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ABSTRACT

Social Networks have always been an invaluableuregofor entrepreneurs
attempting to engage in venture creation and growkthile differences in gender
and its effect on traditional social networks halween explored, it is worth
examining the gender effect when using the intetoetreate online network
connections that supply useful resources. Thisysiodestigates the difference
between male and female entrepreneurs’ social n&sydhe resources obtained
from those networks, and the evolution of the &adwable weak tie. Hypotheses
are tested using analysis of variance and analyse®al women that female
entrepreneurs and male entrepreneurs use the ométevork connections very
differently in terms of the type of relationshipdatie type of resource acquired.
The findings create implications for organizatiaghat support female, minority or
disadvantaged business development as these verinmease in humber and
success.

I Corresponding author, address: 505 Ramapo VallegdRMahwah, NJ 07450, e-mail:
tredd@ramapo.edu, tel. 201-684-7356
2 Address: 1201 W. University Drive Edinburg, TX 285 e-mail: sibin.wu@utrgv.edu



Redd, T.C., et al., Gender Differences in AcquirftWEE (2020, No. 1-2, 22-36)23

KEY WORDS: female entrepreneurship, networking ability, societworks, the
strength of ties

Introduction

Social networks and the process of creating netwieskoccur for men
and women quite differently (e.g., Manolova, Cartdanev, & Gyoshev,
2007). As revealed in the literature, men typicafigve larger social
networks than women and thus, resulting in easieess to more resources.
Manolova and associates (2007) found men’s outsud#al networks can
increase their business growth expectancies whde gffect for women is
minimal. Smith, Wilson, Strough, Parker, and Br2018) found that
women of all ages have mostly same-gender netwdrks. concept of
network homogeneity particularly poses challenges the resource
acquisition stage of the venture creation procksshe past, studies have
shown that the number of female business typidallyin terms of success
when compared to businesses owned by men (Brurera@di & Poggio,
2004; Greve & Salaff, 2003; Thelwall, 2008). White literature speculates
many reasons for this lag, it seems that many efotbstacles faced in the
past by female entrepreneurs have been overcomtheAsumber and size
of successful ventures created and run by femaiemeneurs are on a
steady rise, it is worth re-examining the use afiaonetworks during the
venture creation process as this aspect of busisepport may have
evolved as well.

One aspect which has evolved is the easy avathalofi online social
networking platforms to entrepreneurs as markesing management tools
(e.g., Geho & Dangelo, 2012). More and more enamgurs are now
adopting social media such as Facebook, Instagaach, Twitter to make
their businesses more competitive because suclionohst can provide
entrepreneurs more means to extend social interscind maintain those
ties (e.g., Fischer & Reuber, 2012). While sucls a@d interactions may
provide information and resources that are cruda@l entrepreneurial
success, it has been shown that women and men raay different
networks and levels of networking abilities (Semi&@uWerner, 2014).
Therefore, understanding how women and men dewatdpmaintain social
ties may help us explain why there is still a gap,both number and
success, between female and male entrepreneurs.
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In this paper we explore the following researchstjoas: (1) With the
number of successful female-owned ventures on e s there still a
difference between the male and female entrepr&neacial networks in
terms of size and types of relationships? (2) D& famber of resources
obtained from the male and female entrepreneurlmersocial networks
differ? These questions will be explored to gaiareninsight into how
resources are marshaled for the venture creatioceps but also to see if
perhaps there is evidence of the scales of sucmaesg into balance for
male and female entrepreneurs in the near future.

This research makes a few important contributidfisst, while the
majority of the network studies explore how networkfluences
entrepreneurial performance, we answer the calsfiodying network as a
dependent variable (Hoang & Antonic, 2003). Secdrat]itional network
research has focused on physical ties (Granovet®r3). The current
research examines a relatively underexplored ameline social network,
and networking for entrepreneurs. The ever-risisg wf social media
platforms deems such research important. Furtherpaper examines the
differences in social networking behavior as itate$ to gender
implications.

The remainder of this paper is organized as folldvist, a review of
the literature detailing the findings of past reshaon male and female
social networks is presented. Then an overview haf tole of social
networks in the venture creations process is giféw. literature detailing
entrepreneurial climate, social network dynamisng eesource acquisition
is then used to build a foundation for the testg@otheses. Next, the
hypotheses are presented followed by an explanafidime research design
and methodology used to conduct the study as veetha results of the
analysis. The results of the data analysis areepted followed by a
discussion of the findings.

Literature Review
Gender Differences in Network Composition

Entrepreneurs use their social networks to gatlsources. Past
literature reveals that the social networks of nag women are quite
different (Stoloff, Glanville & Bienestock, 1999; &man, 1992; Salaff &
Greve, 2004). Social networks formed by women awesicdered to be
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homogenous or consist of mostly family or kin (Réhzt. al, 2000). This

is also referred to as strong ties. Male socialvagks, on the other hand,
are more heterogeneous, and therefore consist & weak ties in addition
to the established strong ties of family and kinsgessed by female
entrepreneurs (Moore, 1990). The strength of thieseis determined by
relationship characteristics such as intensityetiand reciprocity according
to DeCarolis and Saparito (2006). This is importaninote because the
composition of the female entrepreneur’'s socialwnet has created
challenges in gaining financial support, statugl aredibility (Bruni et. al,

2004). Furthermore, Young, Chawla, and Uzzi (20Kggest that

differences exist between male and female entreprenin terms of

fluctuating social support and commitment behaviors

However, Redd (2014) finds that a female’s socetlwork changes
over time and that as females progress throughdiffierent stages of the
venture creation process the number of weak tiesagted in the network
tends to increase (Smith et al., 2018). This ssiggat perhaps in the past,
female entrepreneurs’ social networks were more dgamous, but at
present female entrepreneurs have found ways &veceelditional weak ties
that supply needed resources. It has been suggestibe literature that
social networks leading to successful businessoowts are those that
maintain a balanced level of strong ties and weéek (Greve & Salaff,
2003). (Redd, 2014) may suggest the internet hadrilboted to the
introduction to additional weak ties for both maled female entrepreneurs.
Access to the internet has eliminated many barraard obstacles to
accessing people, skills, training, financial reses, etc. (Sadowski,
Maitland & van Ongen, 2002). To the best of ourwlealge, no studies to
date, have detailed the differences between malefemale entrepreneurs
in using online network ties for resources and tess success.

Resource Acquisition

All entrepreneurs must create social networks o gacess to social
capital, the resources supplied by social relakignss (Lin, 2001). Social
capital includes access to information, influenceredentials and
reinforcement (Lin, 2001; Aldrich & Martinez, 2001Shane &
Venkataraman, 2000; Aldrich & Zimmer, 1986). hesaaivery long list of
resources needed by the entrepreneurs during serdilaé venture creation
process, thus these sources of social capital ssengal for progress,
growth, and stability (Redd, Abebe & Wu, 2016). &fthe contacts within
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a social network not only supply resources but alsioas filtering devices
for legitimizing information pertinent to the launand stability of the
business venture (Burt, 1992).

Without the creation of useful network ties, it ssggested that a
business’s success will fall by the wayside. Fenaié&repreneurs, as a
minority group, have underperformed when comparedtheir male
counterparts. Access to social capital is just ohéhe many reasons this
may be the case, as it seems certain that not dnaviroptimal relationship
in your social network leads to poor levels of abcapital and in turn, no
access to the needed resources for launching amtama@ng a successful
business. Past studies (Gartner et. al, 2004sdalliVitak & Gray, 2014;
Campbell, Marsden & Hulbert, 1986) have revealedftiiowing resources
supplied by the social network as most useful te #ntrepreneur:
information and advice, funding, introduction tchet people, skills and
training, emotional support, business services, i@eds in the form of
creativity. All of these resources are imperativethe venture creation
process and past literature seems to show thatldsrhave had difficulty
accessing many of these resources due to the cdmposf their social
networks (Carter, Brush & Greene, 2003; Aldrichs§e & Dubini, 1989;
Lin, Cook & Burt, 2001).

Networking Ability

In examining the social networks of both male aneimdle
entrepreneurs, it is necessary to also considedélgece of connectedness
with all the potential social network connectiondasserman & Faust,
1994). This examination can lend insight into h&Mationships are created
and used for the resource acquisition processerRitVilkinson, and
Johnston (2004) define networking ability as théiliey to develop and
maintain effective relationships”. Entrepreneursate several relationships
during the venture creation process as some refdtips offer physical
resources, information sources or otherwise (BUttuff & Taselli, 2013).
For the female entrepreneurs, this may have pdsatenges in the past due
to small network size and the absence of heterayeiho and Lee (2020)
find that women have different networking behavithran men. This notion
further supports the relationship between netwoffer@nces and business
success. The ability of any entrepreneur to creadeitional useful
connections or networking ability through curremdnoections remains
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critical to be exposed to new opportunities andnmfation (Tocher, Oswald
& Shook, 2012; Foley & O’'Connor, 2013; Semrau &18ignd, 2012).

Hypotheses
Network Resources

There is no literature detailing the benefits ofiabnetwork size for
entrepreneurs, however, it is well established itinaite diverse network ties,
specifically social networks that are heterogeneatss instrumental to
entrepreneurial success (Fairlie & Robb, 2008; €&ré&v Salaff, 2003).
Specifically, the resources that entrepreneurs geelacquire include
introductions to others, information and advicaijrting and skills, funding,
business services, emotional support, and creatwitl ideas. Implied in the
heterogeneous network is the idea that having nwmnections, which
supply different types of resources will allow v creators to flourish
(Upson et al., 2016). Past studies have reveatddrttgeneral, female social
networks tend to be much smaller than a male’satoetwork and that men
tend to have a more heterogeneous network than wdqRenzulli et. al,
2000).

It has also been established in the literaturevieak ties are important
to gaining access to the resources which are ialtelgr launching and
maintaining a venture (Granovetter, 1973; MarsderC&mpbell, 2001).
Many past studies show that female entreprenewses fleaver weak ties than
male entrepreneurs, however, with the use of thernet, access to
resources has become more readily available to bwle and female
entrepreneurs (Semrau & Werner, 2014). This hastedeopportunities for
entrepreneurs from all walks of life to overcomerrigas to entry,
specifically in terms of resource acquisition ammtess to new product
markets. Access to the internet allows for accessimilar resources,
allowing women to have larger social networks arghér quantities and
quality of weak ties in their social networks. Smwowva, Popov, and
Komorova (2019) find that online social networkscemage market
development and product differentiation. To explitiie further we test the
hypotheses in the following section.

With the introduction of the internet, social netWiag for
entrepreneurs has changed immensely, giving thepesacto many
resources never available before and independdimefand space (Semrau
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& Werner, 2014). With its widespread use, evenegrgneurs in the most
isolated cases can now have access to resourceotterwise wouldn’t.
Interestingly, it has been found that younger worseem to have outpaced
men in internet usage; this is specifically theecttls women under the age
of 65 (Fallows, 2005).

To examine the difference in types of resourcesinbtl from online
social network connections and the types of ratatigps contained within
the networks, we present the following hypotheses:

H1: There is a significant difference in the typeseasfaurces male and
female entrepreneurs acquire through online socétivorks.

H2: With the growing use of the internet, female emgepurs have
access to more weak ties through online networkecions.

Research Methodology
Sampling

The target population for this study is made ofhbotale and female
entrepreneurs from throughout the United States wiva or are in the
process of starting business ventures which carclassified as small
businesses. The entrepreneurs to be included isttitly were identified in
two ways. First, entrepreneurs were identified Ihgirt attendance at local
Small Business Development Centers training or rmédion sessions.
Second, entrepreneurs were identified by Survey KdpnAudience, an
online research panel of participants. All partits were over the age of
18 and either owned or were in the process ofrgetip a business.

To determine the correct sample size and effee for the study, a
power analysis was performed with pilot study d¥fégh a target effect size
of 0.02 and alphaaj = 0.05, to obtain a power of approximately 0.80 a
sample size of 392 is needed. Keeping the aboviysiman mind it was
determined that with the nature of the researclstipes and the required
sample size it would be best to use an online pasn¢he anchoring sample
for this study. Online panels allow the researdbeteach a higher level of
diverse respondents while achieving the most Sadtisample possible
(Dillman, 2007; Johnson, 2016).

A questionnaire was developed using the Survey Mygmkline survey
construction interface after a pilot test. Thedimed survey was submitted to
Survey Monkey Audience an online Panel used tecbburvey responses
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from specific target audiences. A paper and pesieoerof the survey was
also distributed to potential business owners ftnoitbmall Business
Development Center at a state university in thehsya part of the country
and several clients of the State SBDCs of Minngsbtlaware, Oregon,

and Louisiana. In instances where the survey wstsilolited electronically,

separate survey links were established to trackrébponse rate. In total
2,151 invitations to participate were extendedoaltof 555 usable surveys
were returned resulting in a 25.8% response radechEck if there is non-
response bias, we sorted early and late respobgetate and used the two
groups as proxies for responder and non-respomdgectively. The t-test
shows there was no significant difference betwéertwo groups.

Measures

Strength of Ties:Information on the strength of ties within the sdci
network was gathered using an existing scale (Mesrs Campbell, 2004)
where the respondent was asked to report not dwysize of their social
network used for business purposes but also they asked to supply
information on the frequency of using each typdua$iness contact either
for resources or to discuss business matters. tArbe-item construct has a
Cronbach’s alpha higher than the recommended \adlQ€/0.

Online Resources:The Panel Study for Entrepreneurial Dynamics
(PSEDII) identifies seven different categories esaurces provided to
entrepreneurs through social network connectionses& measurement
items used in this study are borrowed from the PiEBWore specifically
the measurement items classify the resources @otamto the following
categories:information & advice, creativity, emotional suppolusiness
services, funding, training & skills, and introdigt to other network
connections This allowed for the tabulation of the quantitydatypes of
resources gathered by each entrepreneur from amditveork sources.

Data Analysis and Results

Table 1 tabulates the frequencies of several deapbgr variables such
as gender, age, race, education level, and fregusnaoternet usage. Table
2 summarizes the ANOVA results for Hypothesis 1 @allle 3 summarizes
the T-test results for Hypothesis 2. We tested loypotheses using the
ANOVA and T-tests because Pedhazur and Schmelld@1(] as well as
Blanca et al. (2017), suggest that the ANOVA antest- analyses are
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acceptable techniques to use when analyzing thierelifce in means
between two groups.

Table 1: Sample Demographics

Male Female N/A
Total 22¢ 261 19
Location
Urban 60 50
Rural 64 80
Suburba 10t 131
Education Level
Some high school 7 5
High school 22 37
Some college 53 78
Associate degree 30 39
Bachelor degree 67 56
Graduate school 25 27
Othel 25 1¢
# Employees
1-4 148 202
5-9 20 10
10-19 17 5
20-49 11 0
50-100 12 2
N/A 21 42

Access to Resources

An ANOVA was performed to compare male and femaleepreneurs
in terms of the types of resources obtained froendhline social network.
Specifically, the resources examined wiefermation & advice, creativity,
emotional support, business services, funding,ning & skills, and
introduction to other network connectiong&ach resource revealed a
significant difference between male and female egmaneurs, except
information and advice (see Table 2). This givggpsut to Hypothesis 1, as
there is a statistical difference in the type corces obtained from the
social networks of male and female entrepreneursgdneral, a larger
percentage of females used the internet to acoéssmation and advice
than their male counterparts.
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Access to Weak Ties

We predicted with Hypothesis 2 that with the usetlodé internet,
women would have more weak ties. The T-test reshltsv that there is a
significant difference in the number of weak tietvireen the two groups
(F=6.717, p =0.010), thus, Hypothesis 2 is suppofsee Table 3). Further
crosstabs analysis, gave surprising results, rexgpalhat the female
entrepreneurs in this study on average have moek wes in their social
networks than their male counterparts. These iesuljgest, that even with
the availability of the internet in most areas &heemains a difference in
how male and female entrepreneurs use their spoetatorks. This finding
also challenges the research of the past whiclalaas/s found that women
would have less weak ties in their social netwdhan men. We believe
that this result can be attributed to the widesprese of the internet. It
indicates that female entrepreneurs have identifieline social network
connections as a means to fill a previous voidtructural hole in obtaining
social capital.

Discussion & Conclusion

This research brings to the gives insight into diféerences in how
male and female entrepreneurs create social neswd@kecifically, the
study examines how male and female entrepreneymoagh their online
social networks for different resources and intemgdy, the study reveals
that women now have more weak ties than men iraligettings, no doubt
because of the internet. This may be because wa@an&epreneurs have
traditionally had less weak ties in their sociawurks, they may look to the
internet and online social networks to create tleakities they have been
missing; filling the so-called structural holes (Bu2017) A study
conducted by Pew, confirms that women use thernatemore often than
men and for longer periods (Fallows, 2015).
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Table 2: ANOVA Tests for Hypothesis 1 & Resourcdyses

Sum of Mean

Squares Square Sig.
Between Groug .68¢ 1 .68¢  3.34¢ .06¢
onlineINTRO Within Group: 100.57¢ 48¢ .20€
Total 101.26° 48¢
Between Groug .001 1 .001 .00< .95¢
onlineINFO Within Group: 95.03¢ 48¢ 19t
Total 95.03¢ 48¢
Between Groug 272 1 27z 2.78] .09¢
onlineTRAINING Within Group: 47.77. 48¢ .09¢
Total 48.04¢ 48¢
Between Groug .98¢ 1 98¢ 17.74¢ .00C
onlineFUNDING  Within Group: 27.17¢ 48¢ .05¢
Total 28.16:! 48¢
Between Groug .64 1 647 5.13¢ .024
onlineBIZSVC  Within Group: 61.47" 48¢ 12¢
Total 62.12¢ 48¢
Between Groug .662 1 .66z  5.02¢ .02t
onlineEMO Within Group: 64.23¢ 48¢ 13z
Total 64.90( 48¢
Between Groug 1.11¢ 1 1.11¢  6.20¢ 01:
onlineCREATIV  Within Group: 87.94¢ 48¢ .18C
Total 89.06: 48¢
Table 3: T-test Results for Hypothesis 2
Levene’s Tes! t-test for Equality of Means
for Equality of 95% Confidence
Variances ¢ df Sig. (2- .Mean Stpl. Error Interval of the
tailed) Diference Diference Diference
F Sig. Lower Upper

Equal variances 6.717 0.01 -1-72 376 0.086 -0.90455 0.525849384¢ 0.1294
assume

Equal variances -1.771 292.885 0.078 -0.90455 0.51074.909° 0.1006
not assume

These results also align with Dong et al. (2016)civhfound that
entrepreneurs find more diverse ties in onlinenfilghips than face to face
networks. Looking beyond our tests for significagnaer key findings also
show that women are less likely than men to usaerdocial networks to
access funding, training and skills, and businesgices. Men, on the other
hand, are less likely than women to access criatand ideas, emotional
support and information and advice. Future reseaachaddress similarities
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or differences in how male and female entreprenaccess these resources
online in comparison to those connections whichti@@itional face to face
connections. In future studies, it will be intenegtto see if the scales of
success in terms of creating and maintaining anlessi venture will finally
balance between male and female entrepreneurg astéhnet has served as
a great tool in overcoming barriers to entry.

The implications for individuals, cities, and geaghic areas that have
created business support or development incubasyes important.
Examining female entrepreneurs gives us a gredt afeimsight into the
many challenges faced by most minority entrepraakgroups. The results
of this study suggest, that perhaps training maeican be developed to
help struggling entrepreneurs, but not without nmé¢ access otherwise
identifying and acquiring online network resouraesre readily through
education and direction will be very difficult. @thBusiness Development
Centers and Disadvantaged Business Enterprise apmrsl may consider
developing online training to help these strugglyngups better identify the
resources now available to them through interndatiomships where
internet access is available.
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