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Abstract The accumulated knowledge about cor-
porate entrepreneurship has provided a better under-
standing of its antecedents and consequences. Corpo-
rate entrepreneurship activities are strongly related to
incremental or disruptive innovation processes. How-
ever, academic debates demand a novel conceptual
framework to understand the gendered workforce’s
contribution to corporate entrepreneurship initia-
tives worldwide. This study hypothesizes that a gen-
dered workforce has similar capabilities (skills, abil-
ity to detect opportunities, and networks) to engage
in corporate entrepreneurship. Therefore, any gender
differences could be explained by the influence of
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country-level conditions (gender equality levels, cul-
ture, and social norms). We tested these hypotheses
with a sample of 50,550 employees from 50 coun-
tries. Our results support these hypotheses extending
the corporate entrepreneurship literature and provok-
ing an interesting discussion to academics, managers,
employees, and policymakers.

Plain English Summary This research analyzes
women employees that act as corporate entrepre-
neurs. To understand why some women (and men)
undertake entrepreneurial endeavors inside estab-
lished organizations, we inquire about factors like
the role of gender, individual capabilities, and insti-
tutional factors such as inequality levels and culture
that shape corporate entrepreneurship activities. Our
main findings suggest that disparity between men and
women (gender inequality) reduces the development
of corporate entrepreneurship for women but also
men. We also found there are differences in the activ-
ity between genders. We call to continue working to
reduce gender inequalities, at the national and corpo-
rate level, and to those in charge of organizations to
promote the entrepreneurial behavior of women and
men.

Keywords Corporate entrepreneurship - Diversified
workforce - Gender - Gender equality - Feminist

theory
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1 Introduction

Corporate entrepreneurship literature has highlighted
the relevant contributions to organizational performance
(Guth & Ginsberg, 1990; Simsek & Heavey, 2011). It is
because corporate entrepreneurship is strongly related
to entrepreneurial, incremental, or disruptive innova-
tion processes (Dunlap-Hinkler et al., 2010). Google,
3M, Eli Lilly, among other companies, have adopted
corporate entrepreneurship as a core strategy for their
businesses (Finkle, 2012). However, these organizations
have affirmed that superior corporate results also involve
hiring, retaining, and developing a talented workforce
(Cabral et al., 2020). Additionally, these organizations
have paid particular attention to diversity and inclusion
policies within their workplaces. While gender has been
studied extensively at individual entrepreneurship activi-
ties, little is known about the effect of gender on corporate
entrepreneurship (Guerrero, 2022) despite the increase
in the proportion of skilled women among professionals
(Elam et al., 2021; World Economic Forum, 2021).

By considering the theoretical foundation of the
social/liberal feminist approaches, this study assumes
that both women and men have similar corporate
entrepreneurship capabilities; potential differences
should be explained by country-level conditions
(Fischer et al., 1993; Pettersson et al., 2017). For
example, gender equality refers to women and men
having the same opportunities, conditions, and treat-
ments to develop and participate in different activi-
ties (UNICEF, 2017). Gender equality, related to
general entrepreneurship activities, may result in
similar opportunities for women and men to explore/
exploit innovative ideas (Jennings & Brush, 2013).
Therefore, differences in corporate entrepreneur-
ship require a better analysis of the country context
that influences individuals placed in different levels
of gender equality. National policies influence the
design and implementation of organizational strate-
gies. Here, country-level determinates organizations’
gender-oriented strategy, including corporate entre-
preneurship. Previous research has noted how gender
equality policies affect organizational outputs (Swaab
& Galinsky, 2015). However, countries with higher
gender equality rates show a significant gender gap
in independent entrepreneurial activity; this circum-
stance may be related to policies and mechanisms
that support women’s engagement in formal employ-
ment (Klyver et al., 2013). Apparently, under these
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conditions, we may expect women to remain in the
workplace and develop their entrepreneurial behavior
in corporate environments (Thébaud, 2015). In addi-
tion, norms and cultural beliefs could impose stereo-
types on women’s performance and career choices
(Foss et al., 2013; Yousafzai et al., 2015). Besides,
previous studies have found that culture influences
employees’ engagement in entrepreneurial activi-
ties within organizations (Gémez-Haro et al., 2011).
Accordingly, it remains unclear how different levels
of equality at the country-level impact women’s and
men’s entrepreneurial behavior under a corporation.
Inspired by this academic debate and considering
the feminist theory approach, we propose a concep-
tual framework that is tested with a multilevel regres-
sion showing how reducing gender inequalities at the
country level enhances female and male participation
in corporate entrepreneurship. The results also provide
insights into the positive effect of gender equality in
labor that improve women’s participation (and men’s)
in corporate entrepreneurship activities. The study con-
tributes to the entrepreneurship literature by extending
the knowledge about the relevance of gender within
organizations oriented towards entrepreneurship (Mar-
low, 2020). The discussion provides implications for
academics, managers, employees, and policymakers.

2 Literature Review
2.1 Theoretical Foundations

Corporate entrepreneurship is an entrepreneurial
activity that occurs within established organiza-
tions based on the strategical goal of transforming
or renewing the core business (Guth & Ginsberg,
1990). The accumulated literature about corporate
entrepreneurship has provided a better understanding
of its antecedents and consequences (Kreiser et al.,
2019; Kuratko et al., 2015). Indeed, research studies
have found that organizations that promote corpo-
rate entrepreneurship activities are more innovative
and competitive (Guerrero & Pefia-Legazkue, 2013,
2019), create more jobs, provide benefits to societies
(Mason & Brown, 2013), hire/retain employees with
entrepreneurial skills, and support employees’ initia-
tives (Foba & De Villiers, 2007).
Entrepreneurship  literature  has
the employees’ passion for

highlighted
participating  in
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entrepreneurial initiatives (Hubner et al., 2019).
Although the insights about gendered entrepreneur-
ship (Bruton et al.,, 2010; Stam, 2013), we should
recognize that majority of literature focused on inde-
pendent entrepreneurship that differs from corporate
entrepreneurship at (a) individual dimensions (risk-
aversion, motivations, leadership styles), (b) organi-
zational dimensions (investments under the umbrella
of the employer), and (c) contextual dimensions
(male-dominated environments vs. gender-balanced
environments). Consequently, the entrepreneurship
literature demands a novel conceptual framework
to understand the women and men’s contribution to
corporate entrepreneurship initiatives worldwide.
We assume similarities and differences in corporate
entrepreneurship engagement per gender by adopt-
ing social/liberal feminists’ approaches (Calas et al.,
2009).

The feminist social view of corporate entrepre-
neurship assumes that gender differences are con-
structed by the workforce’s sociodemographic charac-
teristics (Pettersson et al., 2017). Women and men are
not similarly engaged in corporate entrepreneurship
due to structural barriers and discriminative behav-
iors observed within organizations or countries (Fis-
cher et al., 1993). According to Luksyte et al. (2018),
innovation processes have been ascribed to men than
women workers. In this assumption, male workers are
more achievement and assertive than female work-
ers who are supportive and empathetic (Diekman &
Eagly, 2000). The substantial gender entrepreneur-
ial differences are explained through psychological
traits like risk-taking propensity and self-confidence
(Adachi & Hisada, 2017). Consequently, women
workers are considered not as entrepreneurial as men
workers.

The feminist liberal view of corporate entrepre-
neurship assumes that both women and men have
similar capabilities to detect innovative ideas and get
the resources to exploit them (Foss et al., 2013). In
this view, gender differences in corporate entrepre-
neurship could be associated with structural systems
(i.e., organizational and country contexts). In this
vein, Turro et al. (2020), who analyzed gender differ-
ences in corporate entrepreneurship, concluded that
the glass-ceiling effect might prevent women from
developing as corporate entrepreneurs.

Consequently, normative and structural organiza-
tional factors explain gendered bias in innovation and

entrepreneurship processes (Alsos et al., 2013). Like-
wise, gender differences are due to cultural and social
norms and a lack of equality legislation (Orser et al.,
2010).

In this study, we assumed the conceptual foun-
dations of the feminist social view to explain that
country-level forms conditioned gender differences
in corporate entrepreneurship. At the same time,
we considered the feminist liberal view’s concep-
tual foundations to assume no gender differences at
the individual-level characteristics. The Appendix
Tables 5, 6 and 7 summarizes our arguments.

2.2 Proposed Model and Hypotheses

2.2.1 A Gendered Social View of Corporate
Entrepreneurship at the Country Level

Gender equality promotes economic growth and
social development (Robb & Watson, 2012). Gender
equality represents that, independently of gender, all
individuals have access to similar education, labor,
and socio-economic conditions (Millan et al., 2014).
However, prior studies have recognized that gen-
der equality varies across countries by the absence/
existence of promoting inclusion and equality within
workplaces (Dezso & Ross, 2012; Ladge et al., 2018).
Although the substantial governments’ efforts by
establishing policies that promote equal rights of
women in the workplace, there are still existing envi-
ronments with high inequality levels that may sig-
nificantly affect women’s corporate entrepreneurial
activity (Estrin & Mickiewicz, 2011). Consequently,
gender bias in entrepreneurship against women is
strongly related to the lack of gender equality gaps
within workplaces (Luksyte et al., 2018; Lyngsie &
Foss, 2017). The participation of women in the labor
market has been recognized as important for the eco-
nomic development of regions. It contributes to build-
ing more diverse, inclusive, and innovative organiza-
tions (World Economic Forum, 2021)

In this regard, we assume that organizational
teams’ innovative behaviors are more attributable to
men workers than women workers (Luksyte et al.,
2018; Zuraik et al., 2020). Several authors suggested
examining gender differences through macro-level
factors (Arenius & Minniti, 2005; Thébaud, 2015;
Verheul et al., 2006). Based on these arguments, we
propose the following hypothesis.
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Hypothesis 1: The country’s higher equality rates
increase the likelihood of workforces’ engaging
in corporate entrepreneurship. Therefore, it is
expected a stronger effect on women workers than
men workers in countries with higher levels of
equalities.

Culture and social norms are particularly rele-
vant when analyzing the workforce’s entrepreneurial
behaviors (Shane, 1993). Previous studies have found
that cultural and social norms cause gender differ-
ences in corporate entrepreneurship (Kleven & Lan-
dais, 2017). By adopting Hofstede’s measurement,
masculine cultures vs. feminine cultures differ in risk-
taking and proactive behaviors (Huggins & Thomp-
son, 2016; Kreiser et al., 2010). There are still ste-
reotypes that male workers are more risk-takers than
female workers to achieve corporate entrepreneurship
(Hayton et al., 2002; Taylor & Wilson, 2012). Even
though culture is considered a good determinant of
entrepreneurship, we assume the effect of culture on
the employees’ entrepreneurial behavior varies from
a gender perspective (Barnett & Hyde, 2001). In this
regard, we propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2: The country’s favorable social per-
ceptions of entrepreneurship increase the likeli-
hood of workforces’ engaging in corporate entre-
preneurship. Therefore, it is expected to have a
stronger effect on women workers than men work-
ers in countries with lower social stereotypes.

2.2.2 A Gendered Liberal View of Corporate
Entrepreneurship at the Individual Level

Entrepreneurship skills combine knowledge, atti-
tudes, and skills necessary to identify, create, and
exploit business opportunities. In the corporate entre-
preneurship literature, Guerrero and Pefia-Legazkue
(2013, 2019) introduced a new measure of human
capital called the intrapreneurial experience repre-
senting skills/knowledge acquired by employees dur-
ing corporate entrepreneurship initiatives. We assume
that the workforce’s innovative behaviors and work
values are similar when the organization promotes
equality and diversity (Foss et al., 2013; Malach-
Pines & Schwartz, 2008). Hence, we suggest the fol-
lowing hypothesis:
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Hypothesis 3:The workforce’s entrepreneurial
skills increase the likelihood of developing corpo-
rate entrepreneurship. Therefore, it is expected a
similar effect from women workers and men work-
ers.

Fear of failure has been associated with entrepre-
neurial activities (Guerrero & Pefia-Legazkue, 2019).
It has been considered a type of barrier to entrepre-
neurial activity (Cacciotti & Hayton, 2015). Guer-
rero and Pefia-Legazkue (2019) found that employees
with corporate entrepreneurship experience are more
likely to enroll in corporate entrepreneurship after a
business failure. Consequently, high-risk tolerance
is associated with entrepreneurial activity (Shinnar
et al., 2012). Although risk-taking contributes to gen-
der differences in entrepreneurship rates (Shahriar,
2018; Wagner, 2007), authors suggest that men and
women workers have more risk-taking similarities
than differences (Douglas & Fitzsimmons, 2013; Nel-
son, 2015).

Marlow and Swail (2014) suggested that differ-
ent external elements could cause gender-related
differences in tolerance for risk-taking. Therefore,
we assume a similar workforce’s risk-taking effect
on their engagement in corporate entrepreneurship
activities. In this regard, we propose the following
hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4: A higher workforce’s tolerance for
failure increases their likelihood of developing
corporate entrepreneurship activities. Therefore, it
is expected a similar effect from women workers
and men workers.

Entrepreneurial employees’ networking ben-
efits their engagement in corporate entrepreneurship
activities (Klyver et al., 2008; Sullivan & Marvel,
2011). Employees’ networks help access financial
and human resources and relevant information about
industries and markets necessary to identify corpo-
rate entrepreneurship (Seibert et al., 2001). Although
prior studies have reported inconclusive differences
in gendered workforces’ networking contributions
(Klyver & Grant, 2010; Manolova et al., 2007), we
assume fewer differences between the contribution of
men’s and women’s networks on corporate entrepre-
neurship (Foss, 2010; Marlow, 2020). In this assump-
tion, established networks reinforce employees’
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entrepreneurial behavior inside organizations for both
men and women. In this regard, we propose the fol-
lowing hypothesis:

Hypothesis 5: The workforce’s established net-
works increase their likelihood of developing cor-
porate entrepreneurship. Therefore, it is expected a
similar effect from women workers and men work-
ers.

Opportunity recognition represents the ability to
detect an opportunity that can be converted into an
entrepreneurial initiative (Stainback et al., 2016; Wel-
ter & Smallbone, 2011). The detected workforce’s
opportunities motivate the development of innovative
products/services (Davis et al., 1991), and this strat-
egy gives them a significant competitive advantage
(Nicolaidis & Kosta, 2011). Although some studies
recognized gender differences in detecting opportu-
nities (DeTienne & Chandler, 2007), we assume that
women and men have similar capabilities to identify
opportunities (Foss et al., 2013). Therefore, both gen-
ders behave the same and the bias can be explained
by social stereotypes (Gupta et al., 2014) or dynamic
environmental conditions (Baron & Tang, 2011).
Therefore, we suggest the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 6: The workforce’s opportunity percep-
tions increase their likelihood of developing cor-
porate entrepreneurship. Therefore, it is expected a
similar effect from women workers and men work-
ers.

3 Method
3.1 Data Collection

We used the 2015 Adult Population Survey (APS)
from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM)
consortium, including information about individuals
from 50 countries. Because APS variables identify
employees’ entrepreneurial behavior (Bosma et al.,
2013), it is a good proxy for corporate entrepreneurial
activities. We also used the National Expert Survey
(NES) from GEM to identify variables that may sup-
port or constrain entrepreneurial activity in a coun-
try. Also, we matched information from the World
Bank, the United Nations’ Human Development

Reports, and the latest Hofstede studies (2010). Data
from these databases provided important insights that
enriched our understanding of the phenomena from
a global perspective. Our final sample consisted of
50,550 employees who worked part-time or full-time
jobs were not independent entrepreneurs and was
involved in innovative projects during the last 3 years.

3.2 Variables

Following an approach used by previous studies
(Bosma, 2013), the dependent variable corporate
entrepreneur (CE) is operationalized as a binomial
variable. A value of one indicates that an employee
has worked in innovative projects in an organization
and zero otherwise.

Three independent variables were included in our
analysis to capture gender conditions at the coun-
try level. First, the perception of cultural and social
norms was obtained from the National Expert Sur-
vey (NES). This variable captures the perception of
support for entrepreneurial activity (Bosma, 2013).
Second, Hofstede’s studies obtained the masculinity/
femininity variable (Hofstede et al., 2010). The vari-
able measures how strongly masculine values lean
toward achievement, competition, and success. It also
captures how strongly feminine values refer to caring
for others and their quality of life. Third, the inequal-
ity variable was obtained from the United Nations’
dataset. It captures gender inequalities based on three
factors, reproductive health, empowerment, and the
labor market; ranges between 0 and 1 (higher values
indicate greater inequality and lower human develop-
ment) (Gaye et al., 2010).

GEM’s information also includes variables at an
individual level; these independent variables are help-
ful for this study (Bosma, 2013). Our analysis incor-
porates a set of binary variables from this database
and used in previous studies, such as skills necessary
to initiate a new venture (Arenius & Minniti, 2005),
networks (Ramos-Rodriguez et al., 2010; Turro et al.,
2020), fear of failure (Boudreaux et al., 2019; Mar-
tiarena, 2013), and opportunity recognition (Mar-
tiarena, 2013).

We also included a set of control variables. Per-
capita GDP, which measures the value of goods and
services produced annually, is a proxy for a coun-
try’s income and economic development. Research-
ers have used GDP to control country differences
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(Beugelsdijk & Noorderhaven, 2005; Boudreaux
et al., 2019). Because individuals’ income differences
may stimulate entrepreneurial activities, we decided
to include this variable (Arenius & Minniti, 2005;
Fu et al., 2018). Other factors that influence entrepre-
neurial behavior are age (Parker, 2011) and education
(Guerrero et al., 2021a). Finally, we also included
the ratio of female entrepreneurial activity to cap-
ture a country’s entrepreneurship gap (measures the
ratio of female to male total entrepreneurship activ-
ity). Table 1 summarizes the variables included in the
analysis.

Table 1 Description of variables

3.3 Statistical Tests

A logit hierarchical regression analysis was used due
to the binary nature of independent and dependent
variables at the employee and country levels. Alva-
rez et al. (2014) describe that this type of analysis is
well suited when using the GEM database. The model
analyzes how covariates at the different employee
and country levels affect the outcome. After an ICC
(intraclass correlation coefficient) was calculated to
assure the use of multilevel analysis, three separate
models (one for women and one for men, and one
including gender as a variable) were tested. Also,

Variable Description Source
Dependent variable
CE-Corporate entrepreneur A binary variable indicates if men or women are active as GEM APS (2015)
corporate entrepreneurs during the past three years. The base
is the employee population.
Independent variables at the individual level
Skills An individual who has the necessary skills, knowledge, or GEM APS (2015)
experience to start a business. It equals one if they have
these skills and O if they do not.
Networks This variable is operationalized as follows “Do you know GEM APS (2015)

someone personally who started a business in the past two
years?” It equals O if they do not and one if they do.

Fear of failure

This variable refers to the perception that fear of failure would GEM APS (2015)

prevent an individual from starting a business. It equals 0 if
they do not feel this way and one if they do.

Opportunity

Independent variables at the country level

Cultural and social norms

The opportunity to do business in their living area. It equals
one if yes and 0 if no.

GEM APS (2015)

It reflects the opinion of entrepreneurial experts about cultural GEM NES (2015)

and social support for entrepreneurial activity. The higher
the number, the higher the support level.

Masculinity

It ranges from 0 to 100, where higher scores represent the

Hofstede et al. (2010)

highest masculine cultures and the lowest ones represent

feminine cultures.

Inequality

It ranges from 1 to 10, which reflects the disparity between

United Nations (2015)

men and women. The higher the number, which ranges from
0 to 1, the higher the inequality level.

Control variables

The gross domestic product of a country is divided by its total World Bank (2015)

Household income is divided into thirds (the lowest 33.3%, the GEM APS (2015)

GDP (per capita)

population in US dollars.
Incoming

middle 33.3%, and the highest 33.3%).
Education

Ranges from 0 to 4, where 0 i “non”, 1 i “some secondary”, 2i GEM APS (2015)

“secondary”, 3 i “post-secondar”, and 4 i “graduat”.

Female/male ratio
respect to male.

The TEA (total entrepreneurship activity) ratio of female

GEM APS (2015)
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robustness checks were implemented to confirm the
findings.

4 Results
4.1 Descriptive Statistics

Table 2 describes the complete sample and the sub-
samples of women and men. The average age for both
men and women is 40 years, and most employees
achieved either a secondary degree (37%) or a post-
secondary degree (36%). About 45% of the employ-
ees had considered starting a new venture in the city
where they live. By gender, 39% of women perceived
this opportunity, compared with 42% for men. While
most employees felt they had the required skills to
start a business (51%), the specific breakdown was
56% for men versus 45% for women.

Table 3 shows the correlations analysis. We calcu-
lated both samples’ variance inflation factors to con-
firm data and exclude any possible multicollinearity

Table 2 Descriptive statistics

issues in subsequent analyses. The mean was 1.74,
with a maximum value of 3.47 and a minimum of 1.01
for the female model. For men, the mean was 1.63,
with a high of 2.76 and a low of 1.01. These values
were below the threshold of 10. We then calculated the
ICC by running a null model, which assured a multi-
level approach was the most appropriate for the analy-
sis. Results showed a variance within 18% of countries
for the female group and 20% for the male group. Since
these values were above 0.05 (Aguinis et al., 2013),
strong evidence favors the multilevel approach.

4.2 A Gendered Workforce’s Engagement in
Corporate Entrepreneurship

We first run a model with the complete sample and
consider gender as an explanatory variable. As gen-
der resulted in statistical significance, we continue
running the two split proposed models of women and
men. Table 4 describes the results.

At the country-level of analysis, the results
showed that the inequality level variable was a strong

Female Male Full sample
Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max. Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max. Mean Std.Dev. Min Max
CE-corporate entrepreneur 0.115 0.319 0 1 0.149 0.356 0 1 0.135 0.341 0 1
Gender
Female 0.419 0.493 0 1
Networks 0.353 0.478 0 1 0.403 0.490 0 1 0.409 0.492 0 1
Opportunity 0.385 0.486 0 1 0.412 0.492 0 1 0.427  0.495 0 1
Skills 0.400 0.490 0 1 0.515 0.499 0 1 0.503  0.499 0 1
Fear of failure 0.485 0.499 0 1 0.403 0.490 0 1 0425 0.494 0 1
Age 3.640 0.403 289 690 3.632 0.371 2.890 6.906 3.630 0.379 2.890 6.906
Education
Some secondary 0.134 0.341 0 1 0.155 0.362 0 1 0.143  0.350 0 1
Secondary 0.351 0.477 0 1 0.395 0.488 0 1 0.379 0.485 0 1
Post-secondary 0.381 0.485 0 1 0.311 0.463 0 1 0.336 0.472 0 1
Graduate 0.068 0.252 0 1 0.056 0.231 0 1 0.059 0.235 0 1
Income
Middle 0.331 0.470 0 1 0.340 0.473 0 1 0.339 0.473 0 1
Upper 0.352 0.477 0 1 0.388 0.487 0 1 0.364 0.481 0 1
GDP 9.757 0.9989  6.355 11.527 9.586 1.061 6.355 11.527 9.542 1.059 6.355 11.527
Cultural norms 2911 0.500 1.62 4402 2907 0.487 1.62 4401 2.895 0.499 2.006 4.402
Masculine vs. feminine  47.78 19.909  5.00 100 4748 18.168 5.00 100 46.712 18778  5.00 100
Inequality 0.209 0.145 0.044 0.621 0.233 0.159 0.042 0.621 0.238 0.159 0.044 0.621
Female/male ratio 0.667 0.208 0.3 1.3 0.690 0.216 0.3 1.3 0.695 0.216 0.3 1.3
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Table 4 Logit hierarchical

K Variables
regression results

CE female CE male Full sample

B SE B SE B SE

Individual level

Gender
Networks
Opportunity recognition
Skills
Fear of failure
Age (Ln)

Educ. — non (reference)
Educ. - some secondary
Educ. - secondary degree
Educ. - post-secondary
Educ. — graduate

Income — lowest (reference)
Income — middle
Income — upper

Country-level
GDP
Cultural and social norms

Culture: masculine vs. feminine

Inequality
Female ratio
var(_cons[country])

#8p<0.01, ¥¥p<0.05,
*p<0.1

—0.284%**% 0.029
0.482***  0.047 0.511***  0.037 0.504***  0.029
0297*#*  0.047 0.207***  0.037 0.240***  0.029
0.726%**  0.048 0.646***  0.040 0.675%**  0.030
-0.120 0.046 —0.062 0.037 -0.085** 0.029
—0.140*** 0.063 —0.103*** 0.051 —0.0003** 0.037

-0.016 0.139 0.246***  0.098 0.196** 0.080
0.297#** 0.123 0.317***  0.091 0.346***  0.0723
0.608***  0.124 0.733***  0.091 0.725%**  0.073
0.954%*%  0.138 1.108***  0.104 1.082***  0.083

0.278**%  0.064 0.351***  0.056 0.306%**  0.042
0.596%**  0.062 0.754***  0.054 0.676%**  0.041

0.030 0.187 —0.009 0.167 -0.014 0.166
0.065 0.169 0.071 0.177  0.083 0.176
—-0.002 0.005 -0.001 0.005 -0.002 0.004

=2.201*%%  1.098 =2.573**% 1.134 =2.557**% 1.129
—1.311%% 0451 -1.392%*% 0465 —1.350%*%* 0.463
0.320***  0.079 0.369***  0.082 0.375***  0.081

predictor for corporate entrepreneurship. Regardless
of gender, less corporate entrepreneurship occurs in
countries with high inequality. Therefore, inequal-
ity affects the workforce’s involvement in corporate
entrepreneurial activity (see Fig. 1 in the appenAp-
pendixgher levels of inequality seem to be related to
stronger negative effects for men, so we partially sup-
port HI. A plausible explanation is attributed to the
lack of gender equality within workplaces (Luksyte
et al., 2018; @stergaard et al., 2011). Regarding the
cultural and social norms, we did not find significant
and strong support (H2).

The employee-level analysis showed that the per-

Constant -2.029 1.775 —-1.572 1.8377 —1.213*** —0.66
Observations 21,193 29357 50550
Number of groups 50 50 50
5
Se
& <
0 2 ‘ ‘ : 1

ception of the required skills to engage in corporate
entrepreneurial activities is significant, partially sup-
porting H3 because of differences between genders.
Therefore, both men’s and women’s entrepreneurial
skills contribute to their workplace’s entrepreneur-
ship initiatives (Guerrero et al., 2021a; Parker, 2011).

4 6
Inequality Level

Male

Female ‘

Fig. 1 Marginal plots of the effect of inequality levels on cor-
porate entrepreneurship by gender
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However, the results did not provide significant
insights into the fear of failure perception variable.
Therefore, H4 is not supported. Regarding the work-
force’s networks, results show that male and female
employees who know other entrepreneurs are more
likely to engage in corporate entrepreneurship activi-
ties, partially supporting HS. Concerning the ability
to perceive opportunities, our results show that both
male and female employees are likely to engage in
corporate entrepreneurship activities, partially sup-
porting H6. Regarding control variables, education
is significant for male and female corporate entre-
preneurial behavior. Employees use their acquired
knowledge to detect potential opportunities (Guerrero
& Pefia-Legazkue, 2013, 2019). Age, while signifi-
cant for both men and women, is negatively associ-
ated with corporate entrepreneurship.

Since the coefficients from the two subsamples
are closed, we decided to run a Chow test (Chow,
1960) to review the coefficients’ equality from the
two models. The Chow test is an econometric test
used to evaluate if the regression coefficients are
the same between two subsamples. It is the case in
this study where we evaluate women’s and men’s
behaviors. In this study, the results after the Chow
test were chi’= 150.54, where the probability did
not result significant to accept the null hypothesis
of equality of coefficients from both regressions
(prob<chi®> = 0.0000). So, it is inferred that are
significant differences between women and men.
Therefore, we partially support hypotheses 3, 5,
and 6.

4.3 Robustness Checks

We included a follow-up analysis to confirm our
results (see appenAppendixe first is a linear logistic
regression for both men and women, which supports
our hypotheses. The positive ability to start a business
is significantly related to corporate entrepreneurship
for both men and women. Additionally, having access
to the right networks and perceiving opportunities
benefit both male and female groups in our sample.
Our results also show that the two highest levels of
education have the greatest significance for both men
and women. Secondary education, by contrast, was
not significant. The age was not significant in the
logistic regression for females but males.

@ Springer

Moreover, as in the hierarchical model, the incom-
ing variable was significant for both groups. The
logistical analysis also indicated the importance of
inequality levels. The variable of culture and social
norms support resulted not significant as in the hier-
archical analysis. However, the culture variable of
Masculinity from Hofstede’s studies has mixed results
because the ordinary logistic regression resulted in
statistical significance and negative but with a small
effect. Since we are also concerned with differences in
factor-, efficiency-, and innovation-driven countries,
we undertook additional analysis to evaluate male and
female models in these groups of countries. Because
six groups were factor-driven,' twenty-three were
efficiency-driven,? and twenty-one were innovation-
driven,® we could not follow the multilevel approach,
where at least 36 second-level groups are required
(Bell et al., 2010). We then performed an analysis fol-
lowing a regular logistic regression strategy.

The logistic regression results for factor-driven
countries support hypotheses H3 and H6 for both
men and women. For instance, higher education
levels seem to be important when pursuing corpo-
rate entrepreneurship activities. Regarding envi-
ronmental factors, we have mixed results inequality
levels are significant and positive, while cultural
norms significantly influence women. Moreover,
high masculinity levels may have a negative influ-
ence on women’s activities. Results from the effi-
ciency-driven countries were similar to those in the
hierarchical regression. Skills are statistically sig-
nificant for both groups. There are differences in the
opportunity recognition variable between women
and men, with significance to women but not men.
Higher-level education and income also had a sig-
nificant effect.

Regarding environmental variables, the inequality
variable did not result with significance for women.
It is statistically significant and negative for men.

! Burkina Faso, India, Iran, the Philippines, Senegal, and Viet-
nam.

2 Argentina, Brazil, Bulgaria, Chile, China, Colombia, Ecua-
dor, Egypt, Guatemala, Hungary, Indonesia, Latvia, Lebanon,
Malaysia, Mexico, Morocco, Panama, Peru, Poland, Romania,
South Africa, Thailand, and Uruguay.

3 Australia, Belgium, Canada, Estonia, Finland, Greece, Ire-
land, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Por-
tugal, Slovakia, Slovenia, South Korea, Spain, Sweden, Swit-
zerland, the UK, and the US.
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Cultural norms had a significant positive effect on
women and men. The last regression results suggest
that innovation-driven countries, linked networks,
perceived skills, opportunity recognition, and fear of
failure to entrepreneurial activity. For both men and
women, graduate study, income, and GDP were sig-
nificant. The environmental variables showed that
cultural and social norms and high masculinity levels
negatively affected entrepreneurial activity. Inequality
levels are only significant for men, the coefficient is
positive (see AppenAppendix. DISCUSSION).

5 Discussion

Given the limited number of studies that have ana-
lyzed gender differences in corporate entrepreneur-
ship, we explored how country-level factors and
individual-level factors help to explain the gendered
workforce’s engagement in corporate entrepreneur-
ship. Our conceptual framework proposed assumed
that men’s and women’s employees have similar capa-
bilities to develop corporate entrepreneurial activi-
ties (feminist liberal) theory. Therefore, any gender
differences in corporate entrepreneurship should be
explained by the country-level conditions (feminist
social theory).

Regarding country-level conditions, inequality
levels (Klyver et al., 2013) and cultural values (Hay-
ton et al., 2002) explain men’s and women’s differ-
ences in entrepreneurial behaviors within workplaces
across societies. Our results show that inequality
was negatively associated with employees’ entrepre-
neurial behaviors. However, that condition may differ
depending on the region. A plausible explanation is
that women may try to engage more in independent
entrepreneurship in less egalitarian and less devel-
oped countries (Malach-Pines et al., 2010). We also
deduce that gender inequality was positive and statis-
tically significant in less developed countries because
those countries are often characterized by a lack of
employment opportunities and access to education.
So, those that get into a corporation are the most pre-
pared. Inequality becomes irrelevant in efficiency and
innovation-driven economies because of workplace
policies.

Cultural values and normative support are sta-
tistically insignificant for men and women who
engage in corporate entrepreneurship activities.

However, more advanced countries tend to be more
masculine and, therefore, the effect will be nega-
tively stronger.

Regarding individual-level conditions, Guerrero
(2022) shows that the workforce’s characteristics
(skills, networks, and environment to do business) are
strongly linked to corporate entrepreneurship activi-
ties. Although our results support the assumption that
men and women are equally capable of developing
corporate venturing, our results also show differences
between men and women on this subject and need
further examination (Marlow, 2020). The individual
regression coefficients, in absolute terms, showed
gender differences.

5.1 Implications

Our results contribute to the entrepreneurship lit-
erature in two ways. First, previous studies theorized
gender differences in country-level conditions (Boden
Jr & Nucci, 2000; Robb & Watson, 2012). By fol-
lowing the feminist social approach, our study high-
lights how national inequality levels and cultures
may cause men and women to operate when engag-
ing in corporate entrepreneurship activities. A similar
approach was taken by Turro et al. (2020), however,
they focused on studying the quality of regulations
that promote the development of the activity and indi-
vidualistic cultures. Our research extends previous
findings (e.g., Adachi & Hisada, 2017; Turro et al.,
2020) by considering how inequality levels contrib-
ute to gender differences in corporate entrepreneur-
ship. We also expand the study by including both
liberal and social feminist theories. Concretely, we
show how inequality levels influence corporate entre-
preneurship for both men and women and believe
that equal opportunities for men and women provide
a synergistic effect. Our results provide insights to
managers with good benefits by integrating a diversi-
fied and gendered workforce to manage teams’ corpo-
rate entrepreneurship configuration (Lyngsie & Foss,
2017). Indeed, our study provides insights for poli-
cymakers into the gender corporate entrepreneurship
gap within workplaces motivated by environmental
factors.

Second, the study highlights the importance of
having employees with entrepreneurial capabili-
ties, regardless of their gender. We agree with Guer-
rero (2022), who argues that a diversified workforce
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should have the skills/knowledge required to under-
take entrepreneurial and innovative organizations. We
reinforce previous studies by analyzing gender differ-
ences considering the feminist liberal approach, as
well as by highlighting some insights into how man-
aging gender tensions are crucial in developing more
ambidextrous organizations (Guerrero, 2021b).

The study provides useful insights for policymak-
ers to improve equality levels and promote a more
egalitarian work environment. Especially, less-devel-
oped countries need to strengthen equality policies
and create environments where established compa-
nies can pursue entrepreneurial activities by provid-
ing specialized training to employees. Developed
countries need to pay attention to restrictive norms
that may diminish these activities. Companies that
promote corporate entrepreneurship create more jobs
and regions to be more competitive (Mason & Brown,
2013). Therefore, creating more egalitarian environ-
ments and policies that promote equality levels may
also help organizations direct their efforts to develop
networks, skills, and competencies to achieve better
entrepreneurial outcomes. Therefore, our study may
help in the promotion of renewing internal processes
or expanding into new businesses.

5.2 Limitations and Future Directions

Our study has some limitations. First, we primarily
relied on the GEM database to provide proxies for
employees’ perceptions. We also limited the study
to countries included in this database. For exam-
ple, future research may include more factor-driven
countries. Besides, the GEM database does not pro-
vide information at the organizational level, although
it is a key factor in the study of corporate entrepre-
neurship, further research may incorporate variables
such as organizational culture, corporate strategy,
and talent acquisition. A more extended research pro-
ject could use different and more accurate proxies
for independent and dependent variables or in-depth
analysis of other countries and organizations. Sec-
ond, using other independent variables to analyze the
environment’s effect could help add different perspec-
tives to the research. The effect of culture in corpo-
rate entrepreneurship could be studied differently in
further research because culture can moderate other
variables and corporate entrepreneurship.

@ Springer

6 Conclusion

Our research question was, does gender matter in
corporate entrepreneurship?—Yes, a gendered work-
force matters.—First, this study considers country-
level factors that promote corporate entrepreneurial
behavior and explain gender differences. Among the
elements evaluated, inequality strongly determines
entrepreneurship for both men and women, find-
ing significant differences. Our results highlight the
importance of establishing mechanisms to close the
gender gap within organizations across the globe
(Brush et al.,, 2019). Second, the individual-level
factors also are relevant to promote workers’ corpo-
rate entrepreneurial activity (Marlow, 2020). While
challenging, identifying, retaining, and develop-
ing employees with entrepreneurial skills, networks,
and opportunities can benefit the entire organization.
Although countries and companies can limit women’s
opportunities, it is important to understand men’s
and women’s capabilities provide similar conditions
to develop corporate entrepreneurship and innova-
tive initiatives (Akulava & Guerrero, 2022) and to
become high-performance ambidextrous organiza-
tions (Guerrero, 2021b). Therefore, country-level
conditions, instead of individual-level conditions,
could be the most important determinant for explain-
ing gender differences when pursuing organizations’
entrepreneurial and innovation activities.
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Table 6 Logit regression
results

#8p<0.01, #¥p<0.05,
*p<0.1
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Variables CE female CE male
B SE B SE
Individual level
Networks 0.452%%* 0.046 0.472%%* 0.036
Oportunity recognition 0.351%** 0.046 0.288#** 0.036
Skills 0.740%** 0.047 0.696%** 0.038
Fear of failure —0.094 0.045 —0.061 0.036
Age —0.152 0.060 —0.135% 0.056
Educ.—non (reference)
Educ.—some secondary -0.304 0.131 —0.019 0.090
Educ.—secondary degree 0.039%%* 0.113 0.044%*%* 0.081
Educ.—post-secondary 0.358%** 0.112 0.444%#** 0.081
Educ.—graduate 0.790%** 0.124 0.929%%** 0.097
Income—Ilowest (reference)
Income—middle 0.372%** 0.062 0.444%#%** 0.054
Income—upper 0.615%** 0.060 0.968%*** 0.051
Country level
GDPLn 0.168%** 0.046 0.233%** 0.039
Cultural and social norms 0.029%%* 0.046 —0.057** 0.038
Culture: masculine vs. feminine —0.002%%%* 0.001 —0.001%#%%* 0.001
Inequality —0.875%%%* 0.299 —0.591%** 0.228
Female ratio —1.807%#%* 0.135 —1.884%#%%* 0.101
Constant —2.963 % 0.546 —3.770%%* 0.472
Pseudo R’ 0.09 0.123
Observations 21193 29357
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