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Abstract

This research examines the extent to which labor regulatory context matters for entrepreneurial
activity under a gender perspective, using institutional economics and feminist theories as the
analytical framework. We conduct a panel data analysis for 86 countries during the period 2004-
2018 by differentiating between high-income and developing economies. Our findings
highlight that while the links between labor regulation and entrepreneurial activity seem
negligible in high-income economies, in developing economies labor flexibility is closely
associated with female entrepreneurship. However, unlike the market-oriented view on the
positive association between labor market flexibility and entrepreneurship, our results point out
that in these economies more flexible labor regulation is related to lower early-stage female
entrepreneurial activity, even though this relationship tends to vanish as the level of economic
development of the country increases. This study contributes theoretically, helping to advance
the analysis of gender differences in entrepreneurial activity from an institutional approach, and
practically, providing evidence to policy makers on possible gender differences in the
application of country-level labor market regulation in terms of entrepreneurial activity.

Plain English Summary

Our analysis reveals that the application of labor regulation, apparently formulated in a gender-
neutral manner, might lead to gender differences in entrepreneurial activity, especially in
developing countries. We find that the link between labor market regulation and
entrepreneurship tend to weaken for men and women as the country’s level of economic
development increases, becoming negligible in high-income countries. However, in developing
countries more flexible labor regulation is closely related to lower female early-stage
entrepreneurial activity. This is because women’s greater opportunity costs and risk aversion,
along with gender biases that usually characterize labor markets in numerous developing
economies, might prevent them from taking advantage of their capabilities and opportunities
for new ventures. Consequently, improving labor regulation in these countries in aspects such
as minimum wages, laws inhibiting layoffs, severity requirements or restraints on hiring and
hours worked, might be particularly advisable in terms of female entrepreneurship, rather than
the traditional prescription of increasing labor flexibility suggested by the liberal paradigm.
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1. Introduction

Entrepreneurship is a gendered activity in which men and women do not count equally (Verheul
et al., 2006; Kobeissi, 2010; Poggesi et al., 2016). Female and male entrepreneurs differ in both
developed and developing economies, as they do not have the same constraints or incentives
when launching an entrepreneurial project (Estrin & Mickiewicz, 2011; Noguera et al., 2013).

Overall, it is accepted that entrepreneurship essentially depends on individual characteristics as
well as on a general context that shapes the entrepreneurial activity, tending to differ
significantly between countries depending on their level of economic development and other
contextual circumstances (Acs et al., 2008, 2011; Béarcena-Martin et al., 2021)*. Traditionally,
the specific literature has focused on studying entrepreneurship in very concrete contexts,
generally associated with developed countries (Welter et al., 2017). However, in recent decades
the idea that the institutional context —jointly with other contextual facets ranging from temporal
(Lippmann & Aldrich, 2016) to sociocultural (Thornton et al., 2011; Morales et al., 2019)—
modifies the environment, and consequently the outcomes of entrepreneurship have acquired
relevance (De Vita et al., 2014; Urbano & Alvarez, 2014).

From an institutional perspective, North (1990, 2005) stresses the importance that both formal
and informal aspects have in economic performance. Formal institutions include elements such
as legislation and policies, while informal institutions focus on social norms, culture, attitudes

1 Elam et al. (2019) emphasize that current prevalence rates of female entrepreneurship vary across countries according to the
level of economic development: while in low-income countries the percentage of adult working-age women who are either in
the process of starting a new business or have had businesses for less than 42 months —Total Entrepreneurship Activity (TEA)
rate— is 10.2%, in high-income countries this rate slips to 8.4%. In comparison with men, female entrepreneurial activity is over
80% of men’s TEA rate in low-income economies, while women’s TEA represents less than 66% of men’s in high-income
countries. Thus, in low-income countries the TEA rate is greater and females account for a higher share of TEA than in high-
income countries.



or values, among other aspects. The institutional approach has thus provided a wealth of
evidence to understand how institutions influence entrepreneurial activity through
contextualization, and which institutions are particularly relevant in terms of entrepreneurship
(see, e.g., Urbano et al. 2019, for a systematic literature analysis over the last 25 years on how
the institutional factors shape entrepreneurial activity).

One of the key formal institutional elements when establishing a regulatory framework to boost
entrepreneurship is labor market regulation, even though the policy guidelines are not clear.
Whilst earlier empirical evidence on the relationship between labor legislation and
entrepreneurship shows that stringent regulation decreases individuals’ likelihood of becoming
entrepreneurs (Robson, 2003; Van Stel et al., 2007; Bosma, 2009; Bosma & Schutjens, 2009;
Ardagna & Lusardi, 2010), other studies provide mixed evidence (Roméan et al., 2011;
Boudreaux & Nikolaev, 2019). Most of these contributions focus on the role of labor regulation
on entrepreneurship without distinction by gender, and when they delve into particular effects
on female and male entrepreneurs, such as Boudreaux and Nikolaev (2019), they do not find
significant gender differences in the links between labor market regulation and
entrepreneurship. Thus, it is not surprising that numerous studies draw attention to specific
characteristics of women entrepreneurs when participating in labor markets, such as their
training or family status (e.g. the role as wife and mother) (Brush et al., 2009; Al-Dajani &
Marlow, 2010; Thébaud, 2015; Elam et al., 2019), overlooking potential gendered effects of
the labor regulatory framework and taking for granted that it is neutral in terms of gender
equality.

In this vein, Foss et al. (2019), after reviewing a 30-year period of research on women’s
entrepreneurship, suggest that future analysis of this topic needs to take a closer look at the
links between institutional environments and female entrepreneurship. More specifically, they
point out the need to investigate the relationship between regulatory frameworks and the
prevailing level of female entrepreneurial activity. In a similar line, Manolova et al. (2017)
underline the contextual differences between countries and stress that future research should
look deeper into how formal institutions such as regulatory bodies might impact women
entrepreneurs across countries, taking into consideration that entrepreneurship is a context-
specific force (Welter, 2011; Mason & Brown, 2014).

This is where this present research comes in. Given the possibility that the application of labor
regulation might entail gender differences in entrepreneurial activity despite its formulation
from a gender-neutral conception (Barcena-Martin et al., 2021), this paper contributes to the
literature by providing a cross-national analysis of the links between labor regulatory context
and entrepreneurial activity under a gender perspective. To our knowledge, this is the first
attempt to explore the different influences that labor market regulation might imply on female
and male entrepreneurship across countries. We examine whether this relationship changes
depending on the country’s level of development. In particular, by considering entrepreneurship
as an occupational choice embedded within the institutional context of prevailing labor market
regulation at the country level (Kim et al., 2016), we assess the extent to which stricter labor
regulatory frameworks might favor female entrepreneurship compared to male
entrepreneurship across countries with different levels of economic development. We focus on



the period 2004-2018 and work with an unbalanced panel of 86 countries, consisting of 42 high
income countries and 44 developing economies, which are also examined differentially in an
attempt to obtain particular findings by level of economic development. We thus provide
institutional theory with new evidence on the extent to which regulation of employment matters
for entrepreneurial activity under a gender perspective, highlighting relevant interactions
between institutional and feminist theories. Additionally, at the policy level our findings offer
policy makers insights on the role of the national labor regulatory context in closing the gender
gap in entrepreneurship in both developed and developing economies.

The structure of the paper is as follows. The next section provides the theoretical framework of
the investigation on the basis of institutional economics and feminist theories. Section 3
describes data and methodology. Section 4 presents and discusses the results. Finally, Section
5 contains the conclusions.

2. Theoretical Framework

Institutional economics highlights how institutions can stimulate or hamper entrepreneurial
activities by providing an adequate context or by imposing barriers. The diverse institutional
elements (regulative, normative, cultural-cognitive) affect organizations at all their stages
(Scott, 2013), so that aspects such as economic regulation, government policies or belief
systems might influence each stage of the entrepreneurial process from the recognition of the
opportunity to the creation of new firms (Urbano et al., 2019).

Even when institutional theory emphasizes the importance of both formal and informal
dimensions in entrepreneurship, recent works suggest that informal institutions may affect
entrepreneurship more strongly than formal institutions (Thornton et al., 2011; Urbano et al.,
2019). The role of informal institutional factors in entrepreneurship has been largely explored
(see, e.g., Hechavarria, 2016; Stephan & Pathak, 2016; Urbano et al., 2016), underlining in
particular how socio-cultural factors may influence the decisions about launching an
entrepreneurial project (Estrin & Mickiewicz, 2012; Urbano & Alvarez, 2014). Thus, factors
such as fear of failure, perceived capabilities and perceived opportunities are considered as
some of the most relevant socio-cultural drivers of entrepreneurial engagement (Arenius &
Minniti, 2005; Anokhin & Schulze, 2009; Noguera et al., 2013; Aparicio et al., 2016). In the
case of female entrepreneurship, these factors seem to be especially decisive, since women
frequently show higher rates of fear of failure than male entrepreneurs (Koellinger et al., 2013);
tend to display a reduced perception of their own entrepreneurial skills, irrespective of their real
abilities; and usually present distinct socialization practices, so that their process of perceiving
entrepreneurial opportunities may be different from men’s (DeTienne & Chandler, 2007),
influencing the rate of female entrepreneurship (Verheul et al., 2005).

However, the links between entrepreneurship and formal institutions that determine the
economic regulatory framework, from labor to business, trade, investment or financial
regulation, have been found to be much less clear (see, for instance, Barcena-Martin et al.,
2021). Focusing on labor market regulation, this refers to aspects of the regulatory framework
of a country’s labor market such as requirements concerning minimum wages, laws inhibiting
layoffs, severance stipulations or measurable regulatory restraints on hiring and hours worked



(Miller et al., 2020). Overall, building a labor regulatory framework without unnecessary
impediments to entrepreneurship (Isenberg, 2010) sounds wispy; hence, finding a balance
between over- and under- labor market regulation is a challenge that should be pursued. On one
hand, from a market-oriented perspective, labor market freedom seems necessary for the
efficient allocation of resources to their most productive uses, and greater flexibility may be
helpful for market stakeholders to acclimate to changing contexts. According to the European
Commission (2017), more flexible labor regulation boosts business activity by promoting
corporate growth and facilitating the adaption to changing market trends. Consequently, more
flexible labor regulation helps both entrepreneurs and workers to adopt convenient and efficient
choices, especially in periods of economic downturn, such as the Global Financial Crisis (2008-
2012) or the more recent pandemic crisis, allowing market stakeholders to react faster to the
challenges and opportunities that emerge during periods of crisis (Bjgrnskov, 2016; Lithuania
Free Market Institute, 2019). On the other hand, advocates of stricter labor regulation sustain
that labor market flexibility allocates excessive decision-making power to employers,
increasing employee vulnerability and affecting productivity (World Bank, 2018). Thus,
adequate enforcement of stricter labor legislation might contribute both to improving income
distribution and to reducing market failures and increasing efficiency (Ronconi, 2019).

Despite the fact that labor regulation is generally established from a gender-neutral perspective,
from a gender point of view the question arises whether this regulation might entail differential
effects on female and male entrepreneurship. Most feminist theories that seek to explain
differences in performance by gender essentially defend equality between women and men. The
main difference resides in their focus. The literature highlights three main theoretical
approaches, namely feminist empiricism, feminist standpoint, and post-structural feminism
(Harding, 1987; Calas & Smircich, 1996). Feminist empiricism states that even though women
and men have the same capabilities, women are not given the same opportunities, so that if they
had similar chances they would achieve equal results (Holmes, 2007). Hence, this approach
focuses on discriminatory structures as the basis of women’s subordination. Feminist
standpoint assumes that women, in contrast to men, have undergone personal experiences of
how structures oppress them because of their female condition. Therefore, they have the right
to interpret women’s experiences of oppression (hence the concept of ‘standpoint’) and the
commitment to make them visible through their research (Harding, 1987). Finally, post-
structuralist feminism is based on the idea that discrimination is rooted not just in sex, but in
any social category (Hooks, 1984). Gender differences are produced through language, and
‘Woman’ as well as ‘Gender’ are social constructs developed through culture, history and
geography (Holmes, 2007).

It should be emphasized that feminist empiricism is often used in conjunction with a liberal
feminist agenda, such that overall higher economic freedom is expected to reduce gender
inequality. Through its adaptation to entrepreneurship based on the work of Fischer et al.
(1993), this approach usually focuses on women’s prevalence in business and their
characteristics in comparison to men, contrasting specific indicators such as growth rates,
company sizes, profitability or survival time (Anna et al., 2000). In this sense, the research of
female and male entrepreneurial activity would fit under this perspective, even though it also
has connections with certain premises of the feminist standpoint and post-structuralist feminist



theories?. Consistent with its liberal principles, this theoretical view holds that more flexible
labor market regulation tends to contribute to reducing the entrepreneurship gap between men
and women, as stringent labor market regulation might disproportionately affect women
entrepreneurs (Cockburn, 1991; Marlow & Patton, 2005; Boudreaux & Nikolaev, 2019).
Consequently, it could be expected that labor market freedom should contribute to giving
women the same opportunities as men and balance entrepreneurship rates.

Thus, on the basis of these institutional and feminist approaches, potential adverse effects of
stricter employment regulation on entrepreneurship could be expected, and not necessarily in a
similar way for women and men due essentially to three main factors: risk aversion, opportunity
costs, and chilling effects on new entrepreneurs.

The first factor is related to risk aversion. The perception of individuals when opting for an
occupational choice is that stricter regulation, particularly in terms of minimum wages, laws
inhibiting layoffs or mandatory severance requirements, would discourage companies from
firing them if they get a paid job, which might help ensure a regular flow of income when they
choose to become employees (Fu et al., 2018). Thus, potential entrepreneurs estimate the
expected utility of being employed in the labor market when deciding to become either self-
employed or an employee, and tend to be reluctant to enter risky environments when choosing
an occupation, since they think that starting an entrepreneurial project can either succeed or fail
(Campbell et al., 2017; Liebregts & Stam, 2019). That might make individuals choose paid
employment rather than self-employment, reducing their entrepreneurial intentions. In terms of
female entrepreneurship, women are found to be more sensitive to these contextual
circumstances, since their perceived risk aversion is usually greater than men’s (Estrin &
Mickiewicz 2011).

The second factor refers to employee opportunity costs: labor market rigidity makes people
who are already enjoying stable employment more reluctant to abandon their job, given the
uncertainty of returning to a similar one if something goes wrong (Stuart & Sorenson, 2003;
Henrekson, 2007; Henrekson & Roine, 2007; Parker, 2007). Thus, stricter labor market
regulation might discourage employees to become entrepreneurs, as they would feel they are
leaving a safety cushion, i.e., imposing opportunity costs upon entrepreneurship (Liebregts &
Stam 2019). Moreover, stricter regulation might lead to a self-selection of the most skilled
women in the labor markets, since higher wages might increase the opportunity costs of
launching an entrepreneurial project for the best-performing female workers, this being less
marked in the case of men (Rosti & Chelli 2005). Consequently, less skilled women may opt
to begin entrepreneurial activities (Minniti & Naudé 2010), while highly talented women are
commonly less prone to launch new businesses® (Elam et al., 2019).

2 policies based on the feminist standpoint perspective might focus on changing social structures in order to cater to women”s
requirements. Gender quotas to increase the representation of women on corporative boards or gender-specific business training
for entrepreneurs are some examples.

3 This fact is usually accompanied by the fewer possibilities that talented women have to reach positions of high responsibility
in companies in comparison to their male peers. This way, the growing public debate and literature on the pertinence of
introducing gender quotas in both public and privates spheres highlights the benefits that particularly more talented women
could receive (World Bank, 2015; ILO, 2016; Paoloni & Demartini, 2016).



Finally, the third key factor has to do with the ‘chilling effect’ on new entrepreneurs. Individuals
who consider becoming entrepreneurs have to contemplate the prospects of succeeding as
employers. The costs related to labor market regulation may act as a deterrent of their
entrepreneurial intentions, as potential entrepreneurs believe said costs might considerably
impact on their company’s cost function (Liebregts & Stam 2019)* Thus, the price of
complying with the requirements of stricter labor regulation can make entry into the market of
newly created companies particularly costly, stalling new entrepreneurs (Klapper et al., 2006;
Van Stel et al., 2007; Roman et al., 2011). Overall, women are more prone to own solo
businesses, have fewer employees, and generally show lower growth aspirations in their
businesses than men (Elam et al., 2019), so the chilling effect is expected to discourage more
men than women, since the labor costs might have a greater impact on their businesses.

Together with the previous factors whereby labor market regulation might be expected to affect
men and women differently in the prevalence rates of entrepreneurial activity, some authors
stress certain specific elements. For instance, Boudreaux and Nikolaev (2019) point out that
labor market regulation might influence women’s entrepreneurship particularly in low-quality
jobs, as labor regulation tends to be stricter in these environments, making workers hang on to
current jobs and decreasing their incentives to become self-employed or to launch new
entrepreneurial projects. Hence, since women tend to be overrepresented in lower productivity
sectors (Teow et al., 2018) given that social systems push women to take these jobs (Clark
Muntean & Ozkazang-Pan, 2015), labor market regulation might influence women more
intensely than men.

To sum up, our theoretical framework leads us to formulate the following hypotheses:

H1. Stricter labor market regulation is expected to be connected with lower rates of
entrepreneurship for both men and women.

H2. Labor market flexibility is linked differently to the prevalence of female and male
entrepreneurship, such that the links are stronger for women in comparison to men.

Moreover, in connection with each country-specific institutional environment, its level of
economic development might also be significant in the total prevalence of female
entrepreneurship rates (De Vita et al., 2014). Thus, in low-income countries women are
considered as key drivers in the process of entrepreneurship related to the increase of female-
headed households across the Global South, together with their essential family role (Horrell &
Krishnan, 2007). This causes women to face higher opportunity costs when they turn their
attention away from pressing matters to detect or seek new business opportunities (Gifford,
1998) and induces women entrepreneurs to be less likely than men to perceive business
opportunities around them (Elam et al., 2019). Furthermore, sometimes the inappropriate labor
regulation in many low-income countries might push women to launch entrepreneurial projects
because of the nonexistence of an adequate labor market. In fact, women in low-income
countries tend to show less fear of failure when compared to women in high-income economies,
usually presenting higher entrepreneurship rates than in high-income countries. This is related

4 For example, redundancy pay reduces a company’s cash-flow expectation and might enhance the risk of future economic
losses (Kanniainen & Vesala 2005).



to the fact that for many women becoming entrepreneurs is the only feasible way to have a job,
in addition to the fact that certain strong socio-cultural factors might reduce their access to
established channels of formal employment (De Vita et al., 2014). These aspects are particularly
present in the case of disadvantaged and less educated women, as the reasons behind the
occupational choice of those women are quite different from the reasons of those who choose
to launch an entrepreneurial activity to exploit an opportunity, even when they have access to
alternative income-generating projects (Langowitz & Minniti 2007). Additionally, economic
development usually goes hand in hand with a rise of real wages, which makes wage-work more
interesting in comparison with self-employment. In this line, different studies (Schultz, 1990;
Bregger, 1996) have traditionally pointed out what statistics corroborate: self-employment rates
decrease as the level of economic development increases. Therefore, it seems relevant to
analyze whether the connection between a more flexible labor market and the general
prevalence of entrepreneurship by gender pointed out in H1 and H2 varies depending on the
countries’ level of development. This leads us to establish the following hypotheses:

H3. Stricter labor market regulation is expected to be connected with lower rates of
entrepreneurship, with this relationship being moderated by the level of development of
countries, such that the relationship is more intense for developing countries.

H4. Female entrepreneurial activities in developing countries tend to be particularly
conditioned by labor regulation, as compared to men’s.

Our work thus investigates whether changes in labor market regulation, one of the key
structures of the institutional context, contributes to generating conditions in which men and
women may balance entrepreneurship rates in the economically developed and developing
world. On the basis of institutional economics and the liberal principles of feminist empiricism,
we wonder whether less stringent regulation contributes to greater gender equality in terms of
entrepreneurial activity. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study in the literature that
addresses the interplay of the labor regulatory context and entrepreneurship under a gender
perspective across countries at different levels of economic development.

3. Data and Methodology
3.1. Data

Our sample consists of an unbalanced panel of 86 countries over the period 2004-2018, whose
country-level data sources are the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) —Adult Population
Survey (APS)—, Heritage Foundation (HF) and World Development Indicators (WDI). The
sample of countries includes 42 high-income countries and 44 developing countries (middle-
and low-income economies) across the globe (see Table Al of the Online Appendix).

3.1.1. Dependent variable

We use Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (2022) data on the Total Early-stage Entrepreneurial
Activity (TEA) index by gender, labeled as female TEA and male TEA, which indicate the
percentage of the adult working-age population aged 18-64 by sex in a country that is in the
process of starting, or has already started, a business (a nascent entrepreneur or owner-manager
of a new business) that is less than 42 months old. GEM is internationally recognized as a



trusted source of comparable data across a large variety of countries and their data on
entrepreneurial activity are widely used in the literature (Reynolds et al., 2005; Urbano &
Alvarez, 2014). Data used in this study collected through the APS are administered to a
minimum of 2,000 adults in each economy, ensuring that they are nationally representative.

3.1.2. Explanatory variable

We take into consideration the labor freedom index provided by the Heritage Foundation
(Miller et al., 2022), in association with the Wall Street Journal, on the legal and regulatory
framework of a country’s labor market, one of the quantitative measures on labor flexibility
used most among scholars, policy makers, and international organizations. This measure, used
in the Heritage Foundation’s Index of Economic Freedom to capture labor market regulatory
efficiency, includes aspects such as regulations concerning minimum wages, laws inhibiting
layoffs, severance requirements, and measurable regulatory restraints on hiring and hours
worked (Miller et al., 2022). Data ranges from O to 100, where O corresponds to highest
restraints and 100 corresponds to the maximum level of labor market flexibility.

This variable relies on World Bank Doing Business as the main source for national level data
on labor market regulation, in line with Van Stel et al. (2007) and Fu et al. (2018), who utilize
the employment rigidity index from the World Bank’s Ease of Doing Business (WBEDB) in
their country-level analysis. Note that the Doing Business 2011 study (World Bank &
International Finance Corporation, 2010) discontinued the three sub-indices of ‘Employing
Workers’, namely the difficulty of hiring index, the rigidity of hours index, and the difficulty
of redundancy index, reporting only raw data. Later, for the 2014 index the three-sub indices
were reconstructed by the Heritage Foundation according to the methodology used previously
by the Doing Business study.

3.1.3. Control variables

In our baseline models we use control variables from the WDI and GEM APS. From the World
Bank dataset (World Bank, 2022), we include the log of Gross Domestic Product per capita
(logGDPpc) in parity purchasing power (constant 2011 international dollar) as a proxy of the
level of economic development, widely used in comparative entrepreneurship studies (Van Stel
et al., 2007; Acs et al., 2008). In line with previous research (Reynolds, 2011; Hechavarria &
Ingram, 2019), we also control for the annual percentage growth rate of GDP (GDP growth),
as well as female and male labor force participation rates between ages 15-64 (female labor
force and male labor force) and female and male unemployment rates (female unemployment
and male unemployment). Likewise, in our model we also include the country’s population size,
taking into consideration that it might impact entrepreneurship by affecting the supply of
individuals who are active in the labor force. Finally, we also use Year dummies in our models.

Our main explanatory variable on labor market flexibility is also interacted with the log of Gross
Domestic Product per capita (labor flexibility*logGDPpc). Alternatively, we introduce a
dummy variable indicating if it is a high-income country (high-income country), which interacts
with the variable labor market flexibility (labor flexibility*high-income country) in order to
obtain further insights on the possible different links between labor flexibility and female and
male entrepreneurial activity across different levels of economic development. See Table A2 of



the Online Appendix for descriptive statistics of all variables used in the baseline specifications,
Table A3 for the mean values of TEA for females and males by country and Table A4 for the
pairwise correlation matrix, respectively.

3.2. Methodology

Our data is an unbalanced dynamic longitudinal panel. Given the differences in context and
entrepreneurship between countries, the use of panel data techniques that allow controlling for
country effects not captured by the variables in the model is advisable. Dynamic panel data
models account for the high persistence of the level of entrepreneurship. We formulate the
following panel data model with one lag of the dependent variable by using the one-step system
Generalized Method of Moments’ estimator (system GMM) (Arellano & Bover, 1995; Blundell
& Bond, 1998) to analyze separately female TEA and male TEA, for country c at time t:

TEA; =G + P1TEA 1+ BoLF + B3 GDPye + PsXor + Wit (1)

where .. represents the fixed term for each country that captures permanent individual-specific
effects over time not automatically considered in the model, TEA.._, controls for short term
dynamics and conditional convergence, as it is the lagged level of the variable TEA, LF_, is the
corresponding index of labor flexibility, GDP,, is the log of Gross Domestic Product per
capita, x., are control variables, and w_, is a normally distributed error term.

We extend the model presented in (1) to include a new variable, LF,; * GDP,,, labor market
flexibility interacted with the log of Gross Domestic Product per capita, defining a second
baseline specification (2) that allows qualifying conclusions obtained in model (1):

TEAct = Zc + BlTEAct—l-l' ﬁZLFct + ﬁ3 GDPct + Bél- LFCt * GDPct + Bsxct + Wt (2)

We extend the model presented in (2) to include a new variable, high — income country,
HIC,;, adummy variable identifying high income countries (specified in Table A3 in the online
Appendix), defining a third baseline specification (3).

TEAct = (c + BlTEAct—l-l' ﬁZLFct + [33 GDPct + ﬁsxct + ﬁ6 HICct + ﬁ7 LFct * HICct +
+ Wt (3)

The validity of the system GMM estimator moment conditions can be tested by means of the
overidentifying restrictions test proposed by Sargan (1958) and Hansen (1982) and by testing
the null hypothesis of no second order serial correlation in the error term.

Notwithstanding that TEA is bounded by the unit interval, we search for the presence of unit
roots. We perform a stationary analysis in order to assess the accuracy of the parameters. In
particular, we consider the Phillips-Perron (Perron & Phillips, 1988) unit root test, and verify
that the unit-root hypothesis is rejected (results available upon request).

4. Results and Discussion

4.1. Baseline Models
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The results for equation (1) and (2), models 1 and 2 respectively, are presented in Table 1, while
results for equation (3), model 3, are in Table 2. The models are properly adjusted, since the
residuals in the first difference are allowed to be serially correlated (AR1). However, this
assumption does not apply in the case of the second difference. In this case, the test shows
statistically non-significant results for second-order autocorrelation in the second differences
(AR2) and the statistics of over identifying restrictions.

To start with, in model 1 we find that more restrictive labor market regulation® seems to be
associated with higher rates of female and male early-stage entrepreneurial activity (8, =
—0.116 and — 0.117, respectively for females and males), pointing out the importance of labor
market regulation for entrepreneurial activity, irrespective of the entrepreneur’s gender.
Therefore, our empirical evidence does not support H1, differing from previous studies such as
Robson (2003), Van Stel et al. (2007), Bosma (2009), Bosma and Schutjens (2009), or Ardagna
and Lusardi (2010), which sustain that stringent labor market regulation may hinder
entrepreneurship. Our results seem to indicate that stricter labor market regulation, which might
discourage firms from firing but also from hiring workers, could contribute to creating a push-
effect towards entrepreneurial activities despite the risk aversion of potential entrepreneurs, as
their opportunity costs diminish (Golpe et al., 2008). Moreover, other studies argue that stricter
labor regulation might make employers circumvent labor market policies by contracting work
out via the route of dependent self-employment, a growing practice in numerous developed and
developing economies (Roman et al., 2011; Williams & Horodnic, 2019). Our estimates also
indicate that the level of economic development (GDP) is negatively associated to
entrepreneurial activity (8; = —0.398 and — 0.395, for females and males, respectively).
These results are consistent with the prevalent literature (see, e.g., Elam et al., 2019, and Bosma
et al., 2020), demonstrating that higher-income countries usually present lower levels of TEA.

According to model 1, H2 would be rejected, as there are no significant differences in the
relationships between labor market flexibility and female and male entrepreneurship.
Nonetheless, we can qualify these conclusions by introducing an interaction between the labor
market flexibility and the level of economic development variables (model 2). Our estimations
highlight significant links for female entrepreneurial activity. In particular, we observe that
although in principle restrictive labor market regulation seems to be associated with higher rates
of female entrepreneurship (B, = —2.621), as economic development increases this
relationship tends to smooth out (8, = 2.477); that is, the greater the level of development the
lower the association between labor flexibility and female entrepreneurship rates. For males,
there also seems to be an attenuation (8, = —2.773), but the association of labor force
flexibility and entrepreneurship with greater economic development does not seem significant
(B, = 2.598). Likewise, in model 2 we confirm that both female and male early-stage
entrepreneurial activity tends to decrease in economies with higher GDP per capita (85 =
—2.903 and — 3.066, respectively), as in the previous model. This way, when controlling for
economic development, we clearly support H2, given that the regulation of employment is
linked differently to the prevalence of female and male entrepreneurship. Thus, while stricter
labor market regulation is not significantly related to male entrepreneurship, a flexible labor

5> Recall that 0 corresponds to highest restraints and 100 corresponds to the maximum level of labor market flexibility.
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market is linked to the lower prevalence of female entrepreneurial activity, and this association
tends to lose strength when the level of development is greater. However, from a theoretical
point of view, as we reject H1, our results do not seem to support the principles of the liberal
feminist agenda, since less labor regulation does not contribute to an increase of female
entrepreneurship rates. Our findings seem to go in a different direction than the principles
exposed by Cockburn (1991), Marlow and Patton, (2005) or Boudreaux and Nikolaev (2019).
They point to the idea that female entrepreneurship is more sensitive than male entrepreneurship
to the contextual circumstances, even more in less economic developed countries, to some
extent because women’s perceived risk aversion and opportunity costs are greater than men’s
(Estrin & Mickiewicz, 2011). Furthermore, our results would be consistent with the ideas of
Minniti and Naudé (2010) and Elam et al. (2019), as generally less skilled women tend to begin
entrepreneurial activities to a greater extent than better-educated women. This circumstance
might arise not only within countries but also in the comparison of countries, since high-income
countries usually present higher educational levels than low-income countries (Graetz et al.,
2020). Likewise, contrary to what was expected in the literature review, we highlight that the
‘chilling effect” on new entrepreneurs seems to condition women more than men, even when
female entrepreneurs are more prone to own businesses with fewer employees and generally
show lower growth aspirations in their businesses than men. This could be due to the fact that
in developing countries the dissuasive effect of complying with the regulations is less
pronounced than the ‘push effect’ towards entrepreneurship of not having a job (Clark Muntean
& Ozkazang-Pan, 2015).

After this discussion, there are sufficient arguments to partially support H3 in the sense that we
find that the influence of the labor regulatory context is not uniform through diverse economic
levels. Nevertheless, we consider it appropriate to complement the analysis addressing a cross-
country examination by differentiating by level of economic development (model 3 in Table 2).
We distinguish between developed and developing economies through the inclusion of a
dummy variable indicating if the country is a high-income one, as well as its interaction with
the variable labor flexibility. Model 3 shows significant links between labor market rigidity and
female entrepreneurial activity (8, = —0.647) for developing countries, while the interaction
between labor flexibility and the high-income country dummy reveals that labor market
regulation seems to have a differential significant positive effect (8, = 0.700) on female early-
stage entrepreneurs that counteracts the negative effect and nullifies the effect of labor
flexibility for female entrepreneurial activity in high-income countries. Nonetheless, labor
flexibility has no significant effect for males in high-income countries (not significant 8, =
—0.228) nor in developing countries (not significtant §; = 0.259). These results thus
corroborate H3, as the association between labor market regulation and the level of
entrepreneurship is modulated by the level of development of the countries, even though the
sign of this association is not the expected one, as discussed with regard to H1.

In this vein, our findings corroborate that in developing countries regulation tends to condition
particularly women’s entrepreneurship more intensely than men’s. Thus, we support H4. It
might be argued that in the developing world labor market regulation does not seem negligible
in terms of entrepreneurship, especially affecting female entrepreneurs. More labor flexibility
might entail a less favorable environment to start a new business for women in comparison to
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men, connected not only with their different perception of risks, capacities and opportunities,
but also to gender biases that are especially marked in these countries, such as gender-based
occupational stereotypes (Eccles et al., 1993; Eccles, 1994) and occupational segregation
(Lerner et al., 1997), leading women to engage in less uncertain traditional activities.

As the period analyzed includes the Global Financial Crisis (2008-2012), we run the same
specification as model 2 for separate regressions, one for the years of the Global Financial Crisis
and the other for the other years. Table 3 reveals that labor market regulation has no gender
effects on the early-stage entrepreneurs in the years of the Global Financial Crisis, while for the
expansionary period there are significant links between labor market flexibility and female
entrepreneurial activity, once again varying with the countries’ level of development. This
corroborates that during financial and economic crises there is a disruption of the regular
performance of the labor market, as the patterns of hiring, employment and dismissals are
modified by the crisis. In our case, the estimates confirm that labor regulation is not a
determining factor in female or male entrepreneurial activity in times of crisis, possibly
depending on aspects such as the difficulties in accessing to credit or the uncertainty of the
economic environment (Galindo-Martin et al., 2021), while in the non-crisis period labor
market flexibility significantly reduces female TEA, a link that is smoothed by the country’s
level of development.
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Table 1. Labor flexibility and female and male early-stage entrepreneurial activity. Models 1 and 2.

Model 1 Model 2
female TEA male TEA female TEA male TEA
Coefficient [Std. Error] Coefficient [Std. Error] Coefficient [Std. Error] Coefficient [Std. Error]

p value p value p value p value
Lagged female TEA (t-1) -0.051 [0.232] 0.120 [0.268]
Lagged male TEA (t-1) 0.150 [0.126] 0.086 [0.179]
labor flexibility -0.116** [0.053] -0.117** [0.054] -2.621*** [0.984] -2.773 [1.871]
logGDPpc -0.398* [0.211] -0.395*** [0.149] -2.903*** [1.064] -3.066* [1.676]
GDPgrowth 0.010 [0.006] 0.009 [0.006] 0.006 [0.005] 0.005 [0.005]
female labor force -0.092 [0.183] 0.035 [0.186]
male labor force -0.321 [0.403] 0.003 [0.428]
female unemployment 0.091 [0.396] 0.143 [0.380]
male unemployment -0.149 [0.223] -0.196 [0.297]
population -0.002 [0.002] -0.002 [0.002] -0.003 [0.002] -0.004 [0.003]
labor flexibility*logGDPpc 2.477*** [0.919] 2.598 [1.734]
Time dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant 0.677*** [0.235] 0.916*** [0.323] 3.111%** [1.129] 3.406* [2.029]
Observations 576 576 576 576
Number of countries 86 86 86 86
Wald 145.89 0.000 136.09 0.000 145.82 0.000 83.57 0.000
n instrum 25 25 26 26
AR1 -0.94 0.349 -2.79 0.005 -1.16 0.247 -1.69 0.092
AR2 -1.54 0.123 -0.69 0.491 -1.04 0.299 -0.85 0.396
Hansen 3.38 3.53 5.81 4.28
Over identifying restrictions Test 0.496 0.473 0.214 0.370
R2 0.108 0.243 0.245 0.261

*** Significant at 1% level; ** Significant at 5% level; * Significant at 10% level.
ARL1: Arellano-Bond Test AR (1); AR2: Arellano-Bond Test AR (2)
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Table 2. Labor flexibility and female and male early-stage entrepreneurial activity. Model 3.

Model 3
female TEA male TEA
Coefficient  [Std. Error] Coefficient  [Std. Error]
p value p value
Lagged female TEA (t-1) 0.247 [0.310]
Lagged male TEA (t-1) 0.105 [0.177]
labor flexibility -0.647** [0.312] -0.228 [0.338]
high-income country 2.325 [1.670] -0.666 [1.283]
labor flexibility*high-income country 0.700** [0.325] 0.259 [0.350]
logGDPpc 0.728 [0.731] -0.607 [0.535]
logGDPpc *high-income country -2.898 [1.794] 0.388 [1.403]
GDPgrowth 0.006 [0.008] 0.007 [0.005]
female labor force 0.286 [0.398]
male labor force 0.068 [0.375]
female unemployment -0.292 [0.574]
male unemployment -0.037 [0.361]
population -0.002 [0.002] -0.003 [0.002]
Time dummies Yes Yes
Constant -0.113 [0.669] 0.933 [0.624]
Observations 576 576
Number of countries 86 86
Wald 239.88 0.000 1093.58 0.000
n instrum 27 27
AR1 -1.24 0.214 -1.75 0.080
AR2 -0.71 0.475 -0.63 0.531
Hansen 0.64 5.62
Over identifying restrictions Test 0.887 0.132
R2 0.132 0.412

*** Significant at 1% level; ** Significant at 5% level; * Significant at 10% level.
AR1: Arellano-Bond Test AR (1); AR2: Arellano-Bond Test AR (2)
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Table 3. Labor flexibility and female and male early-stage entrepreneurial activity for Global Financial Crisis and rest of years.

Global Financial Crisis (2008-2012) Rest of years
female TEA male TEA female TEA male TEA
Coefficient ~ [Std. Error]  Coefficient  [Std. Error] Coefficient ~ [Std. Error]  Coefficient  [Std. Error]

p value p value p value p value
Lagged female TEA (t-1) 0.127 [0.264] 0.337 [0.311]
Lagged male TEA (t-1) 0.281 [0.244] 0.379 [0.377]
labor flexibility -1.067 [1.747] -0.394 [5.762] -3.870** [1.569] -2.208 [2.636]
logGDPpc -1.561 [1.873] -0.763 [6.011] -3.953** [1.549] -2.303 [2.500]
GDPgrowth 0.005 [0.007] 0.013 [0.029] -0.004 [0.005] -0.000 [0.005]
female labor force -0.016 [0.449] 0.096 [0.179]
male labor force -0.653 [3.694] 0.049 [0.913]
female unemployment -0.174 [0.173] -0.251 [0.308]
male unemployment -0.230 [0.243] -0.479 [0.975]
population -0.001 [0.003] 0.000 [0.012] -0.004* [0.002] -0.004* [0.002]
labor flexibility_logGDPpc 1.030 [1.617] 0.408 [5.206] 3.609** [1.461] 2.055 [2.467]
Time dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes
Constant 1.717 [1.916] 1.386 [3.793] 4.261*** [1.645] 2.554 [3.318]
Observations 163 163 325 325
Number of countries 59 59 76 76
Wald 264.76 0.000 914.69 0.000 472.14 0.000 1210.79 0.000
n instrum 16 16 20 20
AR1 -1.6 0.111 -2.05 0.04 -1.06 0.288 -0.87 0.382
AR2 -0.56 0.575 -1.22 0.224 -2.12 0.034 -2.31 0.021
Hansen 2.42 3.04 4.42 15.96
Over identifying restrictions Test 0.659 0.551 0.352 0.003
R2 0.401 0.328 0.307 0.463

** Significant at 1% level; ** Significant at 5% level; * Significant at 10% level.
ARL1: Arellano-Bond Test AR (1); AR2: Arellano-Bond Test AR (2)
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4.2. Robustness Analysis

To assess the robustness of the results, we introduce several control variables in our
baseline specifications. In particular, we check for the robustness of the results of model
2 and 3 on labor flexibility by introducing additional time-varying variables (see Tables
4 and 5) that control for some additional formal and informal institutional aspects. On the
one hand, we work with the main variables on formal institutions that form a country’s
economic regulatory framework other than labor market flexibility provided by the
Heritage Foundation’s Index of Economic Freedom, namely business freedom, trade
freedom, investment freedom and financial freedom (for a detailed description of these
variables, see Miller et al., 2022). On the other hand, we consider some of the main
sociocultural drivers of entrepreneurial behavior highlighted in the literature as key
informal institutional variables that affect entrepreneurial activity (see, e.g., Noguera et
al., 2013): fear of failure, perceived capabilities and perceived opportunities. These
variables, from the GEM APS, provide country-level values in relation to the extent to
which individuals indicate that fear of failure prevents them from setting up a business;
consider that they have the knowledge, skills and experience to start up a business; and
see good opportunities to start a firm in the area where they live, respectively (Global
Entrepreneurship Monitor, 2022).

Overall, we continue to observe (Table 4) that labor flexibility is negatively associated
with female early-stage entrepreneurial activity, with this association diminishing as the
level of economic development of countries increases, while male early-stage
entrepreneurial activity is not associated with labor flexibility. Of all additional control
variables used, only financial freedom is significant for male entrepreneurship. When we
introduce a dummy variable indicating if it is a high-income country and interact it with
labor flexibility (Table 5), results continue to show that in general labor market regulation
has no effects on the early-stage entrepreneurs for males, while labor flexibility is
associated to lower female early-stage entrepreneurial activity in developing countries,
although this association tends to disappear in high-income countries. The only exception
is when we control for perceived capabilities, where no association is found between labor
flexibility and rate of entrepreneurship, neither male nor female. Regarding control
variables, we find that no time varying variables are significant. This way, these results
confirm that labor market regulation in high-income countries tends not to be associated
to female or male entrepreneurial activity, which leads one to think that other contextual
factors are more importantly linked with entrepreneurship.
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Table 4. Labor flexibility and female and male early-stage entrepreneurial activity. Robustness checks for Model 2

Model 2
labor flexibility labor flexibility*logGDPpc Time varying control variable
female TEA male TEA female TEA male TEA female TEA male TEA
[Std. [Std. [Std. [Std. [Std. [Std.
Coeff. Error] Coeff Error] Coeff Error] Coeff Error] Coeff Error] Coeff Error]
Robustness 1 -2.429**  [1.017] -2.333 [1.552] 2.309** [0.954] 2.202 [1.444] business_freedom 0.005 [0.049] -0.044 [0.082]
Robustness 2~ -2.530*** [0.953] -1.73 [1.357] 2.398*** [0.896] 1.633 [1.260] trade_freedom 0.079  [0.143] -0.173 [0.158]
Robustness 3 -2.606**  [1.019] -2.432 [2.078] 2.459*** [0.951] 2.298 [1.929] investment_freedom -0.002  [0.050] -0.067 [0.070]
Robustness 4 -1.616 [1.046] -0.742 [1.560] 1531 [0.975] 0.731 [1.471] financial_freedom -0.019 [0.072] -0.179** [0.089]
Robustness 5 -2.344**  [0.958] -3.773 [2.416] 2.210** [0.895] 3.551 [2.272] fear_failure -0.017  [0.058] 0.085 [0.105]
Robustness 6 -2.369*  [1.285] -1.862 [3.467] 2.237* [1.197] 1.743 [3.238] perceived_capabilities 0.038  [0.083] 0.069 [0.161]
Robustness 7 -2.388*** [0.842] -2.58 [1.654] 2.258*** [0.782] 2.42 [1.535] perceived_opportunities  -0.011  [0.024] 0.012 [0.040]

** Significant at 1% level; ** Significant at 5% level; * Significant at 10% level.

Note: Robustness 1 includes the variable business_freedom in Model 2; Robustness 2 trade_freedom; Robustness 3 investment_freedom; Robustness 4 financial_freedom;
Robustness 5 fear_failure; Robustness 6 perceived_capabilities; and Robustness 7 perceived_opportunities.
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Table 5. Labor flexibility and female and male early-stage entrepreneurial activity. Robustness checks for Model 3

Model 3
labor flexibility Time varying control variable
female TEA male TEA female TEA male TEA
[Std. [Std. [Std.
Coeff. Error] Coeff Error] Coeff Error] Coeff [Std. Error]
Robustness 1 -0.476*  [0.249] -0.166 [0.207] business_freedom -0.060  [0.112] -0.044 [0.076]
Robustness 2 -0.555*  [0.313] -0.108 [0.212] trade_freedom -0.134  [0.305] -0.053 [0.214]
Robustness 3 -0.216% [0.131] %0 [0162]  investment freedom 0002 001 5008 [0.059]
Robustness 4 -0.482**  [0.245] -0.343 [0.468] financial_freedom -0.111  [0.146] -0.330 [0.263]
Robustness 5 -0.428*  [0.252] -0.205 [0.278] fear_failure 0.100  [0.130] 0.028 [0.072]
Robustness 6 -0.632 [0.391] -0.132 [0.290] perceived_capabilities -0.031  [0.205] 0.096 [0.111]
Robustness 7 -0.519** [0.242] -0.259 [0.278] perceived_opportunities  -0.018  [0.040] -0.009 [0.047]

*** Significant at 1% level; ** Significant at 5% level; * Significant at 10% level.
Note: Robustness 1 includes the variable business_freedom in Model 3; Robustness 2 trade_freedom; Robustness 3 investment_freedom;
Robustness 4 financial _freedom; Robustness 5 fear_failure; Robustness 6 perceived_capabilities; and Robustness 7 perceived_opportunities.
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5. Conclusions

This study investigates potential gendered effects of country-level labor market regulation on
entrepreneurial activity in the framework of institutional economics and feminist theories.
While from a market-oriented approach it is usually assumed that there is a positive association
between labor market flexibility and the level of entrepreneurial activity across countries, we
demonstrate the existence of differentiated links between labor market regulation and early-
stage entrepreneurial activity for women and men depending on the country’s level of economic
development.

According to our results, in high-income countries the links between labor flexibility and
entrepreneurial activity are negligible, highlighting that in advanced economies labor market
regulation, unlike other facets of context addressed by the literature, does not play a significant
role in determining new ventures. In contrast, in developing countries the regulation of labor
seems to be especially associated with female entrepreneurship. More flexible labor regulation
is related to lower female early-stage entrepreneurial activity, even though this relationship
tends to dilute as the country’s level of economic development increases. Following liberal
feminist theories, it would be expected that as labor market freedom increases, women might
have higher incentives than men to become entrepreneurs. However, our results suggest that at
low stages of development such mechanisms do not seem to work, or may even operate in the
opposite direction. Thus, even though labor market freedom could contribute to giving women
the same opportunities as men’s, more labor flexibility might discourage women from starting
new businesses. Women’s greater opportunity costs and risk aversion, along with gender biases
that characterize labor markets in numerous developing economies, might prevent them from
taking advantage of their capabilities and opportunities for new ventures. In contrast, stringent
labor market regulation, which discourages firms from firing but also from hiring workers,
might contribute to reducing the high opportunity costs of potential female entrepreneurs and
impelling their entrepreneurial initiatives as a form of job opportunity and empowerment in the
context of developing countries. In this vein, our findings point out that the application of labor
regulation apparently formulated in a gender-neutral manner might lead to gender differences
in entrepreneurial activity.

Our research provides a series of implications at both theoretical and practical levels. With
regard to the theoretical contribution, this work may help advance the analysis of gender
differences in entrepreneurial activity from an institutional perspective, and its specific
connection to the labor regulatory framework across countries in both developing and
developed economies. Our results provide novel nuances to the general conclusion of the
existing literature regarding the association between labor flexibility and more
entrepreneurship. We move this idea forward by showing that labor market regulation, as a
formal institution, can have different effects depending on the degree of development of the
countries. Furthermore, despite being apparently gender-neutral, labor regulation can have
differentiated effects for men and women in its application. Consequently, our study contributes
to the understanding of the differences between countries in terms of the effect of a regulatory
context on entrepreneurial activity, highlighting once again that, from an institutional
standpoint, societies evolve as a result of different interventions but also through interactions
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between diverse contexts at different levels. On the other hand, from the point of view of
feminist theories, our work departs somewhat from the argumentative line of liberal feminist
theories, and particularly, feminist empiricism, which postulate that state action undermines the
so called ‘level playing field’ (Harding, 1987; Calas & Smircich, 1996). Our paper provides
insights explaining that less regulation does not contribute to reducing the gender gap in
entrepreneurship between men and women.

Regarding policy implications, our results reveal that improving labor regulation in aspects such
as minimum wages, laws inhibiting layoffs, severance requirements or restraints on hiring and
hours worked by taking into account the country-specific reality of women, especially in
developing countries, might be particularly advisable in terms of female entrepreneurship,
rather than the traditional prescription of increasing labor flexibility following the liberal
paradigm. Those measures might lead to reducing the entrepreneurial gender gap —which might
contribute to improving income distribution within countries (Ronconi, 2019)— seem to go in
line with the claims made by advocates of state regulation. We add new evidence to support
their demands: apart from reducing the excessive decision-making power of entrepreneurs and
market failures (World Bank, 2018; Ronconi, 2019), stringent labor regulation might contribute
to increase female entrepreneurial activity in developing countries. In addition, our results seem
to point to the importance of the ‘push effect’ toward entrepreneurship that labor market
regulation might produce in the developing world, a relatively novel and generally overlooked
finding in the institutional literature: stricter labor market regulation might not only ensure the
labor conditions of employees (Fu et al., 2018), but also might favor female entrepreneurial
activity.

Recognizing that labor regulation may affect entrepreneurship of men and women differently
due essentially to women’s greater opportunity costs and risk aversion, additional government
initiatives could also be proposed so that their interaction with the labor regulatory framework
might contribute to increase the number of entrepreneurs, particularly women, in developing
countries. Thus, policies supporting female entrepreneurship through media coverage via
television, radio, podcasts and social media of successful female entrepreneurs can motivate
them to consider entrepreneurship as a desirable career option, as Gurses and Ozcan (2015),
Srinivasan and Venkatraman (2018) and Olanrewaju et al. (2020) argue. Another key line of
action to promote entrepreneurship is to provide tools to identify resources and capacities to
reduce the fear of failure and opportunity costs. This could be accomplished, as indicated by
Leih and Teece (2016), by offering to students programs, courses and activities on
entrepreneurship, from a very pragmatic perspective, with special emphasis on the role of
women and gender equality. Having inspiring entrepreneurial role models as educational
visitors to share their experiences is also a way to counteract the fear of failure effect (Nowinski
and Haddoud, 2019 and Aparicio et al., 2021). Moreover, according to Acs et al. (2014) and De
Cock et al. (2020), policies to promote entrepreneurship should pay attention to the networks
that are driven by the pursuit of opportunity at the individual level, allowing the creation of new
firms, in particular in developing countries. In this regard, the expansion of commercial banks
seems highly advisable as a mechanism for incentive programs that provide advisory services,
especially in certain low economic development contexts (Coad et al., 2016; Gai and Minniti,
2015).
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Some limitations of the study must be emphasized. Regarding the sample, we work with an
unbalanced panel data set, that is, countries are not followed for the same years of analysis.
Thus, our findings should not be interpreted as definitive, even though we control for the year
analyzed. More precise estimations by using balanced samples from a larger group of countries
and longer analysis periods would provide more accurate estimators.

Furthermore, our analysis is performed at the country level, but different levels (countries,
regions, individuals) can be distinguished in the analysis of entrepreneur activity and the role
of the institutional context (Shinnar et al., 2012; Dheer and Lenartowicz, 2018; Krueger, 2020).
In order to have a deeper understanding of the contextual drivers of entrepreneurial activity and
particularly the labor regulatory framework, it would be necessary to account for the multilevel
influence of individual-level and country-level, or regional-level, institutional arrangements
through multilevel models that allow for interaction between factors. This estimation strategy
might facilitate an analysis of how individual- and contextual-factors complement each other
to explain the decision to start a new business.

Lastly, in order to provide more detailed guidance to policy makers in country-specific contexts,
further research would be needed to better understand the particular factors interacting with
labor market regulation in a concrete context, and the precise elements of labor regulation —
from minimum wages to restraints on firing— that are more decisive in reducing gender
differences in entrepreneurial activity.

References

Acs, Z., Autio, E., & Szerb, L. (2014). National Systems of Entrepreneurship: Measurement
Issues and Policy Implications. Research Policy, 43(3), 473-494.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.08.016

Acs, Z. J., Bardasi, E., Estrin, S., & Svejnar, J. (2011). Introduction to special issue of Small
Business Economics on female entrepreneurship in developed and developing
economies. Small Business Economics, 37(4), 393-396. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-
011-9372-1

Acs, Z. J., Desal, S., & Hessels, J. (2008). Entrepreneurship, economic development and
institutions. Small Business Economics, 31(3), 219-234. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-
008-9135-9

Al-Dajani, H., & Marlow, S. (2010). Impact of women’s home-based enterprise on family
dynamics: Evidence from jordan. International Small Business Journal, 28(5), 470-486.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242610370392

Anna, A. L., Chandler, G. N., Jansen, E., & Mero, N. P. (2000). Women business owners in
traditional and non-traditional industries. Journal of Business Venturing, 15(3), 279-303.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(98)00012-3

Anokhin, S., & Schulze, W. S. (2009). Entrepreneurship, innovation, and corruption. Journal
of Business Venturing, 24(5), 465-476. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2008.06.001

Aparicio, S., Urbano, D., & Audretsch, D. B. (2016). Institutional factors, opportunity
entrepreneurship and economic growth: Panel data evidence. Technological Forecasting

22


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2013.08.016

and Social Change, 102, 45-61. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2015.04.006

Aparicio, B., Urbano, D., & Stenholm, P. (2021). Attracting the entrepreneurial potential: A
multilevel institutional approach. Technological Forecasting & Social Change,
168(2021), 120748. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2021.120748

Ardagna, S., & Lusardi, A. (2010). Explaning International Differences in Entrepreneurship:
The Role of Individual Characteristics and Regulatory Constraints. In J. Lerner & A.
Schoar (Eds.), International differences in entrepreneurship (pp. 17-64). University of
Chicago Press. https://doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226473109.001.0001

Arellano, M., & Bover, O. (1995). Another look at the instrumental variable estimation of
error-components models. Journal of Econometrics, 68(1), 29-51.
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-4076(94)01642-D

Arenius, P., & Minniti, M. (2005). Perceptual variables and nascent entrepreneurship. Small
Business Economics, 24(3), 233-247. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-005-1984-x

Bércena-Martin, E., Medina-Claros, S., & Pérez-Moreno, S. (2021). Economic regulation,
opportunity-driven entrepreneurship and gender gap: emerging versus high-income
economies. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, 27(5), 1311-
1328. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-05-2020-0321

Bjernskov, C. (2016). Economic freedom and economic crises. European Journal of Political
Economy, 45, 11-23. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpoleco.2016.08.003

Blundell, R. W., & Bond, S. (1998). Initial conditions and moment restrictions in dynamic
panel data models. Journal of Econometrics, 87(1), 115-143.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-4076(98)00009-8

Bosma, N. (2009). The geography of entrepreneurial activity and regional economic
development: Multilevel analyses for Dutch and European regions. Utrecht University.

Bosma, N., Hill, S., lonescu-Somers, A., Kelley, D., Levie, J., & Tarnawa, A. (2020). Global
Entrepreneurship Monitor. Global Report 2019/2020. In Global Report 2019/2020.

Bosma, N., & Schutjens, V. (2009). Determinants of early-stage entrepreneurial activity in
European regions: distinguishing low and high ambition entrepreneurship. In D.
Smallbone, H. Landstrém, & D. Jones-Evans (Eds.), Entrepreneurship and Growth in
Local, Regional and National Economies (pp. 49-77). Edward Elgar Publishing Limited.

Boudreaux, C. J., & Nikolaev, B. (2019). Exploring gender differences in entrepreneurship:
how the regulatory environment mitigates differences in early-stage growth aspirations.
In A. Bullough, D. Hechavarria, C. Brush, & L. Edelman (Eds.), High-growth Women'’s
Entrepreneurship. Programs, Policies and Practices (pp. 109-132). Edward Elgar
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.4337/9781788118712.00012

Bregger, J. E. (1996). Measuring self-employment in the United States. Monthly Labor
Review, 119(1-2), 3-9.

Brush, C. G., de Bruin, A., & Welter, F. (2009). A gender-aware framework for women’s
entrepreneurship. International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, 1(1), 8-24.
https://doi.org/10.1108/17566260910942318

Calas, M., & Smircich, L. (1996). From “The woman’s point of view: Feminist approaches to
organization studies. In S. R. Clegg, C. Hardy, & W. R. Nord (Eds.), Handbook of

23



organization studies (pp. 218-257). Sage Publications.

Campbell, B. A., Kryscynski, D., & Olson, D. M. (2017). Bridging Strategic Human Capital
and Employee Entrepreneurship Research : A Labor Market Frictions Approach.
Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 11(3), 344-356. https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.1264

Clark Muntean, S., & Ozkazang-Pan, B. (2015). A Gender Integrative Theory of
Entrepreneurship. Academy of Management Proceedings, 18(1), 27-40.
https://doi.org/10.5465/ambpp.2014.15508abstract

Coad, A., Frankish, J. S., Roberts, R. G., & Storey, D. J. (2016). Why should banks provide
entrepreneurship training seminars? International Small Business Journal, 34(6), 733—
759. https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242615593138

Cockburn, C. (1991). In the way of women: men’s resistance to sex equality in organizations.
Cornell University Pres. https://doi.org/10.5860/choice.29-4815

De Cock, R., Andries, P., & Clarysse, B. (2020). How founder characteristics imprint
ventures’ internationalization processes: The role of international experience and
cognitive beliefs. Journal of World Business, 56(3), 101163.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2020.101163

De Vita, L., Mari, M., & Poggesi, S. (2014). Women entrepreneurs in and from developing
countries: Evidences from the literature. European Management Journal, 32(3), 451
460. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.em;j.2013.07.009

DeTienne, D. R., & Chandler, G. N. (2007). The Role of Gender in Opportunity
Identification. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 31(3), 365-386.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2007.00178.x

Dheer, R. J., & Lenartowicz, T. (2018). Multiculturalism and entrepreneurial intentions:
Understanding the mediating role of cognitions. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice,
42(3), 426-466. https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12260

Eccles, J. S. (1994). Understanding Women’s Educational And Occupational Choices:
Applying the Eccles et al. Model of Achievement-Related Choices. Psychology of
Women Quarterly, 18(4), 585-609. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-
6402.1994.tb01049.x

Eccles, J. S., Wigfield, A., Harold, R. D., & Blumenfeld, P. (1993). Age and Gender
Differences in Children’s Self- and Task Perceptions during Elementary School. Child
Development, 64(3), 830-847. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.2307/1131221

Elam, A., Brush, C. G., Greene, P. G., Baumer, B. S., Dean, M., & Heavlow, R. (2019).
Global Entrepreneurship Monitor. 2018/2019 Women’s Entrepreneurship Report.
Global Entrepreneurship Monitor.

Estrin, S., & Mickiewicz, T. (2011). Institutions and female entrepreneurship. Small Business
Economics, 37(4), 397-415. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-011-9373-0

Estrin, S., & Mickiewicz, T. (2012). Shadow Economy and Entrepreneurial Entry. Review of
Development Economics, 16(4), 559-578. https://doi.org/10.1111/rode.12004

European Commission. (2017). Proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and of
the Council on transparant and predictable working conditions in the European Union.
(2017/0355 (COD); COM(2017) 797).

24


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jwb.2020.101163

Fischer, E. M., Reuber, A. R., & Dyke, L. S. (1993). A theoretical overview and extension of
research on sex, gender, and entrepreneurship. Journal of Business Venturing, 8(2), 151
168. https://doi.org/10.1016/0883-9026(93)90017-Y

Foss, L., Henry, C., Ahl, H., & Mikalsen, G. H. (2019). Women’s entrepreneurship policy
research: a 30-year review of the evidence. Small Business Economics, 53(2), 409-429.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-018-9993-8

Fu, K., Larsson, A. S., & Wennberg, K. (2018). Habitual entrepreneurs in the making: how
labour market rigidity and employment affects entrepreneurial re-entry. Small Business
Economics, 51(2), 465-482. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-018-0011-y

Gai, Y., & Minniti, M. (2015b). External financing and the survival of black-owned start-ups
in the US. Eastern Economic Journal, 41(3), 387-410.
https://doi.org/10.1057/eej.2014.23

Galindo-Martin, M. A., Castafio-Martinez, M. S., & Méndez-Picazo, M. T. (2021). Effects of
the pandemic crisis on entrepreneurship and sustainable development. Journal of
Business Research, 137(August), 345-353. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.08.053

Gifford, S. (1998). Limited Entrepreneurial Attention and Economic Development. Small
Business Economics, 10(1), 17-30. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1007966215575

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor. (2022). 2021/2022 Global Report. Opportunity Amid
Disruption. Global Entrepreneurship Research Association.

Golpe, A. A, Millan, J. M., & Roman, C. (2008). Labour Market Institutions and Labour. In
E. Congregado (Ed.), Measuring Entrepreneurship: Building a Statistical System
(International Studies in Entrepreneurship series) (Vol. 16, pp. 279-296). Springer
Science.

Graetz, N., Woyczynski, L., Wilson, K. F., Hall, J. B., Abate, K. H., Abd-Allah, F., Adebayo,
O. M., Adekanmbi, V., Afshari, M., Ajumobi, O., Akinyemiju, T., Alahdab, F., Al-Aly,
Z., Rabanal, J. E. A., Alijanzadeh, M., Alipour, V., Altirkawi, K., Amiresmaili, M.,
Anber, N. H., ... Hay, S. I. (2020). Mapping disparities in education across low- and
middle-income countries. Nature, 577(7789), 235-238. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-
019-1872-1

Gurses, K., Ozcan, P. (2015). Entrepreneurship in regulated markets: framing contests and
collective action to introduce pay TV in the US. Academy of Management Journal, 58
(6), 1709-1739. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2013.0775

Hansen, L. P. (1982). Large Sample Properties of Generalized Method of Moments
Estimators. Econometrica, 50(4), 1029-1054. https://doi.org/10.2307/1912775

Harding, S. (1987). Is there a feminist method? In S. Harding (Ed.), Feminism and
Methodology (pp. 1-14). Indiana Univeristy Press.

Hechavarria, D. M. (2016). The impact of culture on national prevalence rates of social and
commercial entrepreneurship. International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal,
12(4), 1025-1052. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-015-0376-1

Hechavarria, D. M., & Ingram, A. E. (2019). Entrepreneurial ecosystem conditions and
gendered national-level entrepreneurial activity: a 14-year panel study of GEM. Small
Business Economics, 53(2), 431-458. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-018-9994-7

25


https://journals.aom.org/journal/amj

Henrekson, M. (2007). Entrepreneurship and Institutions (No. 707; IFN Working Paper).

Henrekson, M., & Roine, J. (2007). Promoting entrepreneurship in the welfare state. In D. B.
Audretsch, 1. Grilo, & R. Thurik (Eds.), Handbook of Research on Entrepreneurship
Policy. Edward Elgar Publishing.

Holmes, M. (2007). What is Gender? Sociological Approaches. Sage.
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446216200.n4

Hooks, B. (1984). Feminist theory: From margin to center. South End Press.

Horrell, S., & Krishnan, P. (2007). Poverty and productivity in female-headed households in
Zimbabwe. Journal of Development Studies, 43(8), 1351-1380.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220380701611477

ILO. (2016). Women at Work: Trends 2016. In International Labour Organization.

Isenberg, D. J. (2010). The big idea: How to start an entrepreneurial revolution. Harvard
Business Review, 88(6).

Kanniainen, V., & Vesala, T. (2005). Entrepreneurship and labor market institutions.
Economic Modelling, 22(5), 828-847. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2005.05.002

Kim, P. H., Wennberg, K., & Croidieu, G. (2016). Untapped Riches of Meso-Level
Applications in Multilevel Entrepreneurship Mechanisms. Academy of Management
Perspectives, 30(3), 273-291. https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2015.0137

Klapper, L., Laeven, L., & Rajan, R. (2006). Entry regulation as a barrier to entrepreneurship.
Journal of Financial Economics, 82(3), 591-629.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2005.09.006

Kobeissi, N. (2010). Gender factors and female entrepreneurship: International evidence and
policy implications. Journal of International Entrepreneurship, 8(1), 1-35.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10843-010-0045-y

Koellinger, P., Minniti, M., & Schade, C. (2013). Gender Differences in Entrepreneurial
Propensity. Oxford Bulletin of Economics and Statistics, 75(2), 213-234.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0084.2011.00689.x

Krueger, N. (2020). Entrepreneurial potential and potential entrepreneurs: 25 years on.
Journal of the International Council for Small Business, 1(1), 52-55.
https://doi.org/10.1080/26437015.2020.1714363

Langowitz, N., & Minniti, M. (2007). The Entrepreneurial Propensity of Women.
Entrepreneurship: Theory & Practice, 31(3), 341-364. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
6520.2009.00347.x

Leih, S., & Teece, D. (2016). Campus leadership and the entrepreneurial university: a
dynamic capabilities perspective. Academy of Management Perspectives, 30 (2), 182—
210. https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2015.0022

Lerner, M., Brush, C., & Hisrich, R. (1997). Israeli women entrepreneurs: An examination of
factors affecting performance. Journal of Business Venturing, 12(4), 315-339.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(96)00061-4

Liebregts, W., & Stam, E. (2019). Employment protection legislation and entrepreneurial
activity. International Small Business Journal: Researching Entrepreneurship, 37(6),

26



581-603. https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242619836358

Lippmann, S., & Aldrich, H. E. (2016). The temporal dimension of context. In F. Welter &
W. B. Gartner (Eds.), A Research Agenda for Entrepreneurship and Context (pp. 54—64).
Edward Elgar Publishing. https://doi.org/10.4337/9781784716844

Lithuania Free Market Institute. (2019). Employment Flexibility Index.

Manolova, T. S., Brush, C. G., Edelman, L. F., Robb, A., & Welter, F. (2017).
Entrepreneurial Ecosystems and Growth of Women’s Entrepreneurship. Edward Elgar
Publishing Limited. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.4337/9781785364624

Marlow, S., & Patton, D. (2005). All Credit to Men? Entrepreneurship, Finance and Gender.
Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 29(6), 717-735. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1540-
6520.2005.00105.x

Mason, C., & Brown, R. (2014). Entrepreneurial Ecosystems and Growth Oriented
Entrepreneurship. https://doi.org/10.4337/9781785364624

Miller, T., Kim, A. B., & Roberts, J. M. (2022). 2022 Index of Economic Freedom. The
Heritage Foundation.

Minniti, M., & Naudé, W. (2010). What do we know about the patterns and determinants of
female entrepreneurship across Countries? European Journal of Development Research,
22(3), 277-293. https://doi.org/10.1057/ejdr.2010.17

Morales, C., Holtschlag, C., Masuda, A. D., & Marquina, P. (2019). In which cultural
contexts do individual values explain entrepreneurship? An integrative values framework
using Schwartz’s theories. International Small Business Journal: Researching
Entrepreneurship, 37(3), 241-267. https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242618811890

Noguera, M., Alvarez, C., & Urbano, D. (2013). Socio-cultural factors and female
entrepreneurship. International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 9(2), 183—
197. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-013-0251-x

North, D. C. (1990). Institutions, institutional change and economic performance. Cambridge
University Press.

North, D. C. (2005). Understanding the process of economic change. Princeton University
Press. https://doi.org/10.2307/20034365

Nowinski, W., & Haddoud, M.Y. (2019). The role of inspiring role models in enhancing
entrepreneurial intention. Journal of Business Research, 96, 183-193.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.11.005

Olanrewaju, A.S.T., Hossain, M.A., Whiteside, N., & Mercieca, P. (2020). Social media and
entrepreneurship research: a literature review. International Journal of Information
Management, 50, 90-110. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2019.05.011

Paoloni, P., & Demartini, P. (2016). Women in management: perspectives on a decade of
research (2005-2015). Palgrave Communications, 2.
https://doi.org/10.1057/palcomms.2016.94

Parker, S. (2007). Which firms do the entrepreneurs come from? Economics Bulletin, 10(10),
1-9.

Perron, P., & Phillips, P. C. B. (1988). Testing for a unit root in a time series regression.

27


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2005.00105.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2005.00105.x

Biometrika, 2(75), 335-346. https://doi.org/10.1080/07350015.1992.10509923

Poggesi, S., Mari, M., & De Vita, L. (2016). What’s new in female entrepreneurship research?
Answers from the literature. International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal,
12(3), 735-764. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-015-0364-5

Reynolds, P. (2011). New Firm Creation: A Global Assessment of National, Contextual, and
Individual Factors. Foundations and Trends in Entrepreneurship, 6(5-6), 315-496.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1561/0300000034

Reynolds, P., Bosma, N., Autio, E., Hunt, S., De Bono, N., Servais, I., Lopez-Garcia, P., &
Chin, N. (2005). Global entrepreneurship monitor: Data collection design and
implementation 1998-2003. Small Business Economics, 24(3), 205-231.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-005-1980-1

Robson, M. T. (2003). Does Stricter Employment Protection Legislation Promote Self-
Employment? Small Business Economics, 21(3), 309-319.
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1025742423308

Roman, C., Congregado, E., & Millan, J. M. (2011). Dependent self-employment as a way to
evade employment protection legislation. Small Business Economics, 37(3), 363—392.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-009-9241-3

Ronconi, L. (2019). Enforcement of labor regulations in developing countries. 1ZA World of
Labor, March, 1-9. https://doi.org/10.15185/izawol.457

Rosti, L., & Chelli, F. (2005). Gender discrimination, entrepreneurial talent and self-
employment. Small Business Economics, 24(2), 131-142.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-003-3804-5

Sargan, J. D. (1958). The Estimation of Economic Relationships using Instrumental
Variables. Econometrica, 26, 393-415. https://doi.org/10.2307/1907619

Schultz, T. P. (1990). Women’s changing participation in the labor force: a world perspective.
Economic Development & Cultural Change, 38(3), 457-488.
https://doi.org/10.1086/451811

Scott, W. R. (2013). Institutions and organizations: ideas, interests, and identities. In Sage
Publications (4th ed.). SAGE Publications, Inc.

Shinnar, R. S., Giacomin, O., & Janssen, F. (2012). Entrepreneurial perceptions and
intentions: The role of gender and culture. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 36(3),
465-493. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2012.00509.x

Srinivasan, A., & Venkatraman, N. (2018). Entrepreneurship in digital platforms: a network-
centric view. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 12(1), 54-71.
https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.1272

Stephan, U., & Pathak, S. (2016). Beyond cultural values? Cultural leadership ideals and
entrepreneurship. Journal of Business Venturing, 31(5), 505-523.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2016.07.003

Stuart, T. E., & Sorenson, O. (2003). Liquidity Events and the Geographic Distribution of
Entrepreneurial Activity. Administrative Science Quarterly, 48(2), 175.
https://doi.org/10.2307/3556656

Teow, Y. J., Utkarshini, S., & Goel, S. (2018). PwC Women in Work Index: Closing the

28



gender pay gap. In PricewaterhouseCoopers AG (Issue March).

Thébaud, S. (2015). Business as Plan B: Institutional Foundations of Gender Inequality in
Entrepreneurship across 24 Industrialized Countries. Administrative Science Quarterly,
60(4), 671-711. https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839215591627

Thornton, P. H., Ribeiro-Soriano, D., & Urbano, D. (2011). Socio-cultural factors and
entrepreneurial activity: An overview. International Small Business Journal, 29(2), 105—
118. https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242610391930

Urbano, D., & Alvarez, C. (2014). Institutional dimensions and entrepreneurial activity: An
international study. Small Business Economics, 42(4), 703-716.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-013-9523-7

Urbano, D., Aparicio, S., & Audretsch, D. B. (2019). Twenty-five years of research on
institutions, entrepreneurship, and economic growth: what has been learned? Small
Business Economics, 53(1), 21-49. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-018-0038-0

Urbano, D., Aparicio, S., & Querol, V. (2016). Social progress orientation and innovative
entrepreneurship: an international analysis. Journal of Evolutionary Economics, 26(5),
1033-1066. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00191-016-0485-1

Van Stel, A., Storey, D. J., & Thurik, R. (2007). The effect of business regulations on nascent
and young business entrepreneurship. Small Business Economics, 28(2-3), 171-186.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-006-9014-1

Verheul, 1., Stel, A. Van, & Thurik, R. (2006). Explaining female and male entrepreneurship
at the country level. Entrepreneurship and Regional Development, 18(2), 151-183.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08985620500532053

Verheul, 1., Uhlaner, L., & Thurik, R. (2005). Business accomplishments, gender and
entrepreneurial self-image. In Journal of Business Venturing (\Vol. 20, Issue 4).
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2004.03.002

Welter, F. (2011). Contextualizing Entrepreneurship—Conceptual Challenges and Ways
Forward. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 35(1), 165-184.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00427.x

Welter, F., Baker, T., Audretsch, D. B., & Gartner, W. B. (2017). Everyday
Entrepreneurship—A Call for Entrepreneurship Research to Embrace Entrepreneurial
Diversity. Entrepreneurship: Theory and Practice, 41(3), 311-321.
https://doi.org/10.1111/etap.12258

Williams, C. C., & Horodnic, I. A. (2019). Dependent Self-Employment. Theory, Practice and
Policy. Edward Elgar Publishing Limited.

World Bank. (2015). Women, Business and the Law 2016: Getting to Equal.
https://doi.org/10.1596/978-1-4648-0677-3

World Bank. (2018). Doing business 2018: Reforming to Create Jobs. The International Bank
for Reconstruction and Development.

World Bank. (2022). World Development Indicators.
https://databank.worldbank.org/source/world-development-indicators

World Bank, & International Finance Corporation. (2010). Doing Business 2011: Making a
Difference for Entrepreneurs. The International Bank for Reconstruction and

29



Development. https://doi.org/10.1596/978-0-8213-7960-8

30



Online Appendix

Table Al. Sample of countries

High-income Developing
countries countries
1 Australia 1 Algeria
2 Barbados 2 Angola
3 Belgium 3 Argentina
4 Canada 4 Bosnia and Herzegovina
5 Chile 5 Botswana
6 Croatia 6 Brazil
7 Cyprus 7 Bulgaria
8 Denmark 8 Burkina Faso
9 Estonia 9 Cameroon
10 Finland 10 China
11 France 11 Colombia
12 Germany 12 Dominican Republic
13 Greece 13 Ecuador
14 Hungary 14 Egypt
15 Iceland 15 Ghana
16 Ireland 16 Guatemala
17 Israel 17 India
18 ltaly 18 Indonesia
19 Japan 19 Iran
20 Latvia 20 Jamaica
21 Lithuania 21 Kazakhstan
22 Luxembourg 22 Lebanon
23 Netherlands 23 Madagascar
24 New Zeeland 24 Malawi
25 Norway 25 Malaysia
26 Panama 26 Mexico
27 Poland 27 Morocco
28 Portugal 28 Namibia
29 Qatar 29 Nigeria
30 Saudi Arabia 30 North Macedonia
31 Singapore 31 Pakistan
32 Slovak Republic 32 Peru
33 Slovenia 33 Philippines
34 South Korea 34 Romania
35 Spain 35 Russia
36 Sweden 36 Serbia
37 Switzerland 37 South Africa
38 Trinidad and Tobago 38 Suriname
39 United Arab Emirates 39 Thailand
40 United Kingdom 40 Tunisia
41 United States 41 Turkey
42 Uruguay 42 Uganda
43 Vietnam
44 Zambia

Note: Economies are divided among income groups according to 2018 gross national income (GNI) per capita,
calculated using the World Bank Atlas method. The groups are: high income, $12,375 or more; and developing

countries, less than $12,375.
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Table A2. Descriptive statistics

All countries High-income countries Developing countries
Variable Men  goviion MO oo MM Giion
female TEA 9.1 7.0 6.4 4.0 13.6 8.6
female unemployment 9.0 6.4 8.4 5.1 9.9 8.1
female labor force 61.6 13.3 66.1 8.6 53.9 16.2
male TEA 13.3 7.3 10.9 5.1 17.5 8.5
male unemployment 7.6 5.1 7.7 4.4 7.4 6.1
male labor force 79.3 5.4 79.4 4.8 79.2 6.3
labor flexibility 61.9 14.4 63.4 15.7 59.4 11.4
logGDPpc 10.1 0.7 10.5 0.4 9.4 0.6
GDPgrowth 2.6 3.4 2.0 3.2 3.7 34
population 84,8*10° 233*106 34.7*10°8 62.9*10° 170*10° 358*106

Source: Own elaboration
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Table A3. Mean values for female and male TEA by country

High-income Developing
countries countries
. mean female  mean male . mean female  mean male
Countries TEA TEA Countries TEA TEA
1 Australia 0,094 0,148 1 Algeria 0,043 0,093
2 Barbados 0,166 0,197 2 Angola 0,203 0,235
3 Belgium 0,029 0,057 3 Argentina 0,116 0,166
4 Canada 0,114 0,167 4 E‘e’f;;gciia 0,048 0,105
5 Chile 0,170 0,236 5 Botswana 0,270 0,311
6 Croatia 0,049 0,104 6 Brazil 0,156 0,164
7 Cyprus 0,058 0,089 7 Bulgaria 0,043 0,054
8 Denmark 0,030 0,061 8 Burkina Faso 0,281 0,353
9 Estonia 0,106 0,180 9 Cameroon 0,250 0,279
10 Finland 0,044 0,075 10 China 0,125 0,158
11 France 0,033 0,067 11 Colombia 0,184 0,258
12 Germany 0,035 0,061 12 Dominican Republic 0,152 0,226
13 Greece 0,048 0,089 13 Ecuador 0,275 0,298
14 Hungary 0,050 0,098 14 Egypt 0,068 0,180
15 Iceland 0,069 0,147 15 Ghana 0,281 0,236
16 lIreland 0,054 0,114 16 Guatemala 0,182 0,238
17 lsrael 0,069 0,114 17 India 0,073 0,121
18 ltaly 0,028 0,055 18 Indonesia 0,138 0,132
19 Japan 0,026 0,053 19 lIran 0,076 0,184
20 Latvia 0,070 0,141 20 Jamaica 0,153 0,193
21 Lithuania 0,063 0,143 21 Kazakhstan 0,103 0,114
22 Luxembourg 0,071 0,113 22 Lebanon 0,177 0,286
23 Netherlands 0,057 0,103 23 Madagascar 0,211 0,203
24 New Zeland 0,136 0,217 24  Malawi 0,274 0,288
25 Norway 0,042 0,103 25 Malaysia 0,069 0,078
26 Panama 0,138 0,157 26 Mexico 0,126 0,148
27 Poland 0,064 0,113 27 Morocco 0,046 0,098
28 Portugal 0,063 0,108 28 Namibia 0,344 0,322
29 Qatar 0,079 0,080 29 Nigeria 0,381 0,368
30 Saudi Arabia 0,081 0,129 30 North Macedonia 0,038 0,093
31 Singapore 0,067 0,111 31 Pakistan 0,015 0,187
32 Slovak Republic 0,078 0,133 32 Peru 0,224 0,259
33 Slovenia 0,034 0,078 33 Philippines 0,202 0,154
34 South Korea 0,054 0,118 34 Romania 0,054 0,108
35 Spain 0,048 0,070 35 Russia 0,034 0,050
36 Sweden 0,044 0,079 36 Serbia 0,040 0,085
37 Switzerland 0,059 0,084 37 South Africa 0,065 0,092
38 Trinidad and Tobago 0,150 0,209 38 Suriname 0,015 0,027
39 Jnited Arab 0,080 0,098 39 Thailand 0,189 0,199
40 United Kingdom 0,049 0,097 40 Tunisia 0,041 0,082
41 United States 0,094 0,140 41 Turkey 0,051 0,133
42 Uruguay 0,099 0,183 42 Uganda 0,309 0,304
43 Vietnam 0,155 0,134
44 Zambia 0,407 0,391

Source: Own elaboration
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Table A4. Pairwise correlation matrix

female

female

male

male labor

labor

female TEA unemployment labor force male TEA unemployment force flexibility logGDPpc - GDPgrowth
female unemployment  -0.1421***
female labor force -0.0152 -0.3382***
male TEA 0.9106***  -0.0862** -0.1154***
male unemployment -0.2404***  (0.8848*** -0.0906**  -0.2071***
male labor force 0.237***  -0.5214*** 0.3299***  (0.2121***  -0.5636***
labor flexibility 0.0422 -0.1718*** 0.2264***  0.0222 -0.1506*** 0.2149***
logGDPpc -0.595***  -0,1538*** 0.3744*** -0.5576***  -0.0406 0.0883** 0.2034***
GDPgrowth 0.2172***  -0.2146*** -0.0683 0.2082***  -0.2784*** 0.1644***  0.0645 -0.2157%**
Population 0.0582 -0.168*** -0.1386***  0.0259 -0.151*** 0.1274***  -0.0093 -0.2562***  0.2802***

*** Significant at 1% level; ** Significant at 5% level; * Significant at 10% level.

Source: Own elaboration
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