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Abstract

This paper focuses on female entrepreneurship. Two groups of female entrepreneurs are compared: those who started a business out of opportunity and who started out of necessity. Observations from two countries participating in the GEM (Global Entrepreneurship Monitor) 2007 survey are used. Logistic regressions have been performed to investigate the effects of different variables on female necessity and opportunity entrepreneurship. Results show that there are differences between female opportunity and female necessity entrepreneurs. For example, the effect of knowing an entrepreneur is found to be significant for female opportunity entrepreneurs but not for female necessity entrepreneurs. This variable could stimulate or discourage opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs to start a business. Therefore the effects of all the variables are interesting for making policies. The results of men are also included in this paper to give a more complete overview of entrepreneurship in general. The results for men are different when they are compared to the results of women. Good examples of this are the differences between male and female necessity entrepreneurs.
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Introduction

Multiple topics in the area of entrepreneurship have already been addressed extensively. Examples are the determinants of engagement into entrepreneurship (Parker, 2009), the importance of entrepreneurship for a country’s economy (Van Praag and Versloot, 2007), and the growing importance of entrepreneurship over time (Audretsch and Thurik, 2004). Over the last years, female entrepreneurship has received a growing interest due to the increase in participation of women. This growing interest is reflected by actual numbers on entrepreneurial activity. According to Robb and Coleman (2009), the growth rate of female entrepreneurs in the United States grew two times faster than that of total entrepreneurship over a time period of five years (1997-2002). The growing importance of self-employed women is also visible in Europe (Cowling, 2000). However, self-employed women are still in the minority when compared to men (De Bruin et al., 2006; Langowitz and Minniti, 2007). There are some exceptions for the fact that women are equally or less represented in entrepreneurship. The countries Japan, Brazil, Peru and Thailand are some of these exceptions (Allen et al., 2007). 

In order to learn more about the growing phenomenon female entrepreneurship, gender differences have to be taken into account. To understand some of the differences between men and women it has to be considered that they differ in type of education and the length and type of work experience (Van Uxem and Bais, 1996; Birley et al. 1987; Welsch and Young, 1982). In addition, women desire more flexibility regarding their working schedules, whereas men desire their income of more value when they consider a job possibility (Ljunggren and Kolvereid, 1996). Other differences are visible in the amount of start-up capital and in the size of the companies that men and women are running (Verheul and Thurik, 2001). As for the size of a company, women mostly run small businesses due to different reasons that are discussed in this paper. According to Wennekers and Thurik (1999), small businesses are contributing to the success of an economy by providing employment, innovation and competition. The importance of entrepreneurship for an economy and the growing participation of women are reasons why there is a growing interest towards female entrepreneurship (Cowling and Bygrave, 2002). 
Besides the gender differences, there is an area of female entrepreneurship which has been under-researched that refers to the motivation of women to start a business. Within this context, it is essential to distinguish between necessity entrepreneurship and opportunity entrepreneurship. Necessity entrepreneurs are persons who enter self-employment due to (the threat of) being unemployed (Cowling and Bygrave, 2002); opportunity entrepreneurs are persons who take advantage of opportunities they see (Verheul et al. 2005). Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (Minniti et al., 2005) was the first to make a distinction between opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs in their datasets. Both types of entrepreneurs have different drivers for starting their own businesses and react differently on certain situations, like for instance risks (Bhola et al., 2006). 

It is necessary to make the distinction between the two types of entrepreneurship due to the fact of recent policy initiatives. Block and Wagner (2010) state that it is the policy of Germany to try and stimulate unemployed workers to start their own business. With this kind of policy they are only focussing on necessity entrepreneurs. These potential differences in making policies between nations could influence a worker’s choice to become an entrepreneur. For instance, if the policies of Germany would have stimulated potential opportunity entrepreneurs it could have been possible that the entrepreneurial field looked very different for them. Entrepreneurs could be stimulated with for example low entry barriers or subsidies. It is proven that opportunistic entrepreneurs are often becoming more successful with their companies compared to necessity entrepreneurs (Block and Wagner, 2010), which should be better for the economy itself. On the other hand, it may be so that necessity entrepreneurs need more guidance. So a policy of a country could have a big impact on the economy. 
The gender differences and the differences between opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship are both reasons to do more research into the topic female entrepreneurship. This is why the following research questions stands central in this paper:

What are the differences between female necessity and female opportunity entrepreneurs?
In order to contribute to the academic field, it is important to make a distinction between female necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs. The drivers that are tested in this paper could change the distribution of necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs which could be important for making policies. The effects that these drivers have on the ratio of female opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs are not researched yet. Necessity entrepreneurs are in general less profitable and have less growth potential than opportunity entrepreneurs. This difference could be a reason to use the drivers that affect the distribution of opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs to stimulate or to discourage one type of entrepreneurship in order to improve an economy (Block and Wagner, 2010). Next to the differences between opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs, are the gender differences. Women bring variety to the entrepreneurial world which contributes to an economy (Verheul and Van Stel, 2010). The papers of Verheul and Thurik (2001) and Allen et al. (2007) show that there are many more differences between male and female business owners. However there is not any empirical evidence about which factors are pushing and pulling women into self-employment. From a policy perspective it is important to know more about female opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship, because women differ from men. The gender differences could contribute to an economy by making a country more competitive (Baughn et al., 2006). The growing importance of women in the business circles is encouraging further research into female entrepreneurship. With this paper more research is done into the topic female necessity and opportunity entrepreneurship in order to contribute to the academic field.

This paper continues with an overview of the relevant literature concerning female necessity and opportunity entrepreneurship in chapter one. The second chapter describes the different hypotheses that are tested in this paper. The data and methodology that are used to analyse these hypotheses are represented in chapter three. Chapter four and five consist of the results and the conclusions of this paper. Chapter five also provides information concerning the limitations of the research, ideas for future research and policy implications. 
Chapter 1 Literature review

This section provides a brief overview of empirical evidence on female opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship. The paragraphs are divided into subparagraphs which contain different factors that influence both types of female entrepreneurship. A wide range of articles provide evidence for female entrepreneurship in general, but the existing literature on female necessity and opportunity entrepreneurship remains little.
1.1 Female entrepreneurship
Before starting to discuss the existing literature on female entrepreneurship it is essential to know more about the different definitions that exist on entrepreneurship. Praag and Versloot (2007) hold that entrepreneurship should fulfil one of the three conditions: Less than 100 employees, younger than 7 years or the entrepreneur has to be a new entrant in the market. The first condition is also retrievable in the definition of Bart (1983), but his definition is expanded with the fact that a new business should turnover less than $1.000.000 gross per year. Another definition on entrepreneurship is from Bowen and Hisrich (1986) which states that: “Entrepreneurship is the process of creating something different with value by devoting the necessary time and effort, assuming the accompanying financial, psychic, and social risks, and receiving the resulting rewards of monetary and personal satisfaction.” Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (2007) divides the entrepreneur into two kinds of entrepreneurship, which are early stage and established entrepreneurs. The difference between the two lies within the age of owning or managing a company. The separation point of these two types of entrepreneurs is at 42 months. Next to young business owners, are nascent entrepreneurs also considered in the early stage entrepreneurship. Whether you prefer one definition over the other, it is save to say that there are more men than women that engage in self-employment (Parker 2009). Van der Zwan et al. (2010) support this claim as they have found that men are two times more likely than women to consider a job in entrepreneurship.
The lower level of self-employed women is not visible in every industry. Allen et al. (2007), Verheul and Thurik (2001) and Parker (2009) show that women are overrepresented in the consumer- oriented, retail, service and personal services sector, where men mostly have their own businesses in the manufacturing, the financial and the construction sector. Reasons for these differences are factors like for instance education, job experience and start-up capital. These factors do not only have an impact on the type of industry that women want to engage in, but it also influences the decision of becoming an entrepreneur. The following subparagraphs are discussing some of these factors which are tested in this paper. 
1.1.1 Knowing an entrepreneur
Potential entrepreneurs often base their choices on other persons in their lives. These people help a potential entrepreneur decide if they want to become self-employed or not and these people are called role models. Krumboltz et al. (1976) have shown the importance of role models in career choices. A role model can be seen as an individual who inspires other people in their decision making process to become an entrepreneur (Shapiro et al, 1978; Basow and Howe, 1980; Wright et al., 1997). This role model could also inspire a potential entrepreneur based on their characteristics as a person (Kagan, 1958) or because their motives and goals are feasible and look like their own (Akerlof and Kranton, 2000). Knowing an entrepreneur could set a good example for a potential entrepreneur and could also have a big impact in the decision to start a business (Gibson, 2004). 
Knowing an entrepreneur is of influence on entrepreneurship, but when is it more likely to know an entrepreneur? The differences for knowing and using entrepreneurs are shown by Aronson (1991) who state that women possess less human capital than men. According to Davidsson and Honig (2003), the amount of human capital is of importance to see and make use of opportunities when starting a company. The paper of Bosma et al. (2011) gives two reasons for the importance of having human capital. The first reason that explains the importance of having enough human capital is knowing an entrepreneur. Possessing enough human capital makes it more likely to know an entrepreneur. A high amount of human capital makes it also more likely that the potential entrepreneur could make good use of it, because of their own high level of knowledge and experience. This is seen as a positive relation between human capital and knowing an entrepreneur. The second reason has a negative impact. In this case, possessing more human capital has a negative effect on the use of role models, because the potential entrepreneur does not need the role model to start on their own due to their own knowledge and skills (Gimeno et al., 1997; Hamilton, 2000; Hartog et al., 2010; Parker and Van Praag, 2006; Stuart and Abetti, 1990; Van Praag et al., 2009). These two reasons contradict with each other and therefore the effect of having a role model remains inconclusive. However for this paper a positive effect is expected for knowing an entrepreneur, because knowing an entrepreneur is valuable, even when the entrepreneur does not make use of it. There is no literature of entrepreneurs being discouraged by role models and therefore this negative effect is not expected to have an impact on female entrepreneurship. 
1.1.2 Education and work experience 
Studies on female entrepreneurship show that many different factors have an impact on a women’s decision to become self-employed. Two of them are education and work experience. In general it is proven by Evans van Leighton (1989) and Wit and Van Winden (1989) that high skilled persons are more likely to start a business. When women are compared to men, the level of education does not differ, but it is the type of education that separates men and women from each other (Van Uxem and Bais, 1996; Birley et al., 1987). Women mostly get their degree in personal and retail services and not so much in the sector finance and management that men engage in (Van Uxem and Bais, 1996) which are important topics for starting a business. Verheul and Thurik (2001) also show that women are more educated in the economical, administrative and communication sector as opposed to men, who focus more on technical and management studies (Brush, 1992). Carter (1980/1981) notes that this difference in education is to blame on women’s math anxiety and that this is a reason why women are better represented in the sectors described above. 
In the experience department, women also tend to be less experienced when compared to men, which can be blamed on a women’s diversity of prior work experience and on a women’s working schedule (Van Uxem and Bais, 1996). The level of experience in entrepreneurial activities is not only affected by the amount of hours spend as a wage worker but is also affected by the type of work experience that someone has. As already stated in the education part, women know less about technical and management elements and Hisrich and Brush (1983), Scott (1986), Neider (1987), Welsch and Young (1982) provide evidence for this. They show that women are more likely to attend to jobs which are related to their degrees. Verheul and Thurik (2001) wrote that the lack of experience in the financial management department could be due to the fact that women have less opportunity to acquire this knowledge because of vertical segregation of the labour market, which can also be referred to as the glass ceiling problem. The lack of experience makes it harder for women to enter self-employment, because it is more difficult for them to get loans from banks and venture capitalists. The reasons why it is more difficult for women to get loans are discussed later on in this paper. 
The second given argument that has an effect on experience is a women’s working schedule. According to OECD (1998) women more often work part-time where men mostly work full-time. It is proven by Budig (2006) that part-time women mostly work in non-professional entrepreneurship, which can be blamed on the struggle between home and work. Also found by scholars is that men have been working as an employee for a longer time period than women before they become self-employed (Kepler and Shane, 2007). The amount of working hours per week and the shorter period of employee experience both have an impact on the level of a women’s experience. The reason that the amount of working hours differ between men and women is mostly to blame on a women’s household activities (Verheul and Thurik, 2001). 
Even though men are expected to possess of a better type of education and of more experience with respect to women, a positive effect of knowledge is expected for both men and women. This effect of knowledge on starting a business is probably higher for men, as their studies are easier to relate to entrepreneurship and their level of experience is higher than for women.
1.1.3 Risk aversion

A small part of risk aversion is discussed in the paragraph of start-up capital, but risk aversion is not only influencing the amount of start-up capital. It matters in the decision of becoming an entrepreneur. According to Wagner (2004), fair of failure has a bigger impact on a women’s choice to become self-employed with respect to a men’s choice. The level of fail of failure is higher for women, because they work in other industries than men. These industries have a lot of competition, less growth potential and lower survival rates when compared to the industries where men engage in, which makes it less likely for women to become a big business (Parker, 2009). It also makes it more likely that they fail and have to exit the market (Parker, 2009). 
Another impact of risk aversion on a women’s decision to become self-employed is the volatility in wage over time that could occur when you are self-employed. According to Praag and Versloot (2007) the wage of an entrepreneur is more volatile when compared to a wage worker. Risk avers persons would prefer stability over volatility which could reduce the amount of starting entrepreneurs because they prefer a certain ‘safety’ in their wage. Women tend to be more risk avers than men, but they also hold less value to their income (Watson and Robinson, 2003; Kepler and Shane, 2007; Parker, 2009).
The level of risk aversion is not only important in the decision of becoming self-employed. It also has an effect when entrepreneurs actually started a company. After starting a company could risk aversion impact the size of the company. Women run small businesses for different reasons. One of these explanations for the fact that women are more likely to run a small business is because of the high level of risk aversion that women possess. Women are more likely than men to be scared of risky opportunities and they prefer to play it save. In that case they will not lose more money than they have (Kotey and Meredith, 1997). This higher level of risk aversion influences the choices that they have to make for the company, which could impact the growth potential for their business and therefore its profitability and size.

As women are more likely to be scared to fail when compared to men, the effect of fear to fail should be bigger for women. This effect is expected to keep people from starting a business and the impact is most likely negative. 
1.1.4 Amount of working hours
Allen et al. (2007) give some insight in the work status of women before they are starting a business. They show that women are more likely to start a business when they already have a job as a wage worker. This can be explained with the fact that working women have access to social capital. The article of Allen et al. (2007) also gives information on the amount of working hours before women are starting a business. It shows that the level of female entrepreneurship is higher for women that are working full-time. These results give information on a women’s work status before starting a business, but it does not say anything about the amount of working hours that they actually want to put in their company.

Self-employed women are more likely to work part-time as they have to deal with household activities. Women give a lot of value to their household and when decisions have to be made whether they should become an entrepreneur or not they also consider their parental status. Having children has a positive effect on the amount of self-employed women which increases even more when the child is young (Boden, 1999). Approximately 20 percent of female entrepreneurs work from home, which gives them the opportunity to take care after their child and to combine home and work (Parker 2009).  The study of Boden (1999) shows that 39 percent of the women give household, flexibility in working hors, child-care and the obligations that come with it as primary factors to start their own business. When the focus is on families with a child under the age of six it becomes 58 percent. 

Besides children, there are additional reasons why women cite flexibility as a big factor to start a company. In the article of Verheul and Thurik (2001) two possible explanations are given concerning household activities and having another job next to having a business. These two occupations make sure that women need flexibility in their working hours. When self-employed women are expected to combine household activities and a business, it is possible that women have less time to run their company which could influence the size, the turnover and the start-up capital. The second explanation that self-employed women work part-time concerns another job. Women prefer to work part-time on their business to avoid possible risks in wage. Risk avers women that are keeping a job as a wage worker next to their business want to avoid the volatility in wage and this gives them at least some solid income. 
Women that have to make the decision to start a company are most likely negatively affected by the fact that they have to work full-time on their own company. For men this effect is different, as they do not value flexibility in working hours as one of the drivers to start a business. Men more often work full-time on their business (OECD, 1998). However when they do work part-time it is most often because they also work somewhere else (Stigter, 1999). For men it is expected that the effect of working full-time is not of influence in the decision of starting a company. 
1.1.5 Start-up capital
Money is a big issue when starting a company. First of all, the amount of start-up capital is important in the decision of becoming an entrepreneur. This amount of start-up capital is dependent on the amount of fixed costs. Women tend to use less money than men when they start a company which could have an effect on the future of the firm. Besides using less money than men they also use less external finance (Carter and Rosa, 1998). Female entrepreneurs prefer to use their own savings and when they need financial support they rather borrow money from their family and friends (Carter and Rosa, 1998; Honig-Haftel and Martin, 1986; Neider, 1987; Hisrich and Brush, 1987; Olm et al., 1988; Johnson and Storey, 1993). 

There are four different explanations for the fact that women use less start-up capital when they are starting their company:

Women work in other industries than men: Women work in industries with less growth potential like for instance the service and retail industry. Next to that the exit rates in these industries are much higher and these two facts influence the amount of start-up capital that potential self-employed women want to use (Parker, 2009). An additional explanation that concerns the amount of start-up capital and the type of industry that men and women start their business in are the amount of fixed costs that differ among industries. Women tend to work in industries that do not have a lot of fixed costs to start a company and therefore need less money to start on their own.

Women prefer small businesses: Women have to deal with household activities next to having their own business (Verheul and Thurik, 2001). These family reasons and the fact that women value flexibility high on their list are possible explanations why women want to keep their company small. For women, it is also possible that they keep a job next to their own business, because women want to avoid risks.

Women less confident: Women are often less confident in their own abilities with respect to men because they have a negative image of themselves. This image is also kept negative by the social and cultural factors in the world. To give an example, in some countries it is still not possible for women to work for the simple reason that they are not supposed to, according to their beliefs. (Hofstede, 1991). Next to the bad self-image that women have of them self, women differ in the level of experience and education compared to men and this could also have an impact on their level of confidence for starting a company (Verheul and Thurik, 2001). When female entrepreneurs and wage workers are compared with each other, self-employed women tend to be more confident about their skills (Allen et al., 2007). So self-employed women are more confident than female wage workers but they remain less confident when compared to men which results in using a lower amount of start-up capital. Another possible explanation on for the lower level of confidence is existing discrimination that women experience (Crosby et al., 1986; Twiss et al., 1989).  

Women are more risk avers: This reason mostly concerns external finance as women prefer using their own resources, which could be due to the fact that external finances have to be paid back on agreed times. Risk avers entrepreneurs are more likely to depend on their own personal funds (Kotey and Meredith, 1997). According to a study of Watson and Robinson (2003) Australian women take fewer risks than men but also have lower profits with their companies. This higher level of risk aversion for women is also supported by an earlier study of Jianakoplos and Bernasek (1998). Additional to external finance, women sometimes keep a job as wage worker next to their own business to remain an income when something goes wrong with their business.
To look further into the amount of start-up capital that women use, possible gender discrimination is taken into account for getting a loan from banks. Fay and Williams (1993) show that a distinction is made between gender and the level of education for getting external finance from banks. For low skilled entrepreneurs was proven that women tend to get lower funding than men, but when they looked at entrepreneurs with a college degree they could not find a gap between men and women. Other studies show there is no gender gap with getting a loan from a bank and prove that women are equally satisfied with banks compared to men (Carter and Rosa, 1998). So the effect of discrimination remains inconclusive.
An additional factor that is not discussed concerns a women equity capital, which is most of the time lower than that of men because they earn less. It is not only lower because of lower earnings but it is also lower due to marital status. A house is often registered in the name of the husband which lowers the amount of equity capital for the wife (Verheul and Thurik, 2001). 

Another possible reason for the fact that banks loan more money to men is because they are more likely to run a big businesses. Banks are less enthusiastic when it comes to lending money to small businesses, for the simple fact that small businesses are less profitable, bear higher risks and have lower survival rates (EIM, 1998; Parker, 2009). Multiple scholars have proven that women want to run small businesses for several reasons (Carter and Rosa, 1998; OECD, 1998; Stigter, 1999) which is explained earlier in this paper. 

1.1.6 Expected level of job growth
Women starting a company are less likely to obtain growth when compared to businesses of men. This is due to different reasons. The first reason considers the industries where women start their business in. Women tend to start their business in industries that have less growth potential like for instance service and retail (Parker, 2009). These industries in comparison with the industries where men engage in are having higher exit rates and therefore the risks of starting a business are higher. As women are more risk avers than men, they are less likely to pursue risky opportunities which could lead to job growth (Kotey and Meredith, 1997). For the mentioned reasons above businesses of female entrepreneurs are expected to grow slower than the businesses of men. 
1.1.7 Wage and unemployment

Next to all previous described factors, there are many other factors that have an effect on a women’s decision to become self-employed and two of them are the amount of wage and the level of unemployment. Wage is important for everyone, because everyone needs money but how is it possible that on average women earn less than men? Infante (2001) wrote in is article that women on average earn 79 cents for every dollar that men are making and also other scholars found that women in self-employment make less money than men (Haber et al., 1987; Sexton and Robinson, 1989). These differences are partially to blame to the kind of work that women do and the education and experience that they have. Furthermore, the types of industries that men and women work in could have an impact on the amount of income. When a comparison is made between male and female entrepreneurs it is proven that men value their wage higher with respect to women (Parker, 2009). For men, income and status are the primary reason that they become self-employed, where women find flexibility, value independence and personal satisfaction of a bigger importance (Ljunggren and Kolvereid, 1996). The reason that women are less profitable than men is because they put less time in developing their company and are less interested in growth and profits (Anna et al., 1999; Carter et al., 2003; Morris et al., 2006). Parker (2009) concludes that women do not value income and profits as high as men, which makes it a less valuable driver for women to engage in entrepreneurship. 

It remains interesting why self-employed women earn less than men and this can be explained with five possible reasons: 

Human capital: Women possess less human capital, due to lack of experience. This lack of experience is not because women do not want to work, but they have more diversity in their work experience (Aronson, 1991; Lee and Rendall, 2001) and less hours to work due to household activities (Verheul and Thurik, 2001). 

Start-up capital: Women appear to receive lower capital funding from banks. This is further discussed in the subparagraph Start-up capital, because start-up capital is having an impact on a women’s decision to engage in female entrepreneurship.
Social capital: Brush (2006) and Renzulli et al. (2001) suggest that women are less efficient in the social capital department, for the simple reason that women prefer to work with women. This kind of homophily could be bad for business, due to lower levels of diversity in information and workers. Men are more balanced in their working relations. This balance in working relations can be referred to as heterophily and this gives men performance advantages and it also helps their companies to grow faster. So the growing participation of women in the workforce seems to have a positive effect on male entrepreneurs. 

Preferences, motivations and household production: Women that become self-employed have different preferences and motivations than men. They say that the primary reasons for being self-employed are flexibility, self-fulfilment and job satisfaction and men seem to value profits and income as their primary drivers to start a business (Jurik, 1998; Buttner and Moore, 1997).
Self-employment in lower paying industries: Parker (2009) shows that self-employed women are more active in service and retail industries and these industries are less well paid due to high competition, low survival rates and little growth potential.

Another interesting observation in the existing literature is that self-employed women also appear to earn less than the female wage worker. Devine (1994) calculated that female entrepreneurs get only 73 percent of the income of a female employee. A possible explanation is that women are not starting on their own for a higher income that they could possibly generate but for factors like for instance flexibility in working hours. Something that also should not be forgotten is the higher level of volatility in the wage of an entrepreneur. An entrepreneur appears to have a higher volatility in their wage over time with respect to a wage worker. This higher level volatility in wage in combination with the higher risk aversion of women could also impact a women’s choice to become an entrepreneur (Praag and Versloot, 2007).
1.1.8 Job satisfaction and non pecuniary characteristics 
The last factors influencing female entrepreneurship that are discussed in this paper concern job satisfaction and non pecuniary characteristics, which are hard to measure for research but remain important in the decision of men and women to become an entrepreneur. According to Blanchflower and Oswald (1998) and Praag and Versloot (2007) entrepreneurs are more satisfied with their job compared to wage workers. This is supported by Benz and Frey (2003) who blame the different level of job satisfaction to the fact that entrepreneurs have more interesting jobs, have more autonomy and are more optimistic.

Boden (1999) proves that the decision to become self-employed is for both men and women heavily based on non pecuniary characteristics. One of the most important reasons to become self-employed is being your own boss and thus being able to make your own choices. Some other non pecuniary characteristics that are important for self-employed women are respect, initiative, achievement and independence (Terrel and Troilo, 2010). 

1.2 Opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship 
Entrepreneurship is a wide concept and in this section a distinction is made between necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs. To know the differences between necessity and opportunity definitions are given on the two types of entrepreneurship. Necessity entrepreneurship can be defined as someone who starts their own business as a response to unemployment or a lack of job possibilities as a wage worker (Cowling and Bygrave, 2002). An opportunity entrepreneur is someone that starts their own company because they see an opportunity (Verheul et al., 2005).  

Hessels et al. (2008) show that the amount of opportunity entrepreneurs is higher than the amount of necessity entrepreneurs. This study shows that 18 percent of the self-employed people in Europe start their business out of necessity. It also shows that the share of necessity entrepreneurs is higher in developing countries when compared to developed countries. When an additional distinction is made between men and women, Bhola et al. (2006) finds empirical evidence for the fact that men are more likely to attend opportunity entrepreneurship with respect to women. 
To get a good insight into the two types of entrepreneurship, Block and Wagner (2010) examine opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs based on their earnings and found that opportunity entrepreneurs earn around 16 percent more than necessity entrepreneurs and that  they also pursue more profitable decisions. So there are differences visible between both types of entrepreneurship, which makes it important to know more both types of entrepreneurship. In order to make a distinction between opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs some drivers of entrepreneurship are discussed in the following subparagraphs. 
1.2.1 Knowing an entrepreneur

Knowing an entrepreneur is expected to have a positive effect on entrepreneurship in general. However the effect of knowing an entrepreneur on opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs separately remains unclear. Wagner (2005) proves that it is more likely for an opportunity entrepreneur to have a role model in the family with respect to a necessity entrepreneur and therefore is more likely to make good use of them. Unlike Wagner (2005), Morales-Gualdrón and Roig (2005) have found that knowing an entrepreneur has an equal positive impact on both necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs.  

1.2.2 Education and work experience

Without knowledge is becomes more difficult to start a company. Bhola et al. (2006) conclude that the amount of high skilled workers is higher for opportunity entrepreneurs which mean that necessity entrepreneurs are more likely to be low skilled. A possible explanation for this is that opportunity entrepreneurs are more likely to possess more human capital. Block and Wagner (2007) and Block and Sandner (2009) show that necessity entrepreneurs differ from opportunity entrepreneurs in level of human capital for starting a company. Opportunity entrepreneurs are more likely to be well educated and to possess of the required experience. As is stated in the previous paragraph, men possess of a higher level human capital and Bhola et al. (2006) states that men are more likely to become an opportunity entrepreneur. When people have a higher level of human capital they should be better able to see opportunities and to make use of them (Davidsson and Honig, 2003). Besides the level of human capital, are the level of education and market knowledge also higher for opportunity entrepreneurs, which should make it easier to take advantage of opportunities (Evans and Leighton, 1989; Wit and Van Winden, 1989). The effect of possessing the required knowledge to start a business is expected to be higher for opportunity entrepreneurs with respect to necessity entrepreneurs.
1.2.3 Risk aversion
Besides the differences in education for opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship is the study of Bhola et al. (2006) also providing information on the differences in risk aversion. The study shows that the level of risk aversion also differs for necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs. Necessity entrepreneurs are more likely to be more risk avers because they started their business out of necessity and therefore did not have other job possibilities (Verheul et al., 2010). So they are more careful with making decisions for their companies with respect to opportunity entrepreneurs that probably still have plenty other job possibilities. This is also consistent with the fact that men are more likely to become an entrepreneur out of opportunity as they are less risk avers than women. When the focus is solely on fear to fail, Wagner (2005) finds similar results. That study shows that opportunity entrepreneurs are less scared to fail in comparison with necessity entrepreneurs and together with a study of Morales-Gualdrón and Roig (2005) it is proven that both types of entrepreneurs are negatively affected by the fear to fail. 
1.2.4 Fixed costs
Another factor that comes into the picture are the fixed costs. When entry barriers are low, it becomes easier to start a business, even for low skilled workers. When these costs are very high, it is most likely that less people are interested in entrepreneurship and that they would prefer being unemployed (Cowling and Bygrave, 2002). These entry barriers differ among industries, which can also play a part in the determination whether to become entrepreneur or not. It is possible that these barriers are valuable in the decision of what kind of industry the potential entrepreneur should engage and therefore play a role in the ultimate decision to become self-employed. The amount of fixed costs are part of the decision on how much start-up capital is needed for becoming an entrepreneur. 

1.2.4 Unemployment and lack of opportunities
Let’s shift the focus towards unemployment and thus towards necessity entrepreneurship. Unemployment is one of the most important reasons that could force someone to start a business. There are two relations between unemployment and entrepreneurship that can be referred to as the refugee and the entrepreneurial effect (Thurik et al., 2008). There is spoken of a positive relation with the refugee effect, which can be translated as becoming an entrepreneur, due to unemployment or bad future prospects and this effect therefore lowers the level of unemployment. The second relation, the entrepreneurial effect is seen as a negative effect and means that unemployment reduces because new firms produce more space for employees. So in this case, the level of unemployment reduces, but the level of entrepreneurship does not change a lot. 
Multiple studies have examined the effect of unemployment on the start-up rate of entrepreneurship. The results are inconsistent with each other. Some show that unemployment reduces the start-up rate and others prove the contrary (Cowling and Bygrave, 2002).  Neetha (2010) shows for India that the lack of employment opportunities pushes women towards entrepreneurship. The social and economic crises are responsible for the lower wages as employees, while the women are doing the same as they did before. This pushes women towards unpaid labour with their family or towards entrepreneurship. For India it is proven that females are not starting their company because of an opportunity, but out of necessity. This fact is not supported by the data from GEM (Allen et al., 2007) and they show that there are more female opportunistic entrepreneurs than female necessity entrepreneurs. 

When the focus is on gender, women are more likely to start a business out of necessity. According to Rosti and Chelli (2005), women with respect to men enter self-employment more often because of inactivity and unemployment. However when the focus in solely on women it is proven by Allen et al. (2007) that women are more likely to start a business when they are working. Verheul et al. (2005) report that the difference between men and women could be due to the fact that women work in other industries than men, which are more vulnerable to the factor unemployment, but after their research they conclude in their paper that unemployment has a bigger impact on men entrepreneurship and not so much in female entrepreneurship. So the effect of unemployment remains inconclusive.

A lack of job opportunities could be defined as another reason for the fact that people are forced into entrepreneurship. The lack of job opportunities can be divided into two parts. The first part considers a persons job satisfaction. People can not find a job that satisfies their needs which keeps them unemployed. Especially women note job satisfaction as an important factor to consider when they are looking for a job and when they can not find one, they are forced to start their own business (Verheul et al., 2005). The second reason of a low level of job opportunities is because there are not enough jobs due to the economic crisis. In this case people want to work, but they simply can not find a job that suits their needs. Verheul et al. (2005) prove that women are more likely to engage in necessity entrepreneurship than men when there is an economic recession. 
1.2.5 Glass ceiling 
Another factor that pushes people into entrepreneurship concerns the situation on the work floor. This influence is called the glass ceiling. The glass ceiling stops people to engage in the upper management positions and with this type of discrimination they are not getting the possibility to profit of an opportunity that is created for wage workers (Wickwire and Kruper, 1996). People that experience the glass ceiling problem often tend to be high skilled, otherwise they would not been able to apply for such a promotion. The glass ceiling problem is especially visible for women in the workforce. According to U.S. Department of Labor (1991) only 6.6 percent of the wage workers with a high position in a company, for instance manager, are women. The restriction of the glass ceiling forces women to look for another job as a wage worker or forces them to become self-employed (Lawlor, 1994). For the latter one, it could be said that they enter entrepreneurship out of necessity, but it also possible that they see an opportunity. The importance of the glass ceiling problem remains inconclusive. The paper of Wickwire and Kruper (1996) concludes that it remains unclear whether the glass ceiling problem exist in businesses or not, where Parker (2009) sais that the glass ceiling problem is indeed forcing women to look for another job or to become self-employed.   
Chapter 2 Hypotheses

This research is trying to uncover the effects that different variables have on the distribution between female opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs and looks at possible drivers for female opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship. This research is divided into two sets of hypotheses. The first set of hypotheses focuses on the ratio of opportunity and necessity entrepreneurial individuals within the group of female entrepreneurs. The second set of hypotheses expands this research and compares female entrepreneurs with female wage workers. For this set of hypotheses the female entrepreneurs are divided in opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs to see what drives a person towards opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship. Hypotheses are formulated on whether the determinants of entrepreneurial entry are different for opportunity and necessity female entrepreneurship.
2.1 First set of hypotheses
The first set of hypotheses focuses on the impact of explanatory variables on the ratio of opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs. The set of hypotheses is divided as follows: hypothesis 1a focuses on role models, 1b takes a closer look at education and experience, 1c gives information concerning fear of failure, 1d looks at the working hours, 1e considers start-up capital and 1f tests whether the expected level of job growth has an influence on the distribution. The following hypotheses are derived.  
· Hypotheses 1a: Knowing an entrepreneur has a positive relationship with the probability of being an opportunity-based versus a necessity-based female entrepreneur. 
· Hypothesis 1b: Possessing a high level of knowledge has a positive relationship with the probability of being an opportunity-based versus a necessity-based female entrepreneur.
· Hypothesis 1c: Fear of failure has a negative relationship with the probability of being an opportunity-based versus a necessity-based female entrepreneur.

· Hypothesis 1d: Working full-time has a positive relationship with the probability of being an opportunity-based versus a necessity-based female entrepreneur.
· Hypothesis 1e: Start-up capital has a positive relationship with the probability of being an opportunity-based versus a necessity-based female entrepreneur. 
· Hypotheses 1f: A high level of job growth has a positive relationship with the probability of being an opportunity-based versus a necessity-based female entrepreneur.
With these hypotheses it is tested whether the distribution of opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs changes because of the tested explanatory variables. To explain this even further hypothesis 1a is used. With this hypothesis it is tested whether the individual who knows an entrepreneur is more likely to start a business out of opportunity than out of necessity. This kind of research is important for making policies, because stimulating or discouraging some of these variables could mean that the distribution between opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship changes which could influence the success of an economy. 
2.2 Second set of hypotheses

The second set of hypotheses is divided into two parts to test the effects of the explanatory variables on necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs when they are compared to female wage workers. So it tests which of the explanatory variables could have an effect on women that want to become self-employed instead of a wage worker. These two sets of hypotheses are also split up to say something about the different drivers individually. For this analysis only four possible drivers are tested, because job growth and start-up capital can not be considered for the wage worker. With the first part of the second set of hypotheses opportunity entrepreneurs are tested in comparison with the female wage workers. 
· Hypothesis 2.1a: Knowing an entrepreneur has a positive relationship with the probability of being an opportunity-based female entrepreneur versus a wage worker.

· Hypothesis 2.1b: A high level of knowledge has a positive relationship with the probability of being an opportunity-based female entrepreneur versus a wage worker.
· Hypothesis 2.1c: Fear of failure has a negative relationship with the probability of being an opportunity-based female entrepreneur versus a wage worker.

· Hypothesis 2.1d: Working full-time has a negative relationship with the probability of being an opportunity-based female entrepreneur versus a wage worker.
The second part of the second set of hypotheses focuses on the female necessity entrepreneur in comparison with the wage worker. 
· Hypothesis 2.2a: Knowing an entrepreneur has a positive relationship with the probability of being a necessity-based female entrepreneur versus a wage worker.

· Hypothesis 2.2b: A high level of knowledge has a negative relationship with the probability of being a necessity-based female entrepreneur versus a wage worker.

· Hypothesis 2.2c: Fear of failure has a positive relationship with the probability of being a necessity-based female entrepreneur versus a wage worker.

· Hypothesis 2.2d: Working full-time has a negative relationship with the probability of being a necessity-based female entrepreneur versus a wage worker.

These two sets of hypotheses give more insight in the effects that the variables have on becoming an entrepreneur. For example look at hypothesis 2.1a. This hypothesis tests whether knowing an entrepreneur makes it more likely to become an opportunity entrepreneur instead of a wage worker. This second set of hypotheses is an addition to the first set of hypotheses, which only looks at the effects that the variables have on the distribution of opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs. The first set of hypotheses did not look at the effects on opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship itself and therefore the second part of the research is adding value to this research.
Chapter 3 Data and methodology

The used data and methodology are two important parts of the research to test the hypotheses from the second chapter. This section describes the data that is used for this study and gives the description statistics and correlations for the used data. It also gives insight into the data as graphs are drawn to see the distribution between female opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs. The methodology that is used in order to do research into female entrepreneurship is called a logistic regression which is further discussed in paragraph 3.4. 
3.1 Data
To test the two hypotheses, data from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) for the year 2007 is used. GEM is one of the few sources that possess information on opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship. In order to empirically test the hypotheses described in the previous section the European countries the United Kingdom and Spain are used. GEM makes a distinction between early stage and established entrepreneurs but for this paper only the early stage entrepreneurs are used in order to see what drives them towards entrepreneurship. Early stage entrepreneurs consist of people that just started their company and of nascent entrepreneurs. Nascent entrepreneurs can be defined as persons who undertake some kind of action to start a business (Acs et al., 2004). 
3.2 Definition of variables 

For the two analyses several variables are used to test the different hypotheses. Table 1 gives a definition of the dependent and independent variables. For the second set of hypotheses the amount of start-up capital and the level of job growth are not included, because wage workers do not need start-up capital and they do not have to consider job growth. The second set of hypotheses is also run with another dataset because wage workers are included and therefore the meaning of Teayyopp has become different. 

Table 1: Definition of variables

	Variable name
	Definition of variable
	Values

	Dependent:
	
	

	Teayyopp (Hypothesis 1)
	Involved in opportunity-based or necessity- based early-stage entrepreneurial activity (TEA)
	0 = Necessity TEA
1 = Opportunity TEA

	Teayyopp (Hypothesis 2.1)
	Involved in opportunity early-stage entrepreneurial activity
	0 = Wage worker

1 = Opportunity TEA

	Teayynec (Hypothesis 2.2)
	Involved in necessity early-stage entrepreneurial activity 
	0 = Wage worker

1 = Necessity TEA

	
	
	

	Independent:
	
	

	Knowent
	You know someone personally who started a business in the past 2 years.
	0 = No

1 = Yes

	Suskill
	You have the knowledge, skill and experience required to start a new business.
	0 = No

1 = Yes

	Fearfail
	Fear of failure would prevent you from starting a business.
	0 = No

1 = Yes

	Full-time
	Employment start-up full time
	0 = No

1 = Yes

	Startupcap
	The amount of start-up capital 
	0 = Low

1 = High

	Jobgrowth
	Expected level of job growth in the next five years.
	0 = Low

1 = High

	
	
	

	Control and Dummy:
	
	

	Age


	Age of person
	0 = 18-30 years
1 = 31- 64 years

	Country (dummy)


	In which country is person active 
	0 = Spain

1 = United

      Kingdom 




The vales of Startupcap and jobgrowth are divided into high and low. The separation point for the amount of start-up capital is at 30.000 and for job growth at 8 jobs in five years. 
3.2.1 Distribution of entrepreneurs

The first set of hypotheses looks at ratio of female necessity and female opportunity entrepreneurs and how a variable could have an effect on this ratio. This analysis consists only of business owners that started purely out of necessity or opportunity, but it also considers nascent entrepreneurs. The business owners that started out of mixed reasons are not considered to keep a good separation between necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs. The dependent variable is female entrepreneurship, where 1 stands for opportunity and 0 stands for necessity entrepreneurship. The independent variables that will be tested are knowing an entrepreneur, having the knowledge, and fear of failure, working hours, start-up capital and job growth. This paper focuses on female entrepreneurs, but the differences for men will also be tested put in this paper. This is done to give a complete overview on necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs and possible differences between men and women. 
To give more insight in the distribution of female necessity and opportunity entrepreneurship graphs are drawn to show the differences in distribution of necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs among different countries. Figure 1 shows that European countries contain relatively more opportunity entrepreneurs than necessity entrepreneurs. 
Figure 1: Women’s Entrepreneurial Motivation by Country 2007
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The fact that there are more opportunity entrepreneurs makes it interesting to know more about the effects of the tested variables. To look at the expectations of the explanatory variables, two graphs are drawn for all the tested variables. One graph where the value of the variable is 1 and one where the variable is 0. These graphs give some expectations for the research of this paper. With the first hypothesis, knowing an entrepreneur is analysed. The focus of the rest of this paper is on Spain and the United Kingdom as they possess of the most observations for this study. The relationship between knowing an entrepreneur and the ratio between opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship is drawn in figure 2.  Overall the graphs do not differ that much. When someone in the United Kingdom knows an entrepreneur they are more likely to start out of necessity and therefore a positive effect is visible. Approximately 20 percent that claims to know an entrepreneur are necessity entrepreneurs but in graph b it is around 10 percent. So knowing an entrepreneur changes the ratio for the United Kingdom. The described literature is not clear about the effects and these two countries in the graphs also show different things. It shows that there is not really an effect visible for Spain and that the effect in the United Kingdom is positive for necessity entrepreneurs, as knowing an entrepreneur increases the amount of necessity entrepreneurs. 
Figure 2: Knowing an entrepreneur
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To take a look at the other variables the same graphs are drawn. Hypothesis 1b focuses on having the knowledge to start a company. This relationship is shown in figure 3. The ratio between having the knowledge and the distribution of opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship changes when a comparison between the values of having to knowledge to start a company. Some interesting observations can be made from these graphs. When someone in the United Kingdom does not possess the required knowledge that is necessary for starting a business they are more likely to start out of necessity. Approximately 10 percent that claims to possess of the required knowledge are necessity entrepreneurs but in graph b it is more than 20 percent. The opposite is true for Spain but this change is very small. The results of the United Kingdom are in relation with the literature as they show that high skilled people are more likely to start a company because of an opportunity.
Figure 3: Having the knowledge
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A lot of people are scared to fail with their company. With the following graphs is shown whether fear to fail changes the ratio of female opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship. It is shown in figure 4 that it has indeed an impact. The two countries differ from each other. In Spain the fear to fail does not seem to have an impact on the distribution of necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs, but the United Kingdom shows otherwise. They show that the people that are scared to start a business are more likely to start out of necessity when compared with the people that are not scared to fail. This is in line with the literature as they also say that opportunity entrepreneurs are less scared to fail. 
Figure 4: Fear to fail
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Figure 5 gives the results for hypothesis 1d which tests the effects of working full-time. The effects of working full-time seem to have no big impact on the amount of necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs, but there is a small difference in distribution for the United Kingdom. 
Figure 5: Working full-time
[image: image8.emf]A: Working full-time

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Spain United Kingdom

Country

Percentage

Necessity

Opportunity

[image: image9.emf]B: Not working full-time

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Spain United Kingdom

Country

Percentage

Necessity

Opportunity


The last two graphs (figure 6 and 7) give information on the amount of start-up capital and the expected level of job growth. The amount of start-up capital seems to matter but its effect looks minimal. It shows that necessity entrepreneurs that start with a low amount of start-up capital are more likely to start a business than with a high amount of start-up capital which is in line with the literature. The small changes in ratios for the variable job growth are opposites for Spain and the United Kingdom. For Spain is shown that there are more necessity entrepreneurs when they expect low job growth and for the United Kingdom it is expected that there are less necessity entrepreneurs. For this variable only Spain shows results that are consistent with the literature. 
Figure 6:Start-up capital
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Figure 7: Expected job growth
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To conclude on the expectations of the graphs, the effects of the explanatory variables are discussed separately. The graphs of knowing an entrepreneur is expecting that the amount of necessity entrepreneurs increases. This is inconsistent with the literature as they prove an equally positive impact on opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs (Morales-Gualdrón and Roig, 2005). Thus, this variable is expected to have no significant effect on the ratio of opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship and therefore hypothesis 1a is expected to be rejected. The United Kingdom and Spain give opposite results for possessing the required knowledge. The results of the United Kingdom are in line with the literature which expects that possessing the required knowledge is of more influence on opportunity entrepreneurs (Bhola et al., 2006). The third variable shows the effects of fear to fail. The results of these graphs are in line with the literature and expect that people that are scared to fail are more likely to start a business out of necessity (Wagner, 2005). Thus, possessing the knowledge and fear to fail are expected to change the ratio. These two hypotheses are expected to be supported. The last three variables seem to impact the distribution in a small amount. Working full-time should give more necessity entrepreneurs, where a high amount of start-up capital should lower the amount of necessity entrepreneurs. The results of expected level of job growth show opposite results. Therefore it is not expected to have a significant impact on the distribution.
3.1.2 Effect of variables

The second part of the research focuses on the effects that the variables have on becoming an entrepreneur and a larger part of the dataset becomes available as there are a lot of wage workers. The second set of hypotheses is tested with fewer variables when compared to the first hypothesis, because a wage worker does not use start-up capital and does not have to deal with job growth. Due to the fact that the second hypothesis is split up into a opportunity and necessity part the dependent variable for testing these two hypotheses are opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship and both can take the values 0 and 1 where 1 stands for opportunity or necessity entrepreneurship and 0 stands for female wage worker. The same kind of graphs can be drawn for these hypotheses in order to see what the expected effects of the variables are on opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs. To see in what amount the data consists of female entrepreneurs and wage workers figure 8 is made. These graph shows that the data contains of a lot of female wage workers when compared to female entrepreneurs. As the entrepreneurs are split up into opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs the distribution becomes even more dissent. According to the data of GEM both graphs show that Spain consists of relatively more entrepreneurs with respect to the United Kingdom. 
Figure 8: Ratio Entrepreneur versus Wage worker
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To see what kind of effect knowing an entrepreneur has on starting a business out of opportunity or necessity figure 9 is drawn. Both types of entrepreneurs show an increase in entrepreneurs when they know someone that has their own business. The same is true for having the knowledge to start a business which is shown in figure 10. Both of these variables show the same expectations as the existing literature. Fear to fail show other results in figure 11. These results show that is decreases the amount of female entrepreneurs, which is also in line with the literature. Therefore a negative effect is expected in the hypotheses than concern fear to fail. The last variable for these set of hypotheses is working full-time. Figure 12 shows different results for the two countries. Working full-time increases the amount of opportunity entrepreneurs for Spain and decreases the amount for the United Kingdom and the opposite is true for necessity entrepreneurs. 
The effects of the variables are expected to be in line with the literature. The first two variables are expected to have a positive impact on the probability of becoming an opportunity or necessity entrepreneurs over a wage worker. The third variable, fear to fail is expected to lower the change of becoming an opportunity or necessity entrepreneur. The results of working full-time are inconclusive. In line with the existing literature it is expected that women prefer flexibility in their working hours and therefore are negatively affected by working full-time. After analyzing these graphs, it is expected that all four hypotheses are supported.  
Figure 9: Knowing an entrepreneur
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Figure 10: Having the knowledge
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Figure 11: Fear to fail
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Figure 12: Working full-time
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3.3 Description of variables 

Besides the definitions and expectations, the descriptive statistics are important to know more about the number of observations and the volatility within the variables that are used in this paper. The statistics of the variables for the first set of hypotheses is included in paragraph 3.3.1 and the statistics of the second set of hypotheses are described in paragraph 3.3.2.

3.3.1 Descriptive statistics hypothesis 1

From the GEM dataset the following variables are selected to research the first set of hypotheses, which looks at the effects on the distribution of female necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs. Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics. An interesting observation is that the mean of the expected level of job growth is very low. This means that most women that participated in this study do not expect high job growth for their company in the next five years. For the first regression 121 valid observations are used. The descriptive statistics for men can be found in the appendix, but the statistics look quite similar to the statistics of women. 
Table 2: Descriptive statistics of hypothesis 1

	
	Minimum


	Maximum


	Average



	Involved in opportunity or necessity TEA
	0
	1
	0.85

	Knowing an entrepreneur
	0
	1
	0.52

	Having the required knowledge
	0
	1
	0.88

	Fear to fail
	0
	1
	0.30

	Starting full-time
	0
	1
	0.67

	The amount of start-up capital
	0
	1
	0.55

	Expected level of job growth
	0
	1
	0.07

	United Kingdom
	0
	1
	0.35

	Spain
	0
	1
	0.49

	Age
	0
	1
	0.81


Besides the descriptive statistics, the correlations between the variables have to be checked to look for possible multicollinear distortions. Table 3 shows that the correlations between all the variables are between the values 0.2 and -0.2. These correlations are all very small so the variables can be safely used in the regression analysis. The same is true for men. Their correlations are also very small and thus it is also safe to do the test that we run for women on men. 
Table 3: Correlations between variables 
	
	Teayyopp
	Knowent
	Suskill
	Fearfail
	Full-time
	Startup
cap
	Job
growth
	U.K.
	 Spain
	Age

	Teayyopp
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Knowent
	.048
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Suskill
	.061
	.139**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fearfail
	-.045
	-.058
	-.140**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Full-time
	-.049
	-.036
	.085*
	.069
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Startupcap
	.043
	-.125*
	-.060
	-.002
	.179*
	1
	
	
	
	

	Jobgrowth
	.010
	.100**
	.088**
	-.058
	.027
	.033
	1
	
	
	

	U.K
	.069*
	-.031
	.044
	-.135**
	-.209**
	-.197**
	.059
	1
	
	

	Spain
	-.076*
	-.064*
	.044
	.139**
	.290**
	.158**
	-.048
	-.709**
	1
	

	Age
	.048
	-.036
	-.006
	-.054
	-.101**
	.043
	-.017
	.139**
	-.112**
	1


**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
3.3.2 Descriptive statistics of hypothesis 2

To test the second set of hypotheses different descriptive statistics are used, due to the separation of opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs. The statistics for testing opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs with wage workers are shown in table 4a and 4b. An interesting observation in both tables is the mean of the dependent variables. This value is very low, which means that most of the observations are wage workers and only a small amount is accounting for female opportunity and female necessity entrepreneurship. The amount of valid observations is 2953 for the regression that analyzes the effect of the variables on female opportunity entrepreneurs. For necessity entrepreneurs is the amount of valid observations 277. 
When the descriptive statistics of men and women are compared with each other it is shown that the average of the variable involved in opportunity TEA is higher for men. This means that a higher amount of men engage in entrepreneurship when compared to women. This is in line with the literature as scholars say that men are more likely to be active in entrepreneurship (Budig, 2006).
Table 4a: Descriptive statistics of hypothesis 2.1
	
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Average

	Involved in opportunity TEA
	0
	1
	.03

	Knowing an entrepreneur
	0
	1
	.28

	Having the required knowledge
	0
	1
	.41

	Fear to fail
	0
	1
	.42

	Starting full-time
	0
	1
	.67

	United Kingdom
	0
	1
	.49

	Spain
	0
	1
	.28

	Age
	0
	1
	.82


Table 4b: Descriptive statistics of hypothesis 2.2
	
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Average

	Involved in necessity TEA
	0
	1
	.01

	Knowing an entrepreneur
	0
	1
	.27

	Having the required knowledge
	0
	1
	.39

	Fear to fail
	0
	1
	.43

	Starting full-time
	0
	1
	.69

	United Kingdom
	0
	1
	.49

	Spain
	0
	1
	.27

	Age
	0
	1
	.82


For the correlations of the second set of hypothesis also 2 tables have to be drawn to check for multicollinear distortions which are shown in table 5. Both tables a and b show low correlations and most of them are significant. Also these two hypotheses can be tested with the logistic regression model without risking possible multicollinear distortions. The same is true for men and these tables can be interpreted in the appendix. 
Table 5a: Correlations between variables (hypothesis 2.1)
	
	Teayyopp
	Knowent
	Suskill
	Fearfail
	Full-time
	U.K.
	Spain
	Age

	Teayyopp
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Knowent
	.127**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Suskill
	.203**
	.201**
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Fearfail
	-.062**
	-.001
	-.123**
	1
	
	
	
	

	Full-time
	-.037*
	-.020
	.099**
	.025
	1
	
	
	

	U.K.
	-.033**
	-.104**
	.019**
	-.092**
	-.177**
	1
	
	

	Spain
	.048**
	.039**
	.032**
	.153**
	.238**
	-.602**
	1
	

	Age
	-.013**
	-.093**
	.028**
	-.034**
	-.067**
	.033**
	-.027**
	1


**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Table 5b: Correlations between variables (hypothesis 2.2)
	
	Teayynec
	Knowent
	Suskill
	Fearfail
	Full-time
	U.K.
	Spain
	Age

	Teayynec
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Knowent
	.042**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Suskill
	.079**
	.183**
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Fearfail
	-.011*
	.007
	-.111**
	1
	
	
	
	

	Full-time
	.002
	-.003
	.108**
	.012
	1
	
	
	

	U.K.
	-.026**
	-.109**
	.016**
	-.090**
	-.169**
	1
	
	

	Spain
	.035**
	.040**
	.032**
	.154**
	.219**
	-.600**
	1
	

	Age
	-.006
	-.095**
	.030**
	-.033**
	-.073**
	.030**
	-.025**
	1


**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
3.4 Methodology
The logistic regression model is used to test both hypotheses. This method is chosen as it explains a binary dependent variable with explanatory variables (Moore et al., 2009). With the logistic regression model not only a relation between the dependent variable and explanatory variables is given, but it also shows whether the relation is positive or negative. To explain the logistic regression model a statistical model for the logistic regression is given:

Log (p/1-p)= ß0 + ß1x1 + … + ßkxk
p

= Binomial proportion

x1,…, xk
= Explanatory variables
ß0, ß1,…, ßk
= Parameters of the logistic model- to be estimated. 
k

=Amount of ß and x being used
The logistic regression gives the probability that the outcome becomes 1 over 0 (Sieben, 2002). P stands for binomial proportion which gives the probability that the outcome of the logistic regression becomes 1 over 0 (Moore et al, 2009). With this information the logistic regression for the first and second hypothesis can be derived. The first set of hypotheses considers the effects of the independent variables on being an opportunity (value 1) versus a necessity entrepreneur (value 0). Thus, the sample is restricted to entrepreneurs only. The second set of hypotheses focuses on the effects of the explanatory variables on the probability of being an opportunity or necessity entrepreneur (in either case: value 1) rather than being a female wage worker (value 0). Age is included as a control variable in each regression analysis, whereas the United Kingdom is included as a country dummy variable (Spain is the reference country). 

Chapter 4 Results
In this section the results are discussed. The first part of this chapter analyses the results of hypothesis 1 and thus looks at the possible effects that the variables have on the ratio between female necessity and opportunity entrepreneurship. The second part of the chapter looks at the results of the second set of hypotheses, which looks at the effects of the independent variables on female opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs. Due to the fact that all the regressions consist of more than 100 observations, a significance level is set on 5%. 
4.1 Results of first set of hypotheses 

With a logistic regression the first set of hypotheses is tested. With this regression it is tested whether the variables affect the distribution between opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs. As stated earlier in this paper, the first set of hypotheses consists of 121 valid observations and the results of the logistic regression are presented in table 6. From this table can be seen that none of the tested variables are significant for women and therefore the first set of hypotheses is not supported for any of the variables. This means that none of the relationships are proven and therefore it could be said that none of the explanatory variables have an effect on the distribution between opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs. This was not expected. The effects of having the required knowledge and fear to fail were expected to be supported as the literature and the graphs showed that opportunity entrepreneurs are more likely to be high skilled and less scared to fail. With this regression it is not tested whether the variables have an effect on opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs but it only tests whether it impacts the distribution. The Nagelkerke R square of this model is 0.091.
Table 6: Logistic regression on female entrepreneurship
	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	Wald
	P value

	Knowing an entrepreneur
	.726
	.531
	1.866
	.172

	Having the required knowledge
	-.592
	1.149
	.265
	.607

	Fear to fail
	-.611
	.555
	1.213
	.271

	Working full-time
	-.948
	.898
	1.116
	.291

	Amount of start-up capital
	.496
	.545
	.831
	.362

	Expected level of job growth
	.199
	.866
	.053
	.818

	United Kingdom
	.342
	.942
	.132
	.716

	Age
	-.224
	.608
	.135
	.713

	Constant
	2.544
	1.570
	2.625
	.105


When the same test is done on men, there is a significant variable when tested on a 5% significance level. This variable is knowing an entrepreneur. These results are shown in table 7. There are 235 valid observations used for this regression analysis and the R square of this regression is 0.164. The significant variable knowing an entrepreneur means that hypothesis 1a is supported for men. For men it is proven that knowing an entrepreneur has a bigger impact on opportunity entrepreneurs when compared to necessity entrepreneurs. This makes it more likely that the potential entrepreneur that knows an entrepreneur starts a company because of an opportunity. This does not mean that knowing an entrepreneur have no effect on necessity entrepreneurs, because this regression only tests the relationship with the probability of being an opportunity-based entrepreneur versus a necessity based entrepreneur. This positive effect for knowing an entrepreneur was not expected when graphs were made for women in the chapter that concerns data. These graphs showed that knowing an entrepreneur made it more likely that a person started their company out of necessity.
Table 7: Logistic regression on male entrepreneurship
	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	Wald
	P value

	Knowing an entrepreneur
	.903
	.461
	3.841
	.050

	Having the required knowledge
	-.124
	.896
	.019
	.890

	Fear to fail
	-.435
	.476
	.836
	.361

	Working full-time
	-.486
	.674
	.520
	.471

	Amount of start-up capital
	.093
	.458
	.041
	.840

	Expected level of job growth
	.340
	.668
	.259
	.611

	United Kingdom
	2.312
	1.062
	4.745
	.029

	Age
	-1.216
	.776
	2.458
	.117

	Constant
	2.730
	1.398
	3.811
	.051


To explain the results for men even further the beta is used which is 0.903 for knowing an entrepreneur. B can be defined as log odds which is the natural logarithm of the probability that the value of the dependent variable becomes 1 over 0. As the positive relationship is supported it is proven that is has a larger impact on the probability of becoming an opportunity entrepreneur over a necessity entrepreneur. 

The different outcomes for men and women can be blamed on the level of human capital. Men in general possess more human capital and thus are more likely to know someone that could fulfil the part of role model and this could explain why there is a difference in the probability of becoming opportunity or necessity entrepreneurs. In contrary, women in general possess less human capital and therefore are less likely to know an entrepreneur. This lower level of human capital could possibly influence the amount of necessity and opportunity entrepreneurship individually (which is tested with the second set of hypotheses), but it is not found significant to have an effect on the distribution of opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs. This explanation only focuses on gender, but the literature of Morales-Gualdrón and Roig (2005) found that the effect of knowing an entrepreneurs should be equal for opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs. This is not the case for men, but for women the results of knowing an entrepreneur were not significant. However, this does not mean that the effect of Morales-Gualdrón and Roig (2005) is proven as the regression only proves that hypothesis 1a is rejected.  
4.2 Results of second set of hypotheses

The second set of hypotheses is divided into two parts to see what possible effects the variables have on female opportunity entrepreneurs and female necessity entrepreneurs when they are compared to wage workers. 

4.2.1 Results of hypothesis 2.1

The first part of the second hypothesis tests whether the effects of the variables differ between female opportunity entrepreneurs and wage workers. This first part only focuses on women that started their company due to an opportunity. As well as for the first set of hypotheses, a logistic regression is run with 2953 valid observations and the outcome of this test is given in table 8. The Nagelkerke R square of this regression is 0.076.
Table 8: Logistic regression of hypothesis 2.1a-d for women
	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	Wald
	P value

	Knowing an entrepreneur
	.509
	.092
	30.609
	.000

	Having the required knowledge
	.592
	.137
	18.652
	.000

	Fear to fail
	-.169
	.105
	2.591
	.107

	Working full-time
	-.247
	.097
	6.485
	.011

	United Kingdom
	.370
	.096
	15.012
	.000

	Age
	-1.134
	.137
	68.562
	.000

	Constant
	-.904
	.197
	21.129
	.000


This table shows that almost all the variables are significant except the variable Fear to fail. Therefore the hypotheses concerning knowing an entrepreneur, possessing of the required knowledge and working full-time are all supported. Knowing an entrepreneur has a positive effect on the probability becoming an opportunity entrepreneur over a wage worker. This means that women are more likely to become an opportunity entrepreneur when stimulated by other entrepreneurs. Basically, the participation of women that become an opportunity entrepreneur varies significantly for knowing an entrepreneur and the percentage of female opportunity entrepreneurs increases when this variable increases in magnitude. Hypothesis 1b is also supported consist of possessing the knowledge for starting a business. This again is a positive effect and therefore a high level of knowledge increases the possibility to start a company out of opportunity when compared to the wage worker. The hypothesis concerning working full-time is the last hypothesis that is supported in this regression analysis. This proves that working full-time decreases the probability of becoming an opportunity entrepreneur. This is in line with the literature that concludes that women want to start their businesses to create more flexibility in their working schedules. The variable United Kingdom is also found significant, which makes it more probable for the United Kingdom to start a business out of opportunity instead of being a wage worker when compared to Spain.

When the results are related to the expectations of chapter 3, it shows the same outcomes for knowing an entrepreneur and having the knowledge. The expectations of working full-time are only partially supported by the results as the expectations were opposites for the two countries. Spain expected more opportunity entrepreneurs when working full-time, were the United Kingdom expected less entrepreneurs. The results of the analysis for men in table 9 show the same outcomes as the regression for women. For these results 4535 valid observations are used. The R square of the model is 0.074. 
Table 9: Logistic regression of hypothesis 2.1a-d for men
	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	Wald
	P value

	Knowing an entrepreneur
	.496
	.077
	42.099
	.000

	Having the required knowledge
	.599
	.143
	17.671
	.000

	Fear to fail
	-.147
	.092
	2.571
	.109

	Working full-time
	-.561
	.095
	34.636
	.000

	United Kingdom
	.401
	.077
	27.374
	.000

	Age
	-1.054
	.105
	101.108
	.000

	Constant
	-.845
	.184
	21.155
	.000


It is stated in the literature that men differ from women, but the effect of the variables are the same for both of them. This was not expected for working full-time. Women prefer flexibility in their working schedules and give this as one of the primary reasons to start a business. For men it was proven by OECD (1998) that men more often work full-time. However Stigter (1999) said that when men work part-time it is due to the fact of other job obligations. The findings of Stigter (1999) could be an explanation for the fact that working full-time also has a negative effect on men.
4.2.2 Results of hypothesis 2.2

It is a fact that there are approximately four times more opportunity entrepreneurs with respect to necessity entrepreneurs (Hessels et al., 2008). However it is not only important to analyse opportunity entrepreneurs.  To analyse the effects of the different variables on female necessity entrepreneurs a logistic regression is run with 2277 included observations and a Nagelkerke R square of 0.028. Table 10 shows the results. 
Table 10: Logistic regression of hypotheses 2.2a-d for women
	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	Wald
	P value

	Knowing an entrepreneur
	.284
	.195
	2.127
	.145

	Having the required knowledge
	.053
	.247
	.045
	.831

	Fear to fail
	.208
	.205
	1.028
	.311

	Working full-time
	-.015
	.213
	.005
	.942

	United Kingdom
	.238
	.209
	1.299
	.254

	Age
	-1.217
	.266
	20.906
	.000

	Constant
	-2.131
	.374
	32.513
	.000


This regression shows that none of the tested variables are significant for women and therefore do not have an influence a women’s decision to start a company out of necessity. These results prove that the amount of women that want to become an entrepreneur out of necessity over a wage worker does not significantly change. This means that women are not stimulated or discouraged by the tested explanatory variables. So the values of all these variables do not change the likelihood of a women’s decision to become a necessity entrepreneur. This was not expected by the graphs from chapter 3. These graphs expected that all of the variables were supported, because the graphs changed when the tested variable changed. 
The results for women are different when compared to men. With 3572 observations a logistic regression is run. The results for men in table 11 give significant results for the variables fear to fail and working full-time. Due to these significance variables hypothesis 2.2c and 2.2d are supported for men. Men that are scared are more likely to start a company out of necessity than being a wage worker. The fact that they have no other job possibilities forces them into necessity entrepreneurship and therefore they accept the risk that they have to take. This is in line with the literature where it is found that men are more less risk avers than women (Wagner, 2004). The results for men also show that working full-time has a negative effect on the probability of becoming a necessity entrepreneur over a wage worker. This means that men starting a company out of necessity would prefer working part-time. This is in line with the literature of Stigter (1999) but in contradiction with the OECD (1998) which stated that men most often work full-time on their businesses. The R square of this model is 0.024. 
Table 11: Logistic regression of hypotheses 2.2a-d for men
	
	Coefficient
	Standard error
	Wald
	P value

	Knowing an entrepreneur
	.224
	.160
	1.949
	.163

	Having the required knowledge
	-.076
	.232
	.107
	.744

	Fear to fail
	.341
	.172
	3.924
	.048

	Working full-time
	-.478
	.201
	5.632
	.018

	UnitedKingdom
	.285
	.163
	3.082
	.079

	Age
	-.920
	.215
	18.285
	.000

	Constant
	-2.008
	.338
	35.327
	.000


The different outcomes for men and women can be due to multiple reasons. Women give other primary reason to start a business when compared to men (Boden, 1999). This could be a reason why none of the tested variables are of influence with a women’s decision to become self-employed. Women could be influenced by other things like for instance children (Boden, 1999). Another explanation for the different results could be that men are less scared to fail than women (Wagner 2004). Parker (2009) explained this with the industries where men and women work in, but men are also less risk avers. This could be the reason that men experience a positive effect of the variable fear to fail. They have no other job possibilities and therefore are forced to take the risks. 
Chapter 5 Conclusion, limitations and ideas for further research 
To present the conclusions in this chapter the same distinction is made as in the chapter Results. So paragraph 5.1 shows the conclusions of the paper and is split up into paragraph 5.1.1 which concludes on the hypothesis that tests if there is an independent variable that has an effect on the ratio opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship. Paragraph 5.1.2 concludes on the second set of hypotheses which the focus solely on the opportunity entrepreneurs and wage workers. The second part of the second set of hypotheses concerning necessity entrepreneurs is included in paragraph 5.1.3. To end this paper paragraph 5.2 focuses on the limitations of this research and gives ideas for further research and paragraph 5.3 provides information on policy implications for female entrepreneurship.
5.1 Conclusion
With this paper the focus is mostly on female necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs and the reasons why females become an entrepreneur. The growing importance of women in the work force is reason enough to learn more about female entrepreneurship. With this paper it is tried to answer the following research question:
What are the differences between female necessity and female opportunity entrepreneurs?
The paper looks at a lot of different variables that could influence a women’s decision to become an entrepreneur. Parental and marital statuses are reasons for the fact that women want to work part-time and thus start for themselves. Role models could have two types of impacts on entrepreneurship, a positive and a negative impact, which means that when people know an entrepreneur they could choose to let the role model help them in starting a company or not. Education and experience are also two important factors in the decision to become self-employed. Women tend to be well educated but the type of education is in sectors that are not that useful when starting a company. Next to the type of education, the level of experience of women is less useful when compared to men. Women possess of divers experience where men are more experienced in the fields that are important for an entrepreneur. Another driver in a women’s choice to become self-employed is risk aversion. Women are more risk avers than men and this is also one of the reasons why women prefer small businesses with a smaller amount of start-up capital. To even reduce the risks, women try to fund their businesses with money of their own or from friends or family. A women’s reason to become self-employed is not to make money, they do it to get flexibility and independence.  

In order to research female entrepreneurship properly, it is important to make a distinction between necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs. Previous research concluded opportunity entrepreneurs are more likely to be well educated and therefore possess of more human capital. Another observation is that opportunity entrepreneurs tend to be less risk avers where they are also more profitable than necessity entrepreneurs. With all this prior knowledge research is done into the effect of different independent variables on the ratio of female necessity and opportunity entrepreneurship. Besides that, research of this paper is also testing the effects that the different variables could have an impact on becoming a female opportunity or necessity entrepreneur instead of a wage worker.

With this information is tested whether the distribution of opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs is affected by the explanatory variables. It is also analysed if the variables have an influence on a women’s decision to become self-employed. To answer the hypotheses three logistic regressions have been run with data collected from Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM). With these regressions is tested whether there are differences between female necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs and what different effects the tested variables have on a women’s decision to become self-employed. 

5.1.1 Conclusion hypothesis 1
The first set of hypotheses tests whether the independent variables have an effect on the distribution of opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs. The dependent variables for this regression is female entrepreneurship and the independent variables consider knowing an entrepreneur, having the knowledge, being scared to fail, working full-time, the amount of start-up capital and the expected level of job growth. With the results of the logistic regression for women for the first set of hypotheses can be concluded that none of the variables influences the probability of becoming an opportunity entrepreneur over a necessity entrepreneur. So the distribution of opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs can not be influenced by the tested variables, according to the results of the regression.
For men exists a different outcome and find that one of the variables is significant. This variable is tested with the first hypothesis which tests the effect of knowing an entrepreneur. The outcomes of the logistic regression for men show a positive effect of knowing an entrepreneur and therefore the probability to become an opportunity over a necessity entrepreneur increases which means that the ratio of opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship is influenced by knowing an entrepreneur. The simplest explanation for the different outcome between men and women is that men and women differ from each other. Another possible explanation for the difference in outcomes for men and women is the amount of human capital. When solely focussing on the variable knowing an entrepreneur the amount of human capital is higher for men than for women. Men in general are more likely to possess of more human capital in the right circles and therefore are more likely to be effected by knowing an entrepreneur with respect to women (Aronson, 1991 and Lee and Rendall, 2001). Men study and work in sectors where the study and work experience is better suitable for starting a company when compared to women (Van Uxem and Bais, 1996; Verheul and Thurik, 2001). 

The explanation behind the fact that knowing an entrepreneur changes the distribution between opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs is that opportunity entrepreneurs are more likely to know an entrepreneur and they are more likely to make better use of them as they are more likely to be high skilled (Bhola et al., 2006). The result of the logistic regression is in contradiction with a study done by Morales-Gualdrón and Roig (2005) who say that knowing an entrepreneur has an equal positive impact on both necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs.
5.1.2 Conclusion hypothesis 2.1
The second set of hypotheses is split up in an opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship and this part only concludes on the results of the set of hypotheses that focuses on opportunity entrepreneurs. The set of hypotheses that is focussing on opportunity entrepreneurs tests whether the dependent variable opportunity entrepreneurship is affected by the four independent variables. This is done with a logistic regression. The outcome for women shows that all hypotheses are supported except fair to fail. This means that knowing an entrepreneur, having to knowledge to start a company have a positive effect on the likelihood of becoming an opportunity entrepreneur over a wage worker and working full-time has a negative effect. 
The existing literature gives different explanations for the significant effects of these variables. Knowing an entrepreneur has according to Gibson (2004) a big influence is starting a business. Kagan (1958) shows that the characteristics of the entrepreneur could be inspiring and Akerlof and Kranton (2000) say that the motives and goals of the role model are important for the potential entrepreneur. So the results are in line with the literature as they expected a positive effect of knowing an entrepreneur. This positive effect was also expected with the graphs that are drawn in chapter 3, which looked at the changes in distribution of opportunity entrepreneurs and wage workers.
The second supported hypothesis tested the effect of having the required knowledge. The positive effect of possessing the knowledge to start a business out of opportunity is supported by studies of Block and Wagner (2007) and Block and Sandner (2009). Both studies show that opportunity entrepreneurs are more likely to be high skilled and a possible explanation is that opportunity entrepreneurs possess more human capital. The required knowledge influences a women’s and a men’s decision in becoming an opportunity entrepreneur over a wage worker as they see opportunities more easily. 
The last significant variable in this regression is working full-time. Verheul and Thurik (2001) say that women prefer flexibility in their working schedule due to household activities and risk aversion. Besides that, Boden (1999) also shows that children are an important factor in a women’s decision. A negative relationship is found on the probability of being an opportunity entrepreneur instead of a wage worker which means that being a full-time entrepreneur is discouraging women to start a business. This is in line with the literature on women as they cite flexibility as one of the primary reasons to become self-employed. The expectations made with the graphs from chapter 3 only partially support this result. The two countries in this paper show opposite results when the focus is on working full-time. The expectation of Spain is in line with the results of the logistic regression. For men this is different as they give other reasons for starting a company. The negative relation of working full-time that is found for men is supported by Stigter (1999), but this effect was expected to be non significant due to the fact that men more often work full-time (OECD, 1998). The existing literature on this subject remains unclear, but the results of this paper are significant which means that men are discouraged to start a business when they have to work full-time.  

5.1.3 Conclusion hypothesis 2.2

The last logistic regression focuses on female necessity entrepreneurs and tests what kind of influence the independent variable have on becoming an entrepreneur out of necessity instead of a wage worker. This logistic regression is run with four independent variables. The results of women show that there is no significant variable which means that none of the variables have an effect on a women’s decision in becoming a necessity entrepreneur over a wage worker. This could be because women start a business out of necessity due to different drivers, like for instance children. Children are proven to be a big driver for women to become self-employed and Boden (1999) proves that this positive effect increases when the children are still young.
The results of men show that fear to fail and working full-time are significant variables and therefore the outcome is different when compared to women. Fear to fail has a positive effect on the likelihood of becoming a necessity entrepreneur and the effect of working full-time is negative. The positive effect of fear to fail of this paper can not be supported by Parker (2009) who shows that women are more likely to be affected by fear to fail than men. This effect was also negative. However, men are less risk avers than women which could mean that being scared to fail does not discourage men to start a business (Wagner, 2004). According to this paper, being scared is stimulating men to become self-employed instead of being a wage worker as they have no other job possibilities. This effect was not found by other scholars. A possible effect given by Wagner (2005) and Morales-Gualdrón and Roig (2005) was that necessity entrepreneurs are more scared to fail and therefore has a negative effect. Another interesting result of the logistic regression for men is the significant variable working full-time. This shows that men are negatively affected by the idea of working full-time when they start a company out of necessity. This was again only supported by Stigter (1999) who claims that some men do work part-time as they have other job obligations. 
5.2 Limitations and ideas for further research

During this research some limitation and ideas for further research came forward. One of the limitations of this research is the time period. This research is done for the year 2007. This is at the beginning of the credit crisis which could have a big influence on the number of potential entrepreneurs, because a lot of people want to go for safety or started because they got fired from their job as a wage worker. This could decrease the amount of entrepreneurs but increase the amount of necessity entrepreneurs, due to unemployment. To take away the risk of biased results it is an idea for further research to run the regression over multiple years. This analysis has to be done with years before the credit crisis to see what the effects are in the economy. It is also possible to test the effects of the variables during the credit crisis. This way more can be learned about the decisions that people make during a credit crisis and it is tested what kind of effects the credit crisis has on opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship and the variables that have an impact on it. Besides that the differences between men and women can also be considered as women appear to be more risk avers, which means that they could experience different effects of the credit crisis.
Another limitation of this research is the number of explanatory variables. There are many more variables that could have an influence on a women’s decision to become self-employed, like for instance having a husband, the number of children, the type of industry and discrimination. Parker (2009) gives an idea to look at the possible effects of the glass ceiling problem for women. In this paper the same variables are tested for opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs but in fact it is possible that the two types of entrepreneurs are affected by different variables. This paper shows for women that none of the tested variables were of influence in the decision to start a company out of necessity. It is possible that other variables could have an impact and therefore further research is required. It is not possible to do research into these variables due to the lack of data availability. Only a few datasets are now including gender and make a distinction between opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship, but there are still a lot of variables missing. Next to that not all countries gather the same information and not all the participants answer all the questions. Before doing research in these other possible variables, information and data has to be gathered to learn more about these subjects and this data has to be gathered for multiple countries. Therefore it is important for further research to gather more information on female entrepreneurship.
For further research it is also interesting to look beyond the United Kingdom and Spain. For this paper only the United Kingdom and Spain are used and this could be seen as a limitation due to the fact that the world does not only consist of developed European countries. Other countries beside these two countries have an influence on the world’s economy and therefore the outcomes of this paper could be very different when other developed and development countries were used in the analysis. It is also interesting to test whether there are differences between developed and development countries. This kind of research would make it possible to learn more about the development countries and could even give options to improve a country’s economy, like for instance: stimulating entrepreneurship through a variable to lower unemployment. To give an example of this lets look at having the knowledge to start a company. If other countries or even the government could make it possible for the potential entrepreneurs to study and get experience, it could have a positive impact on the country’s economy and even welfare. When these people start a company they could help the economy as they lower the unemployment rates for their country. Besides that, they also provide these people of a wage, which most likely has a positive impact on their lives and on that of their families. 

Besides stimulating developing countries it is also important to learn more about the fact that women in developing countries are facing higher entry barriers as a wage worker and therefore are forced to start their own business (Mroczkowski, 1997; Welter et al., 2003; Minniti and Naudé, 2010). Jacobs (1984), Saviotti (1996), Florida (2002) and Broda and Weinstein (2006) show the importance of women participating in entrepreneurship as they bring variety to the business circles, which is good for economic development. This however seems to have no impact on developing countries where women are more likely to start a business when compared to developed countries. Welter et al. (2003) give cultural norms and restricted access to resources as possible explanations for the fact that these women are finding it harder to start a company and therefore it becomes harder to contribute to the economy. For further research it is interesting to do more research into the effect of women on the development of a countries economy.
The reason that only Spain and the United Kingdom are used in the analysis is that the other European countries had not enough observations, which gave weird results in the logistic regression. It gave extreme standard deviations and the p-values were almost one. After consideration these countries are removed from the dataset in order to get good results on the United Kingdom and Spain. To expand the research of Europe or even of the world, more observations have to be included in the data. With enough observations it is possible to run a logistic regression with more European countries included as dummy variable. For now it is an idea to do the same test on the United States as they most likely possess of enough observations to run the same test as in this paper.
A lot of research on female entrepreneurship is not done yet. This is why there still is a lot to learn about women. This paper compares all female wage workers with female opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs. The fact that a lot of wage workers are not even a little bit interested in entrepreneurship is not considered, while these people are most likely never to enter the entrepreneurial department for any given reason. So an idea for other research is to test only with people that are interested in any way in entrepreneurship. This makes the research less biased as for now the opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs are tested on all the female wage workers. This means that only a part of the entrepreneurs are tested against all the wage workers. This along with the fact that the data consists of many more wage workers with respect to entrepreneurs could be seen as a limitation. This idea could give different results for the results of the logistic regressions.  
Female entrepreneurship is for a large part still undiscovered and therefore many ideas for further research can be considered. To give an example, Parker (2009) states that the effect of women on men is not researched yet. The growing importance of women and the emancipation are both reasons why this could be an effect to research. These two reasons could influence men when they have to do more household activities or when they have to take care of the children. 
5.3 Policy implications

This paper has not only shown that men differ from women but also that opportunity entrepreneurs differ from necessity entrepreneurs. The results of this paper are interesting for policy perspective. According to Reynolds et al. (2002) opportunity entrepreneurs are better for the economy. Some reasons could be that they are more profitable and grow faster (Block and Wagner, 2010). The question that arises from this statement is do policies only have to focus on helping necessity entrepreneurs? Or do they have to discourage them as they are less valuable for the economy? It may be true that there are less necessity entrepreneurs and that they are less profitable, but necessity entrepreneurs could lower the level of unemployment which could be a positive effect for the economy. When people are forced to start their own business they are likely to start small and if they do it right it is possible that the company could also contribute to the economy. According to Audretsch and Thurik (2004) there are six explanations for the growing importance of entrepreneurship. To name one, there is a change visible in the labour force. More women are starting to work and they like to work part-time. Small firms make it possible for women to find a job with the flexibility that they need and therefore also necessity entrepreneurs are important for an economy.
When policies do decide to stimulate opportunity entrepreneurship, it can be done by stimulating them. The results for men of hypothesis one of this paper show that knowing an entrepreneur increases the probability to start a business out of opportunity instead of necessity. When a country wants to increase the number of opportunity entrepreneurs this result could be used for making policies as the government could influence this variable. They could help the potential entrepreneur to find the right person that could help them with their  company. The results of this paper have proved that the effect of knowing an entrepreneur has a bigger impact on opportunity entrepreneurs and by stimulating this variable it is most likely that more opportunity entrepreneurs will enter the business world. The stimulation could also affect the level of necessity entrepreneurs but according to the second hypotheses knowing a person is not a significant variable for female necessity entrepreneurs, which means that knowing an entrepreneur has no impact on starting a business out of necessity. 
Another way of stimulating opportunity entrepreneurs is by the significant variables of hypothesis 2.1. The results of this hypothesis prove that female opportunity entrepreneurs are affected by more of the tested variables than female necessity entrepreneurs. Some of these variables could be influenced by the government of a country. Education for instance can be stimulated more by giving more study funds. This has an impact on opportunity entrepreneurs in a positive way, but the impact of this variable on necessity entrepreneurs is not found significant. A government could give two types of support, knowledge and financing. This kind of support could make it possible to get a degree or to get experience and make men and women more confident about their potential business and therefore has a positive effect on starting a business. 

If policies want to focus on stimulating necessity entrepreneurs they could try do something with the variables fear to fail and working full-time as they were found significant variables according to this paper. For men it is proven that fear to fail has a positive effect on starting a business out of necessity and that risks do not scare the men from starting their business. They have no other job options and that is why they have to start a business. However there could be another way to stimulate men towards necessity entrepreneurs. This is through the welfare system. The paper of Cowling and Bygrave (2002) say that the welfare system has an impact on a person’s decision to become self-employed. They show that the low skilled worker is less likely to re-enter the workforce, because there is only a small difference between wage and welfare benefits. There is not a big incentive for these kinds of workers to start working again, but this explanation does not hold for the high skilled worker. The high skilled worker is more likely to start working as soon as possible, due to the major difference in wage and welfare benefits (Cowling and Bygrave, 2002). So the income that is provided for unemployed people is influencing the decision to start a company. When they welfare system only pays low amounts of money to unemployed workers they are stimulated people to start a business out of necessity, because they will get paid more when they start a business.  
Another interesting policy implication is given by Baughn et al. (2006). This paper indicates that the women should be stimulated by the government to start a business of their own in order to contribute to the economy. The self-employed women are contributing by making countries more competitive. Becoming more competitive is not the only reason why women should be stimulated into entrepreneurship. Women also bring variety in the business life (Verheul and Van Stel, 2010) and this variety is a good for the economy (Jacobs, 1984; Saviotti, 1996; Florida, 2002; Broda and Weinstein, 2006). This paper has given multiple differences between men and women which could be exploited by the government for making policies. The fact that female necessity entrepreneurs are not affected by any of the tested variables, show that women have different reasons than men to start a company. If some of these reasons are to be found significant, policies can be adapted in order to stimulate women towards entrepreneurship. To give an example, Terrel and Troilo (2010) say that women should not hold themselves secondary to men and therefore the amount of confidence should be raised.  Allen et al. (2007) state the same but also think that women should be supported by changing the business environment to they can attain a higher level of social capital. 
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Appendices

Hypothesis 1

Table 12: Men’s descriptive statistics for hypothesis 1a-d
	
	Minimum


	Maximum


	Average



	Involved in opportunity or necessity TEA
	0
	1
	.85

	Knowing an entrepreneur
	0
	1
	.59

	Having the required knowledge
	0
	1
	.92

	Fear to fail
	0
	1
	.23

	Starting full-time
	0
	1
	.82

	The amount of start-up capital
	0
	1
	.58

	Expected level of job growth
	0
	1
	.13

	United Kingdom
	0
	1
	.38

	Spain
	0
	1
	.45

	Age
	0
	1
	.79


Table 13: Men’s Correlations for hypothesis 1a-d
	
	Teayyopp
	Knowent
	Suskill
	Fearfail
	Full-time
	Startupcap
	Job
growth
	U.K.
	 Spain
	Age

	Teayyopp
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Knowent
	.069**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Suskill
	.085**
	.103**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fearfail
	-.044
	-.040
	-.190**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Full-time
	-.029
	-.089**
	.030
	-.020
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Startupcap
	.079*
	.110**
	.084*
	-.040
	-.089
	1
	
	
	
	

	Jobgrowth
	.069**
	.104**
	.035
	-.062*
	-.037
	.089*
	1
	
	
	

	U.K
	.021
	-.066*
	.045
	-.157**
	.014
	-.172**
	.112**
	1
	
	

	Spain
	-.061*
	-.024
	-.019
	.149**
	.158**
	.142**
	-.154**
	-.707**
	1
	

	Age
	.014
	-.088**
	.034
	-.033
	.023
	-.007
	-.023
	.125**
	-.104**
	1


**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Hypothesis 2.1
Table 14: Men’s descriptive statistics for hypothesis 2.1a-d
	
	Minimum


	Maximum


	Average



	Involved in opportunity TEA
	0
	1
	.06

	Knowing an entrepreneur
	0
	1
	.38

	Having the required knowledge
	0
	1
	.57

	Fear to fail
	0
	1
	.36

	Starting full-time
	0
	1
	.85

	United Kingdom
	0
	1
	.42

	Spain
	0
	1
	.34

	Age
	0
	1
	.79


Table 15: Men’s Correlations for hypothesis 2.1a-d
	
	Teayyopp
	Knowent
	Suskill
	Fearfail
	Full-time
	U.K.
	Spain
	Age

	Teayyopp
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Knowent
	.128**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Suskill
	.200**
	.228**
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Fearfail
	-.071**
	-.036**
	-.157**
	1
	
	
	
	

	Full-time
	-.080**
	-.026
	.037**
	.002
	1
	
	
	

	U.K.
	-.021**
	-.107**
	.071**
	-.089**
	-.001
	1
	
	

	Spain
	.038**
	.029**
	-.057**
	.147**
	.142**
	-.610**
	1
	

	Age
	-.014**
	-.088**
	.089**
	-.021**
	.013
	.068**
	-.067**
	1


**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Hypothesis 2.2

Table 16: Men’s descriptive statistics for hypothesis 2.2a-d
	
	Minimum

	Maximum

	Average


	Involved in necessity TEA
	0
	1
	.01

	Knowing an entrepreneur
	0
	1
	.37

	Having the required knowledge
	0
	1
	.54

	Fear to fail
	0
	1
	.37

	Starting full-time
	0
	1
	.87

	United Kingdom
	0
	1
	.42

	Spain
	0
	1
	.33

	Age
	0
	1
	.79


Table 17: Men’s Correlations for hypothesis 2.2a-d
	
	Teayynec
	Knowent
	Suskill
	Fearfail
	Full-time
	U.K.
	Spain
	Age

	Teayynec
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Knowent
	.035**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Suskill
	.074**
	.212**
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Fearfail
	-.021**
	-.025**
	-.148**
	1
	
	
	
	

	Full-time
	-.038*
	.004
	.047**
	.007
	1
	
	
	

	U.K.
	-.008
	-.116**
	.070**
	-.083**
	.009
	1
	
	

	Spain
	.026**
	.035**
	-.059**
	.145**
	.122**
	-.608**
	1
	

	Age
	-.003
	-.091**
	.093**
	-.021**
	.007
	.067**
	-.068**
	1


**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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