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ABSTRACT

Female entrepreneurship is still a limited phenoorem European countries
and its promotion ranks high on the EU policy agendarious frameworks have
been offered to explain the main structural diffexes in entrepreneurship between
men and women, emphasizing a variety of underlyagjors. With a novel
approach, this paper argues that due to a procesgemeration renewal the
numerical difference between male and female ergreurship will diminish.
Generation replacement is seen by sociologists @hdr social scientists as the
motor behind cultural renewal. Our core interestlis paper in developing such a
dynamic interpretation within the European contéstthe role of different
generations (Silent Generation, Babyboomers, GédimgraX, Millennials).
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Younger cohorts of females are hypothesized todse pro entrepreneurship and
pro self-employment both in terms of attitudesertibns, and behaviors,
compared to older cohorts. They are furthermoreuased to converge with their
male generation members in this regard. This pagapirically tests these two
hypotheses by analyzing multi cross-sectional Eemop data from the
Eurobarometer over a span of thirty-five years @2815). Results show that this
generational approach sheds new light on explainitrgnds in female
entrepreneurship. We find evidence of an increaggdwth in female
entrepreneurship that can be attributed to generatreplacement. This rise in
total female entrepreneurship is characterized byeidity among European
countries in the study. Positive attitudes towantk@preneurship are essential to
considering future self-employment. Education is kay factor. Female
entrepreneurship, it is predicted, will become m@minent in Europe.

KEY WORDS: generations, female entrepreneurship, Europe,dsemttitudes,
empirical, self-employment

Introduction 3

Europe shows substantial gender differences ireprgneurship. On
average, male business ownership is twice as ligslyemale ownership.
Although women outnumber men in Europe, the proportof self-
employed women is only 34% and the share of fersialeup entrepreneurs
is just around 30%. Only 10% of working Europeanmea is self-
employed. Women are much more prone then men ferpaecareer as an
employee above a career as an employer or busimess (Eurobarometer,
2012). Quantitatively, female self-employment i8l st relatively limited
phenomenon in Europe, i.e. compared to the Unitede§ Given these
small numbers, it is understandable that promdimgale entrepreneurship
has become a rising priority on the economic padiggnda of an increasing
number of European countries. The European Comomisgxplicitly
addresses the issue of lagging behind self-employared business startups
by women. “Women represent the most underused sairentrepreneurial
potential in Europe” as the Commission statessrEmtrepreneurship 2020

3 Many thanks to Didier Fouarge and Henk Vinkentfair very helpful comments on the
inter- and intragenerational analyses.

* See the findings of the multi-university DIANA fest on women business owners:
http://www.dianaproject.org/Data/publications/pehlionsfordow/themythsdispelled/myth

s_dispelled.pdf
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Action Plan’ Boosting female entrepreneurship also fits théchais of the
European Union to decrease gender inequality. bherofor Europe to
become a world leader in innovativeness, competiggs, and sustainable
growth, the Action Plan encourages women to staetrtown business
through a variety of targeted policies and spedajicdelines for the EU
Member States. Among them are providing accesaundifg, access to
information, business training, access to businessorks, and reconciling
business and family concerns. The EU policy on mimg female
entrepreneurship is part of its broader economiategy that aims to
strengthen entrepreneurship in Europe. Promotintale entrepreneurship
according to European policy makers is good forgébenomy, it adds to
economic growth and employment, utilizes the fenpalential, contributes
to innovation, reinforces diversity, and reducesdge inequality.

Various frameworks have been offered to explainrian structural
differences in entrepreneurship between men andempramphasizing a
variety of underlying factors. At least four expdéory frameworks can be
distinguished in the entrepreneurship literaturestitutional explanations
underline the importance of structural hindrancdest thegatively affect
female entrepreneurship such as bureaucratic dbstaaegulative
restrictions or tax policies (Coleman & Robb, 20Rastwood, 2004;
Hegewisch & Gornick, 201T)This framework zooms in at gender barriers
in access to venture capital, business funding,ahdr support structures
(Brush et al., 2014; Buttner & Rosen, 1988; Colen2000; Shaw et al.,
2001). Starting female business entrepreneurs hav@er access to
traditional networks for resource acquisition amdr barriers seem high
for women (Brush et al., 2004; Katz & Williams, T®%®iacentini, 2013).

> European Commission (2013), Entrepreneurship 2082flon Plan. Reigniting the
entrepreneurial spirit in Europe. Quote from Euapé&ommission, DG Enterprise and
Industry. Report on the results of public consultation on Emérepreneurship 2020 Action
Plan, 2012: 2.

® The European Economic and Social Committee (EE®C3pnsultative body of the
European Union, made a number of proposals forcpahterventions to promote and
develop female entrepreneurship in order to suppstainable growth in Europe. Among
which: enforcing current legislation in areas ohder equality; fighting stereotyping in
education and career paths; promoting academidestwahich can lead to new business
start-ups for women; ensuring fair access to fupdind resources on equal terms; and
improving social protection for the self-employ&ESC: Female entrepreneurs — specific
policies to increase EU growth and employment. Beiss 2012.

’ An alternative explanation are demand-side gemtifferences in use of credit. See
Piacentini (2013).
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Cultural explanationspoint at divergent values and norms regarding male
and female career goal setting, family care, waidk lbalance, and risk
attitudes. The family context has a stronger impamt female
entrepreneurship than on male entrepreneurshipri¢hldg Cliff, 2003;
Brush et al., 2009; Harun & Pruett, 2014; Jenni&gsicDougald, 2007).
Career values and options still affect men and woditferently (Patrick et
al., 2016; Sanchez & Licciardello, 2012); women damore diverse and
disrupted career patterns then men (Roman, 2006in&M, moreover, tend
to show a higher risk-aversion profile than men aypically invest in
lower-risk activities (Eckel & Grossman, 2008; Rtao& Smith, 2013;
Sexton & Bowman-Aupton)Social explanationsinderline possible gender
discrimination factors and male/female resourcefetdhces due to
educational choices and social capital. Femalespregneurship is found to
be subject to gender-characterization and stersg@yfisupta et al., 2005;
Lewis, 2006). Education also affects entrepreneprahd entrepreneurship
segregation: women are underrepresented in sciandetechnology and
overrepresented in the humanities (OECD, 200#sychological
explanations finally, accentuate personal factors related ndividual
differences between women and men with respecigtofar of failure and
risk-taking, self-efficacy, locus of control, ortm@rking (Dawson et al.,
2011; Klyver & Grant, 2010; Mazzarol et al., 19%hinnar et al., 2012;
Zhao et al., 2005). These four distinct (but relateameworks explaining
differences in entrepreneurship between men andemovary in terms of
antecedents and motives, or more generally: in pashpull factors.

The general feeling among European policy makensvedsas among
the EU Member States is that female entreprenqurabieds stronger
encouragement. The underlying assumption is thamewo are less
interested than men in pursuing a career in seffleyment, to start a
business of their own, to become an entreprenemrait®aggregated level
this evidently is the case as the figures menticaisale illustrate. Men are
more likely to consider self-employment than wom@urobarometer,
2012)? But these static figures may also mask more dyoarhanges in
entrepreneurship intentions, attitudes, and behsvamnong segments of
women. Developing a more dynamic understanding rafepreneurship

8 In the field of technology and innovation datastbat the percentage of patents awarded
by the European Patent Office to women is lowenth@%. Moreover, less than 25% of

businesses started with venture capital belong dmafe entrepreneurs (European
Commission, 2008).
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views among women would certainly improve our pecsppe on female
self-employment and its future potential. US dé&banstance, have shown
that the rate of new business formation by womenshapassed the rate of
new ventures by men (DIANA Project; Minniti & Naud#10). Compared
to Europe, the United States demonstrates much proreunced female
entrepreneurship growth trends. Our core interesitis paper in developing
such a dynamic interpretation within the Europeantext is the role of
differentgenerations |t can be hypothesized that generations diffesali-
employment preferences, in becoming an entrepreneustarting one’s
own business. Younger generations, so one may ahgwe more positive
intentions to becoming an entrepreneur, hold maeorble attitudes
towards self-employment, and are more likely tatstiaeir own business
compared to older generations (Eurobarometer, 201® female members
of these younger generations will resemble theitentunterparts with
respect to their needs for autonomy, self-directéord flexibility, as well as
in terms of their assessments regarding self-efficand risk proneness.
Self-employment becomes a much more “natural” antually accepted
career choice among young women. If this hypothésisempirically
substantiated it would imply that generational weale affects
entrepreneurship which in turn would gradually bonsistently increase
entrepreneurship rates among young females. If tpattern of
intergenerational gender differences in entrepresijo attitudes would
occur Europe-wide, it would change female self-eypient considerably
in the near future. A trend towards more positivétittales to
entrepreneurship and self-employment among youogbkorts of females
may mirror broader intergenerational changes. Aritldse attitudes would
converge between younger females and younger ritalesild also reflect
major intragenerational changes.

Analyzing how generations differ in their views entrepreneurship in
general and their intentions to start a businesmrticular will improve our
comprehension of the social dynamics underlyingnghreg attitudes
towards female self-employment. It is remarkable ofzserve that the
standard entrepreneurship literature and reseanahyhpay attention to the
role of generations in changes in social outlooksntrepreneurship, self-
employment, and startup activities. The 64-pagesg londex of the
renownedOxford Handbook of Entrepreneurshi@asson et al., 2006) does
not include the term “generation”, nor does thepages long index of the
reputedHandbook of Entrepreneurship Reseaélts & Audretsch, 2003).
Mainstream entrepreneurship literature and reseasohthe conclusion
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holds, lack the sensitivity of thinking in terms gégnerations or even of age
cohorts. The impact of generational renewal on thee of female
entrepreneurship is vastly understudied.

Theoretical Perspectives

Generations and social change

Sociology has a solid theoretical and empiricalckraecord of
understanding social and cultural changes as calwedyenerational
renewal. The most prominent theorist on generatignslungarian-born
sociologist Karl Mannheim (1893-1947). Mannheim denviewed as the
founding father of the sociology of generations wimspired a new
generation paradigm and a new research traditiendéfines a generation
as a birth cohort which was exposed to the samietabdevelopments and
changes (Schicksal® during its common formative period, within the
same “socio-cultural space”, and whose membersesh@wint generational
awareness and social destiny. The experiences dghaed during their
formative years or youth period (e.g. wars, natiocigses, periods of
economic recession or growth) are assumed to hdastiag effect on the
further life course of generation members. A newegation, according to
Mannheim, may be a carrier of new values orientatimew lifestyles, and
new behaviors, proponents of new social visionsl, iastigators of social
change. In its most explicit form a new generatitay be an avant-garde or
trendsetting cohort; a vanguard, in short. Genanatishare a common
consciousness of belonging to a generation whithteem apart from other
generations. Particularly in times of intensiveiabdynamics and political
or economic turbulence, new generations are likegmerge. Examples are
the World War Il generation which shares the eris& impact of the war
horrors during its formative period, the baby bomsne&ho experienced the
making of the welfare state, the protest generatwich fought for civil
rights and democracy, the lost generation whicHesed from massive
youth unemployment, or Generation Y which combipesgmatism, self-
organization, and networking, and is notoriousthtsavvy.

Generation replacement is seen by sociologists atidr social
scientists as the motor behind cultural renewaly lgenerations grow up in
different eras with distinct political, economic social challenges which
impact their formative period in a marked senseearake new generational
responses. Political scientist Ron Inglehart hawvdoded the well-known
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thesis that modern Western society is witnessingiractural shift from

materialist to postmaterialist values due to a gahdcohort replacement
(Inglehart, 1990, 1997). Inglehart states that oldenerations were
socialized in periods characterized by economiednsty and warfare, and
therefore hold materialist values such as physscstenance and safety.
Younger generations, however, were raised in xelbti prosperous and
peaceful times and therefore give more priorityptzsstmaterialist values
such as quality of life, personal freedom, and-gettialization. Though

cohort replacement is a slow process but associgithda substantial shift
towards postmaterialist values, this shift accagdio Inglehart actually

signifies a silent revolution. Inglehart’s contritmn to generation theory is
that he combines a scarcity hypothesis (one pl#tegreatest value on
things that are in relatively short supply) and azialization hypothesis
(one’s basic values reflect the conditions thatvaited during one’s

formative pre-adult years). Inglehart’s theory hHaspired a wealth of

studies that link cultural change in Western sgcig generational

replacement (Braungart, 1984; Diepstraten et 8991 Ester et al., 1993,
2006; Van den Broek, 1996). Most generation theoaee based on a
similar set of assumptions: old generations wittidct value preferences
are replaced by new generations who forward their preferences.

New generations, entrepreneurship attitudes, atfeeseployment

A generational perspective may help to develop teband deeper
insight in the social mathematics and dynamicseaidle entrepreneurship.
It starts with the assessment that compared tor @deerations, younger
female generations in Europe grew up in quite ckfié cultural and
economic times. Their coming of age periods diffgstantially and in line
with generation theory this impacts their basidural and economic beliefs
and attitudes, including their beliefs and attitsidewards entrepreneurship
and self-employment. Young Europeans were (and swejalized under
unique cultural and economic circumstances thatketaitheir outlooks,
their worldview, and their lifestyle. These distiwe circumstances shaped
the way they think about work, career, and selfdeympent (Diepstraten et
al., 2006). Europe as well as other Western sesetitnessed a number of
cultural changes that directly and indirectly tfansied the way younger
generations imagine their life course and framé ttereer choices. Due to
broad but far-reaching processes of individualorgti emancipation,
secularization, and de-traditionalization, prevajlistandard biographies
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changed into free-choice biographies (Du Bois-Rayid 990; Ester et al.,
1993; 2006). Young generations were the first tdwe personal values
that stress autonomy, self-determination, andfiety (Van Bommel et al.,
1995; Howe & Strauss, 2000). Older generationselgrgrew up in times
when standard biographies dominated based on lsopi@scribed norms
and trajectories. Entrepreneurship was a modestgbahese trajectories,
certainly among women. The typical life course fab lifelong
employment preferably with one or two major emplgyeStarting a
business was still exceptional and not an intripsidt of the standard set of
career choices of older generations. For youngeergéions career options
are more open and diversified. Becoming an entrequne starting a
business, being self-employed is much closer tar telues and career
preferences which emphasize self-direction, inddpece, and personal
challenges (Eurobarometer, 2012; Ferreira & Klgjn2015). This is true
across sexes. Traditional gender roles becomesi&dsvident among male
and female members of younger generations, alsocansequence of their
higher education (Inglehart & Norris, 2003). Consaatly, the views of
young European females on entrepreneurship and sedfiremployment
intentions are assumed to converge with the viewbker male generation
members.

The world of entrepreneurship itself also changds emphasis on
innovation is central and distinguishes succes$fom non-successful
companies. “Turning business into innovation” atgriing innovation into
business” become leading mantras (Burns, 2014; uselda 2015).
Disruptive innovation, creativity and think out-thfe box, advanced
technology, social media, international mindset, d arpassionate
entrepreneurship are the new buzz words (Boyd, ;2Bayd & Goldenberg,
2013; Drucker, 1993; Ester & Maas, 2016; Moore,£04/orld Economic
Forum, 2014). They are the key drivers of entrepuelal success and
economic growth. These drivers push entreprenqungbiicies. European
countries prioritize the founding and funding ohavation hubs and new
hightech entrepreneurship, and European capitaigpete in becoming the
leading European hotspot for startdgehis brings about a European startup
community and new business culture which nicelytHg personal values
and career choices of younger generations (Sf6d5). They are the first
cohorts that adopted and experimented with dig#ilbn, social media, and
high-tech innovations (Palfrey & Gasser, 2008). Sane observers the

® See for a global ranking of startup cities: Consp@915) The Global Startup Ecosystem
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Millennial generation is the entrepreneur generapar excellence, as they
prioritize freedom over job security.

Entrepreneurship, furthermore, becomes more praminen the
curricula of European secondary and university atlos. As a result of
these developments there is a continuous searchotorg entrepreneurial
talent in the rising European startup and knowledgenomy (Ester &
Maas, 2016). It may be assumed that the more tdupt community
expands in Europe, the more visible new businefs@sded by young
people become which in turn adds to its “normalitywill create new male
and female business role models which will reindoself-employment and
inspire new business ventures among younger genmesat

It has to be italicized that entrepreneurship gsratessional career
trajectory for younger generations is not merelpater of attractive pull
factors based on matching personal values, carederpnces, and de-
standardized individual biographies but may alsothe result of less
alluring economic push factors (Arum & Muller, 200&elf-employment is
not only choice-driven but may also be necessityedr (Dawson et al.,
2009; Henley, 2015; Margolis, 2014). Due to thereroic crisis that hit
European economies hard, younger European genesatiace high
unemployment (Scarpetta et al., 2010). The gloomgnemic situation
forced many young Europeans to reconsider thegerawpportunities, and
self-employment became an involuntary but widelyosgn option
(OECD/European Commission, 2012; OECD, 2015). Imewous cases,
moreover, companies outsourced their employeeshaed them back as
self-employed. The Netherlands, for instance, veised a remarkable rise of
the number of self-employed as a result of botH pnd push factors
(Corvers et al., 2011; CPB, 2014).

As a consequence of the combined effects of thesleand push
factors it may safely be predicted that irrespectdf gender differences,
self-employment among younger generations is aghenon that is here
to stay. It generates benefits at both the ind&idand macro level.
“Entrepreneurship, i.e. starting one’s own busineas offer an alternative
option for young people to use their skills andtfoe economy and society
to benefit from new talent.” (OECD, 2015: 128). fSahployment by
starting one’s own company has become a commoaroptnong the career
choices that young European generations face.

19 See: http://vator.tv/news/2013-05-14-why-millensiare-the-entrepreneur-generation.
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Hypotheses

The inter- and intragenerational analysis of thiati@nship between
entrepreneurship and gender yields the following twpotheses that will
be tested empirically in this paper:

H1: European countries show an intergeneratioegidttowards more

entrepreneurship among females

H2: European countries demonstrate a convergingganherational

trend towards entrepreneurship among females atesma

Methods: Ddata and Measurement

All analyses are conducted using secondary reseamblying
guantitative data analyses.

The data for this research come from the Eurobatemsairveys which
provide an extended view in time, something esakitr investigating
generational trends. The trend data from the Euwovbeter are from the
Standard Eurobarometer. Surveying approximately0l@pondents per
country, the method of data collection is a facdaoe interview in the
respondents’ homées.The Eurobarometer surveys individuals age 15 years
and older using a random sampling method, and <888 using a multi-
stage method of random samplifig.The Standard Eurobarometer,
originating in 1973, is cross-sectional, with waueshe spring and autumn
of each year. This research uses the data collectée autumn waves from
1980, 1985, 1990, 1995, 2000, 2005, 2010, and 20&bling the research
to cover a thirty-five year period.

All countries surveyed were used in the analysel thie exception of
Norway as this country was surveyed twice duringpmriod of observation
(1990 and 2000) and did not remain in the study. &wo overview of
countries surveyed per wave, please see the Gebisita!®

For the OLS regression model, the Flash Eurobamem®i4 with a
special edition on Entrepreneurship from 2012 isdudhe data from the
Flash Eurobarometer are collected applying the sareiods as the ones

1 Wwith the exception of Sweden, where telephonenvigwss are conducted.

12 Before 1989, the sampling designs were eitherisstdgye national probability samples
or national stratified quota samples.

13 http://www.gesis.org/eurobarometer-data-serviceio
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described for the Standard Eurobarometer with #oemgion of the period
of collection (June-August, 2012).

Construction of indicators on the Eurobarometer

Entrepreneuris created by the variable ‘occupation of respotide
using categories of self-reported business owne@hself-employment.

Generationis constructed as follows: survey year-exact ageréate
‘year of birth’, year of birth used to create ‘Geatgon’ with four values:

— Silent Generation: Born 1925 to 1945

— Baby Boomers: Born 1946 to 1964

— Generation X: Born 1965 to 1976

— Millennials or Gen Y: Born 1977 to 2000

Method of analyses

All descriptive analyses of the Eurobarometer avadacted on the
individual countries in the dataset using the papoh size weights.

The multivariate analysis performed dataset froemmRlashbarometer is
conducted with the weight application for the Ewap countries supplied
by the Eurobarometef: ™

Analyses

The first part of the analyses comprises a deseei@pproach to the
Eurobarometer data analyzing trends across Europe 1980 through
2015. Here we look at key variables in the dataoteeftesting our
hypotheses in the multivariate analyses. We incluglaployment and
entrepreneurship by gender (figure 4.1 and figure),4 female
entrepreneurship by country (figure 4.3), and gmmaeeurship by generation
(figure 4.4).

% |n the Flashbarometer, countries outside of Eumepee surveyed as well, but these were
not included in our analysis and the weight for Bueopean countries was applied.

15 On the GESIS website there is a section with ithee“To weight or not to weight”. The
researchers followed these suggestions using thkicaion of the population size weights
for individual country analyses, and average couatralyses.
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Figure 4.1: Entrepreneurship and employment as @atage of
occupational status by gender 1980-2015
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Figure 4.1 represents the percentages of entrgmsnp and
employment by gender from 1980 to 2015. Entrepresigo includes
farmers, fishermen, business owners, and any wgrgnofessionals, who
are not in paid employment, and have not respormdebeing retired, as a
percentage of the total adult population. During greriod of observation
there is a trend toward convergence in entrepréadeactivity between the
sexes which supports our hypothesis. The rate [bEsgloyment for men
has decreased over the period of observation frif ® approximately
13%, whereas an increase for female entreprenguiisii 5% to 7.4% is
seen during the period of observation. The decremsatrepreneurship for
men can be attributed in part to the reductionrimgtely owned farms and
fishing businesses, most of which occurred betw3ts and 1995 (Goffee
& Scase, 1987). Where the male employment ratebban stable between
58 and 63 percent over the period of observatiammen have exhibited an
impressive growth from 31 to 57 percent, almosthidiog their percentage
of participation in paid labor. The effect of thancial crisis is clearly
discernible in the ‘dip’ in employment in 2010.
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Figure 4.2: Comparison of male to female entrepteskip as total
percentage of entrepreneurship 1980-2015
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Figure 4.2 brings the male to female entreprenguigtmparison more
clearly in perspective. This time, the relation afale to female
entrepreneurs is depicted as a percentage of eatakpreneurship. Most
important to note, from figure 4.2, is the narrogviaf the ratio in total
entrepreneurship between males and females over ptheod from
approximately 4:1 to 3:2. In 2015, women’s shard¢otdl entrepreneurship
has risen to more than 37% of the total share w&preneurship in Europe,
almost 4% more than reported in 2012. Men’s engmregurship has dropped
from 77% to 63%. This growth in the share of tatatrepreneurship by
women is most remarkable when one considers thbstantial growth in
employment during the same time period. The corerarg in male and
female entrepreneurship patterns is clear and gesvisupport for our
hypothesis H2 albeit without knowing if this congence is predominantly
caused by the younger generations.
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Figure 4.3: Female entrepreneurship 2015 by coufpsrcentages)
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Figure 4.3 depicts female entrepreneurship in 2§18ountry. The EU
average female entrepreneurship rate in 2015 &.7Finland, Slovakia,
Czech Republic, Poland, Austria, Luxemburg, East@ay, Great Britain,
The Netherlands, Italy, Slovenia and Greece arat@le the EU average.
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Hungary has the lowest percentage with only 3.6%afe entrepreneurship.
There is a marked difference between East and \@estnany in the
percentage of female entrepreneurship, with Weasttoog just shy of 4.6%
which is quite a bit lower than the 9.3% in the t#SGermany.

In terms of the overall percentages across Eurtp@e is no clear
picture of how these differences in female entrepueship are distributed.
It does not appear to be an East-West pattern,imibimked to be the case
for the two Germanies. One might assume it has gongeto do with a
North-South pattern by looking at the differencetwsen the high
percentage in Finland (8.1%) as compared to Mal{#6), but this pattern
is not really replicated. Regarding any trends eammis of country size,
France as a large country with 5.7% female entrepneship is easily
surpassed by the much smaller Slovenia at 12.4%tHssI picture is also
not a constant throughout the country data.

The next step is to analyze the trends in a gepardtperspective.
Figure 4.4 displays the trends in female entrepnes@p across Europe
from 1980 to 2015 by generation.

Figure 4.4: Entrepreneurship by generation as patage of total female
entrepreneurship (1980-2015)
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In figure 4.4, the generations are clearly presentéth the older
generations diminishing and the younger generatinogeasing over our
period of observation due to age efféttgn 1980, the Silent generation
represents two-thirds of the female entrepreneumiatket compared with
only one-third representation by the Babyboom gatien. The oldest
members of Generation X are gingerly making thiest ippearance in this
same year. The generations are a sociological ilitas®n and for this
reason not every generation has the same numlyeradd (Silent=21 years,
Babyboom=19 years, Generation X=15 years, Milldgr{al years). The
Babyboom generation surpassed the Silent generatiopercentage of
female entrepreneurs in 1990, continuing to doreirthe entrepreneurial
field until 2015, when the share of Generation Bvgito almost 43 percent
female entrepreneurs. The strong branding of suaitgel previous
generations as the Silent and the Babyboomersarigkaly to be repeated
simply due to their numbers. The Silent generati@s quite impressive in
terms of female entrepreneurship. The women frora Babyboom
generation never reached the level of entreprehgurmttained by their
predecessors. No other generation is so stronghgsented in public sector
jobs as this sector grew during the 1960s and $7@4 (EIPA, 2012). These
career choices reflect the fact that Babyboomens wiee generation par
excellence that built the postwar welfare state.

What is clearly depicted is the steady growth ie thercentage of
female entrepreneurs from Generation X throughout @eriod of
observation. The Millennials appear to be unafiédtg the financial crisis;
their share of the total percentage of female preéreeurship grows steadily
from their entrance in 2000 to 2015. However, wivat are more likely
observing are the push factors of entrepreneurshi@ to a less than
appealing perspective on the labor market, pagrbulfor the youngest
generation due to high unemployment rates and lowanbers of job
vacancies across Europe. These descriptive angbysgsle some support
for our hypotheses but we turn now to the multat@ianalyses to test them
more effectively.

6 we have not done an APC (Age-Period-Cohort) aimlgs it is not our intention to
isolate cohort effects and realize that due tolengthy period of observation, age effects
are clearly present in our data.
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Multivariate Analyses

This section addresses the two basic hypothes&sirapean countries
show an intergenerational trend towards more ergngurship among
females, and b) European countries demonstrate avemging
intragenerational trend towards entrepreneurshipngniemales and males.
Multivariate analysis will be used to estimate thedel.

The analysis uses an OLS Regression with the fésiif becoming
an entrepreneur as dependent variable. The regneissused to analyze the
feasibility of becoming an entrepreneur as explhibg generation, drivers
of entrepreneurship, and country:

y=a+ X+ ¢

The model intends to investigate entrepreneurtdbdes and what we
may expect in terms of entrepreneurship growthhin future. In model 1
using an OLS regression analysis, the dependeiatolais the feasibility of
being an entrepreneur. The variable is based on giestion (q7),
“regardless of whether you would like to becomef-saiployed, how
feasible would it be for you to become self-emptbyathin the next five
years?” using a Likert scale coding 1-5 from notyvieasible (1) to very
feasible (5). Drivers for becoming an entreprenatg applied using the
Flash Eurobarometer 2012 for the youngest genesgtiGeneration X and
the Millennial (males and females) to project wiagt can expect in the
future. We base our analysis, applying the drifersentrepreneurship to
our specific group(s) of interest. There are fiwsipvely loaded factors, or
positive drivers:

— Educational course — Have you taken part in anyiicbr course
about entrepreneurship in school or university®)ql

— Entrepreneurship desirable — (q9) Personally, hesirdble is it
for you to become self-employed within the nexefixears?

— Entrepreneurs create jobs — Entrepreneurs aregalbors. (q12_3)

— Education stimulates interest in entrepreneurship My
school/education is making me interested in becgman
entrepreneur. (q11_3)

— Education provides entrepreneurial skills — My saifemlucation
has given me skills to help me run my business (411
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And three negatively loaded factors which couldibithbecoming an

entrepreneur:

— Lack of financial support — It is difficult to staone’s own
business due to a lack of available financial suipgg21_1)

— Complex administrative procedures — It is diffictdt start one’s
own business due to the complex administrative euores.

(921_2)

— Entrepreneurs are selfish — Entrepreneurs onlykthioout their

own pockets. (q12_2)

All variables on drivers were tested for multicodarity with the
dependent variable. The diagnostics showed no @mudtic variables.

Table 4.1: OLS Regression of perceived feasilofitgntrepreneurship
within the next 5 years

Males Females
Generation ref: Silent
Babyboom 0.361*** 0.317**
Generation X 0.711%** 0.637***
Millennial 0.625*** 0.608***
Desirable to start business in next 5 years 0.452** 0.391***
Took entrepreneurship course 0.259*** 0.275%**
Entrepreneurs create jobs 0.026** 0.029**
Education stimulated interest in entrepreneurship .00® 0.016
Education provided skills to start a business 0953 0.064
Lack of financial support -0.029** -0.086***
Complex administrative procedures -0.031** -0.043**
Entrepreneurs are selfish -0.025** -0.043***
Country ref: Great Britain
France 0.030 -0.009
Belgium 0.021 -0.076
Netherlands 0.562** 0.285***
Germany 0.339%** 0.189***
Italy -0.036 -0.080
Luxembourg 0.104 0.110
Denmark 0.317** 0.128
Ireland -0.026 0.095
Greece -0.217* -0.154
Spain -0.215%** -0.286***
Portugal -0.050 -0.162**



Ester P., et al., A Generational Approach, JIWEE&L@, No. 3-4, 1-27) 19

Males Females
Finland 0.157 0.016
Sweden 0.840%** 0.617***
Austria 0.327* 0.226**
Cyprus -0.169 -0.187
Czech Republic -0.196** -0.246**
Estonia -0.045 -0.114
Hungary -0.200** -0.185**
Latvia 0.299 0.434**
Lithuania 0.131 -0.035
Malta -0.237 -0.251
Poland 0.563*** 0.359%**
Slovakia 0.357* 0.244**
Slovenia 0.101 -0.029
Bulgaria -0.044 -0.020
Romania -0.244%* -0.289***
Constant 0.746%** 1.101%**
Observations 11422 13126
R-squared 0.31 0.30

Source: Flashbarometer 354, ** significant at 5%*gignificant at 1%.

The multivariate model looks at the attitudes talgagntrepreneurship
in the near future.

The model has been analyzed separately for menwarden to
simplify interpretation. The analysis for the meplains 31 percent of the
variance in the population with a total of 11,42ervations. The women’s
analysis with 13,126 observations explains 30 perad the variance.
Compared to the Silent generation, belonging to Bmbyboomers,
Generation X or the Millennial generation has aitpes effect on how men
and women assess the feasibility of becoming aregr@neur within the
next five years. In this analysis, Generation Xeatty has a stronger
positive effect than the Babyboom generation aedMillenials, also have a
strong positive effect, although slightly less. i8geentrepreneurship as a
desirable option also has a positive effect on tretnen and women see
this as a feasible option in the next five yearga@y, having a favorable
attitude towards entrepreneurship positively affdaiw feasible it would be
to become an entrepreneur. Having taken a courgniepreneurship also
has positive influence on how a person views thasifglity of self-
employment in the near future. This effect is sgemthan the other positive
drivers for entrepreneurship. And the effect ofnigemotivated by one’s
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educational curriculum is not even significant e tmodel. That their
education provided them with the skills to starbwasiness, has a small
positive effect in the men’s analysis, but thisigd so for women. All three
negative drivers are significant at 5% in the memialysis and at 1% for the
women. The effects of these drivers on the feasibdf becoming an

entrepreneur are very similar: a lack of financalpport, complex

administrative procedures, and having the opiniwet Entrepreneurs are
selfish and just out to fill their own pockets alhve negative effects on
viewing entrepreneurship as a feasible course wdragvithin the next five

years. Countries showing significant positive effeon the feasibility of

entrepreneurship in the next five years (comparedUK) are the

Netherlands, Germany, Denmark (for men but not w9meéweden,

Austria, Latvia (for women but not men), Polandd &lovakia. In terms of
attitudes towards the feasibility of becoming atregreneur within the next
five years, we can expect a positive trend foregreneurial growth in these
countries.

Regarding attitudes towards entrepreneurship, we faund evidence
for both of the hypotheses. Younger generationse havmore positive
attitude towards entrepreneurship than their olc@norts and men and
women are converging in these attitudes as welis T$ not so for all
countries in Europe. The negative effects on thegieed feasibility of
entrepreneurship in the near future in countrieshsas Greece, Spain,
Portugal, Cyprus, Malta, Bulgaria, and Romania siiogvclear division of
North-South that was not apparent in our otheryaesl And this negative
country effect could undermine the younger genematifrom starting
businesses which are so vital for the economicuwagoin these countries.

Conclusions

In explaining gender differences in entreprenegmshiesearchers
typically point at institutional, cultural, sociahnd psychological factors.
Trend changes in gender differences are primanligetstood in terms of
these sets of factors. In this paper we aim to angrthese perspectives by
looking at the role of generation replacement iplaxing changes in
gender differences in self-employment. More speaily, we tested two
basic hypotheses: a) European countries show @&ngerterational trend
towards more entrepreneurship and self-employnaong females, and b)
European countries demonstrate a converging intexgdonal trend
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towards entrepreneurship and self-employment anfemgles and males.
The paper distinguishes between four types of smgical generations:
Silent Generation, Babyboomers, Generation X, antivhials.

Using longitudinal data (1980-2015) from the annkakobarometer
surveys we find evidence to support both hypothe¥esinger female
generations are more self-employed than older femgaherations (with the
exception of the Millennials), and among the younggenerations
entrepreneurship rates tend to converge among amaldemales. Possibly
more important are the positive attitudes we fim@ach younger generation
towards the feasibility of entrepreneurship in tiear future.

Looking back and comparing the overall labor mabetavior of men
and women from 1980 to 2015, the decrease in malee@eneurship
during the period of observation is not compensaigan increase in the
total male employment rate. Women exhibit a majocrease in
employment as well as an increase in their selfleympent. There is a
narrowing of the ratio in total entrepreneurshipwsen males and females
from approximately 4:1 to 3:2, with women accougtior almost 38% of
the total entrepreneurship in Europe. We do obsdretveen-country
differences. Taking stock of the current situatitne, EU average percentage
of female entrepreneurship for the potential ldiboce in 2015 is 7.7%. The
Netherlands, Italy, Slovenia, and Greece are tedtels each with more
than 11% female entrepreneurs in the total potelatier force. Our search
for discernible country patterns in the current testaof female
entrepreneurship across Europe was to no availteTappears to be no
relationship by geography: North-South, East-Westountry size. Nor is
there evidence of a relation between old and newloee states. However,
regarding the attitudes and the feasibility of et an entrepreneur in the
next five years, there is a clear North-South diviflhis requires additional
in-depth analysis.

Our results lead us to conclude that the Europedregeneurship
agenda should take inter- and intragenerationallgrefactors into account.
It provides an appealing perspective on understagndnd bridging the gap
between male and female self-employment and on tingosfemale
entrepreneurship. The role of education is cruaialthis respect. Our
findings indicate that a positive attitude towardstrepreneurship is
essential in overcoming self-employment barriersl an encouraging
growth in female entrepreneurship. Countries inclwiwomen have positive
attitudes towards starting businesses in the nearef are the Netherlands,
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Germany, Sweden, Austria, Latvia, Poland, and %iavaln general,
women are neither experiencing encouragement towambming self-
employed nor do they feel that they gain the skilexessary to start
businesses during their education. Clearly, momdsdo be done in our
educational field to stimulate female entreprenaiprsEducation must be a
key factor in policies that aim to tap hidden feenahtrepreneurial talent. In
this way the potential of entrepreneurship amorgybungest generations
of female Europeans can be more fully realized.
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