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ABSTRACT

This paper explores the networks, aspirations, andcomes of “mom
entrepreneurs”, defined in this study as femaleegeneurs actively caring for
children (from birth to age 18). Although men andmen found businesses at
similar rates, the outcomes of businesses startechén and women tend to be
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that many women play in child rearing. This studpleres the networks of mom
entrepreneurs, how mom entrepreneurs define sudoesthemselves and their
businesses, and self-reported ratings of successth@se measures. More
specifically, this paper evaluates the impact ofe cidentifying as a mom
entrepreneur, the relation between the size of oneétwork and business
characteristics and outcomes, and the impact ofpause’s employment on
women’s motivations and aspirations.
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Introduction

Female entrepreneurs are nearly as frequent in euras male
entrepreneurs (Korsgaard, 2007; Langowitz & Minn&007; Nel et al.,
2010); however, the social and financial impacenferprises founded by
female entrepreneurs has not reached the scaleosé tfounded by their
male counterparts (Change the Story VT, 2016; R&bWatson, 2012).
research has indicated that this may be due tordeauof factors, including
but not limited to: size of firms, risk aversion founders, the industries in
which women primarily found businesses, the aspmatthat women have
for their businesses, and responsibilities forrgafor family and managing
the household (Clark-Muntean & Ozkazanc-Pan, 26tsgaard; Robb &
Watson). Beyond gender serving as a limiting fadgtobusiness growth,
marriage and children also have a negative assatiaith the earnings of
self-employed women (Marshall & Flaig, 2013).

Although caregiving and household management ansidered to be
factors behind the reduced impact of female-runnasses, little scholarly
attention has been given to the businesses foundedanaged by mom
entrepreneurs (Clark-Muntean & Ozkazanc-Pan, 2QM63herhood, which
may be viewed as a “metaphor representing the tasrddamily contexts of
female entrepreneurs” (Brush, de Bruin, & Welt€02, p. 9), needs to be
evaluated in the context of business ownership.

One method that might be highly applicable to thalgsis of mom-
owned business ventures is social network analymisSNA. SNA is
growing in popularity in the study of organizatioofsall sizes (Katz, Lazer,
Arrow, & Contractor, 2005). In SNA, individuals arepresented as nodes
and their relationships to other individuals arpresented as ties. A social
network is a map of all of the relevant ties bemvesdividuals and these
ties between individuals are the variables of gde(\Wasserman & Faust,
1994).

One reason why SNA lends itself so well to the gtoidentrepreneurial
networks is that networks, themselves, are crifiagedportant to the success
of many new businesses (Uzzi, 1996). What it &bibut networks that may
encourage entrepreneurial success? Past researdhdwan that a number
of network attributes, including centrality, degsiand strength of ties, may
influence the success of new ventures.

Social capital is closely tied to many of thesewwogk attributes.
According to Burt (1997), social capital predictstt individual returns
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depend on a person’s location in the social streadfia network, market, or
hierarchy. Social capital encompasses family membsocial networks,
connections, and other related resources that maelpful to an individual
and their business (Marshall & Flaig, 2013).

In order to measure the quality and performancesrafepreneurial
ventures and support the acceleration of their ahpais first necessary to
identify the patterns or systems that support odéi the success of new
businesses (Fazio et al., 2016). This study expltire relation between the
self-reported networks and social capital of momtregmeneurs,
demographic and organizational factors of these &osnenterprises (e.g.
longevity of business, age of entrepreneur, eamy] how these women
define and evaluate the success of their business.

This paper will first provide an overview of theetiry and prior
research that motivates the present analysis amdiscuss the hypotheses
that are tested. Next, the methodological approadatescribed, including
participants and procedures. Following this desionp data are described,
results are presented, and hypotheses are evallatedly, theoretical and
practical implications are discussed and directiforsfuture research are
provided.

Theory and Hypothesis Development

This work relies on a feminist methodology in titabegins with the
standpoints and experiences of women and seekstigate changes to the
support structure for entrepreneurs (Reinharz &i@aan, 1992). Building
upon prior work that has evaluated the role thahdge plays in
entrepreneurism (e.g. Fischer, Reuben, & Dyke, 1883s, 2010) and the
role of gender in business more broadly (e.g. R&doSalamzadeh &
Kawamorita, 2016; Radovic, Salamzadeh & Razavi320his study delves
into a subsection of that analysis by focusing gigatly on the experiences
of women actively involved in parenting children.

Network Analysis

Access to information and an accessible netwonkeafrs and advisors
is important for entrepreneurs regardless of ger(tle et al.,, 2010).
Women, in particular, believe their businessese@aért of a networked set
of connections or relationships (Bird & Brush, 2D(Rased on this network
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perception and the role of networks in facilitatingsiness transitions and
predicting business outcomes, a number of netwtiribates are evaluated
in this work. These attributes, discussed beloveutte social capital,

centrality, density, and tie strength.

Social Capital

Social capital is a quality created between pe@Blet, 1997). In the
context of entrepreneurship, social capital encasgathe family members,
social networks, and connections that may be hetpf@ woman and her
business (Marshall & Flaig, 2013). When considersaogial capital, the
opportunities available to an individual dependtloa individual’s position
in a network or hierarchy (Burt, 1997).

Social capital may also be viewed as a function bobkerage
opportunities in a network (Burt, 1997). Those wiave large number of
ties (strong or weak) may be viewed to have grdatels of social capital
than those who do not.

Centrality

Centrality is regularly used to describe individuahd networks. There
are many forms of centrality including: degree caity (the total number
of direct ties held by an individual), indegree ftrality (the number of
incoming ties held by an individual), outdegree tcaity (the number of
outgoing ties indicated by an individual), and betwness centrality (a
measure of how an individual in a network links esthise unconnected
others) (Prell, 2012). Individuals with high cellitypare connected to many
others in the network.

When these highly connected individuals connecersttwho would
otherwise be unconnected, they are referred toaeis (Cross, Parise, and
Weiss, 2007). Individuals who function as brokefgero achieve greater
success based on their importance to their netw@iass et al., 2007).

Density

Network density measures the total present tiesnetwork relative to
the total possible ties. Mathematically, densityhis sum of all entries in a
dataset of network ties divided by the possible Ipeimof entries in that
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dataseta= “‘;ﬂ‘m‘%" wherei is an individual in a network indicating ties
to others,]j is an individual in a network receiving ties fronthers,
x;,represents the presence or absence of a tie frdiwidoal i to individual

j, andg is the number of individuals in the network ofargst(\WWasserman
& Faust, 1994).

Dense networks contain relatively large numbersied among their
members. Network density can encourage open shafiimgformation but
may also lead to an inefficient use of resource=e(lBachrach, & Lewis,
2014).

Strong and Weak Ties

Not all ties in a network are created equal. Someeg are much
stronger than others, based on the frequency othdapexchange. The
strength of a tie is a linear combination of theoant of time, emotional
intensity, intimacy, and reciprocal services whicharacterize the tie.
(Granovetter, 1973) Ties may be strong, weak, seab In a network of
friendship, for example, a “friend” may be consetkto be a strong tie and
an “acquaintance” a weak tie.

In addition to the characterization of strong ti@s indicative of
friendship, the strong ties that are evaluatechis analysis are marked by
high levels of trust. Affective trust (mutual inpersonal care or emotional
bonds) is important in early entrepreneurial veedu(Smith & Lohrke,
2008). Many entrepreneurs develop ties with clasaily and friends as
they socialize business plans, gaining feedbaclels as emotional and
financial support. As business plans become beléeeloped, cognitive
trust (beliefs about reliability, dependability,daconfidence) become more
important and ties between other entrepreneursleinsn or technical experts
become more critical (Smith & Lohrke).

Be it friendship or trust, the stronger the tiewss#n two individuals,
the larger the proportion of individuals to whoneyhare both tied in that
network. In many networks, the removal of a weak wiould do more
damage to the sharing of information than the reah@f a strong tie
(Granovetter, 1973). This is because weak tiesnofierve to connect
disparate subgroups. From individual point of vieweak ties are an
important resource. From a systems perspectivek wiea play role in
encouraging network cohesion (Granovetter, 1973).
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Women and Entrepreneurship

There is a lack of quality research related tortile of parenthood in
entrepreneurship (Clark-Muntean & Ozkazanc-Pan5R0Ihe work that
does focus on mother entrepreneurs often paintssagymistic portrait of
these women as insecure, unambitious, risk-averdejowledgeable. For
example, prior studies on this topic have statedvidue of entrepreneurism
to be enabling a woman to rid herself of the gii#t comes from working
outside the home (Koorsgaard), allowing women $olkge conflict between
earning money and caring for a family (Du Rietz &rfekson, 2000; Nel et
al., 2010), and providing more stimulation than ineohood alone (Nel et
al.).

The reasons why women enter into entrepreneurgieidilkely more
nuanced than prior work has illustrated. Furtheemtre goals or outcomes
that women hope to achieve through their businessiuves and their
definitions of success are likely to be relatethtgr motivations.

Much of the prior work on outcomes of entreprersmurifocuses on
business growth and profitability. There are, hogremany other outcomes
that might important to consider, for both indivadentrepreneurs and also
for society at large (Nel et al., 2010). By considg financial outcomes
alone, we will likely find that male-owned firms tperform those owned by
women (Robb & Watson, 2012). An inclusive modeleotrepreneurship
must include strengths of women and feminine apres to business and
entrepreneurism (Clark-Muntean & Ozkazanc-Pan, ROFarthermore,
truly inclusive models must also consider familyusture as this has a
significant impact on entrepreneurs and their bessngoals and outcomes
(Aldrich & CIiff, 2003).

Beyond the difficulties that arise with integratinfigmale-centric
considerations into the outcomes by which busivessures are measured,
one must also consider the joint implications of tmeohood and
entrepreneurship. For example, prior research lbasdf marriage and
children to be a profit constraint to self-employe@dmen (Marshall &
Flaig, 2013). Others, however, have found motheihtwobe an enabling
factor in female entrepreneurship, allowing wometeverage their identity
to create organizations with products and sendsewell as structures that
are values-driven (Leung, 2011).
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Hypotheses

The general model that is evaluated by this worsuimmarized below
in Figure 1. Essentially, this study seeks to eat@uhe relation between a
number of demographic variables, social networkd,l@usiness outcomes.

Demographic Variables MNetwork Variables
Mom Entreprencur ldentity Age Srong Ties (Moms) Friendship Ties
Murmber of Children State - » Strong Ties (Mon-AMoms) Centrality of Ties
Age of Children Business Longevity Wieak Ties (Moms)
Job Owtzide Venture Pelarital Satus Wieak Ties (Mon-Bloms)
Mumber Business Venture Partrser Employment

Snecess Variahles

Success Definition
Mean Success Rating

Figure 1: Theoretical model

More specifically, based on a review of prior wetkrounding women
and entrepreneurship, this study aims to expladdhowing hypotheses:

H1:

H2:

H3:

H4:

H5:

The network size of mom entrepreneurs is paditi correlated
with self-identifying as a mom entrepreneur.

Women who self-identify as “mom entrepreneunsld different
definitions of business success than those whatlo n

Business longevity is related to the compositad ties in mom
entrepreneurs’ networks; ventures at earlier stdge® a larger
proportion of strong ties, mature ventures havargelr proportion
of weak ties.

Women who have a spouse or partner who isialsgved in an
entrepreneurial venture will hold different defiaits of business
success than those who do not.

Women who have a spouse or partner with atifuk job will

hold different definitions of business success ttiesse who do
not.
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Methods

This study used open-ended interviews to obtaiormétion about the
demographics and experiences of mother entreprenédollowed standard
guidelines for qualitative research, including gsiclear, open-ended
questions, carefully selecting the question ordeaintaining neutrality,
quickly transcribing data, comparing findings tb@tresearch on the topic,
and analyzing negative cases, or cases that wetmeavith emerging data
patterns (Caudle, 2004; Schuh & Upcraft, 2001). iAoldally, the validity
of the qualitative findings was enhanced by invadyviparticipants in the
verification of data and keeping explicit records all aspects of data
gathering and analysis (Marshall & Rossman).

The interview protocol also followed recommendeddglines of
informing participants of the purpose of the studyplaining that their
participation would be voluntary and that resulteuld be confidential
(Simone, Campbell & Newhard, 2012).

This study also relied on prior qualitative netwestlkdies to inform its
method and structure. For example, this work rediesost exclusively on
self-reported demographic and network informati®elf-reports have been
shown to be a valid source of network data (Mars@eas).

Participants

Participants for this study were recruited usingnawball technique
(Bellotti, 2008). Some were identified through theparticipation in
organizations that support female entrepreneuterstwere colleagues of
friends or friends of friends. No one was persgndthown by the
researcher. The criteria for participation werenidging as female and
being actively involved in caring for children, lbgical or otherwise, from
birth through age 18.

All in all, 31 women participated in this study. &hcame from 12
states and two countries. Their median age wasead8syold. The youngest
participant was 31 years old, the oldest 60. Thammumber of children
being cared for by participants of this study was.tThe maximum number
was five. The mean age of all children being cdoedby participants of this
study was seven years. Two participants had angtieeoutside of their
entrepreneurial venture. 28 participants were redsriwo were partnered,
and one was single. Of those married or partnesgticppants, four had
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spouses or partners involved as business partmeisnae spouses or
partners who were also entrepreneurs.

The median duration of participant’s business vestwas four years,
with a mean duration of six years. Of these 3ligp#nts, eight had
previously been involved with starting or runningusiness venture.

Procedures

In-depth interviews were held by phone, videocaatiee, or in person.
A semi-structured interview protocol was followetieve participants were
allowed to expand on responses to topics as theynelé appropriate.
Interviews were recorded using a word processirgjegy as they were
carried out. Immediately following interviews, tsamipts were sent to
participants to ensure that all information cokgttvas accurate.

The interview began with an introduction and ovewiof the project.
Informed consent was gained verbally. Next, demagrainformation was
gathered and women were asked if they held theidssitity of “mom
entrepreneur”.

Questions were asked to gather information aboffiérdnt types of
networks held by participants. According to Kraakttaand Hanson (1993),
it is important to evaluate different types of netlss, including those built
on trust and those that are more transactionaticipants were also asked if
they believed themselves to have formed friendshipls any other mom
entrepreneurs.

Next, participants were provided with possible gadors of success
(Buttner & Moore, 1997) and asked how they defingaccess for
themselves and their businesses. Participants thiere asked to evaluate
their professional and or personal success on trseéedetermined
measures using a Likert scale ranging from 1 (tallasuccessful) to 5
(extremely successful). Finally, participants wesked if they had any
guestions or closing thoughts.

Interview duration ranged from approximately 12 utes to
approximately 40 minutes. The median interview tiwas approximately
18 minutes.

Analysis and Results

A list of all variables is provided below in TalleAs illustrated in this
table, variables were collected to provide demdg@amformation about
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participants, information about participants netwgor(with other mom
entrepreneurs and with non-mom entrepreneurs)irdonation about how
participants defined and evaluated their businessess.

Table 1: Variables included in analysis

Demographic Variables  Network Variables Success Vables
Mom Entrepreneur Identi Strong Ties (Mom: SuccesDefinition
Age Strong Ties (No-Moms] Mean Success Rati
Number of Childre Weak Ties (Mom:

Age of Childrel Weak Ties (No-Moms

State Centrality of Tie

Job Outside Ventu Friendships Tie

Business Longevi
Number Business Ventt
Marital Statu

Partner Employme

Nearly three quarters (72%) of the participantshis study identified
personally, professionally, or socially as a montrepreneur. Some really
leaned into this identity, with statements suchb&ng a mom is part of my
personal brand” and “being a mom is in every inat fber of my being.”

Others actively or inadvertently distanced themsslMrom this
identity. One participant stated “I happen to m@m and an entrepreneur,
but | don’'t consider myself to be a ‘mompreneurtdngse my work isn’'t
based around my role as a mom.” Another noted fftddentify as ‘mom’
unless | am doing something specifically relatedhiddren. I am ‘mom’ at
the pediatrician’s office, a kid’'s birthday partgnd a parent-teacher
conference, but | don't prefix any other identitythat way.”

Another group of participants identified with thdescriptor internally,
but were resistant to use this as part of theimass or social identity. One
participant stated “I hide it until | feel safe $ay I'm a mom” another “My
friends would laugh at that handle because | amadlgtnot a very maternal
person by nature!”

Some study participants questioned the value ofgutsie label of mom
entrepreneur or mompreneur, stating “It is a reaflyeresting world
plugging in to ‘mompreneurs’ or ‘women entreprerséland segmenting
yourself off in this way. What are the benefits guitflalls of seeking these
avenues versus a general networking group?”
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When considering the networks of these women, iebedl that it was
important to evaluate networks of mom entreprenaagsdistinct from
general support networks due to the unique chadlerand opportunities
that women with children encounter when startinguoining a business.

Some participants strongly believed that the bémnedbf mom
entrepreneur networks were distinct from what might found in other
groups. According to one participant “Every comntyindr network is
different. You have to be very mindful of your rale the network. With
mompreneurs, people develop trust more quickly easily if you are
transparent and honest.” Another noted “You feeht tlother mom
entrepreneurs are the only people that truly utaedsyou as a mom and a
business owner. You get judged sometimes becaus&gk so much and
it almost appears as if you're putting the businéss. They provide
support during those harder times.” Another comeeénthat “It is so
powerful to do business with a network of women \alsm believe in you.”

Others found greater benefit connecting with othemen, regardless
of parental status, stating things like “I conn&dgth a lot of women
entrepreneurs, parent status doesn’t really cotoepiay.”

These statements stand in contrast with the bebéfsome other
participants, who did not believe networks of montrepreneurs to be
separate from more general business networks. Aogprto one
participant, “I don’'t need to connect with womemeded to connect with
any person who can help. The mom entrepreneur mletisa’t a strong
driver, even when you helped me examine it.” Anotetated, “I was
involved with a mom business owner group a few yeao and it was very
frustrating. It became clear that this was notatgssional group of people,
that this was not my group. People talked about s all the time, | was
there for business.”

Table 2, provided below, summarizes the self-regubrtetworks of the
women who participated in my study. As evidencedtly information
presented in this table, participants report hayewer numbers of strong
ties (characterized by trust and frequent intesasi with mom
entrepreneurs than with others (men, non-moms, aor-emtrepreneurs).
They report generally similar numbers of weak wgh mom entrepreneurs
and with others and about the same numbers ofgsand weak ties among
mom entrepreneurs.



12 Journal of Women'’s Entrepreneurship and Educa@920, No. 1-2, 1-21)

Table 2: Strong and Weak Network Ties of Mom Endregurs

Strong Ties with Strong Weak Ties with ~ Weak Ties

Mom Ties with Mom with
Entrepreneurs Others Entrepreneurs Others
Mear 3.7 4.¢ 4.¢ 4.2
Mediar 2 4 2 2
Minimum 0 0 0 0
Maximurnr 12 30 30 25

In terms of network position, in their network ofther mom
entrepreneurs, participants did not believe thoseliom they had strong
ties to be connected with one another. The avenageber of strong ties
who are connected with other strong ties is leas tine with a median of 0.
That is to say, many women may serve as brokenseleet other mom
entrepreneurs, having the ability to connect thede are otherwise
unconnected.

Considering ties beyond business relationshipssetheelated to
friendship, just over three quarters of all papits (77%) indicated that
they had developed friendships with other mom @néreeurs. When asked
to define with they meant by “friendship” in thigpacity, some women
reported that, as an entrepreneur, they didn’ebelithere to be separation
among the elements of their lives, that everythimgluding friendships
were integrated. Many spoke about trust, a levetashfort, and someone
you could depend on during difficult times. A fewarpcipants mentioned
friendship as being characterized by deeper lesfet®nnection and similar
energy. One defined friendship as “when coffeedumto wine.”

About one third of this study’s participants defineiendship in terms
of their children, mentioning such things as “oigskknow each other” or
“we have an overlap in activities based on ourdrkit.” Another third
defined friendship as doing things socially outfla business context.

The most frequent methods of interaction amongetvork ties were
face to face, email, phone, and texting. Social imeeas also regularly
reported as a method of interaction.

Evaluation of Hypotheses

Analysis of information gathered from these quéira interviews
enabled for the evaluation of the five hypothesessgnted earlier. All
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analysis was conducted using the R platform (R Qaam, 2017). First,
the relation between mom entrepreneur networkamemom entrepreneur
identity was evaluated by calculating the poinehba correlation between
these variables [H1]. Results of this analysisicag that there is no
relation between mom entrepreneur self-identity aetvork size of strong
and weak mom entrepreneur ties=(0.04 and = -0.03, respectively). That
is to say, there is no relationship between calbngself a “mompreneur”
and having a large network of other mom entrepreneu

Next, the relation between mom entrepreneur selftity and holding
a definition of success that includes financialbility or profitability was
examined by calculating the phi coefficient betwdleese variables [H2].
Results of this analysis indicate that there isrelation between mom
entrepreneur self-identity and having a definitmhsuccess that includes
finances or profitability (= 0.14). This finding might be considered in light
of previous work (e.g. Buttner & Moore, 1997; Dare¢sl., 2007; Du Rietz
& Henrekson, 2000) which reported that mother gm&neeurs hold different
definitions of business success.

The relation between business longevity and contiposof ties was
also explored as the Pearson correlation betweemtimber of years of
business operation and the proportion of strong hield by a business
owner [H3]. Results show that there is no relatlmetween these two
variables = 0.03). A related inquiry was also made to evigle relation
between business longevity and number of strorsg Tikis analysis showed
a significant relation between these variabtes 0.46,p = 0.01), indicating
that business owners with longer running busineBage more strong ties.
This should be compared with previous work on tlaure of ties in
business networks (Smith & Lohrke, 2008).

Next, the relation between a spouse or partnerelwed in an
entrepreneurial venture and defining success imgeof profitability or
financial viability was explored by calculating tipéi coefficient between
these variables [H4]. Results of this analysis sftbwo relation to be
presenti( = -0.22).

Finally, in evaluation of the previously presentbgpotheses, the
relation between a spouse or partner’'s work stdtakling a full-time job)
and defining success in terms of financial viapildr profitability was
explored by calculating the phi coefficient betweabese variables [H5].
Results show no relation between spouse or pamvek status and
definitions of success € 0.11).
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In addition to evaluating these a priori, data wesglored more
generally to evaluate the bivariate correlationsveen all variables in this
analysis. lllustrated below in Table 3, severaleiesting significant
relations are present.

One such relation is between participant age andbeus of strong
ties. Older mom entrepreneurs have greater numiifesdrong ties with
other mom entrepreneurs and greater numbers afgstiies, in general.
Another interesting relation is that between agehofdren and ratings of
success. Women with older children are more likelyate themselves as
successful, using their self-provided definitiofisuat business success is.
Finally, those who are running their first businbsse greater numbers of
weak ties than experienced mom entrepreneurs (wameheir second or
greater business venture). These findings will iseudsed in greater detail
in the discussion section.

Table 3: Bivariate correlations

. . Correlation

Variable 1 Variable 2 Coefficient p-value

Age of Participant Total Strong Ties 0.47 0.01
Age of Participar Strong Mom Tie 0.3¢ 0.0t
Age of Childrel Rating of Succe: 0.4C 0.0z
First Business Ventu Weak Ties Othe -0.3¢ 0.0¢
First Business Ventu Total Weak Tie -0.4¢ 0.01
First Business Ventu Weak Mom Tie -0.4¢ 0.01

| also compared the definitions of success helgagicipants in this
study to those identified by Buttner & Moore (1995 illustrated in Table
4 below, the findings of Buttner & Moore indicateat, in order, the most
important measures of success were self-fulfilmashievement of goals,
profits, business growth, balancing family and worknd social
contribution. According to the women who particgyhtin this study, the
order of importance of these measures was probaance, social
contribution, business growth and self-fulfillméhed), and achievement of
goals. As illustrated below, these two rank-orddigtd are quite different.
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Table 4: Rank-ordered measures of success
Buttner & Moore (1997) Present Study

Profits

Business Grow!
Self-Fulfillment
Achievement of Goa
Social Contributio
Balancing Family and Wo

GQONPEFE MW
NWOoOBMDME

Qualitatively, there were several other notewortimgings regarding
how participants defined the success of their lmssies. The first is related
to the status of profits or financial aspects a&srtiost frequently mentioned
measure of success. According to one participdntrépreneurial success
is tied with financial success. In my entreprenaunistory, if the business
wasn’'t providing enough money to make it worthl'd, be looking for a
full-time job. There’s a functional component thean't be ignored.
Sometimes | hate admitting that because it doesnihd very ‘follow your
passion-esque’.”

Similarly, the relatively greater importance of tilouting to social
good is also interesting. One participant mentiottesl ability to do pro-
bono work that is afforded by running her own bass) indicating that
“there’s no way I'd have been able to do this befbecoming a full-time
entrepreneur.” Another spoke to founding a chastrool, noting “It is
100% volunteer. This informs my entrepreneurial tue: and also my
whole life! This absolutely wouldn’t have happertet! | not had previous
experience of starting a venture or the suppoxvowd that it provided me.”

Participants in this study also defined successgueieasures beyond
those included above in Table 4. One woman spokéddamportance of
having options, another to the objective of exémgiscreativity and
encountering new challenges. Multiple participanégldressed the
importance of meeting a personal calling or findthgir true selves and
several others mentioned the value of serving iedeamodel and inspiring
or developing others. One participant defined ssgcas failing with
enthusiasm, another as having fun.

Interestingly, several women spoke to how theiirdibns of success
have changed over time. For example, one statedIth#he beginning, it
was about reaching my goals and being better thaméxt person. Now
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success is based on providing a good quality efftif my family and those
who work for me and my community.”

Discussion
Theoretical and Practical Implications

This work, although exploratory in nature, carrias number of
implications for both theory and practice. One imaot finding is that
many women serve as brokers in their networks omnemtrepreneurs,
having the ability to connect those who are otheewinconnected. There
were very few instances of women indicating thasthto whom they were
closely connected were also connected to each .othethe network
literature, this would be characterized as havimg transitivity and high
brokerage (Wasserman & Faust, 1994). This mearisthieaties between
mom entrepreneurs that exist are critical in cotingcnot only those
directly involved, but perhaps serving as futuredigts as women connect
with friends of friends. It also means that, eclgoone participant, “The
world of female entrepreneurships needs more optidm develop
social networks.”

Comparing the results of this work to previous sadf women or
moms in entrepreneurism, my findings are aligneith Wiorsgaard (2007) in
that women do not demonstrate a high desire fowtrol did, however,
find women to be highly motivated by financial reas. This could mean
that, although women are interested in generatimgpme to achieve a
certain level of financial stability or lifestyléhey have less desire to create
a high-growth, scalable company.

Related to the findings presented in Table 4, peviwork found
women’s most important entrepreneurial motivatiaasbe a desire for
challenge and self-determination (Buttner & Modk®97). The findings of
this study, however, suggest that generating rofilancing family and
work, and contributing to social good are of grshieportance to mom
entrepreneurs. Perhaps these differences are tiedleaf the nearly two
decades that have passed since the original stagy@anducted, including a
more general shift to social awareness and integrdamily and work.
Again, it is noteworthy that profits, often disnesisas insignificant, were an
important measure of success for participants ostugly.
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This work may also serve to test some of the assangpthat were
used in prior studies on women in entrepreneurdfop.example, Marshall
& Flaig (2013) used having a self-employed spouse groxy for social
capital. Results of this analysis indicate thar¢h@as no relation between
having a spouse or partner who was also an entrepreand any of the
evaluated networks. This means that future worktlis topic should
consider metrics beyond spousal employment as mesastisocial capital.

Expanding on the results of the hypothesis tedtivag was previous
described, | reject the hypotheses that ownersmjdr-running businesses
have greater proportions of strong ties. | did fihdwever, that this group
had greater numbers of strong ties. It is intemgstd consider this finding in
conjunction with that of Smith and Lohrke (2008)yawnoted that cognitive
trust (characterized here as weak ties) rather thdfiective trust
(characterized here as strong ties), is more imporver time. Although
this finding was not confirmed, it is noteworthyathties seem to be
maintained by women over time, resulting in ownefslonger-running
businesses having greater numbers of ties in gerleeahaps rather than
abandoning those strong ties characterized bytaféetrust for weaker ties
related to cognitive trust, women instead mainth&ir strong ties and add
to them.

Another finding of this work that warrants furthexploration is the
relation between participant age and strong tiddeiOwomen indicated
greater numbers of strong ties with other mom enérgeurs and greater
numbers of strong ties in general. Perhaps ththiesto the fact that, with
age, comes the tendency to rely more heavily oseclelationships than
more the more transactional business relationghgtsare frequently found
among younger mom entrepreneurs. This is speceland needs to be
further evaluated.

Similarly, the finding that women running their dfir business had
greater numbers of weak ties than experienced nmire@eneurs warrants
additional consideration. This might be due torategy of developing large
numbers of ties and before deciding which to catevwhen a woman is
embarking on her first entrepreneurial venture. Wornwho have already
started a business may already have a networlesfaind do not need to
“test the waters” with large numbers of transaclaelationships.

Also worthy of further consideration is the relatibetween age of
children and ratings of success. Women with oldéidien are more likely
to rate themselves as successful, using theirpselfided definitions of
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what business success is. Perhaps this is duestéath that women with
younger children feel more pressure to contributehame, therefore
believing themselves to be less effective withrtheisinesses. For example,
one participant noted “The daycare situation isightmare. We haven'’t
found care in two years.” It may be that women va@in® compelled to care
for children young in addition to running businessgo not believe
themselves to be as successful in their work.

Limitations and Future Research

It should be noted that a qualitative study likes thoes not allow for
generalizable findings. As participants came fromlyotwo Western
countries and were generally of middle- or uppeddte class, results
should be considered in that context. Future rebeanight explore similar
guestions in other contextual settings.

Furthermore, the results presented here might ses\&iggestions for
possible fields of exploration moving forward. Oexample of an area that
might be explored in the future is that of fathaetrepreneurs. This study
provides a detailed portrait of the state of emgrpurship among women
actively caring for children. It neglects, howevarformation about how
men manage the dual roles of parent and businessrowfter all, men
entrepreneurs are equally likely to be parents asnen entrepreneurs
(Clark-Muntean & Ozkazanc-Pan, 2015). Future wdrkud expand the
present analysis to evaluate the networks anditefia of success of father
entrepreneurs.

Based on the experiences of some of the parti@gpairthis work, other
areas for further exploration can be identified.eTisolating nature of
entrepreneurship was one theme that was mentiomedudtiple occasions.
According to one participant, “There’s somethingeréh that could be
captured, highlighted, or reflected on. That's stiimg to think about.”
Indeed, future research should explore networksngnmesom entrepreneurs
with a focus on different types of networks and hpwesitions in those
networks might contribute to feelings of isolation.

Conclusions

The importance of work is perhaps best capturedelegback from
interview participants. Many women indicated thhinking about their
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networks motivated them to do more work in deveigpnew or furthering
existing relationships. According to one participatwhen you started
asking questions about mom entrepreneur connedtinas like ‘I want to
have that.” Another stated “| love questions ahdse have made me think
about who is supporting me and what my businesksldi&e in a different
way than I'd thought about before.” Others spoke@éding to make time,
or more time, to simply reach out to other womeraily all participants
stated that this work was important and that theyeneager to review the
findings.

Networks, ties in and of themselves and the infdionathat is
transferred through these ties, are very importantnom entrepreneurs.
According to one participant, “Being a mom is hbetause you always feel
like you're not doing enough but know you can’t @wy more than you're
doing. It is a constant balancing act. When somethalls off the map; your
marriage, your friendships, it adds a little bit mfessure, but overall |
wouldn’'t have it any other way.” Having a network women who
understand these challenges and are able to preuigigort can certainly
make this balancing act more manageable, and perhvage enjoyable.
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