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ABSTRACT

Are women less likely to ask for help financing their businesses?
This study investigates whether gender is a factor that impacts the
propensity to ask for finandng among nascent entrepreneurs. We also
investigate if start-up helpers, who do not have an ownership share,
have an impact on the likelihood of asking for financing, spedfically
between men and women. Qur findings suggest that being female
significantly decreases the probability of asking for financing and the
presence of start-up helpers significantly increases the incidence of
asking for financing in the nascent stage. In addition, among those
who created new firms or were still in the start-up process, the
number of start-up helpers exponentially increased the incidence
of asking for financing among female founders. We use the Panel
Study of Entrepreneurial Dynamics |l data, the largest, nationally
representative, and longitudinal database on nascent entrepreneurs
for the United States.

Introduction

Extensive empirical evidence suggests that ventures which receive external capital achieve
significantly higher sales and employment growth (Bruno and Tyebjee 1985; Inge Jenssen
and Greve 2002; Gartner et al. 2009; Bertoni, Colombo, and Grilli 2011). The availability of
financial resources is often cited as the major deterrent of women-owned businesses’ growth
{(Carter and Allen 1997). Given the significant growth of female venturing in recent years and
its relevance to the economy (Greene et al. 2003; Mitchell 2011), it is important to understand
what factors female entrepreneurs might face when participating in financial markets. A
large number of studies claim that women face barriers to access financing for start-ups and
early stage ventures, which could leave them to a disadvantage (e.g., Riding and Swift 1990;
Loscocco and Robinson 1991; Coleman and Cohn 2000; Cavalluzzo, Cavalluzzo, and Wolken
2002; Smith-Hunter and Boyd 2004; Treichel and Scott 2006; Coleman and Robb 2009; Wu
and Chua 2012; Mijid 2015). Others claim that there are no tangible differences in terms of
start-up and early-stage financing options between men and women (e.g., Cavalluzzo and
Cavalluzzo 1998; Blanchflower, Levine, and Zimmerman 2003; Cavalluzzo and Wolken 2005;
Carrington 2006; Madill, Riding, and Haines 2006; Orser, Riding, and Manley 2006; Mijid and
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Bernasek 2013). We propose that these mixed findings are partly due to the fact that women
are less likely to ask for help financing their start-ups. Very few researchers have studied if
women are more likely to be discouraged from asking for financing. Currently, the only
existing research on this topic focuses on the effect of gender on the decision to apply for
credit in the context of bank loan applications in established and operating firms (Cavalluzzo,
Cavalluzzo, and Wolken 2002; Treichel and Scott 2006; Mijid 2015).

We build and extend on this line of scholarship by studying differential effect of gender
on asking for any financial support ranging from other people (e.g., family and friends) to
all financial institutions during the nascent start-up stage. We focus on nascent entrepreneurs
because receiving external capital may be a determinant in forming a new company. As
undercapitalization at start-up may jeopardize survival, entrepreneurs should not rely solely
on bank loans but consider other sources, such as venture capital, business angels, or even
friends and family (Hill, Leitch, and Harrison 2006). Accordingly we investigate, what, if any-
thing, is different among female entrepreneurs, and what does this tell us about innate
tendencies of men and women entrepreneurs?

We draw on literature based in the area of organizational behavior and conflict manage-
ment that finds men are more likely than women to negotiate for what they want (Babcock
et al. 2003). Research by Babcock and Laschever (2009) finds considerable evidence that
men ask for things they want and initiate negotiations much more often than women (up
to four times more often). Men often equate negotiation as "fun,” whereas women equate
negotiation as “scary.” Negotiation can be seen as a competition over resource distribution,
which is very much what start-up financing is all about. Women may be less likely to negotiate
because of gender stereotypes, reputation issues, societal norms, expected discrimination
and denial, lower level of risk-tolerance or confidence, and less or inadequate support.

Moreover, a single individual rarely starts an organization without any help from others
{Shane 2000). Instead, starting an organization generally requires mobilizing resources from
numerous stakeholders (Burton, Anderson, and Aldrich 2009). The ability to develop and
manage effective networks is one of the most essential personal skills for entrepreneurs
{(Hampton, Cooper, and Mcgowan 2009; Roomi 2009). Dubini and Aldrich (1991) called entre-
preneurship “inherently a networking activity” (306). Social capital that is developed by net-
working has been related to performance, growth, competitive advantage as well as survival
and growth of new firms (Bourdieu 1986; Coleman 1988, 1994; Putnam 1995, 2000, 1993;
Bruderl and Preisendorfer 1998; Robinson and Stubberud 2009; Roomi 2009). Social networks
can provide not only motivation, advice, and information but also business opportunities
and access to resources and contacts (Birley 1985; Granovetter 1983, 1992; Carson et al. 1995;
Dodd 1997; Gulati, Nohria, and Zaheer 2000; Hoang and Antoncic 2003; Far-Wharton and
Brunetto 2007; Robinson and Stubberud 2009; Ghani, Kerr, and O'Connell 2013). Despite the
obvious importance of networks, previous studies suggest that female enter self-employ-
ment under-resourced in social capital (Schmidt and Parker 2003; Marlow and Carter 2004;
Roomi 2009). Previous research documents that women lack information about networks,
don't participate in traditional business circles (Marlow and Carter 2004; Smith-Hunter and
Boyd 2004; Roomi 2009), have different priorities when establishing networks (Buttner 1993),
and don't identify themselves or are not welcomed in established traditional business social
associations (e.g., old boy's network, fraternity contacts) (Brush 1997; Moore and Buttner
1997; Carter, Anderson, and Shaw 2001; Gamba and Kleiner 2001; Knouse and Webb 2001;
Linehan, Scullion, and Walsh 2001; Brush et al. 2004; Neergaard, Shaw, and Carter 2005;



Hampton, Cooper, and Mcgowan 2009). Also, women tend to rely on all-female networks
especially in the early stage of business development (Klyver and Terjesen 2007; Hampton,
Cooper, and Mcgowan 2009). Overall, researchers agree that female networks are limited by
size, diversity, density, range, and tie strength (Hampton, Cooper, and Mcgowan 2009;
Granovetter 1983; Ibarra 1993; Knouse and Webb 2001; Aldrich 1989; Renzulli, Aldrich, and
Moody 2000; Diaz and Carter 2009). In fact, Brush et al. (2006) listed lack of social and family
support (next to sector differences and lack of adequate childcare) as one of the most impor-
tant reasons for underperformance of female businesses in revenue, profit, turnover, job
creation, size, age, and structural and organizational growth (Watson 2003; Brush et al. 2004,
2006; Marlow and Carter 2004; Roomi 2009). The Diana Project (Brush et al. 20033 b) reported
that women were consistently left out of the networks of growth capital finance and lacked
the contacts needed to break through.

Despite the importance of social capital, prior scholarship in nascent entrepreneurship
has generally privileged one set of stakeholders: “founders,” ignoring other start-up helper
roles. Also, the subject of differences in the utilization of networks across gender has been
under-studied (Hoang and Antoncic 2003; Conway and Jones 2006; Klyver and Terjesen 2007;
Diaz and Carter 2009; Hampton, Cooper, and Mcgowan 2009; Roomi 2009) and most of the
previous attempts have focused on qualitative studies that include female samples only
{(Hampton, Cooper, and Mcgowan 2009; Roomi 2009). Accordingly, this research also elab-
orates on the concept of start-up helpers and their potential impact on start-up financing.
Helpers are individuals who do not share an ownership stake in the start-up, nor are employed
by the founding team, but provide direct assistance in helping launch the start-up (Burton,
Anderson, and Aldrich 2008). And although there is considerable evidence to support the
existence of helpers in entrepreneurship (e.g., Kim and Aldrich 2005; Aldrich and Kim 2007;
Burton, Anderson, and Aldrich 2009; Ruef 2010), there is limited research on the impact they
have on obtaining financing, although this is a key factor for venture creation and develop-
ment. Therefore, another objective of this research is to investigate the impact start-up
helpers have on the likelihood of asking for financing, specifically the differences between
men and women.

Our findings suggest that only about a third of nascent entrepreneurs (individuals who
initiate activities that are intended to culminate in a viable new firm) ask for outside financing
during the start-up process. Furthermore, women are considerably less likely to ask for
start-up financing than men. However, start-up helpers appear to have an appreciable impact
on the probability of asking for financing among women who launched new firms or were
still in the start-up process.

Research at the intersection of gender and entrepreneurship identifies many of the hur-
dles faced by female entrepreneurs, such as lower levels of human capital (Coleman and
Robb 2009; Fairlie and Robb 2009), social capital (Brush et al. 2002), financial knowledge
{Verheul and Thurik 2001}, business acumen (Orser, Hogarth-5cott, and Riding 2000}, growth
aspirations (Cliff 1998), and funding connections (Harrison and Mason 2007). However, gen-
der has rarely been investigated as a factor affecting the likelihood of asking for financing
and only in the context of loan applications in established firms. Accordingly, there is a clear
need for more detailed investigations into the demand for finance, and in particular, whether
female founders have a lower tendency to ask for any kind of financing during the start-up
process when compared to men. Therefore, our research addresses a serious oversight in
our field that often assumes a supply-side lack of financial access for female entrepreneurs.



Our study suggests that this may actually be a result of self-selection among female founders
to"not ask” or seek financing during the start-up process and points to the effect of helpers
on the decision to ask for financing. As a result, our study contributes to a gender-informed
view of entrepreneurial finance by investigating how gender and the help from others con-
siderably affect the demand for financing among founders.

Literature review and hypotheses
Gender and entrepreneurial finance

Historically, research in entrepreneurship attributes gender differences in access to finance
as primarily due to supply side discrimination by financial institutions against female found-
ers (Carter and Shaw 2006). Supply side factors attributed to differences in entrepreneurial
finance between genders are often associated with the structural characteristics of the
female-led firm. In terms of supply-side factors, Kwong, Jones-Evans, and Thompson (2012)
argued that the traditional stereotypical gender roles of society deter women from devel-
oping sufficient human capital and making the same network contacts as their male coun-
terparts, which would also reduce their access to finance.

In addition to supply side factors, demand side factors are also acknowledged to impact
the use of start-up capital among women. For instance, risk aversion is often argued as a
factor that lowers a female entrepreneurs’ propensity to leverage the firm through external
funds (Croson and Gneezy 2009). Additionally, women might be more detail-oriented than
men, which can also lower risk-tolerance while starting a business (Mittal and Vyas 2011;
Kwapisz, Bryant, and Rosso 2014). Such differences in risk attitudes and preferences can
create different approaches toward application for external financing between male and
female founders. Indeed, research by Brush et al. (2014) found that the majority of early-stage
female entrepreneurs finance their firms with their own personal money vs. external finance.
However, personal financial investment can actually place the founder in more financial risk,
contrary to what prior studies argue (e.g., Croson and Gneezy 2009).

Women's preference to keep their businesses small in order to keep full control over all
aspects of the new business may lower their demand for outside financing (Barton and
Matthews 1989; Cressy 1995; Hamilton and Fox 1998; Gibb 2000; Watson, Newby, and
Mahuka 2009). This may be an intentional decision made by female entrepreneurs if, for
example, the new businessis just a part time hobby in addition to housework duties. It may
also be an unintentional decision that comes from the fear of risks associated with big busi-
nesses. However, previous research shows that nascent entrepreneurs who have higher
growth aspirations for their future business are more likely to form a new firm as opposed
to quitting the startup process (Maffziger, Hornsby, and Kuratko 1994; Levie and Autio 2013).

Furthermore, research also argues that demand side factors are partly structural. With
respect to startup decisions, women tend to operate smaller businesses (in terms of less
capital, sales, revenues, or employees) in less-profitable industries and have less industry-spe-
cific experience; which places them at a relative disadvantage when compared to their male
counterparts (Loscocco et al. 1991; Carrington 2006; Coleman and Robb 2009). Men tend to
start businesses in sectors such as manufacturing, construction, and high-technology, while
women are more likely to launch businesses in service or retail sectors (Carrington 2006;
Parker 2010; Brush et al. 2014). As a result, one might quickly conclude that female



entrepreneurs apply less for external finance because they don't really need it. But research
by Marlow and Patton (2005) found that, in most economies, women have a greater need
for credit than men when starting new businesses. Previous research also informed us that
female-owned businesses are significantly less likely to apply for a bank loan even after
controlling for important business characteristics, such as firm size, years in operation, indus-
try, and organizational structure (Cavalluzzo, Cavalluzzo, and Wolken 2002; Treichel and Scott
2006; Mijid 2015). Moreover, female perceptions of financial barriers might have an impact
on the type of business they start (e.g., size) or the industry sectors they choose to enter
{Mijid 2015). Consequently, prior research applying the demand side perspective to inves-
tigate the use of external finance between men and women has been inconclusive, and
often has difficulty reconciling contrary arguments.

Gender and asking for financing

Research by Roberts, Peter, and Koushyar (2015) on start-ups within accelerator programs
found that women-led early-stage ventures have considerably lower levels of equity invest-
ment than non-female-led ventures. Moreover, research by Brush et al. (2014) on Goldman
Sachs 10,000 Women initiative found evidence that the majority of female entrepreneurs
do not apply for formal financing; however, those who do apply generally attain the requested
financing. Research drawing on the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) found that
women are around 7.4% more likely to perceive financial barriers to business start-up than
men (Roper and Scott 2009). In all, scholars agree that women demonstrate very different
demand patterns than men, even when their financial applications do not demonstrate a
higher probability to be turned down (Coleman and Cohn 2000; Cole and Mehran 2009).

5o why are women less likely to ask? Differences in demand behavior for entrepreneurial
finance has been attributed to the lower propensity of women to negotiate when compared
to men (Babcock et al. 2003, 2009; Amanatullah and Morris 2010). In the business context,
it is well documented that women are less likely to ask for raises than men (Kolb 2000;
Babcock et al. 2003, 2009; Kray 2007; Small et al. 2007). Work by Babcock and Laschever
(2009) provided compelling evidence that women are much less likely than men to ask for
what they want and to use negotiation as a tool to promote their own ambitions or desires
in their jobs. Babcock and Laschever (2009) work illustrated that men use negotiation sig-
nificantly more often as women do and that men use negotiation to get ahead and get what
they want between two and nine times as often as women did. As a result, women earn less
and tend to advance more slowly than equally qualified men in their careers. However,
women do not lack the motivation and capability to bargain effectively, as evidenced by the
fact that women have no trouble speaking up for colleagues. In an experiment conducted
by Amanatullah and Morris (2010) women asked for an average of 57000 less (nearly 20%
of the total expected value) than men when they negotiated for themselves but asked for
just as much money as men when they negotiated on behalf of a friend. They suggested
that in self-advocacy context, women anticipated backlash in the form of negative evalua-
tions and treatment; therefore, chose not to take the risk.

Scholars believe that gender role stereotypes could be the driving factor to the difference
between men and women asking for“things”in society. According to social role theory (Eagly,
Wood, and Diekman 2000), society conveys different expectations for the appropriate behav-
iors of men and women. Accordingly, norms train women to believe that it is not proper or



“feminine” for them to assert their own ambitions and pursue their self-interest (Babcock
and Laschever 2009). Research finds that both male and female managers are less likely to
want to work with women who negotiate during a job interview (Bowles, Babcock, and Lai
2007; Amanatullah and Morris 2010). This may imply reputation issues that women need to
face later which can also explain a lower tendency of women to negotiate. In addition,
subordinates evaluate female leaders more harshly than their male peers when they attempt
to establish their authority in a traditionally masculine manner (Eagly, Makhijani, and Klonsky
1992). Scholars often find that women who use stereotypically masculine approaches to
self-promote are perceived to be socially less competent, aggressive, and pushy (Rudman
1998; Rudman and Fairchild 2004).

From birth, girls are advised to focus on the needs of others rather than on their own. The
messages girls receive from socializing agents (e.g., media, family, teachers, etc.) can be so
influential that as adults, women may not even realize that their reluctance to ask for what
they want is a learned behavior, one which can be unlearned. Again, work by Babcock and
Laschever (2009) provided further evidence of this argument. They found that the distinctive
manners in which boys and girls are socialized train girls about their proper role in society,
and this ultimately develops characteristics aligned with compliance vs. independence. This
research also found that societal norms perpetuate a strong expectation that women will
abide by their assigned roles. Moreover, if 2 woman violates these societal expectations,
society tends to react in a negative manner. In turn, these normative social expectations can
lead to stereotypical views on gender (Babcock and Laschever 2009).

Gupta et al. (2009, 400) noted that, “women are generally seen as inferior to men on
qualities believed to be necessary to succeed in the business world” and “the talents and
skills they bring to the table are valued relatively less than men (Marlow 2002)" (400). Some
argue that the negative sterectype against women may result in a self-fulfilling prophecy
(Fay and Williams 1993}, in that socialization expectations could influence societal beliefs
regarding the financial management capabilities of women during the start-up process
(Marlow and Swail 2014). As observed by Bowles, Babcock, and Lai (2007, 86), even within
the US where gender segregation of occupations has declined and the proportion of women
in the workplace has grown,

women are still expected to fulfill prescriptions of feminine niceness (e.g., warmth, kindness,

sensitivity to the needs of others), which is emblematic of their subordinate status, and therefore

not fully compatible with all aspects of the masculine personality type (Jackman 1994; Prentice

and Carranza 2002; Ridgeway 2001; Rudman and Glick 2001). (86)

Consequently, it is logical to assume that this kind of discrimination, which entails dis-
couragement, could also be influencing female founders to not ask for financing during the
start-up process (Cavalluzzo and Cavalluzzo 1998).

Indeed, preliminary evidence seems to indicate that women are less inclined to “ask” for
financing when negotiating in general. Compared to their male counterparts, women tend
to display a conservative tendency in the anticipation of fiscal requirements when negoti-
ating financial aspects of deals (Babcock et al. 2003). Expanding upon this work, similar
results have been found in emerging research in entrepreneurship investigating negotiations
of female/male entrepreneurs in private equity circumstances (e.g., venture capital and
business angel investing) (Amatucci and Sohl 2004) and bank loans (Cavalluzzo, Cavalluzzo,
and Wolken 2002; Treichel and Scott 2006; Mijid 2015). Kon and Storey (2003) provided a
theoretical base for "discouragement™ a situation when good borrowers may not apply for



a loan to a bank because they feel they will be rejected. Cavalluzzo, Cavalluzzo, and Wolken
(2002) found considerable evidence that female ventures tend to avoid credit application
because they believe they would likely be denied due to the credit market constraints.
Similarly, Mijid (2015) reported that female business owners are less likely to apply for a bank
loan because they fear their application will be rejected based on their previous loan expe-
riences. In order to lower the anxiety and risk-aversion among low-power individuals, such
as women, Small et al. (2007) suggested to re-frame the phrase: "opportunity for negotia-
tions” as “opportunity for asking.” Hill, Leitch, and Harrison (2006), through the conduct of
in-depth semi-structured interviews, suggested that women apply less for bank loans
because they perceive that bankers regard women entrepreneurs as less credible.

Robb (2002) found that female entrepreneurs were more likely to borrow through credit
cards, likely because it circumvents entering a bank negotiation. Women may be more
detail-oriented than men, which can lead to lower risk-tolerance while starting a business
(Mittal and Vyas 2011), and subsequently increases the likelihood to use credit card debt
over formal venture debt. Taken together, we believe the lower reports of external equity
investments in this instance to be likely related to lower rates or application by females.
Moreover, women tend to display a conservative tendency in the anticipation of financial
requirements while their male counterparts tend to foresee a need for greater finandial input
(Babcock et al. 2003). As a result, we hypothesize:

H1: Female entrepreneurs are less likely to ask for outside financing than male entrepreneurs.

Helpers and asking for financing

Mascent ventures often have a variety of helpers that become involved in the start-up even
at the earliest phases of start-up development (i.e,, before there was a stream of positive
cash flow) (Ruef 2010). For instance, over one third of entrepreneurs in the US rely on regular
contributions from helpers in the form of e.g., material investments, guidance, and other
support. Comparatively, only eight percent of start-ups hire full or part time employees.
Combining the statistics on co-owners, helpers, and employees, Reynolds and Curtin (2009)
found that merely 16% of entrepreneurs in the US could be identified as the true solo entre-
preneurs. As a result, these findings provide evidence to counter the mythology of solo
entrepreneurship often portrayed in the mass media.

Since starting a new venture generally requires the accumulation of a variety of resources
with very limited financial capability (Brush, Greene, and Hart 2001}, there are critical ques-
tions about the role helpers, or support networks, play in facilitating the acquisition and
exploitation resources into capabilities within the nascent context. For instance, Aldrich and
Carter (2004) posited that nascent entrepreneurs often attain resources from “others,” also
known as helpers or non-owner founders, who do not share an ownership stake in the
start-up, nor are employed by the founding team. These “other” individuals provide infor-
mation, training, or advice that the founding team believed crucial to the start-up. Preliminary
analysis by Aldrich and Carter (2004) found the average age of these “other” individuals
acting as helpers was about 43, that they were acquainted with the nascent entrepreneur
for an average of about 12 years, and on average discussed the start-up issues about three
times per month. About 64% of nascent entrepreneurs state that they obtained critical
resources for their start-up effort in the form of moral or emotional support, information,



training, and/or creativity from these helpers (Aldrich and Carter 2004). Ruef (2010) reported
an average age of helpers as 45 and a history of three previous business start-ups. Also,
helpers working in the role of consultants or vendors tend to be the oldest and the most
experienced members of the entrepreneurial group. Burton, Anderson, and Aldrich (2009)
expanded upon the function of this "other” founder role and found that only about 38% of
nascent entrepreneurs do not use helpers in any capacity. Therefore, helpers are key conduits
of knowledge, directing key tacit information to the start-up founders, which may be trans-
lated to key organizational capabilities.

Furthermore, considerable evidence has accrued in the US that implies entrepreneurial
helpers have a considerable effect on start-up survival and performance (Nahavandi and
Chesteen 1988; Chrisman and Katrishen 1994; Bruderl and Preisendorfer 1998). For example,
helpers aid entrepreneurs in developing an effective network of contacts (Hansen 1995),
building a management team (Rice 2002), easing access to labor, skills, information, and
opportunities (Johannisson 1988; Freeman 1999; Singh et al. 1999; Greve and Salaff 2003),
preparing a business plan (Smeltzer, Van Hook, and Hutt 1991), and most importantly raising
capital (Aldrich and Zimmer 1986; Bygrave and Timmons 1992). For example, venture capi-
talists tend to invest in new ventures where they know the entrepreneurs directly or indirectly
(Shane and Cable 2002; Shane and Stuart 2002; Batjargal and Liu 2004; Zhang et al. 2008).

The value of helpers comes mainly from the opportunity for knowledge accumulation in
the context of a specific venturing decision for founders (Chrisman and McMullan 2004),
such as the decision to ask for financing. Helpers appear to be imperative in transforming
resources in the start-up context. Therefore, the presence of helpers may contribute to the
stock of knowledge structures for the founding team. These knowledge structures could
potentially be a source of competitive advantage for some individuals in that they enhance
the cognitive capability of the founding team to recognize opportunities by allowing them
to“connect the dots”more effectively (Baron 2006). Therefore, helpers will likely aid nascent
entrepreneurs by expediting the completion of critical start-up activities such as asking for
financing (Kim, Longest, and Aldrich 2013; Astebro and Serrano 2015). Additionally, Kotha
and George (2012) examined the impact of helpers prior to raising formal capital, that is,
how entrepreneurs mobilize resources from a family, friends, and colleagues (Khayesi and
George 2011). Although the focus of their work was not on gender differences, their findings
appear to suggest that women use the assistance of helpers differently than men. Even more
in need of further investigation is the relationship between start-up helpers and start-up
financing in women's entrepreneurship as only few studies and mostly outside the US, tried
to address this topic (e.g., Field et al. 2015).

Surveys of female entrepreneurs revile that women in the early stages of startup devel-
opment use social networks for advice, emotional support, inspiration, encouragement,
helping to establish the validity of the business idea, and to increase self-confidence
{(Hampton, Cooper, and Mcgowan 2009; Roomi 2009). During this time women tend to net-
work with other female entrepreneurs via personal contacts (family and friends). However,
women who are able to develop their companies to a later stage stress the importance of
joining formal and informal mix gender networks that tend to be more serious and more
growth oriented (Roomi 2009). These more successful women find the mixed gender net-
works valuable in referrals to clients, suppliers, distributors, potential employees, partners,
technical resources, freelance workers and service providers, training, professional and busi-
ness advisers, and, in particular, access to funding (Roomi 2009). According to Hampton,



Cooper, and Mcgowan (2009), “women who had successfully established their business over
a longer period of time were particularly adept at developing and managing diverse net-
works which included both sexes” (205). Klyver and Terjesen (2007), using data on both male
and female entrepreneurs from the Danish Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, confirmed that
female entrepreneurs who are able to persist in the new venture process develop networks
similar to their male counterparts. Olm, Carsrud, and Alvey (1988) found that access to a
network of contacts gives female entrepreneurs greater access to more formal sources of
capital.

Men are generally more likely to use professional acquaintances as a source of advice
while women tend to start building their networks with family and friends and with people
who are similar to them in their views (Diaz and Carter 2009; Aldrich, Reese, and Dubini
1989). Only once women's networks grow bigger, they become more diverse, giving women
actual benefits of social capital (Verheul, Risseeuw, and Bartelse 2002). Relying exclusively
on affective support provided by key supporters (such as family and close friends) has been
even connected to negative effect on success by providing uncritical support for unrealistic
entrepreneurial projects (Inge Jenssen and Greve 2002). As observed by Robinson and
Stubberud (20089), networks that are not well-acquainted with each other usually provide a
wider variety of resources, viewpoints, ideas, and information (Smeltzer, Van Hook, and Hutt
1991). More diverse and bigger networks may help women overcome limits that stop them
from asking for financing (such as self-confidence) as well as present them with more oppor-
tunities to ask for financing since bigger networks may mean more diversity with ties to
banks, venture capitalists, and other financial resource owners beyond family and friends
(Uzzi 1999; Mencken and Winfield 2000; Marlow 2002; Greer and Greene 2003; Diaz and
Carter 2009). For example, Diaz and Carter (2009) showed that women have fewer contacts
with business owners and bank staff — occupations that enable access to funding resources.
However, when adding business partners to the personal network, women counterbalance
these differences obtaining more physical resources, business services, and personal services
than their male counterparts.

Additionally to surveys of female entrepreneurs, previous research offers some experi-
ments documenting how helpers and networks may assist women in overcoming lower
levels of confidence in their relative abilities as compared to men and give women the feeling
of being supported in the start-up process. Emotional support is associated with sharing life
experiences, listening, building esteem, affect, trust, and concern (Meergaard, Shaw, and
Carter 2005; Diaz and Carter 2009). For example, Kuhn and Villeval (2013) showed that the
relative lack of confidence and a more optimistic assessment of their prospective teammate's
ability, prompted women to be more likely than men to select team-based as opposed to
individual compensation where team production offered no efficiency advantages over
individual production. In another example, in an experiment conducted by Field et al. (2015),
women who attained business training with a friend, as opposed to those who attended
alone, had a higher propensity to borrow and they almost exclusively used marginal loans
for business purposes. Moreover, after four months, they reported differences in business
behavior, including a higher volume of sales, more stated business plans to increase revenues,
significantly higher household income and expenditures, and lower probability to report
their occupation as housewives. Field et al. (2015) concluded: “Our results suggest that one
potentially important factor limiting financial inclusion efforts is inadequate peer support
among many of the women who have the potential to start or expand entrepreneurial



activities”(21). As such, guided by the literature on women networks and helpers in nascent
entrepreneurship, we believe that the presence of helpers will affect women more strongly
than men in terms of asking for financing and that women need bigger networks in order
to gain social capital benefits. Therefore, it is hypothesized:

H2: As the number of helpers increases, the probability of female entrepreneurs asking for
financing increases.

Methods
Sample

In order to investigate our research question, data from the Panel Study of Entrepreneurial
Dynamics Il (PSED II) are utilized. The PSED is a longitudinal study of nascent entrepreneurs
(Reynolds and Curtin 2009).2 Nascent entrepreneurs are people who are engaged in activities
that are intended to culminate in a viable new firm (Reynolds 1994; Davidsson 2004, 2005).
The PSED |l offers a nationally representative sample of nascent entrepreneurs for the US to
offer systematic, reliable and generalizable data on the business formation process. It
includes information on the proportion and characteristics of the adult population attempt-
ing to start new businesses, the kinds of activities nascent entrepreneurs undertake during
the business start-up process and the proportion and characteristics of the start-up efforts
that become infant firms (Reynolds 2009). The PSED Il screened 32 thousand individuals to
locate a cohort of 1214 respondents that were identified while they were in the process of
starting new businesses in 2005. The respondents identified as nascent entrepreneurs then
completed a single 60-min phone interview in each of six waves of data collected, initial and
five follow-up interviews, 12 months apart.

To be considered a founder of a new venture during this time period, the respondent had
to answer that: (1) they were in the process of starting a new business, either alone or jointly
with others; (2) the first activity implemented to launch the new venture occurred within
the first 24 months prior to the screening; (3) the new venture was not part of an effort by
an existing organization; and (4) the respondent was a member of the founding team, as
opposed to a consultant or passive investor (Shaver et al. 2001). The individuals screened in
PSED |l yielded 1214 people who had initiated a new venture within a 24-month period of
initial screening. S5ince most studies of firm organizing activities have been retrospective
explorations of the start-up behaviors of individuals who are already in business, there is an
inherent selection bias that may confound findings. Through examining individuals actively
involved in the process of organizing a new firm, our work using the PSED 1l addresses this
selection bias limitation.

For this study the unit of analysis is the respondent, drawn from the PSED data-set. Cases
are tracked over a six-year period in PSED Il Attrition obviously impacts the number of cases
with outcomes available for analysis. In PSED Il there were five follow-up interviews over
60 months. From the 1214 cases of nascent entrepreneurs in PSED I, our sample is adjusted
to only include data for cases which we have complete information on our dependent and
independent variables. Subsequently, our sample is further limited to 888 cases to test our
hypotheses. Characteristics of the sample are shown in Tables 1(a) and 1(b), along with
definitions of our study variables.



Table 1a. Definitions, sources, and descriptive statistics of quantitative variables.

Variable

Definition

PSED Il code

Mean

StDev  Min

Total helpers

Team Size
Industry experience

Start-up experience

Age
Education

Inmovativensess

Intensity

Emotional

How many people were
helping the founders

Number of foundears

Owner’s Industry
exparience In years

Owner's start-up experience
In counts

Age of founder

Average level of education
on team

{1} Up to High School

{2 JPost-High School,
Pre-College

{(3) College Degree

{4) Grad Experience

Level of iInmovativenass on
three point scale

Person values for
entrepreneurship has
Intensity

Person has entreprenaurial
experience skills and
mtivation

Person s an Independent,

unemaotional problem
solver

Indedisive and emotional
person

AG1E

AG2
AHN

AH12

AH2
AHG

AS4, ASS, ASE

AYO4, AYDS, AY0D, AY10

Y03, AYD6, AYO7, AYDS,

AYO1, AY11, AY13

AYOZ, AY14

0.890

1.693
9476

1.059

44,081
2361

0.661

4.135
4.403
792

2537

2435

=
&

0.887
10.687

= o
Hun

1.980

11.833 18 &3
1.010

—
s

0.869 0 3

0650 175 5

0.523

175 5

0.764 1 5

0.854 1 5

Table 1b. Definitions, sources, and descriptive statistics of qualitative variables.

Variable Definition PSEDllcode  Proportion

Asked Asked for money (1) A-FE1 0307
Did not ask for money ()

Female Female (1) AH1 03092
Male (0)

Caucaslan Caucaslan (1) AH4a 0855
Other races ()

Spousal team Owmer and spouse (1) AHE & A2 0.230
Ortherwisa (1)

Growth preference (Owmier's growth aspirations: as big as possible (1)/otherwise (0) Am 0200

Investment Yes founder(s) Invested In start-up (1) A4 03806
Mo founder(s) Invested In start-up (0}

Industry Transforming AAY 0230
Business services 0333
Consumer orlented 0392
Extractive 0.046

Qutcome New firm SUSTATUS 0.229
Active start-up 0.259
Quit 0512

Dependent variables

To measure whether or not in founders asked for money, we used item A-FE1 from PSED I,
which asks "Have financial institutions or other people been asked for funds for this new
business?”



Independent variables

Female
The sex of the lead respondent of the start-up team is coded a dummy variable that takes
a value of one for females and zero for males (AH1).

Helpers

Total helpers is a continuous measure that captures the total number individuals who were
actively involved in helping the start-up by providing resources for no ownership stake
(AG18). As defined in PSED, these people provided significant support, advice, or guidance
to the start-up on a regular basis (AG18).

Control variables

Team size

Team size (AG2) is controlled for because previous research has shown that quitting start-up
efforts decreases with organization size because larger organizations generally have greater
resources, superior scale, bigger capacity, and better management (Carroll and Hannan
2000).

Caucasian

We control for the ethnicity (AH4a1) of the lead respondent of the start-up team because
Reynolds (2007) found considerable evidence that individuals with white ethnic backgrounds
are associated with start-ups with larger requirements and larger personal financial
commitments.

Age
We measured as the age of the lead founder of the start-up team (AH2). We control for age
because it has been related to the propensity to ask for financing (Carter et al. 2007).

Start-up experience

The total number of start-up experiences is measured as the total number of start-ups the
founder has worked on (AH12). We control for this measure because it is related to the kinds
of capital raised and pursued by nascent entrepreneurs (Reynolds 2011).

Industry experience

Years of industry experience is measured as the total number of years that the founder has
within the same industry as the start-up (AH11). We control for this measure because it is
related to the kinds of capital raised and pursued by nascent entrepreneurs (Reynolds 2011).

Education

Education is measured as the level of education of the founder of the start-up team (AHS).
Prior research has found that higher levels of education are significantly related to attaining
external equity financing (Carter et al. 2003).



Growth preference

We also control for the founder's growth aspiration (AT1). We define large growth aspirations
(coded as 1) when the preference for the future size of the new business was to be as large
as possible as opposed to keeping a size small (coded as 0). Prior research has linked higher
growth aspirations to higher levels of subsequent new venture growth (Maffziger, Hornsby,
and Kuratko 1994). If the entrepreneur wants the business to grow, he or she may be more
willing to ask for external financing. Previous research suggests that nascent women entre-
preneurs seemed less interested in growing their businesses than their men counterparts
(Cliff 1998; Welter 2001; Isaksen and Kolvereid 2005). Alsos, Isaksen, and Ljunggren (2006)
showed that the relationship between gender and early business growth is mediated by the
level of financial capital.

Innovativeness

The innovativeness of the start-up (AS4, AS5, A56) is measured as an ordinal measure fol-
lowing Aldrich and Ruef (2006) where zero indicates that the start-up is a reproducer venture
and three indicates the start-up is an innovator venture. We control for this measure because
the innovativeness of the start-up is related to the kinds of capital pursued and needed by
the start-up (Reynolds 2011).

Industry

This study also controls for the industry classification codes from the PSED | and Il protocol
(AA1) which is grouped into four categories (Reynolds 2011): Extractive (e.g., agriculture,
forestry, fishing, and mining, or extraction of products from the natural environment),
Transforming, (e.g., construction, manufacturing, transportation, and wholesale distribution,
or physical transformation or relocation of goods and people), Business Services (where the
primary customer is another business), and Consumer Services (e.g., retail, restaurants and
bars, lodging, health, education, social services, and recreation). We control for this measure
because the industry of the start-up is related to the capital needed by the start-up to launch
a new firm (Reynolds 2011).

Spousal team

We control for whether the founders are a spousal team (AH8, AJ2). Research by Yang and
Aldrich (2014) finds that women in spousal teams are less likely to be in-charge if they
co-found with their husband and this could ultimately impact the probability of asking for
funding.

Investment

We also control for whether or not the entrepreneur personally invested in the start-up
(AQ14). Founders who personally invest in their ventures are considerably more likely to
receive funding from outside stakeholders (Reynolds 2011).

Personal characteristics

Within the PSED Il, a well-developed set of 13 items were used to determine the intrinsic
motivational emphasis of the nascent entrepreneurs using a five level response scale regard-
ing the importance of the items, ranging from “no extent”to “a very great extent” (Reynolds
and Curtin 2008). Four factors are derived using principal components analysis from the



PSED protocol. We use these four factors to capture different personal dimensions of the
founders, following Reynolds and Curtin (2009). Infensity (AY04, AY0S, AY09, AY10) captures
whether the individual believes that a new business is a better career opportunity, this new
business will help achieve career goals, the respondent will give maximum effort to imple-
ment the new business, and do whatever it takes to implement this new business. Experience
(AY03, AY0s, AYO7, AY0SB) captures whether the individual can speak to anyone, believe they
have the skills to start a business, past experience valuable to help start a business, and can
putin an effort needed to start a business. Independent (AY01, AY11, AY13) measures whether
the respondent considers themselves a loner, rarely shows feelings, and whether the
respondent enjoys uncertainty. Lastly, Emotional (AY02, AY14) measures whether respondent
shows emotion on the outside and describes themselves as indecisive.

Outcome

We include a measure to identify the outcome status of the start-up because this has been
linked to the kinds of financing utilized by the start-up (Hechavarria, Matthews, and Reynolds
2015). Outcome is a nominal variable (SUSTATUS) that captures the state of the start-up at
the end of the PSED protocol, as either new firm, still-trying, or quit.

Results

Tables 1(a) and 1(b) present definitions, PSED codes, and descriptive statistics for our sample.
As illustrated by Table 1(b), only about a third (30.7%) of the entrepreneurs ask for outside
financing (38.9% of entrepreneurs who created new firms, 31.2% who are still trying, and
26.7% who quit the start-up process). On average, a start-up had 0.89 helpers with 65.8% of
start-ups having no helpers at all. Interestingly, female and male entrepreneurs used a similar
amount of helpers (0.89 for females and 0.88 for males and the difference was not statistically
significant). Other characteristics show that an average team had 1.7 members, the owner
was 41 years old with 9 years of experience in the same industry as the start-up, and on
average started 1 previous company. Table 2 presents all the bivariate correlations for our
sample. There were no big correlations between our independent variables so the multicol-
linearity should not be an issue in our analysis.

Distinguishing between entrepreneurs who asked and did not ask for money (Table 3(a))
reveals that 24% of female and 29% of male entrepreneurs asked for outside financing. Those
who asked for financing surround themselves with, on average, 1.22 helpers vs. 0.76 for
those who did not asked (see Table 3(b)). Other significant differences include greater team
size for teams that asked for financing (1.9 vs. 1.6), owner's experience in starting businesses
(1.4 vs. 0.9 start-ups), more years of education, and greater intensity to start a business.
Moreover, 36% of entrepreneurs who intended to grow their business as big as possible
asked for money which was significantly greater than 25% of those who wanted to keep
their businesses small.

A series of logistic regression equations were utilized to test our hypotheses. First, we ran
analysis on the full panel of nascent entrepreneurs. The results from the full panel suggest
that female entrepreneurs are significantly less likely to ask for outside financing supporting
our first hypothesis. Holding all other variables constant (Table 4), the odds of asking for
outside financing for females when compared to males was 0.759 (=-0.276; p = 0.09).
Therefore, in terms of percent change, we can say that the odds of asking for financing for
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Table 3a. Test of differences for qualitative variables.

Variable Value % asked for financing Chi-squared p-value

Female Female 0.243 1.506 0.058
Male 0.293

Spousal team Mot spousal 0.27 0.454 0.4364
Spouses 0.2

Caucaslan White 0277 0.007 0.9357
MNon whitte 028

Growth preforence Small 0.252 10.815 0.001
Big 0358

Imvestmient Yas 0.246 7.043 0.005
Mo 03N

Industry Extractive 03864 6.880 0.076
Transforming 0.2795
Business services 0.2995
Consumer orlented 0.2401

Dutcome Mew firm 03735 14.637 0.001
Still trying 03004
Chuit 0.2448

Table 3b. Test of differences for quantitative variables.

Variable Asked for financing Did not asked t-test pvalue
Total helpers 122 0.76 —2842 0,004
Team slze 1.88 1.603 —439 0,000
Industry experience 0838 9.219 —0.906 0365
Start-up experience 1269 0.889 -3209 0.0
Age 43 407 41503 0116 0.908
Education 5.778 5.412 -253 0012
Innovativeness 0628 0.705 139 0.165
Intensity 4215 4.002 -3.038 0,002
Experience 44 4379 —0.935 035

Independent 2823 23812 -021 0818
Emaotional 2470 2556 1413 0.158

females are 24% lower than the odds for males. Also, on average, holding all other variables
constant, for each additional helper, we expect to see about 8.4% increase in the odds of
asking for funding (8=0.08; p =0.02). Next, we included an interaction term for the full
sample between sex and the number of helpers (8=0.07; p=0.362). For female nascent
entrepreneurs, the odds ratio of asking for funding is 1.072. Conversely, the odds ratio for
female entrepreneurs is 1.129 for a one-unit increase in the number of helpers. Therefore,
each additional helper yields a 5.3% increase in probability for asking for outside financing
for males and 12.9% for females. However, the coefficient on the interaction effect for the
full panel of nascent entrepreneurs is not statistically significant.

Mext, to further examine the sensitivity of our main results, we ran sub-samples of the
panel based on the start-up outcomes: new firm established, quitting the start-up process,
or still-trying. Holding all other variables constant, the odds ratio of asking for outside financ-
ing for female entreprenseurs who created new firms, when compared to males who created
new firms was 0.453 (f=-0.792, p = 0.048) (see Table 5). Therefore, the odds of asking for
financing for females are 54.7% lower than the odds for males and this effect is greater than
the one obtained in the full sample of nascent entrepreneurs (24%). What is most striking,
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Figure 1. Sub-sample new firm interaction of gender by total helpers.

is that we can see that the presence of helpers does significantly impact the probability of
asking for financing among female entrepreneurs. For females every additional helper yields
a change in the odds ratio of 1.604. Therefore, female entrepreneurs that have assistance
from one more helper are 60.4% more likely to ask for financing and this effect is significant
($=0.472, p = 0.051). This is best illustrated in Figure 1 that shows marginal effects for males
and females. However, for males, since the coefficient on the number of helpers is not sta-
tistically significant and actually negative (8=—0.008; p = 0.938), helpers did not influence
the odds of asking for financial help.

Likewise, Table 5 presents the results for those still-trying to launch a new firm. Holding
all other variables constant, the odds ratio of asking for outside financing for female entre-
preneurs who are still-trying, when compared to males who are still-trying was 0.612
(f=-0.492, p = 0.224), but this effect was not statistically significant (see Table 5). Again, the
data provide considerable evidence that the presence of helpers significantly impacts the
probability of asking for financing among female entrepreneurs. For femnales every additional
helper yields a change in the odds ratio of 1.528. Therefore, female entrepreneurs that have
assistance from one more helper are 52.8% more likely to ask for financing and this effect is
significant (3=0.424, p = 0.054). This is best illustrated in Figure 2 that shows marginal effects
for males and females. However, for males, since the coefficient on the number of helpers
is not statistically significant and actually negative (8=-0.031; p = 0.756), helpers did not
influence the odds of asking for financial help.

The indicators for gender, helpers, and the interaction effects were not statistically signif-
icant for entrepreneurs who quit the start-up process (Table 5). Consequently, our second
hypothesis is supported for female entrepreneurs who launched new firms and are still-trying
to launch their start-up.

Discussion

Prior research generally examines the supply side (Riding and Swift 1990; Loscocco and
Robinson 1991; Cavalluzzo, Cavalluzzo, and Wolken 2002; Carter and Shaw 2006; Treichel
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Figure 2. Sub-sample still-trying interaction of gender by total helpers.

and Scott 2006; Kwong, Jones-Evans, and Thompson 2012; Mijid 2015) or demand side factors
related to the financing female-led ventures (Croson and Gneezy 2009; Mittal and Vyas 2011;
Brush et al. 2014). However, it has not considered the most important demand side factor
in our opinion, that nascent women entrepreneurs might be less likely to ask for financing
when engaged in the start-up process — the key contribution of this study. Moreover, this
study addresses a literature gap around when female nascent entrepreneurs are considerably
less likely to ask for financing in the nascent stage by pointing to the size of the support
network as an important conditioning factor. Our study extends and refines recent studies
at the intersection of gender demand side factors for entrepreneurial finance (e.g., Cliff 1998;
Orser, Hogarth-5cott, and Riding 2000; Verheul and Thurik 2001; Brush et al. 2002; Harrison
and Mason 2007; Coleman and Robb 2009) by examining how gender interacts with the
non-founder role of helpers among entrepreneurs who reach new firm status. Our findings
suggest that gender significantly influences entrepreneurs’ probability to ask for financing:
nascent women entrepreneurs are less likely to ask for start-up funding than men after
controlling for important owner and business characteristics. We believe this to be attributed
to substantial differences in how men and women approach negotiations (Babcock and
Laschever 2009). Moreover, we also find significant evidence that start-up helpers signifi-
cantly increase the probability of asking for funding. However, our findings do not provide
sufficient evidence to suggest that helpers increase the probability of asking for funding
among female entrepreneurs in general.

Correspondingly, the most striking feature of the assessments generated by this research
is the differential impact of helpers on the probability of asking for financing between male
and female entrepreneurs among new firms. As previously noted, men are more likely to
ask for financing than women and the presence of helpers significantly increases the prob-
ability of asking for financing among founders. However, start-ups initiated by women that
reached new firms status or still trying to start the company are significantly more likely to
request financing as the presence of helpers increases. It may be the impact of helpers to
open up network ties and introduce female founders to potential investors, and in turn,
increase the incidence of asking for financing. Olm, Carsrud, and Alvey (1988) found that



one of the main reasons why female entrepreneurs fail to raise capital is because of their
inability to access informal networks. As opposed to men who include professionals in their
networks, women start to build their networks with family and friends and look for moral
support and increase in self-esteem. Women in bigger and more developed companies have
more diverse networks. Our results confirm Diaz and Carter's (2009) recommendation that
“women should proactively and consciously look for beneficial partners and obtain from
them a broader array of resources” (246) in order to overcome constrains that exists for them
due to the gender-belief system.

Contributions and implications

A key contribution of our study is that it identifies limits and boundary conditions regarding
gender and entrepreneurial finance, which improves ultimately the precision of our theo-
rizing. The exclusion of an important moderator variable can lead to overgeneralizations
that fail to highlight the boundary conditions under which proclaimed relationships exist
(Edwards and Berry 2010). Our study finds considerable evidence that gender is a key
demand side factor in terms of asking for financing and that the effect of gender is attenuated
when female nascent entrepreneurs utilize helpers during the start-up process among those
who create new firms. Accordingly, our work suggests that a structural problem is probably
at work in our society that prevents women from being as free as men to ask for funding
during the start-up process. However, surrounding yourself with helpers may be one solution
to the limitations women have in asking for money. Our findings are consistent with previous
studies that suggested that female business owners are more likely to be discouraged from
applying for a bank loan compared to male business owners because they fear that their
application will be rejected (Cavalluzzo, Cavalluzzo, and Wolken 2002; Kon and Storey 2003;
Treichel and Scott 2006; Mijid 2015).

When negotiating for others, women are not worse advocates than men, and Amanatullah
and Morris (2010) suggested that women may want to frame negotiation as bargaining on
behalf of their family, employees, or a team. Also, women can swap negotiation roles with
others to avoid self-advocacy. Our results also suggest the potential value of education for
both men and women in increasing the likelihood that individuals ask for outside funding.
More education may increase women confidence in financial markets as also suggested by
Roper and Scott (2009). For example, policy-makers may focus on marketing the availability
of start-up financial resources from various sources to encourage women to attempt to
obtain the necessary financing rather than being discouraged at the first hurdle. Specifically,
developing mentorship programs may be a desirable policy since it appears that helpers do
have a significantimpact on increasing the probability of asking for financing among women
and asking for financing is the first step needed to attain financing, as, for example, programs
such as the Opening Doors project run by Women in Rural Enterprise (WIRE) in UK or US
Small Business Administration (SBA) that provide a range of activities to help women in
business gain the confidence, knowledge, support, financing opportunities, and skills they
need to start up their own business may be of great value to women entrepreneurs (Roper
and Scott 2009).



Limitations and future directions

Our findings should be considered in certain limitations. First, we acknowledge that we are
essentializing gender to a degree. However, we believe that in order to make meaningful
comparisons of the socially constructed dimension of gender, we need to temporally essen-
tialize the construct to reach real world conclusions about the status of reality. We also
acknowledge that our claims are generalizations. As a result, future qualitative studies should
investigate the tensions and paradoxes associated with being female and the processes of
asking for financing and negotiating terms of financing beyond formal equity by using
pluralistic methodologies, including constructivist and positivist approaches.

Moreover, gender is not the only thing that characterizes a person: race and religion,
among many other factors, influence how one portrays their gender. Thus, future studies
would benefit by embracing a multiplicity of context approach and identify how multiple
factors influence the likelihood of asking for financing among early-stage entrepreneurs
(Welter 2011).

For instance, this study does not distinguish between being pushed into venturing, or
“necessity entrepreneurship” (which refers to a situation where people are involved in entre-
preneurship activities because they have no better choices for work) vs. when one is pulled
into venturing, or “opportunity entrepreneurship” (where people are pursuing a business
opportunity or personal interest while other choices to earn a living are open to them) (Parker
2009). Considering gender, the tendency of being motivated by push or pull factors remains
unresolved. Women, arguably are both pushed into entrepreneurship because they are dis-
content with a lack of recognition, insufficient opportunities for promotion, and the diffi-
culties related to balancing work-life roles (Shapero and Sokol 1982; Hisrich and Brush 1986;
Minniti and Arenius 2003); however, they are also pulled into entrepreneurship to take
advantage of opportunities in the social arena more consistent with feminine values and
ideals (Brush 1992; Orhan and Scott 2001). Yet, others contend that motivating factors for
men and women are very similar (Jennings and Cash 2006). Thus, future inquiry might exam-
ine personal factors that direct opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship, and how that
interrelates with the probability of asking for financing between women and men. These
issues may compound the effects of gender and helpers on asking for start-up financing.

Our paper focuses on the moderating role of helpers on the probability that female entre-
preneurs ask for financing. However, other moderators can be considered. In particular, the
effects of intensity, experience, independence, or emotions could be considered in future
research.

Another way our paper can be extended is by examining different roles helpers provide
in the startup process. Since PSED data-set does not provide detailed information on all the
roles, an alternative database has to be employed.

Finally, the propensity to negotiate is associated with "quicker advancement” (Greig 2008).
Although our study used sub-sample analysis to investigate the propensity of asking among
new firms, still-trying, and quits, we did not specifically examine their performance in terms
of revenue and job or firm growth. Therefore, future research can investigate if those that
ask for financing are more likely to perform better over time than those who do not ask for
financing, or if those who asked for financing were able to implement new firms in a timelier
manner (Hechavarria, Matthews, and Reynolds 2015).



Conclusions

This study investigates whether female nascent entrepreneurs are less likely than males to
ask for outside financing for their start-ups and the effect of helpers, who do not have an
ownership share, on the probability of asking for financial help. Our results show that indeed
females are less likely to ask for outside funding than males uncovering animportant demand
side factor related to the financing female-led ventures. Nascent women entrepreneurs are
significantly less likely to ask for outside financing even after controlling for important owner
characteristics such as industry and startup experience, education, growth preference, and
motivation as well as business characteristics such as the type of industry. In previous liter-
ature, these characteristics were suggested as the source of the differences between the
differences in likelihood that men and women in established businesses apply for bank loans.

This study also points to the importance of helpers, especially for female entrepreneurs.
Having helpers to assist during the start-up process increases the probability of asking for
financing and, as the number of helpers increase, the probability of female entrepreneurs
asking for financing goes up. Our results point to the importance of considering gender
differences in asking for financing and the influence of helpers. Connecting to practice,
female entrepreneurs are particularly advised to actively seek helpers.

Notes

1. Among nascent start-ups there are two obvious possible outcomes of the process: new firm
creation or guitting (sometimes called disbandment). A new firm is defined as profitable
business venture affecting the prices and quantities of goods traded in the market. The
alternative transition for nascent entrepreneurs is quitting from the start-up process. Quitting
is relatively straightforward, as it represents individual(s) who have elected not to continue
working on the creation of the firm (Reynolds and Curtin 2009). A third more subtle status,
which is not an outcome, is an ongoing attempt, or indefinite involverment in the start-up effort
(Reynolds 2007). Nascent ventures that fail to experience an outcome over an observation
period remain in the still-trying state (sometimes called persistence), and continue in efforts
to start a new business,

2. Access for the consolidated data-set can be found at: www.psed.isrumich.edu.

3. To calculate the odds ratio for females, we use the following formula, using the coefficients
from helpers and interaction term for female and helpers: 1.129=(exp(0.070 + 0.052)).
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