to recognise entrepreneurial opportunities in the environment
(Marvel et al., 2016). Therefore, it is likely to lead to similar level of entrepreneurship rates
across genders within the community. When there are equal levels of specific human capital
between males and females within a community, they are likely to express similar perceptions
in terms of their knowledge and abilities to run a new venture. The presence of similar levels
of specific human capital would imply that females are on an equal footing with men when it
comes to entrepreneurship-specific skills like problem-solving, knowledge about markets and
knowledge about customers (Shane, 2000). Therefore, it would lead to better identification and
exploitation of entrepreneurial opportunities (Marvel, 2013), leading to a similar gender ratio
in entrepreneurship rates within the community. Based on the above arguments, we

hypothesize that:
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H1: When women in a community have the same level of general human capital as men in that
community, they are more likely to have same level of early stage entrepreneurial activity as

men.

H2: When women in a community have the same level of specific human capital as men in that
community, they are more likely to have same level of early stage entrepreneurial activity as

men.

Community deprivation and spatial exclusion

Community deprivation refers to lack of resources within the community, which may
be viewed in terms of income, material wealth, educational standards, nutritional levels, and
infrastructure (Blackburn and Ram, 2006). A deprived community is likely to be characterized
by lack of market opportunities (Storey and Johnson, 1987), poor infrastructure and other
support mechanisms (Slack, 2005; Taylor and Plummer, 2003; Welter ef al., 2008) needed for
entrepreneurship. Therefore, it is acknowledged that deprived areas will have lower levels of

entrepreneurial activity (Thompson ef al., 2008; Williams and Williams, 2011).

The level of deprivation in an area imposes different roles on women in terms of social
expectations regarding family and household (Allen and Truman, 2016). Moreover, higher
levels of unemployment in deprived communities result in childcare and household chores
being undertaken by women (Metcalf, 2013). As a result, women are less engaged in any type
of economic activity compared to men in deprived communities. Furthermore, women tend to
perceive the environment in a more negative light than men do (Langowitz and Minniti, 2007)
and are more risk averse (Coleman and Robb, 2012), which are likely to negatively affect their
entrepreneurial behaviour in deprived areas. In deprived communities, there also exists a
greater skew of resource acquisition and market advantages in favor of men (Bates, 2010;
Jayawarna et al., 2011; Rouse and Jayawarna, 2011; Williams and Williams, 2011). Hence,
women are likely to encounter greater difficulties in identifying and exploiting new business

opportunities in deprived communities. Therefore, we hypothesize that:

H3: The higher the level of community deprivation the lower the level of gender differences in
early stage entrepreneurial activity at the community level.

The concept of intersectionality suggests that the interaction between a range of

discourses further exemplifies a socially-constructed disadvantage leading to exclusion

EURAM/Wiley-Blackwell

Page 6 of 71



Page 7 of 71

European Management Review - Paper for Review

(Crenshaw, 1997; Martinez Dy et al., 2014). It is argued that intersectionality of identities
drives positionality, which refers to a dynamic position across social structures and agencies
(Anthias, 2001), moderating the relationship between social disadvantage and resource
allocation (e.g. human capital) (Martinez Dy et al., 2017). Entrepreneurial identity, one of the
manifestations of occupational identity, is a mental process through which an individual
constructs a reflective image of one’s own identity based on individual discourses, such as
gender, social class, and ethnicity (Drakopoulou Dodd and Anderson, 2007), as well as
environmental conditions (including external influences, societal norms and expectations, and
place) (Gill and Larson, 2014). The evolution of such self-constructions will lead to the
emergence of a dominant form of entrepreneurial identity in the society. As a result, a rigid
perception of the identity of an entrepreneur as a white, urban, male, young/middle-aged
individual arises, imposing an additional psychological barrier for individuals not belonging to

that identity to overcome (Ashcraft, 2007; Gill and Ganesh, 2007).

The intersectionality perspective meshes well with the mixed embeddedness
framework, where individuals are positioned within a social and economic context, which at
the level of a community imposes opportunities and challenges for entrepreneurial activity
(Dacin et al., 1999; Granovetter, 1985; Jack and Anderson, 2002; Ram et al., 2008). Local-
level factors in combination with individual determinants and wider macroeconomic influences
determine the availability of entrepreneurial capital (including human capital) defining access

to opportunities (Kloosterman, 2010).

Based on intersectionality theory and mixed embeddedness framework, we can portray
women in disadvantaged areas as encountering two discourses: location and gender, which
influence their self-identity in relation to a male entrepreneur (Ashcraft, 2007; Drakopoulou
Dodd and Anderson, 2007). On the locational front, deprived communities are likely to have
limited schooling facilities supporting education. Also, these communities experience low
entrepreneurial rates (Hughes et al., 2012), higher unemployment (Bynner and Parsons, 2002),
and limited social exposure (Jayawarna ef al., 2015). Therefore, individuals from these areas
are likely to have lower levels of general and specific human capital. It is acknowledged that
deprived areas have lesser availability of entrepreneurial capital to support new ventures (Lee
and Cowling, 2013; Rouse and Jayawarna, 2006). On the gender front, entrepreneurial identity
for males in disadvantaged communities will be determined by location alone, other things

equal. However, women need to take cognizance of the dominant type of entrepreneurial
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identity in the society (illustrated earlier) and locational factors. Considering that the former
effect is attributed to women only, and the latter one — to both genders, the position of women
in terms of entrepreneurial activity is further aggravated in deprived communities compared to
male counterparts. This is likely to hinder women in terms of their aspirations, abilities and
access to resources needed to start a new venture. In summary, entrepreneurial identities, social
hierarchies and locational disadvantages are likely to curtail both forms of human capital
acquistion and utilization by socially disadvantaged sections (Ram et al., 2011) like women

towards entrepreneurship leading to a double disadvantage. Therefore, we hypothesize that:

H4a: The level of deprivation within a community negatively moderates the relationship
between gender differences in general human capital and gender differences in early stage
entrepreneurial activity at the community level.

H4b: The level of deprivation within a community negatively moderates the relationship
between gender differences in specific human capital and gender differences in early stage
entrepreneurial activity at the community level.

The final conceptual model is presented in Figure 1.

[Insert Figure 1 about here]

Data and methods

Sample

We combine the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) data for United Kingdom
with the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) for the period 2007-2012 in this study. We use
the GEM Adult Population Survey (APS) for data on individual characteristics and
entrepreneurship rates within the adult population. GEM surveys are conducted annually since
2001 and captures information on a wide range of entrepreneurship related factors through
face-to-face and telephone interviews (Levie and Autio, 2008). These surveys are considered
rich, reliable and valid (Reynolds et al., 2005), and have been extensively used in recent

entrepreneurship research (Brush et al., 2017; Estrin et al., 2016).

Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) developed and collected by the Office of National
Statistics (ONS) is used to capture community deprivation across local areas in the UK. It
reflects the socio-economic environment at a community level and is available at the lower

layer super output areas (coherent communities of around 1,500 people) across England, and
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similarly defined data zones in Wales, Scotland, and Northern Ireland. The measures of
multiple deprivation vary across four home nations in the UK, and combine a different, but
similar set of community-level indicators. The indicators are calculated based on Census data
and alternative data from administrative sources. The rank-based index allows one to estimate
the relative position of a community in terms of deprivation, where a higher deprivation score

implies a more deprived area (Noble ef al., 2008).

The methodology of IMD calculation across the four home nations is different, making
direct comparisons impossible within the UK. Income and employment deprivation domains
are measured in the most consistent way, while other dimensions and their construction vary
considerably (Department for Communities and Local Government; Northern Ireland Statistics
and Research Agency; Stats Wales; The Scottish Government). As a result, the indices were

adjusted to make them comparable both across years and home nations.

Following the methodology developed by Payne and Abel (2012), England indices are
used as the baseline for the universal score, where a rank correlation coefficient (Kendall’s tau)
between adjusted and original IMD achieved 0.91 for Wales, 0.96 for Scotland, and 0.97 for
Northern Ireland. To construct the adjusted scores, a linear regression model was computed for
each home nation, with the overall IMD as the dependent variable, and income and
employment domains as independent variables. The results of the modelling for each home
nation are presented in Table 1. Next, residuals were obtained using those models, as an
estimation of the unique contribution of other domains of deprivation (not income and
employment) to the overall IMD. And, finally, the adjusted scores for each country were

worked out using the formula proposed by Payne and Abel (2012).

[Insert Table 1 about here]

Another amendment was made in relation to the time period for which the indicators

are calculated. Within the observation period English IMD are available for 2007 and 2010,
Welsh ones (WIMD) are there for 2008 and 2011, Scottish (SIMD) — for 2006, 2009, and 2012,
and Northern Ireland measures (NIMDM) — for 2010. As a result, two scores were worked out:
1) for the pre-crisis period (IMD for 2007, WIMD for 2008, SIMD for 2006, and NIMDM for
2010); and 2) for the after-crisis period (IMD for 2010, WIMD for 2011, SIMD for 2012, and
NIMDM for 2010). The adjusted indices of multiple deprivation both for the pre-crisis and
post-crisis periods were merged with the GEM data set according to the following procedure:
9
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1) Postcodes associated with each individual in the GEM data set were matched with
LSOAs (England and Wales), data zones (Scotland), and super output areas (Northern
Ireland) through GeoConvert (UK Data Service Census Support);

2) Each LSOA, data zone, and super output area identified was matched with the adjusted

IMD for the pre-crisis and post-crisis periods.

As a result, matched IMD were available for 78% (the mean for the period 2007-2012) of
the cases which ensured the representativeness of the sample. In order to address the research
question at the community level and to obtain sufficient sample of respondents within the

communities, we geographical clustered adjactent LSOAs to create 200 community areas.
Dependent variable

Our dependent variable is the gender ratio in total early stage entrepreneurial activity
(TEA) at the community level. GEM captures this data at the individual level based on whether
individuals are nascent' or new” entrepreneurs (Hechavarria and Ingram, 2018). We aggregate

this to the community level using the mean value as specified in Table 2.
Independent variables

General human capital gender ratio and specific human capital gender ratio at the
community level are measured as a mean aggregate ratio from the individual level data (refer
Table 2). At the individual level, general human capital is operationalized based on whether
respondents have post-secondary level educational qualification (Estrin et al, 2016).
Individual specific human capital is a perception-based measure of whether individuals believe
that they have the skills, knowledge and experience to start a new business (De Clercq ef al.,
2013). As highlighted earlier, community deprivation was measured using the mean IMD value

aggregated at the geographically clustered community level.
Control variables

Following prior research (Hechavarria and Ingram, 2018; Huggins et al., 2017), we use
multiple control variables at the community level. We control for socio-demographic factors

like age and household income. We also control for multiple entrepreneurial culture related

! Nascent entrepreneur - actively involved in start-up effort
* New entrepreneur - owner managers of a business that is less than 42 months old
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factors at the community level like peer networks with entrepreneurs, media perception of
entrepreneurship and status associated with entrepreneurship (refer Table 2 for details). In
addition, we control for the stage of the economy (2007: pre-recession stage; 2008-2009:

recession stage; 2010-2012: post-recession stage) using dummy variables.

Data analyses and results

Table 2 summarizes our variables, their operationalization and summary statistics. In
Table 3, we present the correlation matrix. From this, we observe that there are no very high
correlations between the variables. In our regression models, we further tested for multi-
collinearity using the VIF statistic and observed that those were within the range of 4 (Cohen
et al., 2003; Neter et al., 1996). In addition, we also noted that the overall condition number
was less than 15. These suggest that (Belsley et al., 2005) multi-collinearity is not a serious

concern in our study.

We performed OLS regression to test our hypotheses. In order to overcome
heteroscedasticity concerns in aggregated data, we used robust standard errors in the analyzes.
Model 1 presents the results for the control varables. In Models 2, 3 and 4, we include the
independent variables general human capital gender ratio, specific human capital gender ratio
and community deprivation, respectively. From Model 2, we find support for Hypothesis 1, as
we observe a positive and significant relationship between general human capital gender ratio
and TEA gender ratio (f = 0.03, p < 0.001). Similarly, we notice a positive and significant
relationship between specific human capital gender ratio and TEA gender ratio (f = 0.46, p <
0.001) in Model 3. This illustrates support for Hypothesis 2. However, in Model 4, we observe
a negative and significant effect of community deprivation on TEA gender ratio (f =-0.01, p
< 0.001), lending support to Hypothesis 3. Models 5 and 6 present the results for interaction
between human capital gender ratio variables and community deprivation. We find that
community deprivation has a negative and significant moderating effect for both - general
human capital gender ratio-TEA gender ratio (B =-0.04, p <0.001) and specific human capital
gender ratio-TEA gender ratio (f = -0.16, p < 0.001) — relationships. This offers support for
Hypotheses 4a and 4b.

[Insert Tables 2, 3 and 4 about here]
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While testing interaction effects, the direction and statistical significance of the
interaction terms are likely to vary for different values of independent variables (Hoetker, 2007;
Zelner, 2009). Therefore, it is important to not merely interpret the interaction term by
examining the direction, magnitude and statistical significance of the resulting coefficients

(Macekelburger et al., 2012). Hence, we plot the interaction effects in Figures 2a and 2b.

[Insert Figures 2a and 2b about here]

Robustness tests

We conducted multiple robustness checks, which support our findings. Firstly, we
conducted the entire analysis replacing TEA gender ratio with entrepreneurial growth
aspiration® gender ratio and found similar results. We also utilized an alternative measure for
specific human capital composed of individuals’ perception of risk, capabilities and social

networks (Arenius and Minniti, 2005) and obtained consistent results.
Discussion and conclusions

Our study contextualizes the relationship between gender ratio in human capital and
gender ratio in entrepreneurial activity by focusing on local communities within the UK.
Combining the perspectives of human capital, intersectionality and positionality in the mixed
embeddness framework, we theorize a double-disadvantage effect faced by female
entrepreneurs in deprived communities. Prior research applying the concept of intersectionality
at the individual level has informed us of the constructed identity of female entrepreneurs
(Martinez Dy et al., 2017; Wang and Warn, 2017). We embed this within communities to
explain disproportions in the availability of human capital and associated gender disparities in
entrepreneurial activity at a community level coupled with the contingent effect of community

deprivation.
Theoretical contributions

Our results suggest that women are not only disadvantaged in terms of human capital
when starting a new business compared to men, but also their situation is worsened by the

deprived location, imposing a double disadvantage effect. The disadvantaged position of

3 Expecting to employ at least one more employee in the next 5 years
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women in terms of human capital is already well researched in the literature on social exclusion
at the individual level (Bernat et al., 2017; Fairlie and Robb, 2007; Thiess et al., 2015).
However, our findings embed the relationship between the gender ratio in human capital and
the gender ratio in entrepreneurial activity in a community context. The effect of spatial
exclusion at the local community level, which exacerbates the impact of social exclusion of
women, is the first contribution of our paper to the literature on disadvantaged

entrepreneurship.

Secondly, we add to the literature on economy geography by exploring community
level effects on entrepreneurship (Ghani et al., 2013; Langevang et al., 2015). Our findings
suggest that locational deprivation reassert the disadvantages for the socially excluded (Perucca
et al.,2018). We know that deprivation within the UK is highly spatially concentrated and has
persisted over time (Rae, 2012). Therefore, the social and spatial disadvantages associated with
entrepreneurial activity are also likely to have persisted over time, highlighting the need for

immediate policy attention.

Finally, we also make minor contributions to the literature on human capital and
entrepreneurship. We already know about the role of human capital on entrepreneurship at the
individual (Davidsson and Honig, 2003), firm (Marvel et al., 2016), and country levels (Brush
et al., 2017). We extend this by studying gender ratio at a community level and identify that
communities that have equality in human capital levels across genders are likely to achieve
equality in entrepreneurial rates across genders. We also contextualize this effect by

highlighting the contingent role of community deprivation.

Policy implications

There exists a lot of contemporary interest around issues of gender pay differences,
both in full or part-time employment (Olsen et al., 2018), and self-employment (Department
for Business Innovation and Skills, 2016). This indicates that social exclusion of women is still
persistent despite governmental efforts to address inequality by offering support to female
entrepreneurs to fill gaps in their human capital acquisition. Local enterprise growth initiative
attempted to tackle deprivation through encouraging entrepreneurial activity in deprived areas
by introducing various forms of support, including investments into human capital (Local
Government Improvement and Development, 2010; The Baroness Mone OBE, 2016). In this

vein, considering the importance of gender disparity and deprivation in the political agenda,
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our results throw light on the compounding effect of social and spatial exclusion. Our findings
suggest that the gender ratio in entrepreneurial activity is affected by the deprivation level of a
local area, which further constraints the availability and utilization of both general and specific
human capital by women towards entrepreneurship. Therefore, it is not merely the availability
of local support schemes that matters in addressing this issue, but the consideration of a broader
social context (Jayawarna et al., 2015; Marlow and Swail, 2014), where the social role of
women, societal expectations, and other pressures of deprived areas hinder the prospects of

gender equality in entrepreneurial activity.

Limitations and Future Research

There are two main limitations associated with the study. The first one relates to the
operationalization issues arising from the nature of the dataset. The categorization of general
and specific human capital is limited to the variables available in the GEM dataset across local
communities. Human capital measures could encompass a broader range of parameters,
reflecting a richer definition adopted in selected studies (Martin et al., 2013; Marvel et al.,
2016). For instance, certain dimensions of task-specific and general human capital like the type
of formal education, entrepreneurial training, participation in local mentoring skills (Marvel et

al., 2016) may be used in future research for developing a more fine-grained understanding.

The second limitation refers to the contextualization aspect. Although satisfying the
pursued research objective by relying on a multidimensional construct of multiple deprivation,
future studies could consider each deprivation domain (income, employment, education,
health, living environment, housing, and crime) separately. Future research may also include
other measures to characterize the availability of social capital (Kang and Snell, 2009) and
local support infrastructure (McKeever et al., 2015; Santos et al., 2016). In addition, individual
and community level discourses could be analysed within the mixed embeddeddness
perspective by disantangling complexities in the interaction of different-level factors (Romero
and Valdez, 2016; Wang and Warn, 2017). This would offer scope for multilevel analysis to
explain different inclination towards entrepreneurial activity between men and women. It
would also be interesting to replicate this study in an emerging market context where the role
of gender and institutional characteristics on entrepreneurship are observed to be different from
developed markets (Chatterjee and Sahasranamam, 2018; Ghani et al., 2013; Sahasranamam

and Sud, 2016). Moreover, future research could adopt a qualitative understanding of human
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capital (Dimov, 2017), wherein a typology of female entrepreneurs could be derived based on

their human capital and contextual parameters by means of fuzzy-set methodology.
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Figure 1 Conceptual model
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Table 1 Estimations of the regression models for the Indices of Multiple Deprivation in

England, Scotland, Wales, and Northern Ireland.

England Scotland Wales Northern
Ireland
2007 2010 2006 2012 2008 2011 2010
Constant -0.50  -0.19 -0.79  -1.62 6.02 5.42 -6.60
Income Domain coefficient 0.71 0.85 0.89 0.89 0.46 0.27 0.72
Employment Domain 1.09 0.93 0.76 0.83 0.26 048 0.76
coefficient
Estimated standard deviation 3.52 3.59 2.73 3.09 3.19 2.77 2.86
of the residuals
Number of observations 32481 6504 1895 889
27
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Table 2 Variable operationalization and summary statistics

Variable Operationalization Mean s.d.
Dependent
variable
Total Ratio of female total early-stage entrepreneurial 0.50 0.21
entrepreneurial activity (TEA) rate over male TEA rate among
activity gender 18—64 year old adult population at the community
ratio (TEA gender level
ratio)
Independent
variables
General human Ratio of female post-secondary education 1.43 031
capital gender completion rate over male rate among 18—64 year
ratio old adult population at the community level
Specific human Ratio of female entrepreneurial specific 0.85 0.12
capital gender knowledge perception rate over male rate among
ratio 18—64 year old adult population at the community
level
Community Index of Multiple Deprivation 26.22 11.59
deprivation
Control variables
Age Mean age of respondents at the community level ~ 45.05  1.31
Peer networks Mean value of individuals knowing other 0.26 0.03
with entrepreneurs entrepreneurs at the community level
Household income Mean value of household income at the 337 0.23
community level
Media perception ~ Mean value of individual perception of media 0.51 0.03
of support for entrepreneurship at the community
entrepreneurship  level
Status associated =~ Mean value of individual perception of status 0.72  0.03

with
entrepreneurship

associated with entrepreneurship at the
community level

EURAM/Wiley-Blackwell
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Table 3 Correlation matrix

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8§ 9
TEA gender ratio 1

General human capital gender ratio -0.00 1

Specific human capital gender ratio 0.30* 0.33* 1

Community deprivation -0.19* 0.12* -0.16%* 1

Age 0.26* 0.07* 0.19% -0.22* 1

Social capital with entrepreneurs 0.11* 0.01* 0.13* -0.27* -0.06* 1

Household income 0.17* -0.19* 0.02* -0.63* -0.04* 0.37* 1

Media support of entrepreneurship -0.01* 0.20* 0.09* -0.12* -0.08* 0.12* -0.06* 1
Status associated with entrepreneurship -0.27* 0.21* 0.01* 0.16* -0.38* -0.05* -0.09* 0.21* 1

*p <0.05

EURAM/Wiley-Blackwell

29
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Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
General human capital 0.03"" (0.00) 0.03"" (0.00)
gender ratio (GHC
gender ratio)
Specific human capital 046" (0.01) 0.45™" (0.00)
gender ratio (SHC gender
ratio)
Community deprivation 20.0177(0.01)  0.0577(0.00) 0.13" (0.00)
(CD)
GHC gender ratio x CD -0.04™" (0.00)
SHC gender ratio x CD -0.16™" (0.00)
Age 0.03"" (0.00) 0.03"" (0.00) 0.02"" (0.00) 0.03™" (0.00) 0.03"" (0.00) 0.02"" (0.00)
Social capital with 038" (0.01) 036" (0.01) 0.13" (0.01) 035" (0.01) 034 (0.01) 0.10™" (0.01)
entrepreneurs
Household income 0.13" (0.00) 0.14™ (0.00) 0.13" (0.00) 0.117" (0.00) 0.117 (0.00) 0.12" (0.00)
Media support of 030" (0.01) 026" (0.01) 0.18" (0.01) 026" (0.01) 023" (0.01) 0.14™ (0.01)
entrepreneurship
Status associated with 213877 (0.02)  -1.4677(0.02)  -1.567(0.02)  -1.2777(0.02)  -1.3877(0.02)  -1.52"7(0.02)
entrepreneurship
Constant 0.7277(0.03)  -0.6577(0.03)  -0.36" (0.03)  -0.7977(0.04)  -0.60"(0.04)  -0.36" (0.04)
Stage of the economy dummies included
R-squared 0.139 0.141 0.207 0.139 0.145 0.217
F-stat 3498.29"" 3046.26 4186.19" 3096.79"" 2705.137 3415727
Robust standard errors in parenthesis; ***p < 0.001, **p <0.01, *p < 0.05, +p < 0.10
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Figure 2a Interaction effect between community deprivation and general human capital

gender ratio (red solid line represents high value of general human capital gender ratio and blue dotted line
represents low value of general human capital gender ratio)

Linear
prediction of
TEA gender
ratio

Low deprivation High deprivation

Figure 2b Interaction effect between community deprivation and specific human capital

gender ratio (red solid line represents high value of specific human capital gender ratio and blue dotted line
represents low value of specific human capital gender ratio)

Linear
prediction of
TEA gender
ratio

Low deprivation High deprivation
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Doubly Disadvantaged: Gender, Spatially Concentrated Deprivation and Nascent
Entrepreneurial Activity

Abstract

Drawing on human capital, intersectionality and mixed embeddedness theory, we test
hypotheses on the relationship between gender differences in human capital and gender
differences in nascent entrepreneurial activity across geographical space, and the moderating
effect of spatially concentrated deprivation on this relationship. Using UK data from Global
Entrepreneurship Monitor, we find that the disadvantaged position of female nascent
entrepreneurs arises from social exclusion, and specifically that the gender differences in
nascent entrepreneurial activity are directly related to differences in general and specific human
capital across locales. Moreover, in deprived locations, women as a group do not gain from
any human capital advantage they might have over men, causing a double disadvantage for
women. QOur results make a novel contribution to the literature on disadvantage
entrepreneurship, and we discuss policy options to tackle double disadvantage in deprived

locales.

Keywords: Gender; Social exclusion; Spatial exclusion; Human capital; Entrepreneurship

Introduction

Research on disadvantage entrepreneurship has explored disadvantages on multiple fronts,
including socio-demographics (Carter et al., 2015; Kushnirovich et al., 2017; Marlow and
Swail, 2014), entrepreneurial capital (Dodd and Keles, 2014), and location (Naudé¢ et al., 2008;
Rouse and Jayawarna, 2006). For instance, we know that in many contexts, individuals
belonging to certain social groups (e.g. females) are marked by the lack of (or diminished)
access to entrepreneurial capital leading to limited entrepreneurial activity (Hughes ez al., 2012;
Marlow and Patton, 2005). However, we still have limited knowledge on how location
disadvantages interact with existing disadvantages at socio-demographic (gender) and
entrepreneurial capital (human capital) fronts in influencing entrepreneurial activity (Brush et

al., 2017; Gill and Larson, 2014; Henry et al., 2016).

There exists a strong economic case for promoting women’s entrepreneurship. For
instance, one estimate is that if women started businesses at the same rate as men, then the

United Kingdom (UK) would see 150,000 more businesses per annum creating 390,000 more
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jobs (UK Women’s Enterprise Taskforce, 2012). We also know that harnessing
entrepreneurship in disadvantaged areas could enhance economic development through job
creation, increased productivity and social inclusion (Blackburn and Ram, 2006; Frankish et
al., 2014; Welter et al, 2008). Given this economic relevance of both women’s
entrepreneurship and entrepreneurship in disadvantaged areas, it is important to have an
integrated understanding of how spatially concentrated disadvantages (location) (Rae, 2012)
interact with social disadvantages (gender) to influence business start-up activity, also known
as nascent entrepreneurial activity. To this end, we address the following research question in
this paper: what is the effect of spatially concentrated deprivation on gender differences in

nascent entrepreneurial activity, accounting for gender differences in human capital in

different locales?

We utilize the literature on human capital, intersectionality and mixed embeddedness
to explore the research question. Human capital theory highlights the relevance of two types of
human capital on entrepreneurial activity: general (education) and specific (entrepreneurial
skills and experience) (Becker, 1976; Marvel ef al., 2016). Intersectionality literature discusses
privileges and disadvantages emanating from intersecting social positions of gender, race, and
ethnicity (Gill and Larson, 2014; Martinez Dy et al., 2017; Wang and Warn, 2017). Gill and
Larson (2014) extended the intersectionality argument to highlight the intersecting role of
place-based effects. The mixed embeddedness approach allows us to explain entrepreneurship
by situating entrepreneurial capabilities and opportunities within a socio-economic, spatial and
regulatory context (Jones et al., 2014; Kloosterman, 2010; Ram et al., 2013). A critical element
of intersectionality theory is that intersecting social positions have multiplicative rather than
additive effects (Dubrow, 2008). We integrate these multiple theoretical strands to argue the
presence of a ‘double disadvantage’ for women trying to start businesses in deprived locations,

caused by the interaction of human capital disparities and locational disadvantages.

We use the empirical context of nascent entrepreneurial activity across different
geographic locales in the United Kingdom to test our arguments. We combine the Global
Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) database with Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) data for
the period 2007-2012 to build the dataset. Our results offer support to our argument,
highlighting the presence of a ‘double-disadvantage’ hampering female nascent entrepreneurial

activity within deprived locales.
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We make multiple contributions through this study. Firstly, we contribute to the
literature on disadvantage entrepreneurship (Blackburn and Ram, 2006; Carter et al., 2015;
Kloosterman, 2010; Marlow and Swail, 2014; Ram ef al., 2013) by highlighting the interaction
of social and spatial exclusion on nascent entrepreneurial activity. Secondly, we add to the
economic geography literature (Ghani et al., 2013; Langevang et al., 2015; Perucca et al., 2018;
Rae, 2012) by exploring the effect of gender differences in human capital and deprivation on
entrepreneurship across different locales. Finally, we extend the human capital literature
(Estrin et al., 2016; Marvel et al., 2016) by studying the role of gender differences in human

capital in different locales of the same country rather than at individual, firm or country-level.

Theory and hypotheses development

The term ‘disadvantage entrepreneurship’ has a range of meanings in the literature.
Firstly, it could refer to entrepreneurs of a specific group like women (Marlow and Swail,
2014), immigrants (Kushnirovich et al., 2017), ex-prisoners (Cooney, 2012), old people
(Curran and Blackburn, 2001), or disabled individuals (Dimic and Orlov, 2014) who
experience social exclusion (Khan et al., 2015). Secondly, it can imply the geographical
location of individuals and associated spatial inequalities (Naud¢ et al., 2008) arising from
spatially concentrated deprivation (Rae, 2012; Rouse and Jayawarna, 2006). Finally, it might
characterise individuals with disadvantages in terms of specific capabilities, skills, or
perceptions (i.e. entrepreneurial capital) that enhance their vulnerability, such as discouraged
borrowers (Dodd and Keles, 2014; Kon and Storey, 2003). In summary, the disadvantages for
entrepreneurs can arise from their socio-economic characteristics, location, or capabilities

(Carter et al., 2013).

Prior literature systematically classifies female entrepreneurs as disadvantaged
compared to males, highlighting gender disparities in entrepreneurial intentions globally
(Hughes et al., 2012; Marlow and Patton, 2005). There is evidence that women exhibit
preferences towards flexible working hours and part-time involvement into self-employment,
decreasing the scope of work experience and exposure to business opportunities, thus
decreasing entrepreneurial start-up rates (Carter et al, 2015; Marlow et al., 2012). The
disadvantaged position compared to men is also observed in relation to the accumulation of
entrepreneurial resources (Jayawarna et al., 2015), education (Carter et al., 1997; Fischer et
al., 1993), managerial skills (Zolin et al., 2013), social and professional networks (including
socialisation experiences) (Jayawarna et al., 2015), and finance (Freel et al., 2012; Roper and

3
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Scott, 2009). Some studies suggest that women are risk-averse in relation to their business
funding strategy (Coleman and Robb, 2012), however, this perspective was challenged with
the argument that risk-avoidance among women is a consequence of shifting socio-economic
norms, which are reflected in their entrepreneurial endeavours and actions (Marlow and Swail,
2014). In short, belonging to a particular social group, such as women in the UK, may be
marked by the lack of (or diminished) access to human capital, resources and capabilities

essential for launching a successful entrepreneurial activity.

Rates of entrepreneurial activity are negatively correlated with spatially concentrated
deprivation (Devins, 2009; Frankish et al., 2014; Williams and Huggins, 2013; Williams et al.,
2017; Williams and Williams, 2017). Also, female entrepreneurship rates are found to be
correlated with human capital (Adom and Asare-Yeboa, 2016; Brush et al., 2017; Caliendo et
al., 2014; Marvel et al., 2016). However, the mutual effects of these relationships have not
been disentangled, despite Gunnerud’s (1997, p.267) warning that “when studying
entrepreneurs one should be aware of the fact that one studies gendered beings in gendered
places”. In other words, empirical studies have not yet confirmed whether a disadvantaged
location further amplifies the disadvantage of a female entrepreneur in terms of involvement
into entrepreneurial activity, as intersectionality theory might suggest. Therefore, our
theoretical development will examine the impact of gender differences in human capital and
spatially concentrated deprivation on the phase of entrepreneurial process where individuals

are actively trying to start a business.

Human capital and gender differences in entrepreneurial activity

Human capital theory deals with individual decisions about career choices and
investments into skills and knowledge (Becker, 1976). Becker (1994) differentiates two forms
of human capital: general and specific human capital. In the context of entrepreneurship, the
former refers to the educational qualifications, while the latter refers to having the knowledge,
skills and experience to run a new business. Previous research related both forms of human
capital with the career choice towards self-employment and entrepreneurship (Davidsson and
Honig, 2003; Dimov, 2010; Kim et al., 2006; Passaro et al., 2018), its success (Unger et al.,
2011), and exit decisions (Gimeno et al., 1997; Huggins et al., 2017).

A wide range of studies have positively linked entrepreneurial activity with different
human capital dimensions (see Marvel et al. (2016) for a literature review). However, evidence

4
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on the effect of general human capital on entrepreneurial activity is mixed. On the one hand,
for those with high general human capital, entrepreneurial activity might result in a greater
probability of decreased income — or higher variability in possible income - in future compared
to regular employment (Becker, 1962; Cassar, 2006). On the other hand, other evidence
suggests that general human capital increases the likelihood that an individual will engage in
entrepreneurial activity, as a result of knowledge, skills and confidence gained from education
(Davidsson and Honig, 2003; Delmar and Davidsson, 2000; Piperopoulos and Dimov, 2015;
Rotefoss and Kolvereid, 2005). The availability, and the consequent impact, of general human
capital might vary across different opportunity creation contexts (Alvarez and Barney, 2014).
Therefore, one could assume that the role of context is particularly important in such a
relationship, revealing a gap in research on the impact of human capital on nascent

entrepreneurial activity beyond the individual level (Marvel ef al., 2016).

Research into specific human capital suggests more straightforward findings, where
skills and knowledge associated with an entrepreneurial context make the individual better
equipped to identify and exploit opportunities, and hence are considered to have a positive
effect on nascent entrepreneurial activity (Clercq and Arenius, 2006; Sahasranamam & Sud,
2016; Ucbasaran et al., 2008). Furthermore, specific human capital may also emanate from
prior entrepreneurial experience or experience in a related industry to the new venture. It is
argued that specific (entrepreneurial) human capital is of greater benefit to entrepreneurship
(Unger et al., 2011) and is also more likely to be influenced by contextual factors when
compared to general human capital (Estrin et al., 2016; Sahasranamam and Nandakumar,
2018). Taking a temporal view, scholars suggest that general human capital is more beneficial
in the long-run, while specific human capital has greater benefits in the short term (Rauch and

Rijsdijk, 2013).

In general, it is argued that female nascent entrepreneurs are disadvantaged compared
to their male counterparts in terms of human capital for both household and societal reasons
(Hindle et al., 2009; McGowan et al., 2015). These disparities mainly arise from the tendency
for women to have work experience that is more limited in time and in scope, thus hindering
the development of enterprising skills and social networks (Carter et al., 2003; Patterson and
Mavin, 2009). Therefore, from a social exclusion perspective, women are viewed as a

disadvantaged group, willing to engage in entrepreneurial activity, but with less access on
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average to resources and opportunities and less likely to possess the human capital necessary

to convert one into the other (Abrams et al., 2008).

Summarising this discussion, differences in general human capital may affect both
opportunity recognition and entrepreneurial self-efficacy, two critical preconditions for nascent
entrepreneurial activity (Marvel et al., 2016). Gender differences in specific human capital
cause relative disadvantage in entrepreneurship-specific skills like problem-solving,
knowledge about markets and knowledge about customers (Shane, 2000). Controlling for other
contextual factors, we would therefore expect to see a positive relationship between differences
in general or specific human capital of men and women in a set of boundary spaces (such as
geographical locales) and differences in nascent entrepreneurship rates of men and women in
that set of boundary spaces. In other words, we hypothesize that there is a relationship between
gender differences in general/specific human capital and gender differences in nascent

entrepreneurial activity rates across locales:

H1: The greater the difference in the level of general human capital between women and men
in a locale, the greater the difference in the level of nascent entrepreneurial activity between

men and women.

H?2: The greater the differences in the levels of specific human capital between women and men
in a locale, the greater the difference in the level of nascent entrepreneurial activity between

men and women.

Spatially concentrated deprivation

Spatially concentrated deprivation refers to lack of resources within a locale, which
may be viewed in terms of income, material wealth, educational standards, nutritional levels,
and infrastructure (Blackburn and Ram, 2006; Rae, 2012). A deprived locale is likely to be
characterized by lack of market opportunities (Storey and Johnson, 1987), poor infrastructure
and other support mechanisms (Slack, 2005; Taylor and Plummer, 2003; Welter et al., 2008)
needed for entrepreneurship. Therefore, more deprived locales are likely to have lower levels
of entrepreneurial activity than less deprived locales (Thompson et al., 2008; Williams and

Williams, 2011).
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The level of deprivation in a locale imposes different roles on women in terms of social
expectations regarding family and household (Allen and Truman, 2016). Moreover, higher
levels of unemployment in deprived locales increase the likelihood that women will be more
likely to be engaged in childcare and household duties and less likely to be engaged in any type
of economic activity (Metcalf, 2013). Furthermore, women are more subject to socio-economic
norms (Marlow and Swail, 2014) and thus tend to perceive the environment in a more negative
light than men do (Langowitz and Minniti, 2007) and are more risk aware. This is likely to
negatively impact the likelihood of nascent entrepreneurial activity among women in deprived
areas, particularly in cultures where entrepreneurship is not viewed as a mainstream activity
for women. In this regard, some researchers find that in deprived areas there exists a greater
skew of resource acquisition and market advantages in favour of men (Bates, 2010; Jayawarna
et al., 2011; Rouse and Jayawarna, 2011; Williams and Williams, 2011). Hence, women are
likely to encounter greater difficulties in identifying and exploiting new business opportunities

in deprived areas. Therefore, we hypothesize that:

H3: The higher the level of deprivation in a locale, the higher the level of gender differences

in nascent entrepreneurial activity.

The concept of intersectionality suggests that the interaction between a range of
discourses that socially construct disadvantage further magnifies disadvantage among
individuals who identify across multiple socially disadvantaged groups, leading to exclusion
(Crenshaw, 1997; Martinez Dy et al., 2014). It is argued that intersectionality of identities
drives positionality, which refers to a dynamic position across social structures and agencies
(Anthias, 2001), moderating the relationship between social disadvantage and resource
allocation (e.g. human capital) (Martinez Dy et al., 2017). Entrepreneurial identity, a
manifestation of occupational identity, is a mental process through which an individual
constructs a reflective image of their own identity based on individual discourses, such as
gender, social class, and ethnicity (Drakopoulou Dodd and Anderson, 2007), as well as
environmental conditions, for example external influences, societal norms and expectations,
and place (Gill and Larson, 2014). The evolution of such self-constructions will lead to the
emergence of a dominant form of entrepreneurial identity in the society. As a result, a rigid
perception in western cultures of the identity of an entrepreneur as a white, urban, male,
young/middle-aged individual arises, imposing an additional psychological barrier for

individuals not belonging to that identity to overcome (Ashcraft, 2007; Gill and Ganesh, 2007).
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The intersectionality perspective meshes well with the mixed embeddedness
framework, where individuals are positioned geographically in a specific locale which provides
them with a specific social and economic context that in turn presents specific opportunities
and challenges for entrepreneurial activity (Dacin et al., 1999; Granovetter, 1985; Jack and
Anderson, 2002; Ram et al., 2008). For example, local-level factors in combination with
individual determinants and wider macroeconomic influences determine the availability of
entrepreneurial capital (including human capital), which limits access to certain opportunities

(Kloosterman, 2010).

Based on intersectionality theory and the mixed embeddedness framework, we can
portray women in disadvantaged areas as encountering two discourses: location and gender,
which influence their self-identity in relation to a male entrepreneur (Ashcraft, 2007;
Drakopoulou Dodd and Anderson, 2007). Deprived locales are likely to have limited schooling
facilities, reducing opportunities to build general human capital. Such areas are also known to
have low entrepreneurship rates (Hughes ef al., 2012), and relatively high unemployment
(Bynner and Parsons, 2002), and this combination limits social exposure to entrepreneurship
(Jayawarna et al., 2015). Therefore, individuals from these areas are likely to have lower levels
of general and specific human capital (Lee and Cowling, 2013; Rouse and Jayawarna, 2006).
On the gender front, entrepreneurial identity for males in disadvantaged locales will be
determined by location alone, other things equal. However, women need to take cognizance of
the dominant type of entrepreneurial identity in the society (illustrated earlier) and locational
factors. Considering that the former effect is attributed to women but not men, and the latter
effect to both genders, the position of women in terms of entrepreneurial activity is further
aggravated in deprived locales compared to male counterparts. This is likely to hinder women
in terms of their aspirations, abilities and access to resources needed to start a new venture. In
summary, entrepreneurial identities, social hierarchies and locational disadvantages are likely
to curtail both general and specific human capital acquisition and utilization by women towards

entrepreneurship, leading to a double disadvantage. Therefore, we hypothesize that:

H4a: The relationship between gender differences in general human capital and gender
differences in nascent entrepreneurial activity across different locales is negatively moderated

by deprivation at the locale level.
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H4b: The relationship between gender differences in specific human capital and gender
differences in nascent entrepreneurial activity across different locales is negatively moderated

by deprivation at the locale level.

The final conceptual model is presented in Figure 1.

[Insert Figure 1 about here]

Data and methods

Sample

We combine the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) data for United Kingdom
with the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) for the period 2007-2012 in this study. We use
the GEM Adult Population Survey (APS) for data on individual characteristics and
entrepreneurship rates within the adult population. Since 2001, GEM surveys are conducted
annually in the UK and capture information on a wide range of entrepreneurship related factors
through fixed line and mobile telephone interviews (Levie and Autio, 2008). GEM surveys are
considered rich, reliable and valid (Reynolds et al., 2005), and have been extensively used in

recent entrepreneurship research (Brush et al., 2017; Estrin et al., 2016).

Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) developed and collected by the Office of National
Statistics (ONS) is used to capture deprivation across local areas in the UK. It reflects the socio-
economic environment of a locale and is available at the lower layer super output areas -
LSOAs (locales each containing around 1,500 people) across England, and similarly defined
data zones in Wales, Scotland, and Northern Ireland, thus covering all four home nations in the
UK. The indicators are calculated based on Census data and additional data from administrative
sources. The rank-based index allows one to estimate the relative position of a locale in terms
of deprivation, where a higher deprivation score implies a more deprived area (Noble et al.,

2008).

The methodology of IMD calculation across the four home nations is different, making
direct comparisons impossible within the UK. Income and employment deprivation domains
are measured in the most consistent way, while other dimensions and their construction vary

considerably (Department for Communities and Local Government; Northern Ireland Statistics
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and Research Agency; Stats Wales; The Scottish Government). For this study, the indices were

adjusted to make them comparable both across years and home nations, as outlined below.

Following the methodology developed by Payne and Abel (2012), England indices are
used as the baseline for the universal score, and a rank correlation coefficient (Kendall’s tau)
between adjusted and original IMD achieved 0.91 for Wales, 0.96 for Scotland, and 0.97 for
Northern Ireland. To construct the adjusted scores, a linear regression model was computed for
each home nation, with the overall IMD as the dependent variable, and income and
employment domains as independent variables. The results of the modelling for each home
nation are presented in Table 1. Next, residuals were obtained using those models, as an
estimation of the unique contribution of other domains of deprivation (not income and
employment) to the overall IMD. And, finally, the adjusted scores for each country were

computed using the formula proposed by Payne and Abel (2012).

[Insert Table 1 about here]

Another amendment was made in relation to the time period for which the indicators
are calculated. Within the observation period English IMD are available for 2007 and 2010,
Welsh (WIMD) for 2008 and 2011, Scottish (SIMD) for 2006, 2009, and 2012, and Northern
Irish (NIMDM) for 2010. As a result, two scores were computed: 1) for the pre-crisis period
(IMD for 2007, WIMD for 2008, SIMD for 2006, and NIMDM for 2010); and 2) for the after-
crisis period (IMD for 2010, WIMD for 2011, SIMD for 2012, and NIMDM for 2010). The
adjusted indices of multiple deprivation both for the pre-crisis and post-crisis periods were

merged with the GEM data set according to the following procedure:

1) Postcodes associated with each individual in the GEM data set were matched with
LSOAs (England and Wales), data zones (Scotland), and super output areas (Northern
Ireland) through GeoConvert (UK Data Service Census Support);

2) Each LSOA, data zone, and super output area identified was matched with the adjusted

IMD for the pre-crisis and post-crisis periods.

As a result, matched IMD were available for 78% (the mean for the period 2007-2012) of

the cases which ensured the representativeness of the sample.

10
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In order to address the research question at the locale level, we spatially clustered adjacent
LSOAs in England, data zones in Scotland, and super output areas in Northern Ireland to create

197 locales across the four home nations based on the following criteria:

e Geographical adjacency of LSOAs, data zones, and super output areas;
e The grouping is confined by nations’ geographical boundaries;
e The sample size is more than 600 observations in each locale;

e The final number of locales is large enough for an adequate statistical analysis.

Aggregating neighbouring LSOAs into larger locales allowed us to increase the sample size
within each community, offering representativeness to estimate nascent entrepreneurship rates.

Tables 2 and 3 present the summary characteristics after the aggregation.

[Insert Tables 2 and 3 about here]

Arguably, when combining LSOAs/data zones/super output areas into locales, contextual
differences within these larger areas increase, giving rise to potential biases (e.g. Piantadosi et
al., 1988). However, the aggregation of geographically adjacent small areas achieves
homogeneity across IMD indicators within locales, so that IMD varies across them to capture
the spatially concentrated deprivation phenomenon. Moreover, the analysis and implication are
derived at the locale level, avoiding making inferences about individuals. To tackle spatial
mobility issues associated with deprivation and generally acknowledged in the literature
(Frankish et al., 2014; Sutter et al., 2019), additional checks were carried out, and these showed
minor effects on results at the locale level of analysis. Comparing home and business locations
of individual nascent entrepreneurs in the sample, between eight and nine out of ten home and
business postcodes match. As a result, spatial homogeneity is preserved within each locale,
which makes it possible to examine spatially concentrated deprivation varying across those

areas in line with the argument of Rae (2012) about its significance.

Dependent variable

Our dependent variable is the gender ratio (female to male) in nascent entrepreneurial
activity at the locale (spatially clustered LSOAs) level. GEM captures individual level nascent

entrepreneurial activity based on whether individuals are actively involved in start-up effort
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for a business they will own and manage in whole or in part (Hechavarria and Ingram, 2018).

We aggregate this to the locale level; the mean value is specified in Table 4.

Independent variables

General human capital gender ratios and specific human capital gender ratios at the
locale level are measured as mean aggregate ratios computed from the individual level data
(see descriptive statistics in Table 4). At the individual level, general human capital is
operationalized based on whether respondents have post-secondary level educational
qualifications (Estrin et al., 2016; Sahasranamam and Raman, 2018). Individual specific
human capital is a perception-based measure of whether individuals believe that they have the
skills, knowledge and experience to start a new business (Sahasranamam and Nandakumar,
2018). As highlighted earlier, spatially concentrated deprivation was measured using the mean

IMD value aggregated at the locale level.

Control variables

Following prior research (Hechavarria and Ingram, 2018; Huggins et al., 2017), we use
multiple control variables at the locale level. We control for socio-demographic factors like
average age and household income. We also control for multiple entrepreneurial culture related
factors at the locale level including knowing an entrepreneur who has recently started a
business, media perception of entrepreneurs and status associated with entrepreneurs (see Table
4 for details). In addition, we control for the stage of the economy (2007: pre-recession stage;

2008-2009: recession stage; 2010-2012: post-recession stage) using dummy variables.

Estimation

Table 4 summarizes our variables, their operationalization and summary statistics. In
Table 5, we present the correlation matrix. From this, we observe that there are no very high
correlations between the variables. In our regression models, we further tested for multi-
collinearity and observed that VIF statistics were within the range of 4 (Cohen et al., 2003;
Neter et al., 1996). In addition, we also noted that the overall condition number was less than
15. These suggest that (Belsley et al., 2005) multi-collinearity is not a serious concern in our
study. We performed OLS regression to test our hypotheses. In order to overcome

heteroscedasticity concerns in aggregated data, we used robust standard errors in the analysis.
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Results

In Table 6, we present the results from OLS regression. Model 1 presents the results for
the control variables. In Models 2, 3 and 4, we include the independent variables general human
capital gender ratio, specific human capital gender ratio and spatially concentrated deprivation,
respectively. From Model 2, we find support for Hypothesis 1, as we observe a positive and
significant relationship between general human capital gender ratio and nascent entrepreneurial
activity gender ratio (f = 0.44, p < 0.001). Similarly, we notice a positive and significant
relationship between specific human capital gender ratio and nascent entrepreneurial activity
gender ratio (B = 1.52, p < 0.001) in Model 3. This illustrates support for Hypothesis 2.
However, in Model 4, we observe a negative and significant effect of spatially concentrated
deprivation on nascent entrepreneurial activity gender ratio (f =-0.07, p < 0.001), suggesting
that in more deprived locales men are more likely to exhibit higher nascent entrepreneurial
activity, lending support to Hypothesis 3. Models 5 and 6 present the results for interaction
between human capital gender ratio variables and spatially concentrated deprivation. We mean
centred the interaction terms before entering them into the regression model. We find that
spatially concentrated deprivation has a negative and significant moderating effect on the
relationship between the general human capital gender ratio and the nascent entrepreneurial
activity gender ratio (f = -0.04, p < 0.001) and the relationship between the specific human
capital gender ratio and the nascent entrepreneurial activity gender ratio (f =-0.02, p <0.001).

This offers support for Hypotheses 4a and 4b.

[Insert Tables 4, 5 and 6 about here]

While testing interaction effects, the direction and statistical significance of the
interaction terms are likely to vary for different values of independent variables (Hoetker, 2007;

Zelner, 2009). Therefore, it is important to not interpret the interaction term by examining the

13

EURAM/Wiley-Blackwell

Page 44 of 71



Page 45 of 71

European Management Review - Paper for Review

direction, magnitude and statistical significance of the resulting coefficients alone

(Macekelburger et al., 2012). Hence, we plot the interaction effects in Figures 2a and 2b.

[Insert Figures 2a and 2b about here]

Figures 2a and 3b suggest that in locales with low deprivation, women appear to
significantly narrow the nascent entrepreneurial activity gap with men, where they have high
general or specific human capital relative to men, but in locales with high deprivation, there is
no human capital boost. Deprivation appears to prevent women from benefiting from any
human capital advantages they might have. This empirical result is subtly different to that

proposed by intersectionality theory and embeddedness theory.

Amongst the control variables, we find that age, household income, and media
perception of entrepreneurs have a positive and significant effect, while social capital with
another recently started entrepreneur and status associated with entrepreneurs has a negative
and significant impact at the locale level. From a social demographics point of view, these
results suggest that in areas where average age and household income are higher, women are
likely to exhibit greater entrepreneurial activity compared to men. Access to finance creates
more favourable conditions for entrepreneurial action (Alvarez et al., 2011; Urbano and
Alvarez, 2014; Vuong et al., 2016), and since financial barriers are especially acute for women
(Brush et al., 2018), this result makes sense. At the level of entrepreneurial culture within
locales, the results suggest that positive media perception of entrepreneurship may encourage
entrepreneurial activity among women compared to men. However, knowing another recently
started entrepreneur and status associated with entrepreneurship may be less important drivers
of nascent entrepreneurial activity among women than men. This is also consistent with prior
literature, which suggests that women gain less from entrepreneurial networks from men (Farr-
Wharton and Brunetto, 2007; Runyan ef al., 2006; Santos et al., 2016) and also value status
less than safety, family, and work-life balance relative to men, in entrepreneurial and other

contexts (Cliff, 1998; Poggesi et al., 2016).

Robustness tests
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We conducted multiple robustness checks, which support our findings. Firstly, we
conducted the entire analysis replacing nascent entrepreneurship gender ratio with early stage
entrepreneurial activity (TEA)! gender ratio and found similar results. We also utilized an
alternative measure for specific human capital composed of individuals’ perception of risk,
capabilities and social networks (Arenius and Minniti, 2005) and obtained consistent results.
Finally, considering that the data on deprivation for Northern Ireland was available only for

2010, we replicated the analysis without including Northern Irish data to find similar results.
Discussion

Our results reinforce previous findings which identify female entrepreneurs as
disadvantaged in terms of their access to human capital (Hindle et al., 2009; Marvel et al.,
2016; McGowan et al., 2015) and location (Jayawarna ef al., 2011; Rouse and Jayawarna,
2011; Williams and Williams, 2011), but build on these to demonstrate a multiplicative effect
of human capital and deprivation on nascent entrepreneurship rates at the locale level for
women relative to men. In line with intersectionality theory (Martinez Dy et al., 2017), but
subtly different to the literature, we find that deprivation prevents women from taking
advantage of any human capital assets they might have that are relevant to engagement in
nascent entrepreneurial activity. One interpretation might be that while women are exposed to
the same obstacles as men in deprived locales in terms of socio-demographic factors (Lee and
Cowling, 2013), social capital (Lee et al., 2018), and perceptions (Williams and Williams,
2011), women may find it more challenging to overcome those potential barriers due to family
burdens (Patrick et al., 2016), motivations (McGowan et al., 2012), differences in risk aversion
(Fossen, 2012), trusting behaviours (Farr-Wharton and Brunetto, 2007) and socio-economic
norms (Marlow and Swail, 2014) that their counterparts in less deprived areas do not face. Our
empirical confirmation of a “double disadvantage” suggests it is much more difficult for
women to break through the vicious circle of deprivation, even if they have the human capital
necessary for entrepreneurship, despite the evidence suggesting that entrepreneurship offers a
route for people out of deprived areas (Frankish et al., 2014; Sutter et al., 2019). This is the

first contribution of our paper to the literature on disadvantaged entrepreneurship.

! Individual who are either nascent entrepreneur (actively involved in start-up effort) or new entrepreneurs
(owner managers of a business that is less than 42 months old).

15

EURAM/Wiley-Blackwell

Page 46 of 71



Page 47 of 71

European Management Review - Paper for Review

Entrepreneurship is linked to innovation and economic growth at both national and
regional levels (Stephens et al., 2013; Vuong et al., 2013). If this logic can be transferred to
the less than regional level of locales, then our findings suggest that the doubly disadvantaged
position of women deters deprived locales from potential prosperity through new business

activity (Doms et al., 2010; Spigel, 2017). This is the main implication of our first contribution.

Secondly, we add to the literature on economy geography by exploring locale level
effects on entrepreneurship (Ghani et al., 2013; Langevang et al., 2015). Our findings suggest
that spatially concentrated deprivation magnifies disadvantages faced by the socially excluded,
and specifically in our study, women, in line with other studies of deprivation (Perucca et al.,
2018). We know that deprivation within the UK is highly spatially concentrated and persists
over time (Rae, 2012). Therefore, the social and spatial disadvantages associated with
entrepreneurial activity are also likely to persist over time without external intervention,
highlighting the need for focused policy attention. Entrepreneurship is viewed as an
empowering and emancipatory device for women in contexts of deprivation, conflict and
displacement like Northern Africa and Middle East (Al-Dajani ef al., 2015). Given this, and
the findings of Frankish et al. (2014) that entrepreneurship can be a route out of deprivation in
the UK, our results suggest that more focused effort on assisting nascent entrepreneurship

among women than men in deprived locales is justified (Bullough et al., 2015).

Recent research on regional entrepreneurship (Audretsch et al., 2017; Stuetzer et al.,
2018) is gravitating towards the notion of entrepreneurial ecosystems (Spigel, 2017), where
local government initiatives only partly address gaps and stimulate the equality of opportunities
(Huggins and Thompson, 2015; Stam, 2015), and a rich network of active stakeholders is
needed if the ecosystem is to thrive. Deprived locales are least likely to have such stakeholders.
Viewing entrepreneurship as emancipation, allowing individuals to breakthrough constraints,
and liberate themselves to pursue their aspirations (Rindova et al., 2009), echoes the previous
argument about entrepreneurship as a route out deprivation, but is particularly difficult for
women, acting within the boundaries of their households, social expectations, values, and
norms (Jennings et al., 2016), even if they have the human capital necessary for
entrepreneurship. In this vein, ‘unisex’ local policies alone will not address spatial
disadvantage for women, which is more deeply rooted. Moreover, additional training and

financial support won’t help overcome the barriers associated with childcare, marital life, and
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other contingencies (Patrick et al., 2016), meaning that spatial deprivation requires a closer

look at local community structures to understand its effects on women.

Our findings fit with other evidence that women are more likely to be pulled into
entrepreneurial activity in more munificent areas (Glaeser et al., 2010). Specifically, our results
suggest that this is because women in munificent areas benefit from their human capital
endowments, whereas women in deprived areas do not. However, it is generally observed that
most women are pushed into entrepreneurship (Patrick ez al., 2016). In intersectionality theory,
motivation shapes entrepreneurial identity, where high levels of self-efficacy, confidence, and
opportunistic outlook ‘pull” entrepreneurship among men (DeTienne and Chandler, 2007; Hart
et al., 2017). This creates additional barriers for women to overcome psychologically.
Moreover, low human capital endowment has been shown to correlate with necessity (or
‘push’) entrepreneurship (Block et al., 2015; van der Zwan et al., 2016), indicating that
motivation can be viewed as a root of gender-related disadvantage. Our findings suggest a link
between human capital, deprivation and motivation which is worth exploring in further work

at the individual level.

Finally, we also make additional contributions to the literature on human capital and
entrepreneurship. We already know about the role of human capital on entrepreneurship at the
individual (Davidsson and Honig, 2003), firm (Marvel et al., 2016), and country levels (Brush
et al.,2017). We extend this by studying gender ratio at the less than regional level (which we
call the locale) and identify that locales with differences in human capital levels across genders
are likely to lead to inequality in entrepreneurial rates across genders. We also contextualize
this effect by highlighting the contingent role of spatially concentrated deprivation, supporting
the mixed embeddedness perspective (Reuschke et al., 2015).

Conclusions

Our study contextualizes the relationship between gender ratio in human capital and
gender ratio in entrepreneurial activity at the less-than-regional level within the UK.
Combining the perspectives of human capital, intersectionality and positionality in the mixed
embeddedness framework, we theorize a double-disadvantage effect faced by female
entrepreneurs in deprived areas. Prior research applying the concept of intersectionality at the
individual level has informed us of the constructed identity of female entrepreneurs (Martinez

Dy et al., 2017; Wang and Warn, 2017). We embed this within locales to explain associations
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between relative human capital of women and men at the level of the locale and associated
gender disparities in entrepreneurial activity, and further link this to the moderating effect of

spatially concentrated deprivation.

Our results suggest that women in a locale are not only disadvantaged in terms of human
capital when starting a new business compared to men, but also any human capital advantage
they might possess is neutralised by local deprivation, imposing a double disadvantage effect.
The disadvantaged position of women in terms of human capital is already well researched in
the literature on social exclusion at the individual level (Bernat et al., 2017; Fairlie and Robb,
2007; Thiess et al., 2015). However, our findings embed the relationship between the gender

ratio in human capital and the gender ratio in entrepreneurial activity in a geographical context.

Policy implications

There is much contemporary interest around issues of gender pay differences, both in
full or part-time employment (Olsen et al, 2018), and self-employment (Department for
Business Innovation and Skills, 2016). This indicates that social exclusion of women is still
persistent despite governmental efforts to address inequality by offering support to female
entrepreneurs to fill gaps in their human capital acquisition. Some local enterprise growth
initiatives attempt to tackle deprivation through encouraging entrepreneurial activity in
deprived areas by introducing various forms of support, including investments into human
capital (Local Government Improvement and Development, 2010; The Baroness Mone OBE,
2016). Considering the importance of gender disparity and deprivation in the political agenda,
our results throw light on the compounding effect of social and spatial exclusion on women.
Our findings suggest that the gender ratio in entrepreneurial activity is affected by the
deprivation level of a local area, which further constrains the availability and utilization of both
general and specific human capital by women towards entrepreneurship. Therefore, it is not
merely the availability of local support schemes that matters in addressing this issue, but the
consideration of a broader social context (Jayawarna ef al., 2015; Marlow and Swail, 2014),
where the social role of women, societal expectations, and other pressures of deprived areas

hinder the prospects of gender equality in entrepreneurial activity.

Limitations and Future Research
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There are two main limitations associated with the study. The first one relates to the
operationalization issues arising from the nature of the dataset. The categorization of general
and specific human capital is limited to the variables available in the GEM dataset across
geographical space. Human capital measures could encompass a broader range of parameters,
reflecting a richer definition adopted in selected studies (Martin et al., 2013; Marvel et al.,
2016). For instance, certain dimensions of task-specific and general human capital, such as the
type of formal education, entrepreneurial training, participation in local mentoring skills
(Marvel et al., 2016) may be used in future research for developing a more fine-grained
understanding. Other approaches, such as the measurement of entrepreneurial mindset

(Ahmetoglu and Chamorro-Premuzic, 2017) could be attempted.

The second limitation refers to the contextualization aspect. Although satisfying the
pursued research objective by relying on a multidimensional construct of multiple deprivation,
future studies could consider each deprivation domain (income, employment, education,
health, living environment, housing, and crime) separately. Future research may also include
other measures to characterize the availability of social capital (Kang and Snell, 2009) and
local support infrastructure (McKeever ef al., 2015; Santos et al., 2016). For instance, scholars
have noted that social capital can aid entrepreneurs in their resource acquisition efforts within
deprived areas (Lee et al., 2018; Sahasranamam and Ball, 2018). This research could be
extended to understand how such social capital aided resource acquisition efforts vary with
respect to gender. In addition, individual and community level discourses could be analysed
within the mixed embeddedness perspective by disentangling complexities in the interaction
of different-level factors (Romero and Valdez, 2016; Wang and Warn, 2017). This would offer
scope for multilevel analysis to explain different inclination towards entrepreneurial activity
between men and women. The focus of this study was on gender and deprivation; further
studies could add other social discourses that have been shown to generate disadvantage such

as ethnic identity or immigrant status.

It would also be interesting to replicate this study in emerging market contexts such as
India or China where the role of gender and institutional characteristics on entrepreneurship
are observed to be different from developed markets (Chatterjee and Sahasranamam, 2018;
Sahasranamam and Ball, 2016). Moreover, future research could adopt a qualitative

understanding of human capital (Dimov, 2017), wherein a typology of female entrepreneurs
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could be derived based on their human capital and contextual parameters by means of fuzzy-

set methodology.
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Figure 1 Conceptual model (unit of analysis is geographical locales)
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Table 1 Estimations of the regression models for the Indices of Multiple Deprivation in

England, Scotland, Wales, and Northern Ireland.

England Scotland Wales Northern
Ireland
2007 2010 2006 2012 2008 2011 2010
Constant -0.50 -0.19 -0.79  -1.62 6.02 542 -6.60
Income Domain coefficient 0.71 0.85 0.89 089 046 0.27 0.72
Employment Domain 1.09 0.93 0.76 0.83 026 048 0.76
coefficient
Estimated standard deviation 3.52 3.59 2.73 3.09 3.19 2.77 2.86
of the residuals
Number of observations 32481 6504 1895 889
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Table 2 Summary statistics for spatially aggregated communities

Overall Statistics
Number of observations in the sample 135825
Number of LSOAs/data zones/super output areas in the sample 33589
Number of communities in the sample 197
Communities Statistics
Mean number of LSOAs/data zones/super output areas 171
S.D. of the number of LSOAs/data zones/super output areas 102.7
Minimum number of LSOAs/data zones/super output areas 17
Maximum number of LSOAs/data zones/super output areas 456
Mean number of observations 690
Minimum number of observations 639
Maximum number of observations 737
S.D. of the number of observations 7.4
IMD Statistics across Communities
Average mean IMD 253
S.D. of mean IMD 10.4
Minimum mean IMD 8.5
Maximum mean IMD 67.5
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Table 3 Sample characteristics across four nations in the UK

Number of
LSOAs/data
zones/super output Number of Number of
arcas communities observations
England 25639 118 85727
Wales 5083 32 24172
Scotland 1962 30 12771
Northern Ireland 905 17 13155
Total 33589 197 135825
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Table 4 Variable operationalization and summary statistics

Variable Operationalization Mean S.D.

Dependent

variable

Nascent stage Ratio of female total nascent entrepreneurial 0.86 0.61

entrepreneurial activity rate over male nascent entrepreneurial

activity gender activity rate among 18—64 year old adult

ratio population at the locale level

Independent

variables

General human Ratio of female post-secondary education 1.43  0.31

capital gender completion rate over male rate among 18—64 year

ratio old adult population at the locale level

Specific human Ratio of female entrepreneurial specific 0.85 0.12

capital gender knowledge perception rate over male rate among

ratio 1864 year old adult population at the locale level

Spatially Mean value of Index of Multiple Deprivation at 26.22 11.59

concentrated the locale level

deprivation

Control variables

Age Mean age of respondents at the locale level 45.05 1.31

Peer networks Mean value of individuals knowing other 026 0.03

with entrepreneurs entrepreneurs at the locale level

Household income Mean value of household income at the locale 337  0.23
level

Media perception ~ Mean value of individual perception of media 0.51 0.03

of support for entrepreneurship at the locale level

entrepreneurship

Status associated =~ Mean value of individual perception of status 0.72  0.03

with
entrepreneurship

associated with entrepreneurship at the locale
level
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Table 5 Correlation matrix

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Nascent entrepreneurial activity gender ratio 1

General human capital gender ratio 0.17* 1

Specific human capital gender ratio 0.32*  0.33* 1

Spatially concentrated deprivation -0.16* 0.10% -0.14* 1

Age 0.21* 0.07* 0.19* -0.23* 1

Social capital with entrepreneurs -0.00 0.01* 0.13* -0.29* -0.06* 1

Household income 0.05* -0.19* 0.02* -0.61* -0.04* 037* 1

Media support of entrepreneurship 0.01* 0.20* 0.09* -0.14* -0.08* 0.12* -0.06* 1

Status associated with entrepreneurship -0.23* 0.21* 0.01* 0.17% -0.38* -0.05* -0.09* 0.21* 1

*p < 0.05

EURAM/Wiley-Blackwell

38



Table 6 Regression results on NEA gender ratio

European Management Review - Paper for Review

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

General human capital 0.44™* (0.00) 0.14™* (0.00)

gender ratio (GHC

gender ratio)

Specific human capital 1.52"*(0.01) 0.19"** (0.00)

gender ratio (SHC gender

ratio)

Spatially concentrated -0.07*** (0.00) -0.07*** (0.00) -0.06™* (0.00)

deprivation (SCD)

GHC gender ratio x SCD -0.04™ (0.00)

SHC gender ratio x SCD -0.02"** (0.00)

Age 0.07"** (0.00) 0.04™* (0.00) 0.03™ (0.00) 0.06™* (0.00) 0.03** (0.00) 0.02* (0.00)

Social capital with -0.61"** (0.05) 0.93" (0.05) -1.44"*(0.05) -1.04"* (0.05) -1.417" (0.05) -1.83"(0.05)

entrepreneurs

Household income 0.14™ (0.00) 0.25™* (0.00) 0.14™*(0.01) -0.01 (0.01) 0.06"* (0.01) 0.02* (0.01)

Media support of 1.28" (0.06) 0.74™* (0.06) 0.88" (0.05) 0.90* (0.06) 0.32 (0.06) 0.52™* (0.06)

entrepreneurship

Status associated with -3.917 (0.07) -5.017"* (0.07) -4.50™ (0.06) -3.36™" (0.07) -4.527" (0.07) -3.89™ (0.07)

entrepreneurship

Constant -0.32" (0.14) -0.69"*" (0.14) -0.85"* (0.14) -0.44™ (0.17) 2.51"7(0.04) 2.47%(0.17)
Stage of the economy dummies included

R-squared 0.080 0.126 0.172 0.087 0.137 0.179

F-stat 1882.66"" 3036.16™" 3946.45™" 1674.85™ 2574.69" 3048.62"*

Robust standard errors in parenthesis; ***p < 0.001, **p <0.01, *p <0.05, +p <0.10
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Figure 2a Interaction effect between spatially concentrated deprivation and general human

capital gender ratio (solid line represents high value of general human capital gender ratio and dotted line
represents low value of general human capital gender ratio)
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Figure 2b Interaction effect between spatially concentrated deprivation and specific human

capital gender ratio (solid line represents high value of specific human capital gender ratio and dotted line
represents low value of specific human capital gender ratio)
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