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Preface 

When I was offered the opportunity to start my PhD almost four years ago, I was 

thrilled by the idea to implement personal initiative (PI) training for women entrepreneurs in 

Ethiopia and evaluate its effectiveness by conducting a randomized controlled trial (RCT). I 

already had a keen interest in the field of development economics and its rigorous research 

methods for a while and was excited to be part of such an endeavor now. With some initial 

evidence pointing to the effectiveness of PI training, Michael’s and my plan was to devote my 

PhD to the investigation of when (i.e. under which conditions) and how (i.e. via which 

mechanisms) PI training leads to entrepreneurial success. Over more than two years, I thus 

invested most of my time and energy in the implementation and evaluation of PI training in 

Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. During numerous field trips, we gathered information, trained 

trainers, arranged stakeholder meetings, prepared enumerators, collected data, and tackled 

various challenges. 

However, as Chapter 4 of this dissertation reveals, things turned out quite differently 

than expected. The RCT showed that PI training had neither increased women entrepreneurs’ 

business success nor led to any other meaningful outcomes. Whereas I found the lack of 

impact incredibly interesting from an implementers’ perspective (after the first wave of 

disappointment had passed), it certainly was not compatible with the idea to devote three 

chapters of my dissertation to an in-depth analysis of the training’s effects. Fortunately, by 

that time, Michael had already encouraged me to set up a study to pursue a research question 

that had emerged from my field visits: How do husbands influence women entrepreneurs’ 

success? This way, Chapter 2 and 3 of this dissertation developed while we were still 

(optimistically) waiting for the follow-up data to come in. Yet, there was still another chapter 

to be written. After all the efforts invested in the implementation and evaluation of PI training, 

completely dropping the training experiment from the dissertation did not seem right to me. 

Moreover, it felt like hiding unfavorable results. Thus, I decided to stick to the RCT as basis 

for my third article and look into the reasons behind the lack of impact. Chapter 4 constitutes 

the result of this decision. 

In short, although this dissertation looks very differently from what I expected when I 

drafted my initial research proposal, I am very glad about the way it looks like today. I further 

hope that this dissertation encourages other young scholars to report research that seems 

unfavorable at first sight, but might in fact stimulate the development of their research area.  
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Abstract 

In sub-Saharan Africa, women own or partly own one third of all businesses, thereby 

having a large potential to contribute to the economic development and societal well-being in 

this region. However, women-owned businesses tend to lag behind men-owned businesses in 

that they make lower profits, grow more slowly, and create fewer jobs. To identify reasons for 

this gap and effective means to promote women entrepreneurs, large parts of the 

entrepreneurship literature have compared male and female entrepreneurs with regard to 

individual characteristics, paying only limited attention to the underlying environmental 

conditions. This is problematic as women entrepreneurs operate under different conditions 

than men, with particularly pronounced differences in sub-Saharan Africa.  

Against this backdrop, the goal of this dissertation is to contribute to a more profound 

understanding of women entrepreneurship in sub-Saharan Africa and its promotion through 

training by examining critical context factors. Specifically, I analyze two context factors that 

influence women’s entrepreneurial performance and the success of training interventions: 

1) women entrepreneurs’ husbands and 2) the entrepreneurship trainer. These analyses are 

embedded in considerations of the cultural, social, and economic conditions women 

entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan Africa are facing.  

In Chapter 2, I conduct a systematic literature review on spousal influence in 

entrepreneurship and identify six recurrent types of influence. Complementing the literature 

originating from Western settings, I develop propositions on how the sub-Saharan context 

affects husbands’ influence on women entrepreneurship in this region. In Chapter 3, I build on 

a cultural theory and an economic theory of the household to develop and empirically test a 

theoretical model of husbands’ constraining and supportive influences on women 

entrepreneurship in sub-Saharan Africa. The empirical results point to three distinct types of 

husbands that differ significantly in their impact on women entrepreneurs’ business success. 

In Chapter 4, I explore the influence of the trainer on the effectiveness of entrepreneurship 

training in sub-Saharan Africa by drawing on an unsuccessful training implementation. 

Qualitative analyses indicate that the use of adequate teaching methods is critical towards 

training success. Overall, this dissertation makes an important contribution towards a better 

understanding of women entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan Africa and their promotion by shifting 

the perspective from a purely individualist to a more contextualized view of women 

entrepreneurship. 
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Zusammenfassung 

Ein Drittel aller Unternehmen in Subsahara-Afrika wird von Frauen geführt. Diese 

weisen damit ein großes Potential auf, zur wirtschaftlichen und sozialen Entwicklung in der 

Region beizutragen. Im Vergleich zu Unternehmen von Männern sind Unternehmen von 

Frauen allerdings oft weniger profitabel, wachsen langsamer und generieren weniger 

Arbeitsplätze. Um Gründe für diese Differenz zu identifizieren und Unternehmerinnen 

effektiv zu unterstützen, haben große Teile der Entrepreneurship-Literatur Unternehmerinnen 

und Unternehmer in Bezug auf individuelle Merkmale verglichen, aber den zugrunde 

liegenden Rahmenbedingungen nur begrenzte Aufmerksamkeit gewidmet. Dies ist 

problematisch, da sich die Bedingungen, unter denen Unternehmerinnen und Unternehmer 

arbeiten, insbesondere in Subsahara Afrika stark voneinander unterscheiden.  

Vor diesem Hintergrund ist das Ziel dieser Dissertation, durch die Untersuchung 

bedeutsamer Kontextfaktoren zu einem besseren Verständnis von weiblichem 

Unternehmertum in Subsahara-Afrika sowie seiner Förderung durch Training beizutragen. 

Konkret analysiere ich zwei Kontextfaktoren, welche die unternehmerische Leistung von 

Frauen und den Erfolg von Trainingsmaßnahmen maßgeblich beeinflussen: 1) die Rolle der 

Ehemänner von Unternehmerinnen sowie 2) die Rolle von Trainern und Trainerinnen in 

Unternehmertrainings. Meine Analysen berücksichtigen dabei die kulturellen, sozialen und 

wirtschaftlichen Bedingungen, unter denen Frauen in Subsahara-Afrika ihre Unternehmen 

führen.  

In Kapitel 2 verfasse ich einen systematischen Überblick über die Literatur zu den 

Einflüssen des Ehepartners auf die unternehmerische Aktivität und Leistung von 

Unternehmern und Unternehmerinnen und stelle sechs wiederkehrende Arten von Einflüssen 

heraus. Um die größtenteils auf westlichen Gesellschaften beruhende Forschung zu ergänzen, 

erarbeite ich Vorschläge dazu, wie sich der Einfluss des Ehemanns in Subsahara-Afrika 

entfaltet. In Kapitel 3 stütze ich mich auf eine Kultur- und eine haushaltsökonomische 

Theorie, um ein theoretisches Modell zu entwickeln, das die positiven und negativen 

Einflüsse erklärt, die Ehemänner in Subsahara-Afrika auf Unternehmerinnen nehmen. 

Empirische Analysen zeigen drei Typen von Ehemännern auf, die sich in ihrem Einfluss auf 

den Geschäftserfolg von Unternehmerinnen signifikant voneinander unterscheiden. In 

Kapitel 4 nutze ich eine erfolglose Trainingsimplementierung, um den Einfluss von Trainern 

und Trainerinnen auf die Effektivität von Unternehmertrainings in Subsahara-Afrika zu 
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untersuchen. Qualitative Analysen deuten darauf hin, dass die Verwendung adäquater 

Lehrmethoden entscheidend für den Trainingserfolg ist.  

Insgesamt leistet diese Dissertation einen wichtigen Beitrag zu einem besseren 

Verständnis von weiblichem Unternehmertum und seiner Förderung in Subsahara-Afrika, 

indem sie die Perspektive von einer rein individualistischen zu einer kontextualisierten 

Sichtweise verlagert. 
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1. General Introduction 

1.1 The Importance of Women Entrepreneurship in Sub-Saharan Africa 

Entrepreneurs are individuals who discover, evaluate, and exploit opportunities to 

create new products and services (Shane & Vekataraman, 2000). Without entrepreneurs, there 

would be low productivity growth, few new jobs, and little innovation around the globe 

(Audretsch & Thurik, 2001; Kritikos, 2014; van Praag & Versloot, 2007). In contrast to the 

masculine connotation of entrepreneurship (Ahl, 2006; Bruni, Gherardi, & Poggio, 2004; 

Gupta, Turban, & Bhawe, 2008), many entrepreneurs are women, particularly in sub-Saharan 

Africa. Recent data shows that sub-Saharan Africa is the region with the highest rates of 

female participation in entrepreneurship, with one third of businesses owned or partly owned 

by women (AfDB, OECD, & UNDP, 2017; Campos & Gassier, 2017; Kelley et al., 2017). 

Thus, women entrepreneurs constitute important drivers of economic development and 

societal well-being in this region (Brush & Cooper, 2012; Kelley et al., 2017; Minniti, 2010; 

Rindova, Barry, & Ketchen, 2009). Importantly, women entrepreneurs do not only contribute 

to the regions’ development on a macro-economic level, but also play a crucial role in 

tackling poverty at the household level (AfDB, 2015; Minniti & Naudé, 2010). First, they 

increase and diversify household income (Nichter & Goldmark, 2009), making the household 

more resilient in case of unforeseen expenses or losses, for example due to a family member 

needing medical treatment or the husband losing his job. Second, they are more likely than 

men to invest their income in the well-being of their families and communities (Doss, 2013; 

Duflo, 2012; World Bank, 2011; Yoong, Rabinovich, & Diepeveen, 2012). Research has 

demonstrated, for example, that women’s economic power is positively related to the share of 

expenditures for food and education and negatively related to expenditures for alcohol and 

tobacco (e.g. Doss, 2006; Fafchamps, Kebede, & Quisumbing, 2009; Hoddinott & Haddad, 

1995; Quisumbing & Maluccio, 2000). 

In the light of women entrepreneurs’ positive impact on development, it is unfortunate 

that women entrepreneurs lag behind their male counterparts with regard to the performance 

of their businesses. Compared to male-owned businesses, women-owned businesses tend to 

make lower profits and sales, have fewer employees, and grow more slowly (Campos & 

Gassier, 2017; Klapper & Parker, 2010). This is not only true for sub-Saharan Africa, but also 

applies to middle- and high-income countries (cf. Jennings & Brush, 2013, for a detailed 

overview of studies documenting the difference). In search of explanations for the 
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performance gap between women- and men-owned businesses and suitable means to reduce 

it, large parts of the entrepreneurship literature have compared male and female entrepreneurs 

with regard to individual characteristics and looked into potential shortcomings of women 

entrepreneurs (Ahl, 2006; Dimov, 2007; Henry, Foss, & Ahl, 2016; Hughes, Jennings, Brush, 

Carter, & Welter, 2012). One stream of literature, for example, has investigated whether 

differences in risk perceptions, fear of failure, and self-confidence explain why women 

entrepreneurs tend to run smaller businesses than men (Brindley, 2005; Kelley, Brush, 

Greene, Litovsky, & GERA, 2013; Langowitz & Minniti, 2007; Watson & Newby, 2005; 

Watson & Robinson, 2003). Other scholars have argued that the performance gap is due to 

women entrepreneurs having lower growth aspirations (e.g. Cliff, 1998; Justo, DeTienne, & 

Sieger, 2015; Morris, Miyasaki, Watters, & Coombes, 2006), and choosing less profitable 

sectors than men (e.g. Anna, Chandler, Jansen, & Mero, 2000; Bardasi, Sabarwal, & Terrell, 

2011; Kelley et al., 2017). Although this research has substantially advanced our 

understanding of women entrepreneurship, it pays limited attention to the underlying 

environmental conditions which might drive differences between male and female 

entrepreneurs (Campos & Gassier, 2017; Henry et al., 2016). 

1.2 The Need to Contextualize Women Entrepreneurship in Sub-Saharan Africa 

This dissertation builds on the conviction that women entrepreneurship in sub-Saharan 

Africa can be better understood and promoted when its context is taken into account (Welter, 

2011; Zahra, Wright, & Abdelgawad, 2014). Context refers to the situational opportunities 

and constraints that directly or indirectly affect behavior (Johns, 2006). Scholars widely agree 

that context is multi-faceted and typically differentiate between context at a higher level, 

comprising a whole set of situational features with regard to the spatial, temporal, social, or 

institutional environment, and more specific context factors at a lower level. Importantly, 

context at the higher level (e.g. the political and legal system) influences behavior (e.g. 

women working outside the home) via context at a lower level (e.g. changes in the family 

law; Hallward-Driemeier & Gajigo, 2015) (Hackman, 2003; Johns, 2006; Welter, 2011). 

Entrepreneurship scholars have repeatedly argued for the need to contextualize 

entrepreneurship in order to explain entrepreneurial activities and outcomes (Ahl, 2006; 

Brush, de Bruin, & Welter, 2009; de Bruin, Brush, & Welter, 2007; Welter, 2011; Zahra & 

Wright, 2011; Zahra et al., 2014) and research has demonstrated that context can be extremely 

powerful (e.g. Autio, Kenney, Mustar, Siegel, & Wright, 2014; Baughn, Chua, & Neupert, 
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2006; Bjørnskov & Foss, 2013; Bullough & Renko, 2017; Welter & Smallbone, 2003; 

Wennberg, Pathak, & Autio, 2013). The ways in which context can influence behaviors are 

manifold. Context can, for example, restrict the behavioral options, change the consequence 

of a behavior into its cause, or turn a positive into a negative influence (Johns, 2006). A study 

with Ugandan entrepreneurs, for instance, revealed that due to specific kinship ties in the 

entrepreneurs’ community, the costs of kinship support outweighed its benefits, leading to an 

overall negative instead of positive effect of kinship support on entrepreneurs’ business 

performance (Khayesi, George, & Antonakis, 2014). 

To understand women entrepreneurship, the need to consider context factors is 

particularly high as women entrepreneurs usually operate under different conditions than men 

(Brush et al., 2009; Brush, Edelman, Manolova, & Welter, 2018). For example, women 

entrepreneurs rely to a higher degree on policies and programs for child care (D. R. Williams, 

2004), have less access to financial and equity capital (Brush, Greene, Balachandra, & Davis, 

2018; Coleman & Robb, 2009), or face stereotypes when entering high technology sectors 

(Marlow & McAdam, 2012). These conditions are shaped by the larger social, cultural, 

political, and economic environment, in which women entrepreneurs are embedded. In the 

case of sub-Saharan Africa, the differences between conditions for men and women are 

particularly pronounced (OECD, 2019). Despite recent improvements with regard to women’s 

legal rights, for example, women entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan Africa still face discrimination 

before both statutory and customary law (AfDB, 2015; World Bank, 2019b), making it 

difficult for them to buy property and use it as collateral to obtain loans. Moreover, they often 

live under traditional belief systems that prescribe and restrict their role in the society 

(Boudet, Petesch, Turk, & Thumala, 2013; Campos & Gassier, 2017; OECD, 2019), affecting 

the time and energy they can devote to their business (Amine & Staub, 2009).  

However, in spite of the impact of such conditions, research addressing the multiple 

and diverse contexts of entrepreneurship remains limited (Henry et al., 2016; Zahra & Wright, 

2011). Seeking to identify generalizable relationships, entrepreneurship scholars still have the 

tendency to take context for granted or underestimate its influence on the outcomes and 

relationships of interest (Gartner, 1995; Henry et al., 2016; Welter, 2011). In many studies, 

information on context is missing (Zahra, 2007) or the influence of context is ‘controlled 

away’ rather than systematically assessed (Zahra & Wright, 2011; Zahra et al., 2014). These 

practices impede the development of a richer understanding of the entrepreneurial 

phenomenon under study and neglect that the recognition of contextual boundaries is crucial 
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to theory building (Whetten, 1989). With regard to women entrepreneurship, the omission of 

the conditions under which women entrepreneurs operate might lead to research that produces 

a distorted view of ‘female (under)performance’ and hampers the identification of effective 

means to promote women entrepreneurs. 

1.3 Goal of This Dissertation 

With this dissertation, I seek to contribute to a profound understanding of women 

entrepreneurship in sub-Saharan Africa and its promotion through training, by examining 

critical context factors. Specifically, I analyze two context factors at a lower level that 

influence women’s entrepreneurial performance and the success of training interventions and 

that are of key theoretical and practical relevance: 1) women entrepreneurs’ husbands and 2) 

the entrepreneurship trainer. These analyses are embedded in considerations of context at the 

higher level, as I take into account the cultural, social, and economic conditions women 

entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan Africa are facing. Overall, I thus seek to shift the perspective 

from a purely individualist to a more contextualized view of women entrepreneurship (Ahl, 

2006; de Bruin et al., 2007; Heckman, Stixrud, & Urzua, 2005; Henry et al., 2016; Jennings & 

Brush, 2013). In line with the two context factors under study, this dissertation is structured in 

two parts. 

In the first part (Chapter 2 and 3), I seek to investigate the role of women 

entrepreneurs’ husbands. It is now widely acknowledged that entrepreneurial decisions, 

processes, and outcomes are embedded in the family system (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Dyer, 

Nenque, & Hill, 2014; Stafford, Duncan, Danes, & Winter, 1999). Scholars have argued that 

for women entrepreneurs, family factors are particularly influential as the domains of business 

and family are more intertwined than for men (Brush et al., 2009; Gudeta & van Engen, 2017; 

Jennings & Brush, 2013). In many sub-Saharan families, husbands play a unique role in that 

they are considered the head of the household and constitute the main decision maker (Boudet 

et al., 2013; OECD, 2019). As such, it is likely that they have a say in many decisions that 

affect the way women entrepreneurs run their business. The entrepreneurship literature has 

pointed out that husbands can have both positive and negative effects on women 

entrepreneurship (Danes, Matzek, & Werbel, 2010). However, little is known about how these 

effects unfold and interrelate in sub-Saharan Africa. Against this backdrop, I seek to develop 

a nuanced view of husbands’ influence in sub-Saharan Africa by addressing the following 

question: 
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1) How do husbands influence women’s entrepreneurial activity and business 

performance in the light of sub-Saharan Africa’s cultural, social, and economic 

context? 

In the second part (Chapter 4), I aim to examine how women entrepreneurs in sub-

Saharan Africa can be successfully promoted through entrepreneurship training. More 

specifically, I seek to explore one context factor that might explain why entrepreneurs often 

do not benefit from entrepreneurship training (Cho & Honorati, 2014; Grimm & Paffhausen, 

2015; McKenzie & Woodruff, 2014): the entrepreneurship trainer. In sub-Saharan Africa, 

many entrepreneurship trainings are provided by post-secondary education institutes 

(UNESCO, 2016b; World Bank, 2018a) which face large difficulties in ensuring teacher 

quality (African Union, 2007; Béteille & Evans, 2018; World Bank, 2018c). This bears the 

risk that teachers who deliver entrepreneurship training lack the required skills and knowledge 

to do so effectively. A delivery by potentially weak trainers may be problematic as the 

education literature has demonstrated that teachers have a powerful impact on student 

achievement (Hattie, 2008). Nevertheless, the entrepreneurship trainer has only received very 

limited attention by the entrepreneurship literature to date. Although it is likely that the 

entrepreneurship trainer affects the training success for both men and women in a similar 

manner, the exploration is of particular relevance for women entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan 

Africa as they are in higher need of external support structures to gain the knowledge, 

networks, and self-confidence, that are granted to men via other channels. Against this 

backdrop, I aim to provide insights that help to improve the effectiveness of women’s 

entrepreneurial promotion by exploring the following question:  

2) How do entrepreneurship trainers influence the effectiveness of entrepreneurship 

training in sub-Saharan Africa? 

1.4 Outline of This Dissertation 

Chapter 1 provides a general introduction to this dissertation. In Chapter 2, I seek to 

shed light on the spousal context of women entrepreneurship in sub-Saharan Africa. In a first 

step, I conduct a systematic literature review of spousal influence on entrepreneurial activity 

and performance. I find that spouses can have both positive and negative effects (Danes et al., 

2010; Van Auken & Werbel, 2006) and identify six recurring types of influence. The 

literature review also reveals that existing research is largely based on samples of North 
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American and Western European entrepreneurs. I argue that the applicability of this research 

to women entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan Africa is problematic as the environments in which 

women entrepreneurs operate are fundamentally different (Webb, Pryor, & Kellermanns, 

2015). In a second step, I therefore examine the implications of the identified influences for 

women entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan Africa, focusing on the resource-scarce entrepreneurial 

ecosystem, the patriarchal society, and the high degree of work-family integration that 

characterize this region. Specifically, I develop propositions on how these three critical 

context dimensions may directly and indirectly affect spousal influence on women 

entrepreneurship. Overall, my propositions suggest that husbands in sub-Saharan Africa may 

have more influence and that the impact of their influence on women’s entrepreneurial 

activities and performance may be higher than in Western contexts. This way, the chapter 

provides important insights into husbands’ role for women entrepreneurs operating in sub-

Saharan Africa. 

In Chapter 3, I address the need for a theoretical model of spousal influence in sub-

Saharan Africa, which emerged from the literature review in Chapter 2. Specifically, I build 

on a cultural theory (Eagly & Wood, 2012; W. Wood & Eagly, 2002) and an economic theory 

of the household (Chiappori, 1988, 1992) to propose a theoretical model of husbands’ 

influence in sub-Saharan Africa that consists of two dimensions: Husbands as constraints and 

husbands as resource providers for their wives’ business. I further suggest that these two 

dimensions produce four distinct profiles of husbands’ influence: The Opponents, the 

Copreneurs, the Regulators, and the Indifferent. I test these profiles empirically using a latent 

profile approach (Stanley, Kellermanns, & Zellweger, 2016; Wang & Hanges, 2011). The 

findings support three of the four postulated profiles and demonstrate that profiles are related 

to husbands’ gender role beliefs and their contribution to the family income. They also 

indicate that women entrepreneurs run the most successful businesses when married to 

husbands who provide resources for the business, suggesting that husbands’ positive function 

is stronger than expected from parts of the literature. Hence, this chapter sheds light on how 

different types of husbands influence women entrepreneurs’ business success in sub-Saharan 

Africa. 

In Chapter 4, I shift the focus from the family context to the context of 

entrepreneurship training. I use the example of personal initiative (PI) training, an action-

oriented training for entrepreneurs (Frese, Gielnik, & Mensmann, 2016; Glaub, Frese, 

Fischer, & Hoppe, 2014), to shed light on whether and how trainers influence the 
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effectiveness of entrepreneurship training in sub-Saharan Africa. More specifically, I draw on 

a randomized controlled field experiment with 2.001 women entrepreneurs in Addis Ababa, 

Ethiopia, which revealed that PI training failed to increase women entrepreneurs’ personal 

initiative and business success. Follow-up analyses suggest that women entrepreneurs trained 

by one particular trainer show higher personal initiative after the training than women 

entrepreneurs trained by other trainers. Using video data from the training, trainer interviews, 

and field observations, I examine qualitatively whether this trainer differs from the other 

trainers and explore the trainer behaviors and characteristics that might have contributed to 

this trainer’s influence on participants’ personal initiative. The findings indicate that s/he1 

differs from other trainers in his/her teaching behavior by making teaching and learning 

visible (Hattie, 2008) and ensuring the adequate development of participants’ mindset of 

personal initiative (Mensmann & Frese, 2017). Thus, this chapter leads to a better 

understanding of the context factors that contribute to the effective promotion of women 

entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan Africa.  

Chapter 5 concludes this dissertation. I discuss the Chapters 2, 3, and 4 and highlight 

the theoretical and practical implications of this dissertation. 

 

 

                                                      
1 I use ‘s/he’, ‘his/her’, and ‘him/her’ throughout this article to preserve the anonymity of all trainers. 
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2. Why Husbands Matter: Review of Spousal Influence on Women 

Entrepreneurship in Sub-Saharan Africa2 

Abstract 

This article is supposed to advance our understanding of successful women 

entrepreneurship in sub-Saharan Africa by examining how husbands contribute to women’s 

entrepreneurial activity and performance. Little is known about husbands’ influence in this 

region although sub-Saharan women entrepreneurs are deeply embedded in their families and 

important drivers of social and economic development. Based on a systematic literature 

review identifying six recurring types of supportive and constraining spousal influence, we3 

explore the implications for women entrepreneurship in sub-Saharan Africa. We argue that 

sub-Saharan Africa differs substantially from the context of previous research and derive 

propositions of how spousal influence is affected by resource-scarce entrepreneurial 

ecosystems, patriarchal societies, and work-family integration. Our propositions illustrate the 

importance of contextualizing spousal influence and highlight that husbands are critical 

stakeholders for women entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan Africa.  

  

                                                      
2 This chapter has been published as: Wolf, K. & Frese, M. (2018). Why husbands matter: Review of 

spousal influence on women entrepreneurship in sub-Saharan Africa. Africa Journal of Management. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/23322373.2018.1428019 
3 I use the term ‘we’ throughout the Chapters 2, 3, and 4 because Michael Frese contributed as co-

author to each of these chapters. 
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2.1 Introduction 

Dawit is married to Hiwot who runs a small shop in Addis Ababa, the capital of 

Ethiopia. He considers himself a modern man and believes that a successful marriage is based 

on love and respect. In general, he endorses his wife’s business activities. “I encourage her. I 

also show her how things are done. This way, she can take responsibility,” he says. Thinking 

about what might help his wife to be a successful entrepreneur, he hesitates: “I don’t know. 

Maybe giving her more time?” Dawit also appreciates that Hiwot contributes to the family 

income. At the same time, he emphasizes, “What I do not want, and what most men do not 

want, is for this money leaving her the power to dominate a man. She lives in my house and 

therefore has to act as inferior.”  

Like Hiwot, many women in sub-Saharan Africa run their own business. According to 

the latest Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, women entrepreneurship rates in sub-Saharan 

Africa are the highest in the world (Kelley et al., 2017), with women being twice as likely to 

start a business than elsewhere (AfDB et al., 2017). Like Dawit, many men in sub-Saharan 

Africa are, in one way or another, involved in their wives’ businesses and have hopes, ideas, 

and concerns related to their wives’ entrepreneurial activities. Nevertheless, little is known 

about spousal attitudes, expectations, and behaviors regarding women entrepreneurship in 

sub-Saharan Africa to date. This gap needs to be addressed for the following reasons.  

First, women entrepreneurs are important drivers of economic development, 

particularly in less developed regions of the world (Brush & Cooper, 2012; Kelley et al., 

2017; Minniti, 2010). In addition, they do not only increase and diversify household income 

(Nichter & Goldmark, 2009), but they are also more likely than men to invest in the well-

being of their families and communities (Doss, 2013; Duflo, 2012; Yoong et al., 2012). 

Research has demonstrated that women’s economic power is related to the height for weight 

index of girls in South Africa (Duflo, 2003), expenditures on food and education in Ghana 

(Doss, 2006), and child nutrition in Ethiopia (Fafchamps et al., 2009). Thus, promoting 

women entrepreneurship may contribute to poverty alleviation in sub-Saharan Africa (Bruton, 

Ketchen Jr., & Ireland, 2013; Minniti, 2010).  

However, we still lack comprehensive knowledge on why women entrepreneurs, 

compared to their male counterparts, lag behind in entrepreneurial activity and performance 

(Amin, 2010; Kelley et al., 2017; Minniti & Naudé, 2010). Experts have estimated that 

closing the gender gap in agricultural productivity, for example, would result in a 100 million 

US Dollar increase in total gross domestic product (GDP) in Malawi, a 105 million US Dollar 
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increase in Tanzania, and a 67 million US Dollar increase in Uganda (UN Women, UNDP, 

UNEP, & World Bank, 2015). Traditionally, entrepreneurship research has looked at 

individual factors to explain gender differences (Ahl, 2006; Dimov, 2007; Hughes et al., 

2012), suggesting that women entrepreneurs lack business skills (Kelley, Brush, Greene, 

Litovsky, & GERA, 2013), are less competitive and more risk-averse (Berge, Bjorvatn, & 

Tungodden, 2015; Croson & Gneezy, 2009; Fletschner, Anderson, & Cullen, 2010), or do not 

aim to grow their businesses to the same extent as men (Justo et al., 2015; Morris et al., 

2006). Although these insights are useful, this body of literature has neglected factors that go 

beyond individual characteristics (Dimov, 2007). Only recently, entrepreneurship scholars 

have started to address this bias by investigating how entrepreneurial processes, decisions, 

and outcomes are affected by family (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Dyer et al., 2014; Stafford et al., 

1999; Steier, 2009b). Women entrepreneurship scholars have asserted that for women 

entrepreneurs, family-related factors are even more relevant than for men (Brush et al., 2009; 

Jennings & Brush, 2013). 

In regions such as sub-Saharan Africa, where formal institutions are often weak or 

dysfunctional (AfDB et al., 2017; Webb et al., 2015), women entrepreneurs may be even 

more likely to turn to their families for support than elsewhere. Examples for formal 

institutional voids are poorly developed infrastructures, insufficient capital and labor markets, 

or inefficient laws and regulations. In these contexts, family constitutes a valuable alternative 

since it offers the trust, solidarity, and resources that formal institutions fail to provide 

(Khavul, Bruton, & Wood, 2009; Webb et al., 2015). Family members may, for example, help 

out when entrepreneurs struggle to find skilled labor, rely on an advance to launch a new 

product, or need a ride to the market. Accordingly, the family plays a critical role in creating 

an enabling environment for women entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan Africa (Amine & Staub, 

2009). 

With this literature review, we seek to highlight the importance and function of 

women entrepreneurs’ familial context in sub-Saharan Africa. More specifically, we aim to 

take stock of the current state of research and its relevance to the sub-Saharan context 

regarding the most influential member of the nuclear family: women entrepreneurs’ husbands. 

Husbands are key stakeholders in women entrepreneurs’ businesses due to the economic 

bonds of marriage and the joint responsibility for the family (Heck et al., 2006; Jang & Danes, 

2013). As the initial case of Dawit and Hiwot indicates, husbands may influence their wives’ 

entrepreneurial activity and performance in both positive (e.g. by sharing know-how) and 
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negative ways (e.g. by expecting subordination). To shed light on spousal influence on 

women in entrepreneurship in sub-Saharan Africa, we address the following two questions: 

What do we know about spousal influence on entrepreneurial activity and performance to 

date? And what are the implications for spousal influence on women entrepreneurship in sub-

Saharan Africa? 

To answer these questions, we proceed as follows. In a first step, we conduct a 

systematic literature review of spousal influence on entrepreneurial activity and performance 

and identify recurring types of influence. This review is based on the entrepreneurship 

literature that predominantly results from research conducted in North America and Western 

Europe. In a second step, we apply a context lens (Welter, 2011) to examine the implications 

of these finding for women entrepreneurship in sub-Saharan Africa. We argue that spousal 

influence on women’s entrepreneurial activity and performance deviates from what we know 

based on previous findings due to the spatial, institutional, and social context in which sub-

Saharan women entrepreneurs operate. Against this backdrop, we derive propositions for 

spousal influence on women entrepreneurship in sub-Saharan Africa. 

2.2 Literature Review  

2.2.1 Procedure of Literature Review 

We conducted a systematic literature review to get a thorough overview of the current 

state of research on spousal influence in entrepreneurship. We searched for articles in the 

leading entrepreneurship and management journals (Journal of Business Venturing; 

Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice; Journal of Small Business Management; Small 

Business Economics; all Academy of Management Journals) including management journals 

focusing on our target region sub-Saharan Africa (Africa Journal of Management). Since this 

review’s topic is at the interface of entrepreneurship and family, we also incorporated the 

main family business journal (Family Business Review). Within these journals, we searched 

for articles that included one of the following terms: ‘spous*’, ‘husband*’, ‘wife’, or ‘wives’. 

For the management journals, we used these terms in conjunction with ‘entrepreneur*’. We 

decided against specifying spousal influence any further (e.g. by using the term ‘support’) to 

capture all relevant articles and go beyond the types of influences we had possibly in mind. 

Book reviews, editors’ notes, conference abstracts, and interviews were not taken into 

account. This search yielded 920 articles published between 1980 and 2017.  
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We scanned the abstracts of all 920 articles to identify relevant articles. We included 

articles in our review that addressed direct or indirect influences from spouses or family on 

entrepreneurial activity or performance, irrespectively of entrepreneurs’ and spouses’ gender 

and the stage of the entrepreneurial process (Baron, 2007). We excluded articles that 

explicitly referred to other types of family influence such as father-son relationships. 

Applying these strategies resulted in 42 articles (cf. Table 2.1).  

2.2.2 Results of Literature Review 

Table 2.1 displays the 42 articles that form the basis for our literature review. 

Figure 2.1 illustrates the six different types of spousal influence on entrepreneurial activity 

and performance that recurred in the literature. 

  

 

Figure 2.1. Different types of spousal influence based on the literature review. 
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Table 2.1. Results of the literature review on spousal influence in entrepreneurship. 

Study Journal Type of article Region Types of spousal influence 

Anderson, Jack, & Drakopoulou Dodd, 

2005 

FBR Empirical (quantitative and 

qualitative) 

Scotland Advice, ideas, networks; Financial resources 

Au & Kwong Kwan, 2009 ETP Empirical (quantitative) China Interference 

Beach, 1993 FBR Empirical (qualitative) USA Hands-on business support; Household and 

family assignments 

Bird & Wennberg, 2016 JBV Empirical (quantitative) Sweden Hands-on business support; Advice, ideas, 

networks; Financial resources 

Brown, Farrel, & Sessions, 2006 SBE Empirical (quantitative) Great Britain Advice, ideas, networks 

Bruce, 1999 SBE Empirical (quantitative) USA Advice, ideas, networks 

Brüderl & Preisendörfer, 1998 SBE Empirical (quantitative) Germany Hands-on business support; Emotional 

support 

Carr, Cole, Kirk Ring, & Blettner, 2011 ETP Empirical (quantitative) USA Hands-on business support; Advice, ideas, 

networks 

Danes & Olson, 2003 FBR Empirical (quantitative) USA Hands-on business support; Interference 

Danes, Rueter, Kwon, & Doherty, 2002 FBR Empirical (quantitative) USA Interference 

Davis & Harveston, 2001 JSBM Empirical (quantitative) USA Interference 

Dyer & Mortenson, 2005 FBR Empirical (qualitative) Lithuania Hands-on business support 

Dyer, 2006 FBR Conceptual  Advice, ideas, networks; Financial resources; 

Interference 

Dyer, Dyer, & Gardner, 2012 FBR Empirical (quantitative) USA Hands-on business support 

Dyer, Nenque, & Hill, 2014 JSBM Conceptual and empirical 

(quantitative) 

USA Advice, ideas, networks; Financial resources 

Eddleston & Powell, 2012 ETP Empirical (quantitative) USA Household and family assignments 
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Table 2.1. Continued. 

Study Journal Type of article Region Types of spousal influence 

Gras & Nason, 2015 JBV Empirical (quantitative) India Advice, ideas, networks 

Henley, 2004 SBE Empirical (quantitative) UK Financial resources 

Hormiga, Batista-Canino, & Sánchez-

Medina, 2011 

JSBM Empirical (quantitative) Portugal, 

Spain 

Hands-on business support; Emotional 

support 

Hsu, Wiklund, Anderson, & Coffey, 2016 JBV Empirical (quantitative) USA Household and family assignments 

Jennings & McDougald, 2007 AMJ Conceptual  Hands-on business support; Household and 

family assignments 

Khavul, Bruton, & Wood, 2009 ETP Empirical (qualitative) Kenya, 

Uganda 

Interference 

Khayesi, George, & Antonakis, 2014 ETP Empirical (quantitative) Uganda  Financial resources 

Lin, Picot, & Comtpon, 2000 SBE Empirical (quantitative) Canada Advice, ideas, networks; Financial resources 

Miller, Steier, & Le Breton-Miller, 2016 ETP Conceptual  Advice, ideas, networks; Financial resources 

Özcan, 2011 SBE Empirical (quantitative) USA Advice, ideas, networks 

Patrick, Stephens, & Weinstein, 2016 SBE Empirical (quantitative) USA Household and family assignments 

Pistrui, Welsch, & Roberts, 1997 FBR Empirical (quantitative) Romania Advice, ideas, networks; Financial resources 

Powell & Eddleston, 2013 JBV Empirical (quantitative) USA Hands-on business support; Emotional 

support 

Powell & Eddleston, 2016 JSBM Empirical (quantitative) USA Hands-on business support; Emotional 

support; Household and family assignments 

Rodriguez, Tuggle, & Hackett, 2009 FBR Empirical (quantitative) USA Advice, ideas, networks; Financial resources 

Shabbir & Di Gregorio, 1996 JBV Empirical (qualitative) Pakistan Hands-on business support 

Sharma, 2004 FBR Review  Interference 
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Table 2.1. Continued. 

Study Journal Type of article Region Types of spousal influence 

Sieger & Minola, 2017 JSBM Empirical (quantitative) multiplea Financial resources 

Sorenson & Bierman, 2009 FBR Intro to Special Issue  Hands-on business support; Advice, ideas, 

networks; Financial resources 

Sorenson, 1999 FBR Empirical (quantitative) USA Interference 

Sorenson, Goodpaster, Hedberg, & Yu, 

2009 

FBR Empirical (quantitative) USA Advice, ideas, networks 

Thébaud, 2016 ETP Empirical (quantitative) USA Household and family assignments 

Van Auken & Werbel, 2006 FBR Conceptual  Hands-on business support; Emotional 

support; Household and family assignments; 

Interference 

Webb, Pryor, & Kellermanns, 2015 AJOM Conceptual  Advice, ideas, networks 

Welsh, Memili, Kaciak, & Ochi, 2014 JSBM Empirical (quantitative) Japan Emotional support; Financial resources 

Williams, 2004 ETP Empirical (quantitative) multipleb Household and family assignments 

Note. FBR = Family Business Review; ETP = Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice; JBV = Journal of Business Venturing; SBE = Small Business Economics;  

JSBM = Journal of Small Business Management; AMJ = Academy of Management Journal; AJOM = Africa Journal of Management. 
a Argentina, Austria, Brazil, China, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Japan, Mexico, the Netherlands, Portugal, Russia, Singapore, South Africa, 

Switzerland, United Kingdom. b Belgium, Denmark, France, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Portugal, Spain. 

 



Chapter 2 | Why Husbands Matter 

 16 

Spouses may provide hands-on business support. One way in which spouses 

influence entrepreneurial activity and performance is by providing hands-on business support. 

Spouses may assume a formal role in the business, adopt certain responsibilities on a regular 

basis, or help out when the business gets particularly demanding. Based on qualitative 

interviews with home-based businesses, Beach (1993) highlighted the important role of 

spouses as providers of practical business support. The author found that spouses contributed 

considerably to sustaining both family and business life, regardless of whether they were male 

or female. Dyer and Mortensen (2005) suggested that family members’ willingness to spend 

long hours in the business was related to business effectiveness. 

Sorenson and Bierman (2009) conceptualized spousal support as type of social family 

capital and emphasized its unique value based on its intangible and inimitable character. 

Building on the network approach to entrepreneurship, Brüderl and Preisendörfer (1998) 

found that active support from spouses or life-partners, referred to as strong ties, was more 

important with regard to the survival and growth of new businesses than support from weak 

ties. Bird and Wennberg's (2016) results indicated that immigrant entrepreneurs relied on 

active support from family members. A study by Carr, Cole, Ring, and Blettner (2011) 

revealed that family support was a more important predictor of business performance than 

their newly developed measure of internal social capital. Hormiga, Batista‐Canino, and 

Sánchez‐Medina (2011) also provided empirical evidence for the positive effect of practical 

help from close relations on business success.4 The authors suggested that support from 

family members in the start-up phase might be able to compensate for financial constraints. 

Other studies have drawn on the main-effect model of social support theories (Cohen 

& Wills, 1985; Uchino, 2009) to argue for a positive effect of spousal support on 

entrepreneurial outcomes (Powell & Eddleston, 2013, 2016). These studies suggest that 

hands-on support does not only buffer negative effects, for example resulting from work-

family conflict (Jennings & McDougald, 2007), but also directly relates to positive outcomes. 

In line with that reasoning, Van Auken and Werbel's (2006) conceptual model proposed that 

spousal commitment leads to practical support which in turn facilitates financial business 

performance. Based on a sample of 253 owners of small and medium-sized enterprises, 

Powell and Eddleston (2013) provided partial support for the main-effect model. Importantly, 

their findings pointed to the possibility of differential effects for women and men by showing 

                                                      
4 Since the authors use a measure that incorporates both practical and emotional business support, the 

findings cannot be clearly attributed to practical support. 
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that practical business support was positively related to economic business performance for 

female but not for male entrepreneurs. However, the authors could not find evidence for 

corresponding gender differences in a subsequent sample (Powell & Eddleston, 2016).  

Only one of the reviewed articles focusing on practical support investigated women 

entrepreneurs in developing countries: Shabbir and Di Gregorio (1996) developed a 

framework of the goals, advantages, and constraints faced by women entrepreneurs in 

Pakistan. Based on qualitative interviews, they concluded that family and husband support 

were key structural factors determining the success of women’s start-up endeavors. 

Overall, both conceptual and empirical work suggest that spouses’ practical support is 

positively related to entrepreneurial activity and performance. However, Dyer, Dyer, and 

Gardner (2012) found no effect of spousal support on business performance. The authors 

proposed that entrepreneurs might not have been open for spousal advice and spouses might 

have lacked the required education and skills to provide effective support. Other research 

indicated that hands-on support in the business could also lead to negative effects. Danes and 

Olson (2003) showed that couples were likely to face tensions when wives worked in men-

owned businesses. High tensions, in turn, impeded business success (Danes & Olson, 2003).  

Spouses may give advice, contribute ideas, and share their networks. Conceptual 

articles included in this review suggest that spouses’ or other family members’ expertise and 

experience can be important assets when made available to entrepreneurs (Dyer, 2006; Dyer 

et al., 2014; Miller et al., 2016; Sorenson & Bierman, 2009). One way in which spouses can 

do so is by granting entrepreneurs access to their networks. Miller and colleagues (2016) 

suggested, for example, that individuals would be more likely to share their contacts with 

family members than with people outside the family due to trustful family relationships. 

Rodriguez, Tuggle, and Hackett (2009) argued that the positive effect of a married head of the 

household on new venture creation was due to an extended family network. 

A second way in which spouses’ expertise and experience can contribute to 

entrepreneurs’ performance is through advice or ideas (Webb et al., 2015). Carr et al. (2011) 

studied this type of influence by measuring the extent to which family members share 

information with each other. Pistrui, Welsch, and Roberts (1997) showed that Romanian 

entrepreneurs relied heavily on spouses for advice. Scottish entrepreneurs studied by A. R. 

Anderson, Jack, and Dodd (2005) expressed the value of professional advice from family 

members. Sorenson, Goodpaster, Hedberg, and Yu (2009) demonstrated that families who 

engaged in open and collaborative dialogue and joint problem solving were successful in 



Chapter 2 | Why Husbands Matter 

 18 

establishing family norms, cultivating family social capital, and increasing business 

performance. Gras and Nason (2015) argued for the existence of spillover benefits of business 

experience within Indian households based on a positive influence of the share of family 

members occupied in the same sector as the focal business. Özcan (2011) provided partial 

support for the spillover of entrepreneurial experience and education among couples in the 

United States. The study revealed that spouses’ entrepreneurial experience increased only 

women’s but not men’s likelihood of starting a business. In contrast, spouses’ educational 

background influenced men’s but not women’s start-up behavior. In line with Özcan (2011), 

Bruce (1999) showed that women were more likely to enter into entrepreneurship when their 

spouses had been entrepreneurs in prior years. A study by Lin, Picot, and Compton (2000) 

found the same tendency for both men and women and Brown, Farrel, and Sessions (2006) 

suggested that high degrees of employment type matching in the case of self-employment 

were motivated by transfers of specialized human capital. On the other hand, Bird and 

Wennberg (2016) and Rodriguez and colleagues (2009) found no indication that entrepreneurs 

benefitted significantly from their family members’ or spouses’ formal education. Altogether, 

these studies suggest that spousal expertise, experience, and networks have the potential to 

benefit their partners’ entrepreneurial activity and performance but might depend on 

additional criteria, such as the quality of the advice or entrepreneurs’ responsiveness. 

Furthermore, it is important to note that most of the reviewed studies only assume, but do not 

examine, the spillover mechanisms underlying the hypothesized effects between spouses’ 

experience or expertise and entrepreneurial outcomes. We will discuss the implications of this 

observation in more detail below. 

Spouses may offer emotional support. Beyond practical assistance and counseling, 

spouses may support entrepreneurs emotionally. Emotional support refers to behaviors that 

express “encouragement, understanding, attention, and positive regard” (Powell & Eddleston, 

2013, p. 265; 2016, p. 3). These behaviors have the potential to boost entrepreneurs’ self-

confidence and self-efficacy (Van Auken & Werbel, 2006). Although the reviewed studies 

highlight the relevance of emotional support, they provide only limited insights towards its 

impact on entrepreneurial activity and performance since they tend to mix measures of 

emotional support with other types of support (e.g. Brüderl & Preisendörfer, 1998; Hormiga 

et al., 2011; Powell & Eddleston, 2013; Welsh, Memili, Kaciak, & Ochi, 2014). While certain 

forms of support may go hand in hand, empirical research pointed out that it might be 

worthwhile to separate different support behaviors by showing that emotional support was 

related to strategic planning and entrepreneurial success, whereas more practical support for 
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the business was associated with entrepreneurs’ commitment as business owner and 

satisfaction with business success (Powell & Eddleston, 2016).  

Spouses may provide financial resources. There is agreement in the reviewed 

literature that financial resources provided by family members may constitute an important 

competitive advantage for entrepreneurs. Family financial resources can be relatively easily 

mobilized (Miller et al., 2016; Sorenson & Bierman, 2009) and can serve as a safety net in 

times of economic instability or after failures (Dyer, 2006; Dyer et al., 2014). Rodriguez and 

colleagues (2009) provided empirical support for the positive effect of family financial 

resources by showing that household wealth was strongly related to business creation. The 

authors suggested that differences in wealth also accounted for gaps in entrepreneurial activity 

among different ethnic groups. Further research pointed to the importance of financial family 

support in the start-up phase (A. R. Anderson et al., 2005; Pistrui et al., 1997). Bird and 

Wennberg (2016) showed that financial family resources increased immigrant entrepreneurs’ 

likelihood to survive as entrepreneurs compared to exiting to unemployment. Importantly, 

spouses’ financial resources might stimulate entrepreneurial activity even when they are not 

directly invested in the businesses. Scholars argued that the financial security resulting from a 

spouse who earns a steady household income explained why entrepreneurs were less likely to 

quit (Lin et al., 2000) and women more likely to start a business (Henley, 2004).  

In contrast to the predominantly positive evidence, Dyer (2006) also pointed to the 

risks associated with family involvement in entrepreneurs’ finances. He argued that family 

members might not only provide financial support for the business but also demand financial 

resources from the business to meet family needs. Khayesi, George, and Antonakis (2014) 

showed that entrepreneurs’ family network size in Uganda was related to obtained resources 

but also implied costs with the latter being particularly detrimental to business performance. 

Based on a sample of Japanese women entrepreneurs, Welsh et al. (2014) suggested that 

family members’ provision of financial support might increase family expectations and 

interference.5 Similarly, Sieger and Minola (2017) claimed that financial support from the 

family might implicate economic and non-economic obligations, thereby reducing 

entrepreneurial intentions. Their cross-cultural analysis provided support for this reasoning, 

revealing a negative relationship between the availability of financial family support and 

entrepreneurial intentions (Sieger & Minola, 2017). However, since the authors used a sample 

of students, the negative relationship between family financial support and entrepreneurial 
                                                      
5 Since the authors use a measure that incorporates both financial and moral business support, the 

findings cannot be clearly attributed to financial support. 
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intentions might predominantly apply to the parent-child relationship and might not be 

generalizable to spouses. We will revisit the diversity of family influence below. 

Spouses may assign household and family tasks to entrepreneurs. The way in which 

household and family tasks are distributed between spouses has an important impact on 

entrepreneurs’ activity and performance. Whereas the extent of household and family 

responsibilities may push spouses, particularly women, into entrepreneurship in the first place 

(Patrick et al., 2016; Thébaud, 2016), it can have constraining effects on their entrepreneurial 

performance. Cross-cultural research showed that the time spent for child care decreased the 

lifespan of businesses for both men and women (D. R. Williams, 2004). Other research 

revealed that time and energy demands of family life increased exit intentions of 

entrepreneurs, particularly for married women (Hsu et al., 2016). The reviewed literature 

points out that spouses who require their partners to do the majority of household and child 

care activities may increase the potential of work-family conflict and restrict their partners’ 

chances to successfully run the business (Jennings & McDougald, 2007; Van Auken & 

Werbel, 2006). Van Auken and Werbel (2006) suggested that men were particularly likely to 

pass family time demands to their spouses. By implication, spouses who ease the burden of 

entrepreneurs’ household and family duties increase spouses’ satisfaction with work-family 

balance (Eddleston & Powell, 2012) and enable their partners to invest more time and energy 

in the business (Beach, 1993) which might in turn increase business success. Powell and 

Eddleston (2016) found support for this notion, showing that family support at home did not 

only have a positive effect on entrepreneurs’ satisfaction with the business but also on 

business performance. 

Spouses may interfere in the business. Spouses’ involvement in the business can 

create a sense of common understanding, lead to spousal commitment, and help to align 

business and family goals (Van Auken & Werbel, 2006). However, the existence of multiple 

decision makers is typically linked to conflict (Van Auken & Werbel, 2006). The reviewed 

literature provides some support for this reasoning, showing that wives’ involvement as major 

decision maker in men-owned farm businesses increased tensions regarding role clarity and 

decision authority (Danes & Olson, 2003). Similarly, a study by Davis and Harveston (2001) 

illustrated the conflict potential of family members being involved in business-related 

decision-making but not in daily operations. In addition, the authors found that close 

interactions between those family members involved in the business increased the extent of 

conflict, suggesting that the likelihood of severe conflict between spouses might be 
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particularly high (Davis & Harveston, 2001). Other research pointed out that family members 

might not only demand a say in important business decisions but also draw on physical 

business assets for family use (Dyer, 2006). A study with Chinese entrepreneurs indicated that 

entrepreneurs who feared that spouses would interfere in the business and evoke conflict 

tended to seek start-up capital outside the family (Au & Kwan, 2009). Similarly, Khavul and 

colleagues (2009) showed that East African entrepreneurs were inclined to partner with non-

family members to counterbalance the obligations resulting from the involvement of close 

family members. Their findings also revealed that women entrepreneurs were more likely 

than men to rely on community ties to prevent family members from interference. 

If interference results in conflict, this is problematic in that conflict, as suggested by 

the reviewed literature, detracts attention and energy from entrepreneurial activities and 

threatens business success (Sharma, 2004; Van Auken & Werbel, 2006). However, whether or 

not conflict eventually impedes entrepreneurial performance also depends on how conflict is 

managed. Danes, Rueter, Kwon, and Doherty (2002) showed that farm business couples’ 

mutual involvement in financial decision-making led to more collaborative conflict 

management in situations of disagreements. Collaborative conflict management is 

characterized by a team-oriented, cooperative, and rational approach towards the joint 

resolution of conflict (Sorenson, 1999). In contrast to strategies that are more competitive, 

manipulative, or avoiding in nature, collaborative conflict management has been shown to be 

associated with business success (Danes et al., 2002; Sorenson, 1999). 

2.2.3 Taking Stock: What Do We Know About Spousal Influence on Entrepreneurial 

Activity and Performance to Date? 

We conducted a systematic literature review to take stock of the current state of 

research with respect to spouses’ role in entrepreneurship. The literature review demonstrates 

that spouses influence entrepreneurial activity and performance in numerous ways. 

Particularly, the literature review suggests that spouses can be resources as well as constraints. 

This finding is in line with previous research postulating the existence of both enabling and 

constraining spousal resources (Danes et al., 2010; Van Auken & Werbel, 2006). Spouses 

who provide practical support, share advice or ideas, expand entrepreneurs’ networks, 

encourage and comfort their partners in difficult times, or help out with financial resources 

may exert a mainly positive influence on entrepreneurial outcomes. At the same time, spouses 

who burden their partners with domestic responsibilities or interfere in their businesses, for 

example by controlling business decisions or drawing on business resources, may have a 
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mainly negative influence on entrepreneurial outcomes. However, the literature review has 

also illustrated that seemingly positive influences can turn out detrimental under certain 

conditions (Dyer, 2006). Khavul et al. (2009), for example, have shown that drawing on 

principally valuable family resources bore the risk of family obligations that threatened the 

business success of East African entrepreneurs. As a result, we caution against a simplified 

conception of spousal influence and encourage scholars to carefully examine under which 

conditions certain assets turn into liabilities and vice versa (Dyer, 2006). 

The purpose of this literature review was also to identify existing knowledge gaps. 

Overall, the review discloses that the share of relevant studies is only a small fraction of the 

literature (4.6 %). In addition, a large part of the presented studies relies on some problematic 

assumptions. First, many studies assume that the effects under investigation apply to all types 

of family relationships, regardless of whether the relationship involves parents and children, 

siblings, or spouses. This is questionable since the dynamics between spouses are likely to 

differ from those between parents and children, for example due to different degrees of 

dependency or the relationship’s voluntariness. Although we tried to restrict our review to 

studies for which we considered it possible that the described family influence includes 

spouses, the review entails studies that remain vague in this regard. We noted earlier that 

Sieger and Minola (2017) revealed a negative relationship between entrepreneurial intentions 

of a student sample and the availability of family resources. These findings might not be 

replicable in a sample of spouses. We suggest that future research acknowledges the 

uniqueness of certain family relationships and explicitly draws distinctions between them. A 

positive example in this regard is the work by Danes and Olson (2003) which acknowledges 

the particularities of gender roles in business-owning couples.  

Second, many studies theorize about effects of family processes and resource 

transactions while measuring effects of structural family characteristics and stocks of 

resources. However, the availability of certain family resources says only little about whether, 

how, and under which conditions resources are actually shared between family members 

(Danes et al., 2010). Similarly, structural family characteristics, such as marital status or 

husbands’ self-employment status, do not automatically imply that spouses’ experience or 

expertise is made available to entrepreneurs. Unfortunately, these assumptions are rarely 

tested or discussed.  

Third, many studies implicitly suggest that spousal influence on entrepreneurship is a 

universal phenomenon, independent from the context in which both entrepreneurs and 
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spouses are embedded. This assumption underestimates the influence of context and neglects 

that context sets boundaries for theoretical generalizations (Baumol, 1990; Welter, 2011; 

Whetten, 1989; Zahra, 2007). In fact, the reviewed literature is largely based on samples of 

North American and Western European entrepreneurs and little is known about spousal 

influence on entrepreneurship in other parts of the world (cf. Table 2.1). This is worrisome 

since entrepreneurs in less developed regions like sub-Saharan Africa operate in vastly 

different economic, social, and cultural environments, which are likely to influence spousal 

dynamics in entrepreneurship. We address this limitation in the next section.  

2.3 Implications for Women Entrepreneurship in Sub-Saharan Africa 

This review is motivated by the necessity to take into account spousal influence on 

women entrepreneurship to gain a better understanding of the factors that may promote or 

hamper women’s entrepreneurial activity and performance in sub-Saharan Africa. While the 

literature review identified different types of spousal influence and shed light on their effects 

on entrepreneurial outcomes, it also revealed that these effects have been largely observed in 

North American and Western European settings. We use a context lens to argue that 

entrepreneurs in North America or Western Europe operate in environments that are 

fundamentally different from those in less developed regions, such as sub-Saharan Africa 

(Webb et al., 2015). In addition, research has shown that families matter in entrepreneurship, 

but that they do so in different ways depending on the institutional context in which they are 

embedded (Steier, 2009a). A context lens considers the situational and temporal opportunities 

and boundaries of entrepreneurship rather than taking context for granted (Welter, 2011). In 

line with such a lens, we suggest that the literature review’s findings might be only partially 

applicable to women entrepreneurship in sub-Saharan Africa (Zoogah, Peng, & Woldu, 2015).  

To address this discrepancy, we aim to contextualize the findings of our literature 

review. For this purpose, we build on the ‘where’ dimension of context to develop 

propositions concerning how the spatial, institutional, and social sub-Saharan context may 

directly and indirectly affect spousal influence on women entrepreneurship (Welter, 2011; 

Whetten, 1989, 2009). More specifically, we focus on resource-scarce entrepreneurial 

ecosystems (spatial context), patriarchal societies (institutional context), and work-family 

integration (social context) since these contexts distinguish sub-Saharan women entrepreneurs 

from the mainstream entrepreneur addressed by large parts of the reviewed literature. We 

relate these context dimensions to the types of spousal influence identified in the literature 
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(cf. Table 2.2). In line with Welter (2011), we acknowledge that contexts can have both 

stimulating and inhibitory effects.  

2.3.1 Resource-Scarce Entrepreneurial Ecosystems 

Entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan Africa, whether male or female, typically operate in less 

favorable environments than entrepreneurs in North America or Western Europe (Diomande, 

1990; GERA, 2017). Public and private institutions often do not function as they are supposed 

to, the infrastructure is less developed, the macroeconomic environment tends to be unstable, 

and health care and basic education are frequently missing or of low quality (AfDB et al., 

2017; World Economic Forum, 2017a). 

One of the largest barriers to entrepreneurs operating in the sub-Saharan region is the 

availability of and access to financial resources (Beck & Cull, 2014; Klapper & Singer, 2015). 

Many entrepreneurs struggle to obtain sufficient capital to start or develop their businesses 

regardless of whether they have identified promising opportunities (Chliova, Brinckmann, & 

Rosenbusch, 2015). Even if these resources are principally available, the corresponding 

conditions, particularly the required collateral, might make it impossible for many 

entrepreneurs to gain access to the financial products they need (Herrington & Kelley, 2013). 

As a consequence, entrepreneurs rely heavily on personal savings or the financial resources of 

family and friends (Daniels, Herrington, & Kew, 2016; Steier, 2003). 

A second key constraint of the entrepreneurial ecosystem in sub-Saharan Africa is the 

lack of basic education and training (AfDB, OECD, & UNDP, 2016; Herrington & Kelley, 

2013). Only 23 % of adolescents in sub-Saharan Africa complete upper secondary education 

and even for those enrolled, learning outcomes are often poor due to high pupil-teacher ratios 

and untrained teachers (UNESCO, 2015, 2016a).  

In addition, few education systems offer entrepreneurship education or encourage 

behavior critical for successful entrepreneurs, for example creative thinking or personal 

initiative (Frese, 2007; GERA, 2017; Herrington & Kelley, 2013; Sarooghi, Libaers, & 

Burkemper, 2015).6 Despite an increasing number of initiatives to promote entrepreneurship 

at a later stage (World Bank, 2018a), only a small share of entrepreneurs, particularly in rural 

areas, will benefit from such opportunities in the course of their entrepreneurial career. As a 

consequence, most entrepreneurs lack basic education, an entrepreneurial mindset, and 

professional support structures when entering into entrepreneurship. In many cases, 
                                                      
6 A notable exception is the ‘Educate!’ model in Uganda and Rwanda that integrates entrepreneurship-

focused education in the curriculum for 16 to 18 year-old students (“Educate!,” 2017). 
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individuals are pushed into entrepreneurship without any relevant expertise or experience 

(GERA, 2017). At the same time, low-quality educational systems fail to develop a skilled 

labor force, making it difficult for entrepreneurs to find suitable employees (AfDB et al., 

2017). 

In the light of the importance of financial and human capital for successful 

entrepreneurship (Alvarez & Barney, 2014) and the few resources available (Khavul et al., 

2009), spousal support should be particularly valuable to entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan Africa 

(Webb, Bruton, Tihanyi, & Ireland, 2013). If skilled and reliable labor is unavailable, hands-

on support from spouses is critical to keep the business up and running. Spouses may help to 

build equipment, take care of orders, or negotiate with suppliers. They may also assist when 

daily operations get very demanding. 

In addition, spouses’ expertise and experience take on greater significance when 

entrepreneurs’ human capital is low. Spouses who give advice encourage entrepreneurial 

learning, particularly when they provide feedback that is task-related (Kluger & DeNisi, 

1996) and actionable (Cannon & Witherspoon, 2005). This way, spouses help to correct 

entrepreneurial behavior and contribute to improved performance (Locke & Latham, 1990). 

Spouses might also provide additional ideas, helping entrepreneurs to stay ahead of their 

competitors, or come up with creative problem-solving strategies when needed. Jamali (2009) 

observed that many entrepreneurs in developing countries searched for opportunities with 

their spouses. Other studies have shown that knowledge and idea sharing increases idea 

generation when individuals carefully process and reflect on ideas exchanged (Paulus & 

Yang, 2000). Finally, informal networks are particularly relevant when institutional support 

structures are scarce. Spouses may extend and diversify entrepreneurs’ networks by granting 

them access to their contacts (Rodriguez et al., 2009). Meta-analytical research demonstrates 

that network diversity is particularly important for entrepreneurial success (Stam, Arzlanian, 

& Elfring, 2014).  

Spouses might not only partly compensate for low levels of human capital among sub-

Saharan entrepreneurs, but also make up for the lack of financial resources. Given the 

difficulties in accessing credit from formal financial institutions, informal sources of finance 

are crucial (International Finance Corporation, 2011). Spouses who provide financial 

resources enable entrepreneurs to maintain ongoing operations, invest in new ideas, or take 

corrective actions as needed. Financial support from spouses also protects entrepreneurs 
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against external shocks that might threaten the viability of their businesses (Cooper, Gimeno-

Gascon, & Woo, 1994). 

In the light of the numerous challenges resulting from the resource-scarce environment 

in which many sub-Saharan entrepreneurs operate, spouses’ emotional support might 

contribute to safeguarding entrepreneurs’ self-efficacy. As stipulated by social learning 

theory, verbal persuasion is an important strategy to convince individuals that they possess the 

required capabilities to overcome the barriers they are facing (Bandura, 1982). Emotionally 

supportive spouses may, for example, encourage entrepreneurs to improve a new product after 

receiving complaints from customers rather than blaming entrepreneurs for the low quality. 

Entrepreneurial self-efficacy, in turn, ensures that entrepreneurs keep investing energy in 

entrepreneurial actions (Rauch & Frese, 2007; Townsend, Busenitz, & Arthurs, 2010). 

Taken together, we suggest that the effect of spousal support on entrepreneurial 

activity and performance is magnified within resource-scarce entrepreneurial ecosystems in 

sub-Saharan Africa. Whether by providing hands-on support, feedback or ideas, contacts, 

encouragement, or financial means, spouses’ support might matter significantly in settings in 

which alternative resources are scarce. We make the following proposition:  

Proposition 1: Resource-scarce entrepreneurial ecosystems enhance the positive effect 

of husbands’ provision of hands-on business support, advice, ideas, and networks, 

emotional support, and financial resources on entrepreneurial activity and 

performance. 

2.3.2 Patriarchal Societies 

Most women entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan Africa live and work in patriarchal 

societies (Titi Amayah & Haque, 2017). In these societies, power is unequally distributed, 

with men dominating societal institutions and holding authority over women (Milazzo & 

Goldstein, 2017). Patriarchy is no universal phenomenon but emerges from the interaction 

between the biological specialization of the sexes and socio-cultural context (W. Wood & 

Eagly, 2002). While the roots of patriarchal societies are complex and beyond the scope of 

this article, it follows that societies vary in their extent of patriarchy (W. Wood & Eagly, 

2002). In sub-Saharan Africa, patriarchal power structures are still more pervasive than in 

other regions of the world, manifesting in high levels of gender inequality across multiple 

domains (AfDB, 2015; UNDP, 2016; World Economic Forum, 2017b). As suggested by 

social role theory, social structures shape gender role beliefs in that male and female 
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characteristics are inferred from the tasks men and women typically perform (Eagly & Wood, 

2012; W. Wood & Eagly, 2002). In patriarchal societies, women typically take care of 

household and family, whereas men are the primary family providers (W. Wood & Eagly, 

2002). As a consequence, women are assumed to be communal and nurturing individuals 

which qualifies them to be good caretakers, whereas men are thought to be assertive and 

agentic which equips them for income generating activities (Eagly & Wood, 2012). Many of 

the characteristics attributed to men are, at the same time, associated with successful 

entrepreneurship (Ahl, 2006; T. Baker, Aldrich, & Liou, 1997; Gupta et al., 2008; Gupta, 

Turban, Wasti, & Sikdar, 2009), leading to the perception that only men can succeed as 

entrepreneurs, whereas women lack the required skills to do so (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Eagly 

& Wood, 2012).  

Against this backdrop, husbands of women entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan Africa may 

be convinced that their effort and expertise is needed to successfully run their wives’ 

businesses. Engaging in their wives’ business activities or giving advice may allow husbands 

to conform with self-standards resulting from gender role beliefs and meet expectations of 

others (Eagly & Wood, 2012). In addition, husbands may be likely to support their wives’ 

businesses financially since contributing financial resources is consistent with sub-Saharan 

men’s role as main providers. In contrast, offering emotional support in the form of 

encouragement or positive regard may contradict the masculine self-concept and is rather 

ascribed to women (Eagly & Wood, 2012; W. Wood & Eagly, 2002). Therefore, women 

entrepreneurs’ husbands in sub-Saharan Africa may be less inclined to provide emotional 

support than husbands in less patriarchal settings. We propose:  

Proposition 2a: Patriarchal societies have a positive effect on husbands’ provision of 

hands-on business support, advice, ideas, and networks, and financial resources. 

Proposition 2b: Patriarchal societies have a negative effect on husbands’ provision of 

emotional support. 

In the light of men’s and women’s gender-specific roles in patriarchal societies, sub-

Saharan women entrepreneurs may constitute a serious threat to their husbands’ identity as 

breadwinners, particularly when women become more successful than their husbands (Amine 

& Staub, 2009). A cross-cultural study with men from twenty mostly developing countries 

revealed that men perceive income generation as the most important characteristic of a good 

husband (Boudet et al., 2013). Furthermore, men clearly expressed their discomfort with 
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women’s contribution to the household income and related gains in economic power (Boudet 

et al., 2013). The severity of threats to men’s breadwinner role becomes evident when 

considering their reactions to such threats. Research conducted in Asia has shown that men 

responded with domestic violence when women gained economic power through increased 

access to finance (Bates, Schuler, Islam, & Islam, 2004) or improved property rights 

(S. Anderson & Genicot, 2015). The evaluation of a cash transfer program in Kenya revealed 

that women’s improved economic status led to increased tensions and conflict with their 

husbands (Merttens et al., 2012).  

To counteract these threats, husbands in sub-Saharan Africa might interfere in their 

wives’ business to a particular high degree. Scholars drawing on identity control theory 

(Burke, 2007) have shown that spouses who face threats to their self-identity increased 

control over their partners in the attempt to reaffirm their self-identity and regain the 

perception of control over their environment (Stets & Burke, 2005). Thus, interfering in their 

wives’ business, for example by demanding decision-making power, might convey this sense 

of control and enable husbands to cope with their wives’ entrepreneurial activities.  

In addition, we suggest that husbands in patriarchal societies will be more likely to 

assign household and family tasks to their wives. For many men in patriarchal societies, 

engaging in housework contradicts their male gender roles and indicates weakness (Thébaud, 

2010). Time-use data provides empirical support for this suggestion, showing that women in 

developing countries spend, on average, three hours more per day than men on household and 

family tasks (United Nations, 2015). When men feel threatened in their role as main 

providers, they are even less inclined to engage in behavior associated with female gender 

roles (Boudet et al., 2013). In Ghana, for example, women do more than 80 % of the 

housework even when they provide the lion share of household income (World Bank, 2011). 

We propose:  

Proposition 2c: Patriarchal societies have a positive effect on husbands’ interference 

in their wives’ business and husbands’ assignment of household and family tasks to 

their wives. 

We further suggest that patriarchal societies do not only affect whether husbands 

provide support or impede their wives, but also moderate the identified positive and negative 

effects of spousal influence on entrepreneurial activity and performance. We have suggested 

before that resource-scarce entrepreneurial ecosystems enhance the positive effect of various 
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forms of spousal support on entrepreneurial activity and performance, regardless of whether 

entrepreneurs are male or female. The underlying reasoning was that spousal support proves 

particularly powerful when entrepreneurs’ resources and alternative support structures are 

limited. Turning to women entrepreneurs, we apply the same line of reasoning to propose that 

patriarchal societies strengthen the positive effect of spousal support on women’s 

entrepreneurial activity and performance. In other words, we suggest that women 

entrepreneurs especially benefit from spousal support since they possess relatively fewer 

resources than men that can nurture entrepreneurial activity and performance. Certainly, this 

proposition rests on the assumption that husbands do provide any support (cf. Proposition 2a). 

The findings of a study in the Dominican Republic, a patriarchal country outside of sub-

Saharan Africa (Raynolds, 2002), provided initial evidence for the relevance of spousal 

support for women entrepreneurs, showing that family employment positively affected 

performance outcomes of women-owned but not men-owned businesses (Cruz, Justo, & De 

Castro, 2012). We suggest that patriarchal power structures restrict women entrepreneurs’ 

access to resources in the three following ways.  

First, women entrepreneurs cannot devote the same amount of time to their business as 

men since they have to allocate their time between business and domestic tasks. Although the 

hours spent for income generation by men and women have started to converge, women 

continue to bear the main responsibility for housework and child care (United Nations, 2015; 

World Bank, 2011). This is the case around the globe but even more so in patriarchal 

societies, where women’s household and family obligations are particularly demanding 

(cf. Proposition 2c) and lead to severe time constraints (Amine & Staub, 2009; Duflo, 2012). 

A study on Tanzanian entrepreneurs showed that women entrepreneurs invested ten hours less 

per week in their business than men (Berge et al., 2015), indicating that women’s additional 

workload at home drains resources from the business (Edwards & Rothbard, 2000). 

Second, women entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan Africa are less likely to have the same 

level of education and work experience as their male counterparts. In fact, sub-Saharan Africa 

remains the region with the biggest barriers to primary and secondary education for girls to 

date (UNESCO, 2016a), comprising 13 of the 18 countries with fewer than 90 girls for every 

100 boys enrolled in primary education and even larger gaps for secondary education 

(UNESCO, 2015). The gender gap has its roots in the patriarchal family system, where 

preference is given to the education of sons when family resources are not sufficient to afford 

education for all children and enrollment conflicts with girls’ gender roles (UIS & UNICEF, 
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2015). Even if girls are enrolled, they are more likely to drop out of school due to early 

pregnancy or marriage, long walking distances, lack of private sanitation facilities, or 

intimidation, physical abuse, or sexual harassment by teachers and schoolmates (UIS & 

UNICEF, 2015). Having reached a marriageable age often marks the end of education and the 

beginning of women’s marital duties, including their responsibility to bear children and run 

the household (Delprato, Akyeampong, Sabates, & Hernandez-Fernandez, 2015). Evidently, 

there remains little time to gain work experience. Once they are married, women in 

patriarchal societies are less likely to enter into employment given that being a successful 

wife is primarily associated with motherhood (W. Wood & Eagly, 2002) and flexible work 

arrangements or supportive policies such as paternity leave are the exception rather than the 

rule (Amin, Islam, & Sakhonchik, 2016). Without relevant work experience, women usually 

also lack the opportunity to build a heterogeneous network that they can draw on as 

entrepreneurs (Cromie & Birley, 1992; Renzulli, Aldrich, & Moody, 2000). In extreme cases, 

husbands may even further prevent their wives from developing a professional network by 

restricting their mobility (Field, Jayachandran, Pande, & Rigol, 2016). 

Third, in a setting where access to financial resources is already challenging, women 

entrepreneurs report particularly high constraints (Amine & Staub, 2009). It is estimated that 

around 70 % of women who own formal small or medium-sized enterprises in developing 

countries lack access to the financial markets and products that meet their respective needs 

(World Bank, 2018b). The constraints women face include difficulties in completing loan 

applications, lack of adequate collaterals and credit histories, and gender discrimination by 

authorities and officials (Demirguç-Kunt, Klapper, & Singer, 2013; International Finance 

Corporation, 2011; World Bank, 2015). For example, only one country in sub-Saharan Africa 

prohibits discrimination concerning access to credit based on gender or marital status by law 

(World Bank, 2015). All of the constraints are, in one way or another, associated with the 

patriarchal power structures maintained in many sub-Saharan societies. Women’s challenge to 

offer adequate collaterals, for instance, is partly related to property rights traditionally 

favoring men over women in that property is listed in the husband’s name alone (Milazzo & 

Goldstein, 2017). Despite a range of legal reforms in recent years, many regions in sub-

Saharan Africa adhere to customary law, determining women’s property rights regardless of 

changes in the statutory legal system (World Bank, 2015). Without any assets to seize in case 

of noncompliance, financial institutions shy away from lending to women entrepreneurs 

(Demirguç-Kunt et al., 2013). Against the background of the resource constraints faced by 

women entrepreneurs in patriarchal societies, we propose:  
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Proposition 2d: Patriarchal societies enhance the positive effect of husbands’ 

provision of hands-on business support, advice, ideas, and networks, emotional 

support, and financial resources on entrepreneurial activity and performance.  

Finally, we suggest that in patriarchal societies, the negative effect of husbands’ 

interference in the business may be weakened. The literature review has shown that spouses’ 

interference in the business can induce conflict (Au & Kwan, 2009; Danes & Olson, 2003; 

Davis & Harveston, 2001), which then impedes business success unless conflict is managed 

well (Sharma, 2004; Van Auken & Werbel, 2006). In patriarchal societies, husbands who 

claim authority might be more acceptable, thereby reducing the likelihood of conflict 

compared to less patriarchal settings. Research across twenty mostly developing countries has 

illustrated that women’s and men’s perception of gender responsibilities and privileges are 

surprisingly similar (Boudet et al., 2013). Thus, women entrepreneurs may be less reluctant 

when losing autonomy in their business. We propose:  

Proposition 2e: Patriarchal societies reduce the negative effect of husbands’ 

interference in their wives’ business on entrepreneurial activity and performance. 

2.3.3 Work-Family Integration 

Women entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan Africa are typically deeply embedded in their 

families (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Webb et al., 2015). Previous research has theorized that the 

level of family embeddedness is particularly high in environments, in which formal 

institutions are less developed or malfunctioning (Webb et al., 2015). This research has 

suggested that formal institutional voids entail that entrepreneurs turn increasingly to their 

families. One of the consequences of being deeply embedded in the family is that family and 

business life are closely intertwined (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Webb et al., 2015). While 

managing work and family life is challenging for women entrepreneurs around the world 

(Jennings & McDougald, 2007), qualitative research has illustrated that women entrepreneurs 

in sub-Saharan Africa often have no other choice than fully integrating both spheres due to 

their multiple burdens resulting from gender role beliefs and normative expectations (Gudeta 

& van Engen, 2017). Operating the business from home further increases the level to which 

boundaries between business and family become blurred (Desrochers, Hilton, & Larwood, 

2005). A study in Tanzania revealed that twice as many women entrepreneurs as men ran 

their business in the immediate vicinity of their home (Berge et al., 2015).  



Chapter 2 | Why Husbands Matter 

 32 

From a psychological perspective, the integration of work and family domains may 

imply that women entrepreneurs’ businesses become a part of family life. As husbands are 

expected to provide for the family, they might also develop a certain degree of commitment to 

the business and be more likely to take supportive measures (Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001; 

Van Auken & Werbel, 2006). Family business research has shown that committed family 

members are more likely to actively support the business (Zahra, Hayton, Neubaum, Dibrell, 

& Craig, 2008). 

From a practical point of view, husbands may have simply more opportunities to 

influence their wives’ business when boundaries between business and family are blurred. 

Husbands may be able to help out with preparing deliveries or ordering new supplies between 

dinner and bedtime. They may also witness the challenges and difficulties their wives face 

and help to develop solutions or encourage their wives to keep going. This reasoning is in line 

with previous research suggesting that high levels of business-family integration increase 

work-related communication, knowledge sharing, and joint problem solving among family 

members (Clark, 2002; Webb et al., 2015). In the light of higher spousal commitment and 

greater accessibility of the business, we suggest that husbands may be more likely to provide 

hands-on support, share advice and ideas with their wives, or support them emotionally or 

financially. At the same time, the close proximity between husbands and women’s business, 

both psychologically and practically, may not only increase husbands’ support but also the 

degree to which husbands interfere in the business. We propose: 

Proposition 3a: Work-family integration has a positive effect on husbands’ provision 

of hands-on business support, advice, ideas, and networks, emotional support, and 

financial resources. 

Proposition 3b: Work-family integration has a positive effect on husbands’ 

interference in their wives’ business. 

In addition to the higher potential of spousal interference, the strong integration of 

business and family bears further risks. First, it may increase the temptation of intermingling 

financial resources. Previous research provides support for this reasoning, showing that 

couples who share both business and family responsibilities are less likely to keep separate 

business and household accounts than couples for whom business and family domains are less 

intertwined (Muske et al., 2009). Keeping separate accounts is considered as one of the key 

accounting practices to ensure a healthy business but has not yet been adopted by many 
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entrepreneurs in developing countries (Drexler, Fischer, & Schoar, 2014; Giné & Mansuri, 

2014; Valdivia, 2015). In view of the integration of work and family, women entrepreneurs 

might be particularly inclined to use parts of the provided resources to cover other expenses, 

such as buying new school books, paying the latest medical bill, or buying a wedding gift for 

a close relative. 

Second, the strong overlap of work and family life might exacerbate the adverse effect 

of household and family demands on entrepreneurial success. We base this proposition on 

work-family border theory (Clark, 2000) and boundary theory (Ashforth, Kreiner, & Fugate, 

2000) and argue that household and family demands may be more likely to spillover to the 

business domain when entrepreneurs operate in a context where boundaries between business 

and family are extremely permeable. Empirical research has shown that high levels of work-

family integration were positively related to work distractions (Desrochers et al., 2005). We 

propose:  

Proposition 3c: Work-family integration reduces the positive effect of husbands’ 

provision of financial resources on entrepreneurial activity and performance. 

Proposition 3d: Work-family integration enhances the negative effect of assigned 

household and family tasks on entrepreneurial activity and performance. 
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Table 2.2. Proposed effects of sub-Saharan context dimensions (CD) on spousal influence (SI) and on the relationship between spousal influence 

(SI) and women’s entrepreneurial activity and performance (EAP). 

 Context dimension (CD) 

Type of spousal  
influence (SI ) 

Resource-scarce entrepreneurial 
ecosystems 

Patriarchal societies Work-family integration 

Spouses may provide 

hands-on business 

support 

Moderating effect: CD enhances 

positive effect of SI on EAP (P1) 

Positive effect of CD on SI (P2a);  

Moderating effect: CD enhances 

positive effect of SI on EAP (P2d) 

Positive effect of CD on SI (P3a) 

 

Spouses may give advice, 

contribute ideas, and 

share their networks 

Moderating effect: CD enhances 

positive effect of SI on EAP (P1) 

Positive effect of CD on SI (P2a);  

Moderating effect: CD enhances 

positive effect of SI on EAP (P2d) 

Positive effect of CD on SI (P3a) 

 

Spouses may offer 

emotional support 

Moderating effect: CD enhances 

positive effect of SI on EAP (P1) 

Negative effect of CD on SI (P2b); 

Moderating effect: CD enhances 

positive effect of SI on EAP (P2d) 

Positive effect of CD on SI (P3a) 

 

Spouses may provide 

financial resources 

Moderating effect: CD enhances 

positive effect of SI on EAP (P1) 

Positive effect of CD on SI (P2a);  

Moderating effect: CD enhances 

positive effect of SI on EAP (P2d) 

Positive effect of CD on SI (P3a);  

Moderating effect: CD reduces positive 

effect of SI on EAP (P3c) 

Spouses may assign 

household and family 

tasks to entrepreneurs 

No effect Positive effect of CD on SI (P2c) Moderating effect: CD enhances 

negative effect of SI on EAP (P3d) 

Spouses may interfere in 

the business 

No effect Positive effect of CD on SI (P2c);  

Moderating effect: CD reduces 

negative effect of SI on EAP (P2e) 

Positive effect of CD on SI (P3b) 

Note. CD = Context dimension; SI = Type of spousal influence; EAP = Entrepreneurial activity and performance; P = Proposition. 
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2.4 Applying a Context Lens: Spousal Influence on Women Entrepreneurship in 

Sub-Saharan Africa 

In this article, we applied a context lens (Welter, 2011) and developed propositions for 

spousal influence on women entrepreneurship in sub-Saharan Africa based on the findings of 

a systematic literature review. Specifically, we focused on how resource-scarce 

entrepreneurial ecosystems, patriarchal societies, and work-family integration may affect 

spousal influence on women’s entrepreneurial activity and performance. We proposed that 

operating in a resource-scarce entrepreneurial ecosystem increases the power of spousal 

influence by strengthening positive effects of various types of support. We argued that being 

embedded in patriarchal societies similarly strengthens the positive effect of spousal support 

and reduces the negative effect of husbands’ interference in the business. Importantly, we also 

proposed that husbands in patriarchal societies are generally more likely to exert influence on 

their wives’ business, with the exception of emotional support. We suggested that likewise, 

high levels of work-family integration make husbands more likely to provide support and 

interfere. In addition, we postulated that work-family integration reduces the positive effect of 

husbands’ financial support and increases the negative effect of household and family 

demands on women’s entrepreneurial activity and performance.  

Taken together, our propositions illustrate that the spatial, institutional, and social 

characteristics of the sub-Saharan context may affect to which degree husbands exert 

influence on women entrepreneurs in the first place and how their influence then impacts 

women’s entrepreneurial activity and performance. Overall, our propositions suggest that 

husbands in sub-Saharan Africa exert more influence and that the impact of their influence on 

women’s entrepreneurial activities and performance is higher than in Western contexts.  

In addition, our findings illustrate that different dimensions of context may have 

distinct effects on spousal influence and that there is not one ‘sub-Saharan context’. In some 

cases, context effects might be mutually reinforcing, in other cases different context 

dimensions might have reverse effects. As previously noted by Welter (2011, p. 174) 

“contextualizing theory thus needs to apply a multi-context perspective” to account for the 

complex multiplicity of contexts. In this article, we concentrated on three critical context 

dimensions to illustrate that women entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan Africa operate under 

conditions that are fundamentally different from those in North America or Western Europa 

and that these differences matter (Brush et al., 2009). 
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2.5 Directions for Future Research and Limitations 

2.5.1 Future Research 

Our review is only the starting point for a better understanding of women 

entrepreneurship in sub-Saharan Africa. There are several interesting avenues for future 

research. First and foremost, empirical research is needed to test, refine, and complement our 

propositions. We echo previous calls for research testing the relevance of existing practical 

and theoretical knowledge in the field of entrepreneurship in the sub-Saharan context 

(George, Corbishley, Khayesi, Haas, & Tihanyi, 2016; Zoogah et al., 2015). Women 

entrepreneurs in this region are numerically, economically, and socially far too important to 

be treated as kind of exception. In addition to the overall extension of research in the sub-

Saharan region, cross-cultural research designs might be a promising strategy to increase our 

understanding of context dynamics in women entrepreneurship. Baughn, Chua, and Neupert 

(2006), for example, examined the relationship between normative support for women 

entrepreneurship and women’s participation in entrepreneurship across different countries. 

Future research could build on their work and look into the respective mechanisms that 

translate normative support into entrepreneurial activity in each country.  

Second, future research should address the complexity of spousal influence. It was the 

purpose of our review to shed light on the manifold ways in which spouses exert influence on 

their wives’ entrepreneurial behavior and performance. However, this does not imply that the 

identified types of spousal influence are independent from each other. On the contrary, we 

assume that different types of spousal influence co-occur and interact. A husband who assists 

his wife by redecorating her restaurant might simultaneously share his ideas on how to 

diversify the menu or call one of his old colleagues to find a replacement for an unreliable 

supplier. While painting the tables, he might cheer his wife up when she expresses her 

disappointment about the rejection of her loan application. He might also claim a say in how 

she invests her last months’ profits given the time he spent for the restaurant’s renovation. 

Future research should explore how the different types of influence interrelate, which types 

are most powerful, and which influences vanish in the presence of others. It is debatable, for 

example, to which degree women entrepreneurs are able to benefit from husbands’ ideas to 

develop the business when, at the same time, they are overloaded with household and family 

assignments.  

Third, future research should extend our efforts and identify additional types of 

spousal influence relevant to entrepreneurs in general, and women entrepreneurs in sub-
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Saharan Africa in particular. For the purpose of this review, we restricted our review to the 

most influential entrepreneurship, management, and family business journals. However, other 

fields of research (e.g. development economics, anthropology, psychology, or family science) 

might further enrich our knowledge on spousal dynamics in entrepreneurship. In addition, 

further research is needed to look at the identified influences in more depth, particularly with 

regard to their quality. The utility of spousal practical support, for example, is likely to 

depend on spouses’ task-related know-how and the effectiveness of emotional support may 

hinge on spouses’ empathy.  

Finally, we encourage future research to take into account women entrepreneurs’ 

capability to mobilize and shape spousal influence. Successful entrepreneurs are active agents 

who engage in change-oriented behavior that seeks to improve the fit between one’s personal 

needs and the environment (Fay & Frese, 2001; Frese, 2009). In line with this reasoning, 

future research should study the role of women entrepreneurs in securing and making 

effective use of desired resources (T. Baker & Nelson, 2005) and overcoming any barriers 

created by their husbands (Kapinga & Montero, 2017). 

2.5.2 Limitations 

As with any research, our review is not without its limitations. First, we might have 

missed relevant studies that do not contain our search terms but would have contributed to our 

review. In particular, we might have missed studies on family influence that do not literally 

refer to spouses, husbands, or wives. However, we decided against broadening our search 

criteria any further (e.g. by using ‘family’ in conjunction with ‘entrepreneur’) since this would 

have exceeded the manageable amount of studies to be screened. One possible solution to 

narrow down the number of results would have been to combine ‘family’ with specific 

influences such as ‘support’. We purposely opted against this approach since we did not want 

to introduce any bias due to the predetermination of certain types of influence.  

Second, our review is mainly driven by an economic perspective in that we compile 

research that addresses how spouses contribute to their partners’ entrepreneurial activity or 

performance. Nevertheless, we acknowledge that women entrepreneurs might pursue goals 

that go beyond economic gains (Jennings & Brush, 2013). Previous research has shown, for 

example, that women entrepreneurs are more likely than men to engage in social and 

environmental entrepreneurship, indicating that they also value non-economic outcomes 

(Hechavarria, Ingram, Justo, & Terjesen, 2012). Other studies have suggested that striving for 

effective work-family management is one of the main drivers of women entering into 
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entrepreneurship (Collins-Dodd, Gordon, & Smart, 2004; Heilman & Chen, 2003; Thébaud, 

2015). Empirical research showed that Ghanaian women with greater domestic obligations 

were particularly likely to enter into entrepreneurship, whereas there was no comparably 

strong effect for men (Lain, 2016). Finally, spousal influence is likely to affect not only 

business-related but also family-related outcomes such as the spousal relationship 

(Amarapurkar & Danes, 2005) or the effectiveness of the family (Dyer & Dyer, 2009). 

Third, our review might create the impression that we refer to sub-Saharan Africa as if 

it was a homogenous mass. For the purpose of our article, we contrast sub-Saharan Africa 

with more industrialized regions like North America and Western Europe because we are 

interested in the overarching differences between these regions. Nevertheless, we are fully 

aware of the enormous diversity within the sub-Saharan region, consisting of 46 countries 

(United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), 2017) and numerous ethnicities, which 

differ substantially with regard to geography, demography, history, religion, culture, political, 

and economic development. Our review constitutes only a starting point of “bringing Africa 

in” (George et al., 2016, p. 377) and we encourage future research to provide a more nuanced 

view of sub-Saharan Africa by exploring in which localities our propositions hold and in 

which they lose validity. 

2.6 Conclusion 

This article illustrates the importance of spousal influence on women entrepreneurship 

in sub-Saharan Africa. The reviewed literature suggests that husbands may be both lubricants 

and brakes for women entrepreneurs. However, without taking into account the unique 

context of women entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan Africa, these findings are only of limited use 

to better understand and promote women entrepreneurship in this region. Our propositions 

demonstrate that the spatial, institutional, and social contexts in which women entrepreneurs 

in sub-Saharan Africa operate considerably shape the extent and impact of spousal influence. 

They reveal that husbands are important stakeholders for women entrepreneurs in sub-

Saharan Africa who deserve further attention. 
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3. Help or Hindrance? Husbands’ Influence on Women Entrepreneurs’ 

Business Success in Sub-Saharan Africa: A Latent Profile Analysis7 

Abstract 

Husbands are often held to be obstacles towards women entrepreneurship in sub-

Saharan Africa. In this study, we challenge this preconception and argue that different types 

of husbands exist and that husbands also support their wives’ business with own resources 

when this investment has the potential to increase the family income. Building on both 

cultural and economic theory, we consider the unique context of sub-Saharan Africa and 

propose a theoretical model of husbands’ influence that consists of two dimensions: Husbands 

as constraints and husbands as resource providers for their wives’ business. The two 

dimensions result in four distinct profiles of husbands that are hypothesized to differentially 

predict women entrepreneurs’ business success. Based on interviews with 192 husbands (one 

wave) and women entrepreneurs (two waves) in Ethiopia, latent profile analysis identifies 

three out of the four postulated profiles: The Indifferent, the Copreneurs, and the Regulators. 

Husbands’ gender role beliefs and their own contribution to the family income differentiate 

between the profiles. Our findings indicate that husbands’ support function is of particular 

value for women’ entrepreneurs business success, even in the presence of constraining 

behavior. We conclude that husbands may make a difference in otherwise resource-scarce 

environments and deserve more attention towards a better understanding of successful women 

entrepreneurs. 

  

                                                      
7 This chapter has been submitted to the Journal of Business Venturing and is in the first round of 

revise and resubmit as Wolf, K. & Frese, M. (2018). Help or hindrance? Husbands’ influence on 

women entrepreneurs’ business success in developing countries: A latent profile analysis. 
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3.1 Introduction 

In sub-Saharan Africa, women own or partly own one third of all businesses (World 

Bank, 2019c). However, we still lack a comprehensive understanding of the factors enhancing 

and constraining women entrepreneurship in this part of the world. This is surprising given 

that successful women entrepreneurs are critical towards economic growth and empowerment 

in sub-Saharan Africa (Brush & Cooper, 2012; Kelley et al., 2017; Minniti, 2010). One of the 

most prevalent sources of influence on women entrepreneurs is their family (Brush et al., 

2009; Jennings & Brush, 2013). Scholars have argued that entrepreneurial decisions, 

processes, and outcomes are inevitably embedded in the family system (Aldrich & Cliff, 

2003; Stafford et al., 1999) and that for women entrepreneurs, family and entrepreneurial 

activities are particularly intertwined (Brush et al., 2009; Gudeta & van Engen, 2017; 

Jennings & Brush, 2013). Within the sub-Saharan family, husbands play a unique role in that 

they are usually the head of the household (Boudet et al., 2013; OECD, 2019). As such, they 

are likely to have a strong impact on whether and how their wives exploit entrepreneurial 

opportunities and grow their business (Wolf & Frese, 2018). Yet, little is known about the 

numerous ways in which husbands may influence their wives’ entrepreneurial activities. 

Irrespective of the limited research available, the common idea among relevant 

scholars and practitioners seems to be that in sub-Saharan Africa, husbands are barriers to 

women’s economic empowerment in general and women’s entrepreneurial success in 

particular (Dover, 2014). Husbands are frequently conceptualized as one of the main 

sociocultural challenges faced by women entrepreneurs (Amine & Staub, 2009; World Bank, 

2011), whereas their support role receives only limited attention (World Bank, 2008). Often, 

they are readily associated with assertive behavior and resistance towards changes in 

traditional family relations (Connell, 2005). The underlying reasoning of this preconception is 

related to the prevailing patriarchal culture in many sub-Saharan countries (World Economic 

Forum, 2017b) from which husbands are assumed to derive traditional gender role beliefs that 

lead to behavior that might negatively affect their wives’ business (W. Wood & Eagly, 2002). 

A common observation in patriarchal societies is, for example, that men tend to hold 

important offices, which then easily leads to the belief that only men command corresponding 

leadership skills. As a consequence, husbands with such a belief might expect to have the 

exclusive decision-making power over their wives’ business and restrict their wives’ 

entrepreneurial autonomy. 
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In this study, we challenge the preconception of the predominantly constraining 

husband by proposing a theoretical model that combines two theories: The first theory is a 

cultural theory according to which husbands constrain their wives’ entrepreneurial activities 

due to own and others’ expectations resulting from female and male roles in a patriarchal 

culture (Eagly & Wood, 2012; W. Wood & Eagly, 2002). The second theory is an economic 

theory of the household (Chiappori, 1988, 1992), suggesting that husbands provide resources 

for their wives’ entrepreneurial endeavor as it enhances the economic well-being of the 

family. We challenge the preconception of the predominantly constraining husbands for two 

reasons. First, it is biased in that it classifies husbands as obstacles in general and does not 

differentiate between various types of husbands. People differ in the facets of gender roles 

they adopt as well as in the extent to which they incorporate them (Eagly & Wood, 2012). As 

a result, even in a patriarchal environment husbands vary in their gender role beliefs and the 

behavior that follows (Witt & Wood, 2010). Second, cultural theory alone is not sufficient to 

explain husbands’ influence because it fails to notice that families in sub-Saharan Africa 

constitute an economic unit (Webb et al., 2015), seeking to allocate resources in a way that 

maximizes the family’s economic well-being (Baland & Ziparo, 2017). We thus propose that 

husbands invest their own financial, social, and human capital resources in their wives’ 

business when this investment has the potential to increase the family income.  

Building on both cultural and economic theory, we propose a theoretical model of 

husbands’ influence in sub-Saharan Africa that consists of two dimensions: Husbands as 

constraints and husbands as resource providers for their wives’ business. We further suggest 

that these two dimensions produce four distinct profiles of husbands’ influence which are 

associated with husbands’ gender role beliefs and husbands’ own contribution to the family 

income and which differentially relate to women entrepreneurs’ business success. Our study 

empirically tests these profiles to provide a more nuanced picture of husbands’ influence than 

previous research has offered. Using a latent profile approach we are able to simultaneously 

consider the different ways in which husbands may influence their wives’ business, thereby 

contributing to a better understanding of what ‘types’ of husbands exist and how husbands of 

these types, instead of isolated behaviors, may impact their wives’ business success (Stanley 

et al., 2016; Wang & Hanges, 2011).  

In addition, we contribute to the entrepreneurship literature by proposing a theoretical 

model that takes into account the reality of the vast number of entrepreneurs operating in sub-

Saharan Africa (GERA, 2017; Reynolds, 2012). Only recently, scholars have called for more 
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empirical and conceptual research to explain entrepreneurial phenomena in the African 

context (George et al., 2016; Zoogah et al., 2015). So far, most of the entrepreneurship 

literature has addressed the role of the family in middle- and high-income countries, often in 

the context of family businesses. For example, one prominent stream of literature has argued 

that family members are willing to take economic risks or accept losses in order to preserve 

the socioemotional wealth of the family (Berrone, Cruz, & Gomez-Mejia, 2012; Gomez-

Mejia, Cruz, Berrone, & De Castro, 2011; Gomez-Mejia, Haynes, Núñez-Nickel, Jacobson, & 

Moyano-Fuentes, 2007). Socioemotional wealth captures the family’s affective endowment 

and includes the desire to control and influence the business, to maintain a strong family 

identity, and to ensure the continuation of the family dynasty (Berrone et al., 2012). However, 

families in sub-Saharan Africa are embedded in very different, oftentimes extremely 

challenging environments (George et al., 2016; Webb et al., 2015) and may not be able to 

‘afford’ prioritizing affective over economic considerations, which calls the validity of such 

motives for husbands’ influence into question. 

Furthermore, we add to the emerging literature on entrepreneurship and poverty 

alleviation (Bruton et al., 2013; Sutter, Bruton, & Chen, 2019) by investigating how husbands 

foster and hamper women entrepreneurship in sub-Saharan Africa. In view of women 

entrepreneurs’ positive influence on the development of their families, communities, and 

countries (AfDB, 2015; Brush & Cooper, 2012; Minniti, 2010), it is critical to design 

effective means to support women entrepreneurs. To this end, large parts of the 

entrepreneurship research have focused on women entrepreneurs’ shortcomings, implicitly 

adopting a ‘women must change’ attitude (Ahl, 2006; Hughes et al., 2012). However, less 

attention has been paid to the contextual conditions that may enhance or constrain women 

entrepreneurs (Brush et al., 2009; Brush, Edelman, et al., 2018; Welter, 2011). With our 

study, we thus seek to complement existing research and contribute to a better knowledge 

base for the effective promotion of women entrepreneurs.  

3.2 Theoretical Background 

3.2.1 A Cultural Theory: Husbands as Constraints 

The first theory we use to build our theoretical model is a cultural theory. Specifically, 

we draw on social role theory (Eagly, 1987; Eagly & Wood, 1991, 2012) to argue that 

husbands in sub-Saharan Africa may engage in behavior that constrains the success of their 

wives’ business. Social role theory postulates that people form gender role beliefs because 
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they observe sex-specific behavior in a certain sociocultural context and infer that men and 

women have corresponding dispositions (Eagly & Wood, 2012). Accordingly, gender role 

beliefs are perceptions, or stereotypes, about female and male attributes. In a patriarchal 

culture, characterized by an unequal distribution of power and a strong division of labor 

between men and women, husbands are likely to form traditional gender role beliefs that 

associate women primarily with nurturing skills and men with leadership skills and agentic 

qualities (Eagly & Wood, 2012; Powell, Butterfield, & Parent, 2002; W. Wood & Eagly, 

2002). When gender role beliefs are incorporated in self-concepts, people are likely to 

regulate their behavior to correspond to these beliefs and to meet own and others’ 

expectations (Witt & Wood, 2010; W. Wood, Christensen, Hebl, & Rothgerber, 1997). Thus, 

husbands who have internalized traditional gender role beliefs may seek opportunities to 

demonstrate their leadership and breadwinning skills. Three constraining behaviors result 

from this reasoning (cf. Appendix A for a tabular overview of relevant studies):  

First, husbands may constrain women entrepreneurs’ business success by restricting 

their wives’ autonomy over their wives’ business and daily life. Autonomy is important in the 

context of entrepreneurship as successful entrepreneurs require the freedom to develop and 

pursue new ideas, make key decisions, and act independently (Lumpkin, Cogliser, & 

Schneider, 2009; Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Research showed that women entrepreneurs in 

Kenya and Uganda were inclined to look for business partners outside the family to prevent 

family members from interfering in their business (Khavul et al., 2009). In Tanzania, 

husbands appeared to be in charge although the businesses were owned by their wives (Berge 

et al., 2015). Even in entrepreneurial teams and dual-career couples in less traditional 

contexts, men typically occupy the position of the primary decision maker whereas women 

adopt roles behind the scenes (Ezzedeen & Ritchey, 2008; Kirkwood, 2009; Marshack, 1994; 

Ponthieu & Caudill, 1993; Rappaport, 1995). Research also showed that business 

performance can suffer from such an arrangement (Hedberg & Danes, 2012). If husbands feel 

threatened in their identity as breadwinners by their wives’ entrepreneurial involvement 

(Amine & Staub, 2009; Dover, 2014), they might also seek dominance over their wives 

beyond the business domain to regain a sense of control over their environment (Stets & 

Burke, 2005). Studies conducted in Asia and Africa, for example, have demonstrated that 

women who challenged their husbands’ breadwinner role by gaining economic power were 

increasingly exposed to marital conflict (S. Anderson & Genicot, 2015; Merttens et al., 2012) 

and domestic violence (Bates et al., 2004). 
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Second, husbands may contribute to the unequal allocation of household and family 

duties in that they assign corresponding duties disproportionately to their wives (Van Auken 

& Werbel, 2006). Believing that women are better equipped to take care of these tasks than 

men, there is no reason for men to change this arrangement (Ezzedeen & Ritchey, 2008; 

Klapper & Parker, 2010; McGowan, Redeker, Cooper, & Greenan, 2012). Research has 

shown that in spite of help from other family members or maids, women in sub-Saharan 

Africa spend four times more time on household and family duties than men (OECD, 2019), 

even when they are substantially involved in income-generating activities themselves 

(Berniell & Sánchez-Pàramo, 2011). A study in a patriarchal setting outside of sub-Saharan 

Africa found that by and large husbands did not tolerate any neglect of domestic duties caused 

by their wives’ entrepreneurial activities (Al-Dajani & Marlow, 2010). Due to the high 

workload of household- and family duties, women entrepreneurs may not be able to devote 

the time and attention needed to their business (Amine & Staub, 2009; Jennings & 

McDougald, 2007). The job demands-resources model (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & 

Schaufeli, 2001) suggests that time-consuming demands in one domain negatively influence 

task fulfillment in other domains when compensating resources are lacking (Geurts et al., 

2005). Empirical research in Western countries provided evidence for the adverse effect of 

time constraints in the absence of resources (Allen, Herst, Bruck, & Sutton, 2000), showing, 

for example, that the time spent for child care decreased the lifespan of the business (D. R. 

Williams, 2004). 

Third, women entrepreneurs’ business involvement may lead to conflict between 

spouses. Potential sources of conflict are manifold: Women who are occupied with business 

tasks might neglect household and family duties (Jennings & McDougald, 2007), husbands’ 

interference might increase dissent on business-related matters (Danes & Olson, 2003; Davis 

& Harveston, 2001), and even disagreements unrelated to the business might spill over from 

the family to the business as both domains strongly overlap in sub-Saharan Africa (Gudeta & 

van Engen, 2017). Thus, it is critical how couples manage emerging conflict (Amarapurkar & 

Danes, 2005; Danes, Leichtentritt, Metz, & Huddleston-Casas, 2000). Whereas collaborative 

conflict management may stimulate problem-solving and can even have positive effects on 

business performance (Danes et al., 2002; Klotz, Hmieleski, Bradley, & Busenitz, 2014), 

destructive conflict management may reduce energy levels and detract attention away from 

the business (Danes et al., 2000; Danes, Zuiker, Kean, & Arbuthnot, 1999; Danes & Olson, 

2003; Eddleston & Kellermanns, 2007; Sorenson, 1999). Research has shown that destructive 

conflict styles are typically used by couples with traditional gender role ideologies (Kluwer, 
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Heesink, & Van De Vliert, 1997). These couples seem less likely to openly discuss private 

and professional goals or negotiate solutions when facing disagreements (Jang & Danes, 

2013; Van Auken & Werbel, 2006). 

3.2.2 An Economic Theory of the Household: Husbands as Resource Providers 

The second theory we use to build our theoretical model takes an efficient cooperative 

household model as its starting point (Browning & Chiappori, 1998; Chiappori, 1988, 1992), 

which suggests that family resources are allocated in a way that the family reaches the highest 

income possible, with no alternative scenario being preferred by all family members (Baland 

& Ziparo, 2017; Zou, 2015). The underlying assumption is that family members have a good 

knowledge of the resources available and care about each other, thus make sure that no 

resources are wasted (Baland & Ziparo, 2017). Accordingly, we argue that husbands seek to 

maximize the family’s economic well-being and are ready to invest their own resources in 

their wives’ business when this investment yields benefits for the family income. Recent 

research based on three different datasets from India, Sri Lanka, and Ghana provided support 

for the efficient cooperative household model, showing that both men and women invested 

financial resources in the higher-performing household business in order to optimize family 

income (Bernhardt, Field, Pande, & Rigol, 2017). 

Given that families in sub-Saharan Africa are often embedded in challenging 

environments and struggle to respond to their members’ daily needs, increasing the family 

income plays an even more vital role than in the Western world (Banerjee & Duflo, 2007; 

Collins, Morduch, Rutherford, & Ruthven, 2010). Thus, the family “operates in an important 

economic support role where the household becomes the enterprise in a collective effort to 

escape poverty” (Webb et al., 2015, p. 116). Indeed, research has shown that entrepreneurship 

in developing countries often constitutes a livelihood strategy with the primary objective of 

ensuring the family’s economic well-being (Karlan & Zinman, 2011; Kevane & Wydick, 

2001; Vial & Hanoteau, 2015). Empirical findings also indicate that the likelihood of 

allocating resources in an efficient way is particularly high in constrained environments as 

families cannot afford to waste resources due to inefficiencies (Akresh, 2005; Zou, 2015). 

Further research suggested that efficient family behavior was related to husbands who were 

cooperative regarding women’s business (de Mel, McKenzie, & Woodruff, 2009a). Against 

this backdrop, we propose that husbands in sub-Saharan Africa may provide resources for 

their wives’ business in the three following ways when this investment has the potential to 

increase the family income (cf. Appendix A for a tabular overview of relevant studies): 
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First, husbands may provide financial resources. Financial resources include both 

monetary and physical assets (Danes, Stafford, Haynes, & Amarapurkar, 2009) and are 

critical for entrepreneurial success because they increase entrepreneurs’ flexibility, control, 

and range of strategies to develop and protect the business (Alsos, Isaksen, & Ljunggren, 

2006; Cooper et al., 1994; Marlow & Patton, 2005). Meta-analytical evidence has shown that 

releasing capital constraints via microcredit has a positive effect on business growth and 

profitability in challenging contexts (Chliova et al., 2015). In sub-Saharan Africa, husbands’ 

financial support may be critical as many women have difficulties in accessing formal finance 

due to high requirements with regard to collaterals and credit histories, complicated loan 

application procedures, or gender discrimination by authorities (Demirguç-Kunt et al., 2013; 

International Finance Corporation, 2011; OECD, 2019; World Bank, 2015). Experts estimate 

that at least 70 % of women entrepreneurs in developing countries, many of them situated in 

sub-Saharan Africa, lack access to financial institutions and financial services tailored to their 

needs (World Bank, 2018b). In contrast, men are often more likely than women to have assets 

at their disposal, which enable them to make financial contributions to their wives’ business 

even when their own income is limited (Marlow & Patton, 2005; Milazzo & Goldstein, 2017; 

World Bank, 2011). 

Second, husbands may contribute social resources, that is, invest time and effort to 

support their wives’ business (Matzek, Gudmunson, & Danes, 2010). Scholars have widely 

acknowledged the critical role of various forms of social resources for entrepreneurs 

(e.g. Blenkinsopp & Owens, 2010; Kim, Longest, & Aldrich, 2013; Rauch, Rosenbusch, 

Unger, & Frese, 2016; Stam, Arzlanian, & Elfring, 2014). Matzek and colleagues (2010), for 

example, demonstrated that spouses’ working hours and task-involvement in the business 

improved business performance. Other research has built on the main effect model of social 

support theories (Cohen & Wills, 1985; Taylor, 2011) to point out that support from family 

members does not only buffer negative effects of stressful events (Eby, Casper, Lockwood, 

Bordeaux, & Brinley, 2005), but also has a direct positive effect on entrepreneurial outcomes, 

such as strategic planning or business performance (Powell & Eddleston, 2016). In view of 

women’s domestic burden and the limited availability of institutional support systems in 

many sub-Saharan countries, women entrepreneurs may rely on their families’ manpower to 

an even larger extent than men. Empirical research from a similarly patriarchal setting 

supports this notion, showing that women entrepreneurs in the Dominican Republic benefitted 

to a higher degree from family support than their male counterparts (Cruz et al., 2012).  
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Third, husbands may draw on their human capital to promote their wives’ business. 

Human capital comprises a number of attributes including skills, knowledge, education, and 

experience and is positively related to entrepreneurial success (Unger, Rauch, Frese, & 

Rosenbusch, 2011; Van der Sluis, Van Praag, & Vijverberg, 2005). The literature asserts that 

family members’ human capital constitutes a competitive advantage as intangible resources 

are particularly difficult to mimic (Sirmon & Hitt, 2003). An example of how husbands can 

make use of their human capital in support of their wives’ business is by sharing their 

professional expertise and counseling their wives with regard to strategic decisions (Matzek et 

al., 2010). In sub-Saharan Africa, intra-family flows of human capital may be valuable 

because women are generally less likely than men to receive relevant higher education 

(UNESCO, 2015, 2016a) or to gain entrepreneurial expertise through work experience or 

professional training (International Finance Corporation, 2011). Husbands’ entrepreneurial 

experience may be particularly useful as it enables them to share task-related knowledge with 

their wives. Meta-analytical findings revealed that task-related human capital was more 

pivotal for entrepreneurial performance than unspecific human capital (Unger et al., 2011). 

Research from Asia has shown that the entrepreneurial experience of household members has 

a positive effect on business success, pointing to the value of human capital spillover within 

the household (Gras & Nason, 2015). 

3.2.3 A Theoretical Model: Four Distinct Profiles of Husbands’ Influence 

In this study, we propose a theoretical model that builds on cultural theory and 

economic theory of the household to provide a more comprehensive understanding of 

husbands’ constraining and supportive behavior towards women entrepreneurship than 

previous research has offered. Drawing on cultural theory, we argued that husbands may 

constrain their wives’ business as a result of own and others’ expectations derived from sex-

specific roles in patriarchal cultures. Based on economic theory of the household, we 

suggested that husbands may support their wives by investing own financial, social, and 

human capital resources in their wives’ business when this contributes to the economic well-

being of the family. By integrating both theories, we propose a theoretical model with two 

dimensions of husbands’ influence: Husbands as constraints and husbands as resource 

providers. We assume that husbands’ traditional gender role beliefs and their pursuit of the 

economic well-being of their family are complementary but largely independent motivations. 

Accordingly, husbands can in principle simultaneously behave in constraining and supportive 

ways. For example, a husband with traditional gender role beliefs might restrict the time his 
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wife can devote to her business by refusing to take over certain household responsibilities. 

However, he might still acknowledge the importance of his wife’s business to pay his 

children’s school fees and therefore advance some money so that she can repair her copying 

machine and carry out her orders without delay. Thus, based on these two dimensions, we 

postulate that there are four distinct profiles of husbands’ influence (Figure 3.1):  

The first profile includes husbands who show high levels of constraining behavior and 

provide low levels of resources. Husbands of this profile are labeled ‘the Opponents’ as they 

try to enforce traditional family roles and seek control over their wives and their wives’ 

business. There is only little incentive for them to invest own resources into their wives’ 

businesses, as their own income-generating activities constitute a more productive way to 

provide for the family. 

The second profile includes husbands who show low levels of constraining behavior 

and provide high levels of resources. Husbands of this profile are not concerned about 

traditional role allocations, and therefore respect their wives’ autonomy, contribute to 

domestic duties, and address conflicts constructively. As their own contribution to the family 

income is limited, they provide high resources for their wives’ business and consider the 

business as a joint effort to ensure the family’s economic well-being. In line with the literature 

on entrepreneurial couples who run their business in a collaborative way, we label these 

husbands ‘the Copreneurs’ (Barnett & Barnett, 1988; Marshack, 1993; Muske & Fitzgerald, 

2006).  

The third profile includes husbands who show high levels of constraining behavior and 

provide high levels of resources. Husbands of this profile are labeled ‘the Regulators’. 

Constraining and supportive behaviors co-occur because husbands have very traditional 

gender role beliefs and their own contribution to the family income is rather low. These 

husbands may exert dominance and insist on traditional family roles to hold their ground but 

may be willing to invest their own resources in their wives’ business as they are well-aware of 

its value for the family income. 

The fourth profile includes husbands who show low levels of constraining behavior 

and provide low levels of resources. These husbands do not have strong traditional gender 

role beliefs that oppose their wives’ entrepreneurial involvement. In addition, they rather 

focus on their own-income generating activities and do not believe that investing resources in 

their wives’ business leads to higher family income. As a consequence, they do not pay much 

attention to their wives’ business and are therefore labeled ‘the Indifferent’. In sum, we state:  
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Hypothesis 1: There are four distinct profiles of husbands’ influence on women 

entrepreneurs’ business: The Opponents (a), the Copreneurs (b), the Regulators (c), 

and the Indifferent (d).  

We further test the theoretical assumptions leading to the postulation of the four 

profiles by examining husbands’ gender role beliefs and husbands’ contribution to the family 

income as antecedents of husbands’ profile membership (cf. Figure 3.1). We built on social 

role theory (Eagly, 1987; Eagly & Wood, 2012) to argue that husbands with traditional gender 

role beliefs may be more likely to engage in constraining behavior. We thus state: 

Hypothesis 2: Husbands with traditional gender role beliefs are more likely to belong 

to the Opponents or Regulators than to the Copreneurs or Indifferent.  

Based on the efficient cooperative household model (Chiappori, 1988, 1992), we 

proposed that husbands whose resources yield higher benefits for the family income when 

invested in their wives’ business may be ready to support their wives’ business. We argue that 

this is particularly the case for husbands who contribute a relatively low share to the overall 

family income as these husbands see only little gains from investing resources in their own 

income-generating activities. We state: 

Hypothesis 3: Husbands with a low contribution to the family income are more likely 

to belong to the Copreneurs or Regulators than to the Opponents or Indifferent. 

 

Figure 3.1. Theoretical model: Four distinct profiles of husbands’ influence on women 

entrepreneurs’ business success in sub-Saharan Africa. 
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3.2.4 The Relationship Between Profiles of Husbands’ Influence and Women 

Entrepreneurs’ Business Success 

We argue that the profiles of husbands’ influence are related to women entrepreneurs’ 

business success. Based on our discussion of the ‘husbands as constraints’ and ‘husbands as 

resource providers’ dimensions, we postulate that women entrepreneurs married to the 

Copreneurs run the most successful business, whereas women married to the Opponents run 

the least successful business. In addition, we propose that businesses run by women 

entrepreneurs married to the Regulators do not differ in terms of performance from businesses 

run by women entrepreneurs married to the Indifferent. We suggest that in the case of women 

entrepreneurs married to the Regulators, positive and negative behaviors cancel each other, 

thus leading neither to a competitive advantage nor disadvantage when compared to the 

businesses run by women entrepreneurs married to the Indifferent. This is in line with meta-

analytical evidence which has indicated that family involvement per se has no effect on the 

financial performance of the business (O’Boyle Jr., Pollack, & Rutherford, 2012), potentially 

because positive and negative elements of family involvement neutralize. Following previous 

research in the context of low- and middle-income countries, we focus on profits and 

employees to quantify the success of women entrepreneurs’ businesses (de Mel, McKenzie, & 

Woodruff, 2009b; Grimm & Paffhausen, 2015). We state: 

Hypothesis 4: Businesses run by women entrepreneurs married to the Copreneurs 

have higher profits (a) and more employees (b) than businesses run by women 

entrepreneurs married to the Opponents, the Regulators, and the Indifferent. 

Hypothesis 5: Businesses run by women entrepreneurs married to the Opponents have 

lower profits (a) and fewer employees (b) than businesses run by women 

entrepreneurs married to the Copreneurs, the Regulators, and the Indifferent.  

Hypothesis 6: Businesses run by women entrepreneurs married to the Regulators do 

not differ in terms of profits (a) and employees (b) from businesses run by women 

entrepreneurs married to the Indifferent.  



Chapter 3 | Help or Hindrance? 

 51 

3.3 Methods 

3.3.1 Sample and Procedure 

We drew a sample of 354 husbands from Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, based on an existing 

dataset of 2.001 women entrepreneurs, registered at the World Bank’s Women 

Entrepreneurship Development Project (WEDP), which facilitates access to finance and 

entrepreneurial advocacy for women entrepreneurs in urban Ethiopia (World Bank, 2019a).8 

To register at WEDP, women need to own or partly own a micro or small enterprise and have 

a business license. 60 % of husbands participated in an Amharic interview between May and 

December 2016. We excluded husbands from the sample when their wives’ business was 

closed at the time of the interview because we could not investigate husbands’ current 

involvement. The final sample consists of 192 husbands. On average, husbands are 44 years 

old (SD = 9.41) and married for 14 years (SD = 8.60). 48 % of husbands run at least one 

business.  

Women entrepreneurs were interviewed prior and subsequent to the interviews with 

their husbands as part of a larger data collection (First wave: November 2015 to April 2016; 

Second wave: June to September 2017). We use the data of those women entrepreneurs who 

are married to the husbands of our final sample. Attrition between the two measurement 

waves was low (8 %), resulting in a sample of 192 women entrepreneurs at the first and 176 

women entrepreneurs at the second wave. At the time of the first wave, women entrepreneurs 

were 37 years old (SD = 6.88), had received 12 years of education (SD = 3.37), and had 

2 children (SD = 1.20). They had been a business owner for 8 years (SD = 5.92) and 50 % of 

their businesses were located in a female-dominated sector. On average, they had 4 employees 

(SD = 5.81) and made 9,504 Ethiopian Birr profits per month, corresponding to approximately 

452 US Dollar9 (SD = 11,468 ETB / 546 USD). 

3.3.2 Measures 

Indicator variables of latent profiles. For the latent profile analysis, we used eight 

indicator variables that measure husbands’ constraining and supportive behavior 

(cf. Table 3.1). These variables originate from interviews with husbands. To measure 

                                                      
8 The sample of 354 husbands was drawn in the context of a larger entrepreneurship training 

experiment. For this purpose, all married women entrepreneurs who had accepted a training offer at 

the time of the sample selection were matched with married women entrepreneurs of a waiting control 

group based on a propensity score (Heckman, Ichimura, & Todd, 1997). 
9 At November 30, 2015, 1 US Dollar (USD) corresponded to 21 Ethiopian Birr (ETB). 
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husbands’ control over wives’ business, we asked husbands to consider all decisions to be 

made related to their wives’ business and used the percentage of decisions that were made 

only by husbands themselves. We measured husbands’ control over wives’ daily life with 

seven items of the control identity scale (Stets, 1995), asking husbands to indicate how often 

they had engaged in each of the behaviors on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Never to 

5 = Always). A sample item is ‘I made my wife do what I want.’ The internal consistency of 

the scale was adequate (Cronbach’s α = .77). To measure the degree to which husbands assign 

domestic duties to their wives, we considered the weekly hours both husband and wife spent 

for household- and family-related duties. To facilitate interpretation of our analyses, we used 

the percentage share of hours invested by the wife so that high values indicate that husbands 

assign domestic duties to a high degree to their wives. To operationalize destructive conflict 

management, we selected three items of the power strategy scale (Aida & Falbo, 1991; Falbo 

& Peplau, 1980) that describe destructive conflict behavior and asked husbands how often 

they engaged in these behaviors in situations of disagreement with their wives. A sample item 

is ‘I ignored her or didn’t listen to her side.’ Since conflict is inherently dyadic, we asked 

husbands to rate their own behavior as well as their wives’ behavior on a 5-point Likert scale 

(1 = Never to 5 = Always) and used the scale mean across all six items. Internal consistency 

of the scale was high (Cronbach’s α = .80). We measured husbands’ financial resource 

provisions by asking husbands whether or not they supported their wives’ business financially 

(1 = Yes, 0 = No). We used two measures of husbands’ social resource provisions: To 

measure husbands’ working hours in wives’ business, we asked for the number of weekly 

hours husband and wife work in the business and used the percentage share of husbands’ 

hours. To measure husbands’ business support, we adopted three items from the family 

support inventory (King, Mattimore, King, & Adams, 1995) and applied a 5-point Likert scale 

(1 = Never to 5 = Always). A sample item is ‘How often do you take on extra business tasks 

if her business gets very demanding?’ Scale reliability was high (Cronbach’s α = .87). We 

used husbands’ years as business owner to measure husbands’ human capital resources. 

Control variables. We included husbands’ age, education, the couples’ number of 

children and household members as well as husbands’ weekly working hours outside of 

wives’ business and the sector of wives’ business as control variables. We measured 

husbands’ education with a 4-point scale ranging from 1 = ‘Up to primary education’ to 

4 = ‘Up to higher university education’. We defined household members as all people who eat 

and sleep together for at least six months of the year. To measure husbands’ working hours 

outside of wives’ business, we asked husbands for the number of weekly hours they spend for 
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wage employment and own businesses and calculated the total. For the sector of wives’ 

business, we asked women entrepreneurs whether most businesses in their sector were owned 

by men or by women and coded ‘1’ for female- and ‘0’ for male-dominated sectors. 

Antecedent variables of husbands’ profile membership. We measured husbands’ 

gender role beliefs with three items of the World Value Survey (Constantin & Voicu, 2015) 

and asked husbands to rate their agreement on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly disagree to 

5 = Strongly agree). A sample item is ‘On the whole, men make better business owners than 

women do.’ Scale reliability was satisfactory for such a short scale (Cronbach’s α = .68). 

Higher values indicate more traditional and less egalitarian gender role beliefs. Husbands’ 

contribution to family income was measured with a binary variable. As our hypothesis 

focused on husbands with a low contribution to the family income we coded ‘1’ when 

husbands’ perceived their relative contribution to the family income as half or less and ‘0’ 

when they indicated to provide more than half of the family income themselves. 

Women entrepreneurs’ business success variables. We used business profits and 

number of employees as indicators of women entrepreneurs’ business success. We measured 

business profits by asking women entrepreneurs for the profits their business had earned 

during the last month (de Mel et al., 2009b). We used a self-reported measure as only 36 % of 

women of our sample stated that they kept financial records for their business and were able 

to show them to the enumerator during the first wave of interviews. In addition, we followed 

recommendations for measuring profits in developing countries (de Mel et al., 2009b) in that 

we directly asked for profits instead of calculating profits based on self-reported sales and 

expenses. To measure the number of employees, we asked for the number of people working 

in the business, including paid family members, unpaid workers, casual workers, apprentices, 

and active owners and managers. Business profits and number of employees were set to zero 

in case the business was closed at the time women entrepreneurs were interviewed and 

winsorized at the 1st and 99th percentiles to reduce the influence of outliers. 

Variables for latent profile validation. We included supplementary variables from the 

second wave of interviews with women entrepreneurs to be able to validate the interpretation 

of latent profiles with the help of women’s reports. These variables are husbands’ 

involvement, wives’ preference for higher involvement of husbands, wives’ satisfaction with 

husbands’ involvement, and wives’ time-based work-family conflict. In addition, we included 

the variable joint business decision-making from the survey with husbands and calculated the 

overall family income based on the surveys with husbands and women entrepreneurs. 
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Table 3.1. Description of study variables. 

Variable Survey Description 

Indicator variables of latent profiles – Husbands as constraints 

1. Control over wives’ business  Husbands Share of decisions related to wives’ business typically made by husband (%); validation with women’s 

report: r = .55, p = .01, n = 22 

2. Control over wives’ daily life  Husbands 7 items of control identity scale (Stets, 1995) (1 = Never to 5 = Always); Cronbach’s α = .77 

3. Assignment of domestic duties Husbands Wives’ share of couples’ hours spent for household and family-related duties (%); high values indicate 

that husbands assign domestic duties to a high degree to their wives 

4. Destructive conflict management Husbands 3 items of power strategy scale (Aida & Falbo, 1991; Falbo & Peplau, 1980) measuring destructive 

conflict behavior of husband and wife (1 = Never to 5 = Always); Cronbach’s α = .80 

Indicator variables of latent profiles – Husbands as resource providers 

5. Financial resource provisions Husbands Binary variable measuring whether husbands support their wives’ business financially (1 = Financial 

support for wives’ business, 0 = No financial support for wives’ business) 

6. Working hours in wives’ business Husbands Husbands’ share of couples’ weekly working hours in wives’ business (%); validation with women’s 

reports: r = .41, p = .00, n = 148 

7. Business support Husbands 3 items of family support inventory (King et al., 1995) (1 = Never to 5 = Always);  

Cronbach’s α = .87; validation with women’s reports: r = .37, p = .00; n = 158 

8. Human capital resources Husbands Husbands’ years as business owner 

Control variables 

9. Age Husbands Husbands’ age 

10. Education Husbands Husbands’ level of education (1 = Up to primary education to 4 = Up to higher university education) 

11. Children Women enta Number of couple’s children 

12. Household members Women enta Number of all individuals who eat and sleep together in the couple’s household for at least six months of 

the year  

13. Working hours outside of wives’ 

business 

Husbands Sum of husbands’ weekly working hours for wage employment and own businesses 

14. Sector of wives’ business Women enta Binary variable measuring whether in wives’ business sector most of the businesses are owned by men or 

women (1 = Female-dominated business sector, 0 = Male-dominated business sector) 
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Table 3.1. Continued. 

Variable Survey Description 

Antecedent variables of husbands’ profile membership 

15. Gender role beliefs Husbands 3 items of World Value Survey (Constantin & Voicu, 2015) (1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly 

agree), Cronbach’s α = .68; higher values indicate more traditional gender role beliefs 

16. Contribution to family income Husbands Husbands’ perceived contribution to the family income (1 = half or less, 0 = more than half); validation 

with women’s reports: chi2 = 20.16, p = .00; n = 171 

Women entrepreneurs’ business success variables 

17. Business profits Women entb Wives’ business profits during the last month (winsorized at the 1st and 99th percentile) (in Ethiopian 

Birr: 1 USD = 23 ETB as of September 2017); set to 0 in case of closed business 

18. Number of employees Women entb Number of individuals working in wives’ business including paid family members, unpaid workers, 

casual workers, apprentices, and active owners and managers (winsorized at the 1st and 99th percentile); 

set to 0 in case of closed business 

Variables for latent profile validation 

19. Husbands’ involvement Women entb 1 = Husband is currently involved in business, 0 = Husband is currently not involved in business 

20. Wives’ preference for higher 

involvement of husbands  

Women entb 1 = I wish he would be more involved OR I wish he would be my business partner 

0 = I am completely satisfied OR I wish he would be less involved OR I wish he would not be involved 

at all 

21. Wives’ satisfaction with husbands’   

involvement 

Women entb 1 = I am completely satisfied 

0 = I wish he would be more involved OR I wish he would be my business partner OR I wish he would 

be less involved OR I wish he would not be involved at all 

22. Joint business decision-making  Husbands Share of decisions related to wives’ business typically made jointly by the couple (%) 

23. Wives’ time-based work-family 

conflict 

Women entb Wives’ time-based work-family conflict based on negative work-home interference subscale (Geurts et 

al., 2005) (1 = Never to 5 = Often); Cronbach’s α = .83 

24. Family income Husbands, 

women entab 

Sum of husbands’ monthly income (including profits and salary from own businesses and wage 

employment and any income from other sources, e.g. remittances, rent) and wives’ monthly income 

including monthly business profits (average of profits at first and second wave) and any income from 

other sources (e.g. remittances, rent) (Total amount winsorized at the 1st and 99th percentile) (in Ethiopian 

Birr: 1 USD = 23 ETB as of September 2017) 

Note. Husbands = Measure based on survey with husbands: Study sample; Women ent: Measure based on survey with women entrepreneurs. 
a Survey between November 2015 and April 2016 (first wave). b Survey between June and September 2017 (second wave). 
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3.3.3 Method of Analysis 

Validation of indicator variables. Prior to running the latent profile analysis, we 

examined the correlation between husbands’ and women entrepreneurs’ reports of selected 

variables to make sure that husbands’ perceptions were in line with women entrepreneurs’ 

perceptions. For a small subset of the sample we could ascertain agreement on the variable 

control over wives’ business (r = .55, p = .01, n = 22).10 For husbands’ working hours in 

wives’ business, business support, and contribution to family income, we had a larger sample 

and again found a considerable level of agreement (working hours in wives’ business: r = .41, 

p = .00, n = 148; business support: r = .37, p = .00; n = 158; contribution to family income: 

chi2 = 20.16, p = .00; n = 171).11 

Latent profile analysis. We used latent profile analysis to estimate different profile 

solutions based on the eight indicator variables measuring husbands’ constraining and 

supportive behavior. In contrast to traditional cluster analysis techniques, latent profile 

analysis is a model-based procedure that relies on more rigorous fit indices and criteria to 

select the best-fitting model (Vermunt & Magidson, 2002; Wang & Hanges, 2011). Mplus 

(version 7.4) was used to run the analyses. We started with a one-profile solution and 

increased the number of profiles until the best loglikelihood value could not be replicated 

(Nylund, Asparouhov, & Muthén, 2007). To avoid converging on a local solution, we 

estimated models with 5000 random sets of start values, 200 iterations per set and 100 best 

solutions for final stage optimization (Hipp & Bauer, 2006; Morin, Meyer, Creusier, & Biétry, 

2016). We identified the latent profile solution with the optimal number of profiles by 

focusing on the lowest value of the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) and a significant 

result of the bootstrap likelihood ratio test (BLRT; McLachlan & Peel, 2004).12 Simulation 

studies show that the BIC and BLRT are the best statistical fit-indices compared to alternative 

information criteria (e.g. Akaike Information Criterion, sample-size adjusted BIC) and other 

likelihood ratio tests (e.g. Lo-Mendel-Rubin likelihood ratio test; LMR) (Nylund et al., 2007). 

In addition, we considered posterior probabilities and entropy, which are useful indicators of 

classification accuracy and should be higher than .70 (Bennett, Gabriel, Calderwood, Dahling, 

                                                      
10 The sample consists of 22 women entrepreneurs who completed a questionnaire during the 

interviews with their husbands. The sample size is small because women entrepreneurs were rarely 

present as the interview usually did not take place at the couples’ home. 
11 This sample is based on the second wave of interviews with women entrepreneurs (June to 

September 2017). 

12 The BLRT compares a k-profile solution with a k-1 profile solution. A significant BLRT test 

indicates that the k-profile solution is superior to the k-1 profile solution (Morin et al., 2016). 



Chapter 3 | Help or Hindrance? 

 57 

& Trougakos, 2016; Stanley et al., 2016). Finally, we used 5 % of all observations as a rule of 

thumb for the minimum size of profiles (Stanley et al., 2016) and made sure that the identified 

profile solution was parsimonious and theoretically meaningful (Lubke & Muthén, 2005). 

Control variables were specified as auxiliary variables in Mplus as the objective was to 

consider their influence on the latent class probabilities and not on the qualitative nature of the 

profiles (Marsh, Lüdtke, Trautwein, & Morin, 2009). After selecting the best latent profile 

solution, we conducted pairwise comparisons with Stata (version 13) to test whether profiles 

differ substantially with regard to the indicator variables (Stanley et al., 2016). 

Antecedents of husbands’ profile membership. We conducted multinomial logistic 

regressions using the R3STEP function in Mplus (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014) to test 

husbands’ gender role beliefs and contribution to the family income as antecedents of the 

selected latent profile solution. R3STEP tests whether an increase in the antecedent makes it 

more or less likely that husbands belong to a specific profile. To control for other 

determinants of profile membership, we included the control variables in a first step 

(husbands’ age, education, children, household members, working hours outside of wives’ 

business, and sector of wives’ business) and added the antecedents in a second step. Following 

previous work, we calculated odds ratios (OR) to facilitate the interpretation (Meyer, Morin, 

& Vandenberghe, 2015; Morin et al., 2016). 

Profiles of husbands’ influence and women entrepreneurs’ business success. We 

used the DCON procedure in Mplus (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014; Lanza, Tan, & Bray, 

2013) to test between-profile differences with regard to women entrepreneurs’ business 

success variables (business profits and number of employees). The DCON function examines 

whether there are statistically significant differences between the profiles for each success 

variable. For both R3STEP and DCON, the automatic three steps approach accounts for 

possible errors in classification (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014). 

Validation of latent profiles. We used the R3STEP function in Mplus to validate the 

interpretation of the latent profiles with the help of additional variables. The variables for 

profile validation were specified as auxiliary variables as we were interested in their 

relationship with profile membership (Marsh, Lüdtke, Trautwein, & Morin, 2009). The 

auxiliary function tests the hypothesis of the equality of means of these variables across the 

profiles based on pseudo-class draws, thus considering the probabilities that a husband will 

belong to a certain profile rather than the most likely class he will fall into (Marsh et al., 

2009). 
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3.4 Results 

3.4.1 Latent Profile Analysis 

Table 3.2 displays the descriptive statistics and correlations of all study variables. The 

first step of the latent profile analysis was to identify the best latent profile solution. Table 3.3 

shows the goodness of fit indices for the solutions with one to six profiles. For the solution 

with seven profiles, the best loglikelihood value could not be replicated so that we stopped 

increasing the number of profiles. The results show that the BIC reached its lowest level for 

the solution with three latent profiles. The BLRT could not be used to select the best profile 

solution since it was significant across all solutions. The LMR, an alternative likelihood ratio 

test, was significant at the 5 % level for the solution with two and six latent profiles 

(p2 < .002; p6 < .031) and significant at the 10 % level for the solution with three latent 

profiles (p3 < .094). Entropy was higher than .70 for the two-profiles solution, higher than .80 

for the three-, four-, and five-profiles solution and higher than .90 for the six-profiles solution, 

indicating high classification accuracy. Posterior probabilities were similarly high across all 

latent profile solutions (> .90). With the lowest BIC, an LMR significant at the 10 % level, 

high entropy, and a sufficient share of observations for each profile, the three-profiles solution 

yielded the best statistical fit and was therefore selected as the best latent profile solution. 

Figure 3.2 depicts the mean-standardized indicator values for each of the three latent profiles. 

The competing profile solutions with two, four, five, and six profiles are shown in 

Appendix B. 
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Table 3.2. Descriptive statistics and correlations of study variables. 

Variables H/Wa N M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 

Indicator variables of latent profiles – Husbands as constraints 

1. Control over wives’ business H 192 17.29 20.59 (-)                        

2. Control over wives’ daily life H 192 2.06 .82 .12 (.77)b                       

3. Assignment of domestic duties H 191 58.62 17.57 .19** -.01 (-)                      

4. Destructive conflict management H 192 1.49 .60 .05 .09 .04 (.80)                     

Indicator variables of latent profiles – Husbands as resource providers 

5. Financial resource provisions H 192 .56 .50 -.08 .24*** -.09 .04 (-)                    

6. Working hours in wives’ business H 190 24.38 20.47 .08 -.03 .00 -.09 -.04 (-)                   

7. Business support H 192 3.56 1.13 .07 .08 -.20** -.15* .07 .60*** (.87)                  

8. Human capital resources H 192 6.14 7.56 .02 .10 .03 -.03 .07 -.02 .03 (-)                 

Control variables 

9. Age H 192 43.52 9.41 -.10 .03 .00 -.02 -.20** -.14 -.13 .09 (-)                

10. Education H 192 3.09 .97 .13 -.02 -.07 .04 .12 -.22** -.11 -.15* -.03 (-)               

11. Children W 192 2.34 1.20 -.04 -.04 .02 .12 -.05 -.00 -.01 .16* .36*** -.06 (-)              

12. Household members W 192 5.59 2.02 -.02 .05 .09 .15* .06 .05 .09 .18* .18* -.13 .62*** (-)             

13. Working hours outside of wives’ business H 192 45.64 26.61 -.04 -.02 .12 .10 .16* -.45*** -.36*** .15* -.01 .08 .11 .07 (-)            

14. Sector of wives’ business W 190 .50 .50 .00 -.06 -.00 .13 -.05 -.14 -.25*** -.09 .12 .04 .05 -.01 .05 (-)           

Antecedent variables of husbands’ profile membership 

15. Gender role beliefs H 192 1.62 .89 .23** .25*** .11 .17* .07 -.07 -.04 .08 -.01 -.12 -.02 .03 .07 .04 (.68)          

16. Contribution to family income H 192 .51 .50 -.05 -.06 -.02 -.12 -.14 .28*** .33*** .07 .04 -.15* -.01 .08 -.24*** -.12 -.03 (-)         

Women entrepreneurs’ business success variables 

17. Business profitsc W 171 10380 16708 .07 -.01 -.00 -.09 .02 .15* .18* .08 -.21** .09 -.12 .09 -.02 -.11 .05 .25*** (-)        

18. Number of employees W 176 3.88 6.12 .05 .06 -.06 -.10 .03 .18* .25*** .23** -.04 .06 .06 .15* -.10 -.03 .01 .27*** .59*** (-)       

Variables for latent profile validation 

19. Husbands’ involvement W 158 .65 .48 -.02 -.04 .08 -.01 .05 .36*** .24** .00 -.15 -.19* .09 .10 -.14 -.05 -.17* .18* .14 .16* (-)      

20. Wives’ preference for higher involvementd W 156 .42 .49 -.02 .06 .03 -.04 -.11 -.13 -.20* -.06 .03 -.01 .06 .03 .02 .16* .08 -.06 -.13 -.13 -.11 (-)     

21. Wives’ satisfaction with involvemente W 156 .51 .50 .04 -.08 -.06 .08 .10 .13 .23** .07 -.03 -.04 .01 .05 -.03 -.18* -.09 .12 .17* .17* .21** -.86*** (-)    

22. Joint business decision-making H 192 42.34 43.91 -.62*** -.06 -.02 -.12 -.05 .27*** .26*** -.05 .02 -.24*** .09 .10 -.12 -.09 -.15* .20** .00 .02 .17* -.00 .04 (-)   

23. Wives’ time-based work-family conflict W 159 2.25 1.07 .00 .04 -.00 .15 .06 -.26*** -.14 .19* .01 .02 .01 .09 .07 -.02 -.04 .20* -.09 .08 -.08 -.00 .06 -.06 (.83)  

24. Family incomec H/W 152 32238 52726 .12 -.00 -.04 -.04 .18* -.00 .04 .16* -.16* .11 -.08 .09 .16 -.17* .07 -.15 .40*** .30*** -.11 -.09 .12 -.12 .06 (-) 

Note. N = Number of observations per variable; M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation.  
a H = Measure based on survey with husbands, W = Measure based on survey with women entrepreneurs. b In parentheses: Reliability of the measure (Cronbach’s alpha). c  In Ethiopian Birr (ETB; 1 USD = 23 ETB as of September 

2017). d The full variable name is: Wives’ preference for higher involvement of husbands. e The full variable name is: Wives’ satisfaction with husbands’ involvement. 
*  

**  

***  

p < .05 

p < .01 

p < .001 
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Table 3.3. Goodness of fit indices for latent profile solutions with one to six profiles. 

#profiles LL #fp BIC BLRT (p) LMR (p) Entropy #obs/min 

1 profile -4010.090 15 8099.042 - - - 192 

2 profiles -3960.178 24 8046.536 .000 .002 .786 96 

3 profiles -3933.300 33 8040.096 .000 .094 .802 40 

4 profiles -3909.714 42 8040.243 .000 .538 .898 13 

5 profiles -3887.607 51 8043.347 .000 .818 .896 11 

6 profiles -3868.922 60 8053.294 .000 .031 .916 3 

Note. #profiles = Number of profiles; LL = Model log-likelihood; #fp = Number of free parameters; 

BIC = Bayesian information criterion; BLRT = Bootstrap likelihood ratio test; LMR = Lo-Mendel-Rubin 

likelihood ratio test; #obs/min = Number of observations of smallest profile; N = 192. 

3.4.2 Profiles of Husbands’ Influence 

To evaluate whether the data supports our hypotheses 1a to 1d, we examined the shape 

and level of the indicator variables for each of the three profiles (cf. Figure 3.2). Table 3.4 

displays the profile means and the pairwise comparisons of the eight indicator variables. The 

results provide support for hypothesis 1b, 1c, and 1d by identifying a profile corresponding to 

the Copreneurs (n = 67; 35 %), the Regulators (n = 40; 21 %), and the Indifferent (n = 85; 

44 %). There are significant differences at the 5 % level between the three profiles regarding 

husbands’ control over their wives’ business (Regulators > Indifferent, Copreneurs), 

husbands’ assignment of domestic duties (Regulators > Copreneurs), destructive conflict 

management (Indifferent > Copreneurs), and husbands’ social resource provisions (working 

hours in wives’ business: Copreneurs > Regulators > Indifferent; business support: 

Copreneurs > Regulators > Indifferent). Odds ratio results provided by Mplus show that 

husbands differ significantly in their likelihood to provide financial resources 

(Copreneurs > Indifferent > Regulators). There are no significant between-profile differences 

with regard to husbands’ control over wives’ daily life and husbands’ human capital resources 

but the Regulators’ control over wives’ daily life was significantly higher than the sample 

mean (t(191) = -2.39, p = .018). In contrast to hypothesis 1a, there is no profile that 

corresponds to the Opponents. Importantly, we do not find this profile in the latent profile 

solutions with two, four, five, or six profiles, either, indicating that the Opponents do not exist 

in our sample (cf. Appendix B). The effects of the control variables on profile membership are 

reported with the results for the antecedent variables in Table 3.5. 
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Note. The results were z-standardized to a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1 to facilitate interpretation of 

the profiles. 

Figure 3.2. Three-profiles solution: Characteristics of latent profiles of husbands’ influence 

based on the eight indicator variables. 

 

Table 3.4. Profile means and pairwise comparisons of indicator variables of latent profiles. 

Profile n 

Control 

over wives’ 

business 

Control 

over wives’ 

daily life 

Assignment 

of domestic 

duties 

Destructive 

conflict 

manage-

ment 

Financial 

resource 

provisions 

Working 

hours in 

wives’ 

business  

Business 

support 

Human 

capital 

resources 

Indifferent 

(Profile 1)  
85 8.00 2.03 58.42 1.58 .55a 10.72 2.68 6.22 

Copreneurs 

(Profile 2)  
67 8.88 2.01 54.60 1.33 .61 40.00 4.60 6.16 

Regulators 

(Profile 3) 
40 51.13 2.20 65.79 1.56 .50 26.95 3.68 5.94 

Pairwise 

comparisonsb 
3 > 1, 2 ns 3 > 2 1 > 2 2 > 1 > 3c 2 > 3 > 1 2 > 3 > 1 ns 

Note. N = 192; ns = No significant pairwise comparisons at p < .05. 
a Probabilities for binary variables. b Pairwise comparisons (using the Tukey-Kramer test) indicate which profile means differ 

significantly at p < .05. 1 refers to the profile mean of the Indifferent, 2 to the profile mean of the Copreneurs, and 3 to the 

profile mean of the Regulators. c Odds ratio results for binary variables. 

 

1 1

1

2 2

2

3

3

3

4

4

4

5

5

5

6

6

6

7

7

7
8 8

8

-1.0

-0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

The Indifferent
(Profile 1 | n = 85)

The Copreneurs
(Profile 2 | n = 67)

The Regulators
(Profile 3 | n = 40)

1 Control over wives’ business 2 Control over wives’ daily life

3 Assignment of domestic duties 4 Destructive conflict management

5 Financial resource provisions 6 Working hours in wives' business

7 Business support 8 Human capital resources



Chapter 3 | Help or Hindrance? 

 62 

3.4.3 Antecedents of Husbands’ Profile Membership: Husbands’ Gender Role Beliefs 

and Contribution to Family Income 

Table 3.5 displays the results of the multinomial logistic regressions conducted with 

R3STEP. In a first step, we entered the six control variables. The results show that husbands’ 

age decreased the likelihood to belong to the Regulators compared to the Indifferent 

(OR = .93, p = .015). Husbands’ working hours outside of the business decreased the 

likelihood to belong to the Regulators (OR = .96, p = .003) or Copreneurs (OR = .96, 

p = .000) compared to the Indifferent. Finally, husbands were less likely to belong to the 

Copreneurs compared to the Indifferent when their wives operated in a female-dominated 

sector (OR = .37, p = .034). In a second step, we added the antecedent variables to test 

whether husbands’ gender role beliefs and contribution to the family income predicted profile 

membership.13 The results provide support for hypothesis 2 in that a one-standard-deviation 

increase in husbands’ gender role beliefs (i.e. more traditional gender role beliefs) increased 

the likelihood of husbands to belong to the Regulators compared to both the Indifferent 

(OR = 2.26, p = .002) and the Copreneurs (OR = 2.68, p = .001). The results also provide 

support for hypothesis 3 in that husbands with a relatively low contribution to the overall 

family income were more likely to belong to the Copreneurs (OR = 4.86, p = .002) and the 

Regulators (OR = 2.65, p = .033) as compared to the Indifferent. For both antecedents, we 

were not able to test whether or not they predicted membership to the Opponents since we 

could not find this profile in our sample. 

  

                                                      
13 As the results of the control variables remained largely the same, we display only the results of the 

antecedent variables. Only one result changed: Husbands’ education increased the likelihood of 

husbands to belong to the Regulators compared to the Copreneurs (OR = 1.66, p = .049). 
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Table 3.5. Results for antecedent variables of husbands’ profile membership (R3STEP). 

 
Regulators  

vs. Indifferent 

 Regulators  

vs. Copreneurs 

 Copreneurs  

vs. Indifferent 

 Coef. SE OR  Coef. SE OR  Coef. SE OR 

Step 1: Control variables       

 Age -.07* (.03) .93  -.02 (.03) .98  -.05 (.03) .95 

 Education -.04 (.24) .97  .34 (.21) 1.49  -.43 (.23) .65 

 Children -.07 (.24) .93  .12 (.21) 1.13  -.19 (.28) .82 

 Household members .18 (.14) 1.20  -.08 (.11) .93  .26 (.16) 1.29 

 Working hours  

 outside of wives’  

 business 

-.04** (.01) .96  .01 (.01) 1.01  -.05** (.01) .96 

 (female-dominated)  

 sector of wives’  

 business  

-.60 (.50) .55  .39 (.47) 1.48  -1.00* (.47) .37 

Step 2: Control variables and antecedent variables        

 (traditional) Gender  

 role beliefs 

.82†† (.27) 2.26  .99†† (.29) 2.68  .17 (.37) 1.18 

 (low) Contribution  

 to family income 

.98† (.53) 2.65  -.61 (.55) .55  1.58†† (.53) 4.86 

Note. Positive (negative) coefficient values indicate that higher values on the variable make a husband more (less) likely to 

belong to the first latent profile of the two being compared; Coef. = Estimate (β) from the R3STEP multinomial logistic 

regression analysis; SE = Standard error of the coefficient; OR = Odds ratio; N = 190 due to listwise deletion. 
* 

† 

p < .05, two-tailed. ** p < .01, two-tailed. 

p < .05, one-tailed. †† p < .01, one-tailed.  

3.4.4 Profiles of Husbands’ Influence and Women Entrepreneurs’ Business Success 

Table 3.6 displays the results of the DCON procedure, testing between-profile 

differences with regard to women entrepreneurs’ business profits and number of employees. 

Results provide partial support for hypothesis 4 by showing that businesses owned by women 

entrepreneurs married to the Copreneurs make higher profits (χ2 = 6.61, p = .010) and have 

more employees (χ2 = 9.68, p = .002) than businesses owned by women married to the 

Indifferent; however, profits and number of employees do not exceed those of businesses 

owned by women entrepreneurs married to the Regulators. Since there was no profile of 

Opponents, we could not test hypothesis 5. With regard to hypothesis 6, results show that 

businesses owned by women entrepreneurs married to the Regulators and Indifferent differ in 

terms of profits at the 10 % level (χ2 = 3.39, p = .066). In addition, businesses owned by 

women entrepreneurs married to the Regulators have significant more employees than those 
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businesses owned by women married to the Indifferent (χ2 = 4.54, p = .033). Thus, results do 

not provide support for hypothesis 6. 

Table 3.6. Results for the relationship between profiles of husbands’ influence and women 

entrepreneurs’ business success (DCON). 

Outcomes 

 

N Indifferent 

(Profile 1) 

 Copreneurs 

(Profile 2) 

 Regulators 

(Profile 3) 

 Chi-square 

Business profitsa 171 6 506.59 < Profile 2  13 789.50 > Profile 1  13 495.49  9.26* 

Number of employees 176 2.23 < Profile 2, 3  5.39 > Profile 1  5.05 > Profile 1  12.91** 

Note. The values for women entrepreneurs’ business profits and number of employees are profile means. Subscripts indicate 

profiles that are significantly different at p < .05. N = Number of observations in DCON analysis. 
a In Ethiopian Birr (ETB; 1 USD = 23 ETB as of September 2017). 

* 

** 

p < .05 

p < .01 

Robustness checks show that businesses owned by women entrepreneurs married to 

the Copreneurs have higher profits than businesses owned by women married to the 

Indifferent and more employees than businesses owned by women married to the Indifferent 

or Regulators independent from the transformation of measures (e.g. winsorized at 5th and 95th 

percentile, inverse hyperbolic sine transformation) and regardless of whether the analysis was 

conducted on condition that the business was operational or not. The results are also robust to 

controlling for women’s business sector and their profits and number of employees at the first 

wave. 

3.4.5 Validation of Latent Profiles 

Table 3.7 displays the results of the variables we included for latent profile validation. 

We draw on these results when summarizing the identified profiles in the discussion section. 
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Table 3.7. Results for variables for latent profile validation (R3STEP). 

Variables for 

profile validation 

  Regulators  

vs. Indifferent 

 Regulators  

vs. Copreneurs 

 Copreneurs  

vs. Indifferent 

N  Coef. SE OR  Coef. SE OR  Coef. SE OR 

Husbands’ involvement 158  .66 .51 1.94  -.99 .59 .37  1.65** .52 5.20 

Wives’ preference for 

higher involvement of 

husbands 

156 

 

-.66 .51 .52  .53 .53 1.71  -1.20** .46 .30 

Wives’ satisfaction with 

husbands’ involvement 
156 

 
.69 .51 2.00  -.40 .51 .67  1.09* .45 2.98 

Joint business 

decision-making (%) 
192 

 
-.06** .02 .94  -.07** .02 .93  .02** .01 1.02 

Wives’ time-based  

work-family conflict 
159 

 
-.16* .22 .86  .37 .26 1.44  -.52* .24 .59 

Family incomea 152  .00 .00 1.00  .00 .00 1.00  .00 .00 1.00 

Note. Positive (negative) coefficient values indicate that higher values on the variable make a husband more (less) likely to 

belong to the first latent profile of the two being compared; Coef. = Estimate (β) from the R3STEP multinomial logistic 

regression analysis; SE = Standard error of the coefficient; OR = Odds ratio; N = Number of observations in R3STEP 

analysis. 
a In Ethiopian Birr (ETB; 1 USD = 23 ETB as of September 2017). 

* 

** 

p < .05, two-tailed.  

p < .01, two-tailed. 

3.5 Discussion 

With our study, we sought to challenge the preconception of the predominantly 

constraining husband by developing and testing a theoretical model of husbands’ influence on 

women entrepreneurs’ business success in sub-Saharan Africa. Our findings are in line with 

three of the four postulated profiles and largely support our hypotheses regarding husbands’ 

gender role beliefs and their contribution to the family income: Husbands with traditional 

gender role beliefs are more likely to belong to the Regulators than to the other profiles and 

husbands with relatively low contributions to the family income are more likely to belong to 

the Copreneurs or Regulators as compared to the Indifferent. In addition, our findings partly 

support our hypothesis regarding the profiles’ relationship with women entrepreneurs’ 

business success in that women entrepreneurs married to the Copreneurs run more successful 

businesses than women entrepreneurs married to the Indifferent. Furthermore, the findings 

indicate that women entrepreneurs’ businesses also benefit from the Regulators. With our 

study, we make three major contributions.  

First, we demonstrate that there is a clear differentiation between the types of 

husbands. As the profiles of the Indifferent, Copreneurs, and Regulators illustrate, husbands 

can be meaningfully grouped into types that show helpful and hindering behaviors to different 
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degrees. Thus, our study contributes to the women entrepreneurship literature by empirically 

showing that husbands are more diverse than commonly assumed, thereby calling for a 

nuanced look on husbands’ role in women entrepreneurship. 

Second, by combining cultural and economic theory, we contribute to the emerging 

entrepreneurship literature that takes into account the unique context of entrepreneurs in sub-

Saharan Africa (George et al., 2016; Webb et al., 2015; Zoogah et al., 2015). Drawing on 

social role theory (Eagly, 1987; Eagly & Wood, 2012), we account for the influential role of 

the patriarchal culture in which women entrepreneurs and their husbands are embedded, but 

bear in mind that husbands may vary in the facets of gender role beliefs they adopt and the 

degree to which they endorse them in their self-concepts. At the same time, by building on the 

efficient cooperative household model (Browning & Chiappori, 1998; Chiappori, 1988, 

1992), we acknowledge that the family constitutes an economic unit in sub-Saharan Africa 

(Webb et al., 2015). Thus, financial considerations may be an integral element of everyday 

life decisions and play a more vital role than in other parts of the world (Banerjee & Duflo, 

2007). Our findings indicate that indeed both cultural and economic motives matter in terms 

of how husbands approach their wives’ business. So far, research about the interplay between 

family and business domains was mostly situated in middle- and high-income countries. 

Recent research has increasingly focused on the affective endowment of families, for 

example, emphasizing the family’s pursuit of identity and legacy (Berrone et al., 2012; 

Gomez-Mejia et al., 2011). However, in the demanding context of sub-Saharan Africa, the 

preservation of the family’s affective endowment may not rank first. 

Third, we contribute to the emerging literature on entrepreneurship and poverty 

alleviation (Bruton et al., 2013; Sutter et al., 2019) by providing first empirical evidence for 

husbands’ impact on women entrepreneurs’ business success in sub-Saharan Africa. Our 

findings show that women entrepreneurs run the most successful businesses when married to 

husbands who provide resources for the business (cf. the Copreneurs and Regulators) – even 

when those husbands at the same time engage in constraining behavior (cf. the Regulators). 

Thus, our findings underline the importance of husbands’ resources in otherwise resource-

scarce environments and respond to the call for more research on how entrepreneurs in 

settings of poverty can be promoted beyond training or microcredit (Sutter et al., 2019). At 

the same time, our findings indicate that there is a different, maybe even unexpected way, in 

which husbands can do harm, namely by largely ignoring their wives’ entrepreneurial efforts 

(cf. the Indifferent). Hence, our study suggests that husbands’ involvement is critical for 
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women entrepreneurs’ business success in sub-Saharan Africa. This finding is particularly 

crucial as husbands who are involved to a relatively low extent form the largest profile. 

Overall, we thus provide support for the notion that scholars need to complement their 

insights centered around individual factors with research on contextual factors in order to 

advance knowledge on successful women entrepreneurship (Ahl, 2006; Brush et al., 2009; 

Hughes et al., 2012; Jennings & Brush, 2013). Given that most women in sub-Saharan Africa 

are expected to get married, a profound understanding of their husbands’ supportive and 

constraining potential is of high relevance. 

In the following, the three profiles of the Indifferent, the Copreneurs, and the 

Regulators are described in more detail by also drawing on the variables we included for 

latent profile validation (cf. Table 3.7). 

3.5.1 The Indifferent 

The Indifferent form the largest profile with 44 % of all husbands. As hypothesized, 

husbands of this profile are characterized by a relatively low involvement in their wives’ 

business. From a cultural viewpoint, there may be no need for the Indifferent to interfere in 

their wives’ business as their wives’ entrepreneurial activity is not in conflict with their 

gender role beliefs. The moderate levels of the Indifferent’s supportive involvement seem to 

be related to their own income-generating activities. According to the efficient cooperative 

household model, husbands allocate resources in a way that the overall family income is 

increased (Baland & Ziparo, 2017; Zou, 2015). As the Indifferent are more likely than the 

other profiles to provide most of the family income themselves, their wives’ business may be 

of little additional value for the family’s economic well-being. Thus, from an economic 

perspective, there may be limited incentive for the Indifferent to sacrifice own resources for 

their wives’ business; they rather focus on their own income-generating activities to optimize 

the family’s financial situation. 

Women entrepreneurs married to the Indifferent share the perception of relatively low 

spousal involvement. Whereas low levels of involvement may allow women entrepreneurs to 

run the business the way they want to, our findings indicate that women entrepreneurs’ 

business performance may suffer: Women entrepreneurs married to the Indifferent run 

businesses with lower profits and fewer employees than women married to the Copreneurs. 

This is in line with our reasoning that in sub-Saharan Africa, husbands’ financial, social, and 

human capital resources may be indispensable as women entrepreneurs often have limited 

access to finance, face high workloads at home and in the business, and lack relevant 
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entrepreneurial expertise (Klapper & Parker, 2010). The relatively high levels of work-family 

conflict experienced by women married to the Indifferent can be interpreted as an indicator of 

women’s struggle to meet household and business demands in the absence of husbands’ 

support.  

In contrast to our hypothesis, women entrepreneurs married to the Indifferent also tend 

to run less successful businesses than the Regulators. There are several explanations for this 

finding. First, in an environment characterized by resource scarcity and institutional voids 

(Webb, Kistruck, Ireland, & Ketchen Jr, 2010; Webb et al., 2015), husbands’ impact as 

resource provider might be more critical than their potential to do harm. Second, being 

embedded in a patriarchal society, women entrepreneurs might have developed the ability to 

manage constraining influences. We will elaborate on both explanations in more detail when 

discussing the profile of the Regulators as these explanations refer to the existence of 

supportive and constraining behaviors. Shifting attention back to the Indifferent, their wives 

are more likely to express that they wished their husbands would be more involved in their 

businesses than women who already work very closely with their husbands. Thus, an 

additional explanation for the limited success of businesses owned by women entrepreneurs 

married to the Indifferent may lie in the relatively low levels of guidance provided by these 

husbands. Drawing on leadership theories (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978), research in various 

context has shown that low levels of feedback and rewards from supervisors are typically 

associated with negative outcomes and low performance of subordinates (Bass, Avolio, Jung, 

& Berson, 2003; Frischer & Larsson, 2000; Judge & Piccolo, 2004). Since there are no 

supervising structures in entrepreneurship, women entrepreneurs may look for guidance from 

their husbands and risk losing track if husbands like the Indifferent fail to accommodate such 

requests. 

3.5.2 The Copreneurs 

The Copreneurs form the second largest profile with 35 % of all husbands. In the 

entrepreneurship literature, copreneurs have been defined as couples who share 

responsibilities and commitment to the business (Barnett & Barnett, 1988; Marshack, 1993). 

In support of that notion, the Copreneurs of our sample dedicate high degrees of own 

manpower to their wives’ business and are more likely to provide financial support than the 

Indifferent and the Regulators. In line with the efficient cooperative household model and our 

hypothesis, the findings suggest that the Copreneurs’ involvement is at least partly motivated 

by economic reasons. As the Copreneurs’ own contributions to the family income is rather 
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low, they may consider investing resources in their wives’ business as the logical step towards 

income maximization for the family. Only recently, Bernhardt and colleagues (2017) provided 

strong evidence for this reasoning, demonstrating that grants and loans were commonly 

invested in the highest-return business within the household and not necessarily in the 

business owned by the recipient of the grant or loan. Research on unconditional cash transfers 

in Kenya also indicated that family members’ investment decisions were geared towards 

family income maximization as returns at the family level did not vary with the gender of the 

recipient (Haushofer & Shapiro, 2016). At the same time, we acknowledge that other research 

has shown that resource investments in families are not always efficient (e.g. Doss, 2013; 

Fiala & He, 2017; Udry, 1996; Zou, 2015). However, the fact that income at the family level 

does not differ significantly between profiles of our study further corroborates the idea that 

husbands make smart decisions when allocating their resources between their own and their 

wives’ income-generating activities. 

Given their less traditional gender role beliefs, the Copreneurs may have confidence in 

their wives’ ability to run the business and may not feel the need to take control of the 

business. The low levels of control over their wives’ business do not indicate a lack of 

involvement but seem to be related to the fact that many decisions are made jointly by the 

couple. High levels of joint decision-making also suggest that Copreneurs and their wives 

regularly discuss and exchange about the business, which has been shown to increase business 

viability (Jang & Danes, 2013). Furthermore, the collaborative working style of the 

copreneurial couples finds expression in the low degree of destructive conflict management 

and a relatively equal distribution of household duties. 

In support of our hypothesis, women entrepreneurs married to the Copreneurs run the 

most successful businesses with significant higher profits and more employees than the 

Indifferent. The positive effect of the Copreneurs’ influence corresponds to our notion that 

husbands’ resources may be particularly valuable when institutions are weak and alternative 

resources limited (Webb et al., 2015; Wolf & Frese, 2018). Research in Ethiopia has also 

found support for husbands’ positive role, suggesting that husbands help women 

entrepreneurs’ to enter into male-dominated, more profitable business sectors (Alibhai, 

Buehren, & Papineni, 2017). This is in line with our finding that women who operate in a 

male-dominated sector are more likely to be married to the Copreneurs than to the Indifferent. 

However, it remains open whether husbands influenced the sector decision in the first place or 

whether their wives’ choice of the business sector determined husbands’ scope of influence.  
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Finding that the Copreneurs significantly contribute to their wives’ business success 

adds to the emerging stream of copreneurship research, which has produced inconclusive 

results so far (Jennings & Brush, 2013; McDonald, Marshall, & Delgado, 2017). Studies have 

shown, for example, that copreneurial teams were better problem solvers (Hedberg & Danes, 

2012) and more likely to achieve first sales than other family teams (Brannon, Wiklund, & 

Haynie, 2013), but were vulnerable to business-related tensions (Danes & Morgan, 2004; 

Olson et al., 2003) and less likely to run high-potential businesses (Davidsson, Steffens, 

Gordon, & Senyard, 2008). While little is known about the conditions under which 

copreneurial teams are successful, our findings suggest that sub-Saharan Africa may 

constitute a setting in which copreneurial teams outperform others. Importantly, the 

Copreneurs’ business involvement does not only manifest in higher business success but also 

in women entrepreneurs’ higher satisfaction with the status quo and lower work-family 

conflict: The Copreneurs’ wives are more likely to be highly satisfied with their husbands’ 

level of involvement and perceive lower levels of work-family conflict than women married 

to the Indifferent. The availability of husbands’ resources thus seems to ease women’s double 

burden from business and household demands (Heilbrunn & Davidovitch, 2011; Jennings & 

McDougald, 2007). 

3.5.3 The Regulators 

The Regulators constitute the smallest profile with 21 % of husbands. In contrast to 

the Indifferent, these husbands are strongly involved in their wives’ business, both in 

constraining and supportive ways. As theorized, this pattern of behavior seems to be related to 

the Regulators’ traditional gender role beliefs and their economic dependency on their wives’ 

business. In line with social role theory, holding traditional gender role beliefs seems to 

manifest in very dominant behavior: Making more than half of all business decisions 

themselves and refraining from domestic duties may allow the Regulators to comply with 

their gender identity and meet expectations in their community. For the Regulators, 

compliance is desirable in so far as it leads to positive emotions (Witt & Wood, 2010; W. 

Wood et al., 1997) and helps them to avoid sanctions that may follow from role-inconsistent 

behavior (Heilman, 2001; Heilman, Wallen, Fuchs, & Tamkins, 2004). 

In addition, the Regulators face a similar situation as the Copreneurs: Knowing that 

their own contribution to the family income is relatively small, the Regulators seem to be 

willing to invest own manpower and provide hands-on support for their wives’ business to 

optimize the family’s economic outlook. For them, supporting their wives’ business is by no 
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means contradictory to their interference or the domestic workload they leave to their wives. 

They are unlikely to be aware that they may risk reducing the positive effect of their resource 

investments since the potentially constraining behaviors conform to their traditional gender 

role beliefs. The co-occurrence of supportive and constraining family influence has also been 

illustrated by research from patriarchal and resource-scarce settings outside of sub-Saharan 

Africa, revealing that women entrepreneurs faced restrictions imposed by husbands and 

fathers, but were also practically and financially supported (Bullough, Renko, & Abdelzaher, 

2017). 

Against expectations, businesses owned by the Regulators’ wives have more 

employees and tend to generate higher profits than businesses owned by women married to 

the Indifferent. Thus, in contrast to our hypothesis, our findings indicate that husbands’ 

support may outweigh husbands’ constraints. Women entrepreneurs’ businesses seem to 

notably benefit from their husbands’ involvement even when it entails some constraining 

elements. We propose two major explanations: The first explanation echoes our emphasis on 

the importance of husbands’ resources: Given that women entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan 

Africa often face particular difficulties in accessing resources for their business (Aterido, 

Beck, & Iacovone, 2013), husbands who jump in may successfully release some of their 

wives’ most tenacious constraints. This reasoning is in line with a growing body of literature 

suggesting that successful entrepreneurship will be unleashed when critical resources are 

provided (Sutter et al., 2019). Research with entrepreneurs from seven capital cities in West 

Africa, for example, has illustrated that there is a substantial share of entrepreneurs who are 

extremely productive and show very similar entrepreneurial behavior as high-performing 

entrepreneurs but who are constrained by very low stock of capital (Grimm, Knorringa, & 

Lay, 2012). The second explanation suggests that women entrepreneurs may be less 

constrained than expected by husbands’ control over the business or the burden of household 

and family tasks as they may consider this the norm. Research has shown that in many 

developing countries, women’s perceptions of gender responsibilities and privileges do not 

differ substantively from men’s perceptions (Boudet et al., 2013). Thus, women entrepreneurs 

may be accustomed to these kinds of influences and well-equipped to cope with them. 

3.5.4 The Missing Profile: The Opponents 

In contrast to our first hypothesis, the latent profile analysis did not find the profile of 

Opponents. One potential explanation is that husbands aim to present themselves in a 

favorable light or are affected by ego syntonic bias. Previous research with women and men 
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from eighteen developing countries has shown, for example, that men overestimate the time 

they spend for tasks at home (World Bank, 2011). However, available data indicates 

considerable agreement between husbands’ and wives’ perceptions for a diverse set of 

variables. Second, it is possible that the Opponents might not exist in our sample as we focus 

on existing women entrepreneurs. It is possible that the Opponents do not allow their wives to 

become entrepreneurs in the first place. In this case, the Opponents would be likely to 

‘appear’ when analyzing a sample of women entrepreneurs intending to become 

entrepreneurs. A third explanation is that the lack of Opponents in our sample might be due to 

sample selection as we will discuss in the next section. Finally, it is also conceivable that 

previous conceptions of husbands’ influence on women entrepreneurship have been too 

negative (James, 2012). Complementary studies are needed to shed light on this missing 

profile. 

3.6 Limitations and Strengths 

A potential limitation is the size and selection of our study sample. Although scholars 

have argued against general recommendations regarding sample sizes for latent profile 

analyses, our sample size seems to be at the lower end (Lubke & Muthén, 2005; Nylund et al., 

2007). In addition, husbands of our sample might be more open and supportive towards their 

wives’ entrepreneurial endeavors than husbands of the overall population due to our sample 

selection procedure. First, husbands’ willingness to participate in our study might be related 

to their general consent with their wives’ entrepreneurial activities. Following this logic, one 

would expect that the Opponents are ‘hidden’ among those husbands who refused to 

participate in our study. According to our hypothesis, these would be the husbands who affect 

their wives’ business in a negative way. As data on women entrepreneurs who are married to 

those husbands who did not participate in our study is available, we are able to compare their 

performance with those married to the husbands who did participate. However, findings show 

that there are no differences in business performance between women entrepreneurs married 

to husbands who refused their study participation and those married to husbands who 

participated (cf. Appendix C). Thus, our data does not indicate that Opponents are simply 

among those husbands who did not take part in our study. Second, our sample of husbands 

was drawn based on women entrepreneurs who had accepted a training offer (cf. Footnote 7). 

Thus, very restrictive husbands might not have approved their wives’ participation in the 

training in the first place, therefore being underrepresented in our sample. Following the same 

logic as above, findings do not indicate that businesses owned by women entrepreneurs of our 



Chapter 3 | Help or Hindrance? 

 73 

sample perform generally better than those businesses owned by married women 

entrepreneurs who had declined the training offer (cf. Appendix C). We thus believe that it is 

unlikely that the women entrepreneurs who had declined the training offer are married to 

highly unsupportive and constraining husbands and that it is only due to our subsample based 

on trained women entrepreneurs that we do not find the Opponents. A third possibility is that 

we ‘lost’ the Opponents when excluding fifteen husbands because their wives’ businesses 

were closed at the time of the interview so that we were not able to measure their influencing 

behavior. Business closure might have resulted from a lack of spousal support and high levels 

of constraining influence. However, even if business closure was exclusively caused by 

opposing husbands in all cases, the group of Opponents would be very small (6 %) compared 

to the size of the other profiles. Hence, in sum we believe that the bias introduced by our 

sample selection procedure is unlikely to have compromised our findings. Nevertheless, our 

profile analysis requires replication based on additional, randomly selected samples in other 

sub-Saharan settings (Wang & Hanges, 2011).  

A second potential limitation is that we cannot rule out the existence of theoretically 

meaningful pathways that differ from the postulated relationships. For example, husbands’ 

supportive and constraining behavior may also be a result rather than a driver of women 

entrepreneurs’ business success. Similarly, husbands’ traditional gender role beliefs or their 

contribution to the family income may be resulting from rather than leading to their influential 

behaviors. Although our theoretical reasoning suggests otherwise, longitudinal designs are 

needed in order to provide support for the causal relationship between husbands’ influences, 

their antecedents, and women entrepreneurs’ business success. 

One strength of our study is that we used data from both husbands and women 

entrepreneurs. Thus, the relationship between husbands’ self- reports for the variables that 

went into the profile analysis and the outcome variables measuring the success of their wives’ 

businesses is unlikely to be due to common method variance. In addition, we were able to 

collect data for four variables to validate husbands’ self-reports. In those cases, there was a 

good to very good agreement between wives and husbands. Although husbands may have 

exaggerated their positive and underplayed their negative behaviors, a potential self-report 

bias does not seem to be too problematic given the fact that there were meaningful relations 

between these behaviors and the success of their wives’ businesses.  

One might think that conducting this study in sub-Saharan Africa is a serious 

limitation. We think otherwise. We neither believe that our findings can be readily 
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generalized to highly developed Western countries nor was that the motivation of our study. 

We also do not aim to derive cross-cultural conclusions from our research. Rather, given their 

potential for poverty alleviation (Bruton et al., 2013; Sutter et al., 2019), we argue for the 

necessity to learn more about the vast majority of entrepreneurial endeavors that happen in the 

sub-Saharan region (George et al., 2016; GERA, 2017; Reynolds, 2012), particularly those 

pursued by women (Brush & Cooper, 2012; Minniti, 2010). We respond to this need by 

investigating the diverse influences of husbands within such an environment. To our 

knowledge, it is the largest study on husbands of women entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan Africa 

so far – a topic on which strong opinions but few data exists. Thus, we view our study as a 

starting point for the development of a highly relevant research area that needs to be 

strengthened in future studies. 

3.7 Directions for Future Research  

There are several promising avenues for future research. First, future research could 

investigate husbands’ transitions between profiles since both supportive and constraining 

influences may differ depending on the stage of the business and the marital relationship 

(Danes, Lee, Stafford, & Heck, 2008; Stafford et al., 1999), making it unlikely that husbands 

remain part of one single profile throughout their life. Previous work has shown that CEO 

wives repeatedly changed their roles in the course of their husbands’ careers (Poza & Messer, 

2001). Future research could investigate, for example, which types of husbands increase their 

effort when their wives’ business is in trouble and which types withdraw. Second, future 

research could use dyadic data from both spouses to better capture the dynamics inherent in 

the relationship and their effects on the business, for example by using experience sampling 

procedures (Uy, Foo, & Aguinis, 2010). In this regard, we also encourage future research to 

investigate women entrepreneurs’ active role in dealing with constraints originating from their 

husbands (Kapinga & Montero, 2017) and mobilizing and making effective use of resources 

provided (T. Baker & Nelson, 2005). While this study addresses the gap of knowledge with 

regard to contextual influences in women entrepreneurship, it is the interplay between women 

entrepreneurs’ dispositions, cognitions, and other personal factors, their behaviors, and 

environmental conditions that ultimately determines women entrepreneurs’ business success. 

Thus, future research could adopt a social-cognitive perspective (Bandura, 1986; R. Wood & 

Bandura, 1989) and investigate, for example, how husbands’ influence interacts with 

women’s grit (Duckworth, Peterson, Matthews, & Kelly, 2007) or proactivity (Parker, Bindl, 
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& Strauss, 2010) to further advance our understanding of family dynamics in successful 

women entrepreneurship. 

3.8 Practical Implications 

Overall, our study has shown that husbands can have a significant influence on women 

entrepreneurs’ business success. However, although programs and initiatives to unlock the 

potential of women entrepreneurs have become more and more popular in recent years, only a 

few have considered the different roles that husbands can play. Based on our findings (cf. the 

Indifferent), it might be critical, for example, to encourage husbands who are not yet involved 

in their wives’ businesses to actively support their wives. Ironically, up to now programs 

seem to have rather focused on leaving husbands out than getting them involved. A first 

attempt to involve husbands is the training designed by CARE International and Promundo 

(2011), aiming to engage men as allies in women’s economic empowerment. At the same 

time, we submit that care has to be taken that an increase of husbands’ support does not come 

at the expense of the overall family income. If husbands are already involved (cf. the 

Regulators and the Copreneurs), entrepreneurship training targeted at both spouses might be 

more effective than training that is exclusively designed for women. A positive example in 

this regard is the entrepreneurship training promoted by Oxfam and Value for Women (2017), 

which combines women-only and men-only training modules with joint sessions. Importantly, 

these interventions need to be accompanied by rigorous research. To date, there is only little 

empirical evidence on the effectiveness of such interventions available (International Labour 

Organization, 2014). A study in Uganda showed that inviting male household members to 

business training had no effect on women entrepreneurs’ agency but slightly increased their 

husbands’ business support (Blattman, Green, Annan, & Jamison, 2013). Scholars working 

with women entrepreneurs in Asia invited husbands to attend business training but struggled 

with participation rates and found only weak evidence in support of the idea that women 

benefitted from their husbands’ attendance (Bulte, Lensink, & Vu, 2016). In sum, we 

encourage both scholars and practitioners to take spousal dynamics into consideration when 

designing trainings (Bullough, de Luque, Abdelzaher, & Heim, 2015) and move towards more 

holistic interventions for women entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan Africa. 
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4. Teaching Women Entrepreneurs to Take Action: Mind the Trainer? 

Abstract 

Training is a popular means to promote entrepreneurship in sub-Saharan Africa. 

However, training impact is often limited and we lack a comprehensive understanding of the 

factors that make entrepreneurship training effective. We shed light on one factor that most 

trainings have in common but that has received very limited attention by the entrepreneurship 

literature so far: The entrepreneurship trainer. We use the example of personal initiative 

training, an action-oriented entrepreneurship training, to qualitatively explore how trainers 

contribute to training success. We draw on a randomized controlled field experiment with 

2.001 women entrepreneurs in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, which revealed that personal initiative 

training did not lead to an increase in women entrepreneurs’ business success or personal 

initiative, the key outcome of the training. Our findings indicate that women entrepreneurs 

vary in their personal initiative 1.5 years after the training depending on the trainer who 

trained them. Using video data of the trainings, we show that trainers differ systematically in 

their teaching behaviors. We conclude that these differences may explain women 

entrepreneurs’ varying personal initiative. Our study demonstrates that entrepreneurship 

trainers are important and provides first insights into the behaviors that characterize an 

effective entrepreneurship trainer.  
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4.1 Introduction 

Offering effective training to entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan Africa is challenging. 

Meta-analyses and systematic reviews have produced mixed findings, showing that many 

trainings in low- and middle income countries fail to increase the business success of 

entrepreneurs (Chinen et al., 2018; Cho & Honorati, 2014; Grimm & Paffhausen, 2015; 

McKenzie & Woodruff, 2014). In response to these findings, scholars have argued for new 

training approaches, often in favor of action-oriented methodologies (e.g. Frese, Gielnik, & 

Mensmann, 2016; Gibb, 2002; Heinonen & Poikkijoki, 2006; Kirby, 2004). Others have 

looked into how to involve spouses or peers (e.g. Bulte, Lensink, & Vu, 2016; Field, 

Jayachandran, Pande, & Rigol, 2016) or how to combine trainings with additional 

interventions (e.g. Bastian, Bianchi, Goldstein, & Montalvao, 2018; Berge, Bjorvatn, & 

Tungodden, 2015; Blattman, Fiala, & Martinez, 2014) to make them more effective. Research 

has also revealed that entrepreneurship trainings are highly heterogeneous in content, length, 

and target group, making it difficult to identify universal success factors (Henry, Hill, & 

Leitch, 2005; McKenzie & Woodruff, 2014).  

One of the few factors that many entrepreneurship trainings have in common has been 

largely ignored by the entrepreneurship literature to date: The role of the trainer. By trainer, 

we refer to the individual who delivers entrepreneurship education or training to a group of 

participants in a classroom-based setting. The limited attention paid to the entrepreneurship 

trainer is surprising for at least three reasons. First, it is the trainer who puts the content of the 

training into practice, thus he or she constitutes the main link between the intended training 

and the training that entrepreneurs eventually receive. Second, entrepreneurship trainings in 

sub-Saharan Africa are commonly provided by post-secondary education institutes 

(UNESCO, 2016b; World Bank, 2018a) and the education literature provides ample evidence 

for the strong influence of the teacher on student performance (Hattie, 2008, 2012; 

Kyriakides, Christoforou, & Charalambous, 2013). Third, many teachers in sub-Saharan 

Africa lack the training, knowledge, and skills needed to effectively promote student learning 

(African Union, 2007; Agence Française de Développement & World Bank, 2018; Béteille & 

Evans, 2018; World Bank, 2018c), which bears the risk that also many entrepreneurship 

trainings are delivered by teachers who are not well-equipped for that task. Thus, it seems to 

be crucial to have a closer look at whether and how trainers contribute to the effectiveness of 

entrepreneurship trainings in sub-Saharan Africa. In view of entrepreneurs’ positive influence 
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on socio-economic development (Audretsch & Thurik, 2001; Kritikos, 2014; van Praag & 

Versloot, 2007), promoting entrepreneurship in this region is of key importance. 

With our study, we aim to shed light on the role of the entrepreneurship trainer. We 

use the example of personal initiative (PI) training, an action-oriented training for 

entrepreneurs (Frese, Gielnik, et al., 2016; Mensmann & Frese, 2017), to investigate whether 

and how trainers influence the effectiveness of entrepreneurship training. Our findings 

suggest that trainers do play an important role and that it is their teaching behavior in the 

classroom that affects training effectiveness.  

We make two major contributions. First, we contribute to the entrepreneurship 

literature by drawing attention to a factor that has been largely understudied in attempts to 

improve the effectiveness of entrepreneurship training. By showcasing that it is negligent to 

leave the entrepreneurship trainer out of consideration, we seek to highlight that it is not 

enough to compare training approaches (Mwasalwiba, 2010; Nabi, Liñán, Fayolle, Krueger, 

& Walmsley, 2017) or contents (Anderson-Macdonald, Chandy, & Zia, 2016). Our study 

shows that factors related to the implementation of the training need to be equally taken into 

account as they might affect whether training will be successful or not (Bullough et al., 2015).  

Second, we add to the entrepreneurship literature by complementing it with knowledge 

on effective teaching from the education literature (Hattie, 2008; Kyriakides et al., 2013). So 

far, both streams of literature seem to have developed largely independently from each other 

despite the fact that entrepreneurship trainings are often institutionalized in the education 

system. By combining both literatures, we aim to provide first insights into which trainer 

behaviors might characterize effective entrepreneurship trainers. This is important as learning 

about how trainers matter is crucial to build theories that help to advance our understanding of 

successful entrepreneurship training.  

We use an exploratory research design to examine the role of the trainer with regard to 

the effectiveness of entrepreneurship training. For the purpose of our study, we draw on a 

randomized controlled field experiment with 2.001 women entrepreneurs in Addis Ababa, 

Ethiopia, intended to test the effectiveness of PI training, which revealed that the training 

failed to increase women entrepreneurs’ PI and business success. We proceed as follows: 

First, we describe the training experiment and its results. Second, we rule out that the training 

failed to increase women’s business success due to theoretical shortcomings of the training by 

showing that PI, the hypothesized key outcome of the training, is positively related to 

women’s business success in our sample. We further show that women entrepreneurs’ PI 
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differs depending on the trainer who trained them. Our findings suggest that there is only one 

trainer who succeeded in increasing women entrepreneurs’ PI. Third, using video data, trainer 

interviews, and field observations, we examine qualitatively whether this trainer differs from 

the other trainers and explore the trainer behaviors that might have contributed to his/her14 

influence on participants’ PI. Fourth, we synthesize our findings and learnings, discuss 

strengths and limitations of our study, suggest avenues for future research, and address 

practical implications. 

4.2 Teaching Women Entrepreneurs to Take Action: A Randomized Controlled Field 

Experiment 

The starting point of our exploration of the trainers’ role in entrepreneurship training is 

the unsuccessful implementation of PI training for women entrepreneurs in urban Ethiopia. A 

randomized controlled field experiment, intended to test the effectiveness of the training, 

revealed that PI training did not increase women entrepreneurs’ business success and PI. In 

the following, we briefly describe the intervention, the methods, and the results of the 

randomized controlled field experiment to set the stage for the subsequent exploration of the 

trainers’ role, which is at the heart of this article. 

4.2.1 The Intervention: Personal Initiative (PI) Training  

PI training is a psychological entrepreneurship training building on the premise that 

action is the central element of entrepreneurship (Frese, 2009; Gielnik et al., 2015; McMullen 

& Shepherd, 2006). Whether entrepreneurs look for finance, introduce new products, or 

explore new markets, PI training assumes that it is entrepreneurs’ active behavior towards the 

environment that will largely determine their success (Frese, 2009; Rauch & Frese, 2000). To 

prepare entrepreneurs for action, the training aims at activating a mindset of PI. PI is a 

proactive mindset that manifests in self-starting, future-oriented, and persistent 

entrepreneurial behavior (Frese & Fay, 2001; Frese, Fay, Hilburger, Leng, & Tag, 1997). 

When seeking financial resources, for example, entrepreneurs showing high PI actively look 

for different and innovative sources of finance (self-starting), anticipate their financial needs 

in the short and in the long term (future-oriented), and are ready to come up with alternative 

sources of finance when facing financial difficulties (persistent). 

                                                      
14 We use ‘s/he’, ‘his/her’, and ‘him/her’ throughout this article to preserve the anonymity of all 

trainers. 
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So far, existing evidence points to the effectiveness of PI training. Studies in several 

sub-Saharan countries have shown that PI training increases entrepreneurs’ business success 

(Campos et al., 2017a; Glaub et al., 2014; Solomon, Frese, Friedrich, & Glaub, 2013). A 

randomized controlled trial in Togo, for example, revealed that entrepreneurs who 

participated in PI training were able to increase their monthly profits by 30 % over two years 

as compared to a control group, which did not receive any training. The PI training impact 

was particularly high for women entrepreneurs who increased their monthly profits by 40 % 

(Campos et al., 2018). Moreover, these studies provided support for the importance of PI as 

key mechanism underlying the training’s positive effect on business success.  

4.2.2 Methods 

4.2.2.1 Sample and Procedure 

The randomized controlled field experiment was conducted with 2.001 women 

entrepreneurs owning or partly owning a formal business in Addis Ababa and being registered 

at the World Bank’s Women Entrepreneurship Development Project (WEDP), which seeks to 

facilitate access to finance and entrepreneurial advocacy (World Bank, 2019a). Women 

entrepreneurs were randomly selected from a pool of 2.308 women entrepreneurs who were 

part of the WEDP registration database and who had not participated in any other business 

training or in a previous data collection in the context of the program. They were randomly 

assigned to either PI training (n = 747) or one of two control groups: a waiting control group 

(n = 497), which did not receive any training, and a training control group, which received an 

alternative training, hereafter referred to as ‘business skills training’15 (n = 757). The two 

control groups were used to test whether training effects were specific to PI training or simply 

due to being trained. 

At the time of the baseline, women entrepreneurs of the sample were on average 

36 years old (SD = 8.91), had received 12 years of education (SD = 3.59), and had 2 children 

(SD = 1.71). Their average monthly profit was 11,712 Ethiopian Birr, corresponding to 

approximately 558 US Dollar16 (SD = 18,984 ETB / 904 USD). Thus, women’s businesses 

                                                      
15 The business skills training predominantly teaches traditional business skills including financial 

literacy, marketing, production and workplace management, purchasing and bookkeeping, business 

plan development, and legal rights and regulations. Additionally, it focuses on the development of 

creative ideas and promotes coping mechanisms for gender-related challenges faced by women 

entrepreneurs.  
16 At November 30, 2015, 1 US Dollar (USD) corresponded to 21 Ethiopian Birr (ETB). 
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were relatively advanced compared to the businesses studied by previous PI training 

evaluations (Campos et al., 2017a; Glaub et al., 2014).  

 Baseline interviews were conducted in Amharic by trained Ethiopian enumerators 

between November 2015 and April 2016; endline interviews took place between June and 

September 2017 approximately 1.5 years after the training. Attrition between the baseline and 

endline survey was low (11 %) and the sample participating in the endline survey was still 

balanced on observable baseline characteristics.17  

At the end of the baseline interview, women entrepreneurs assigned to PI training or 

business skills training were invited to one out of six Technical and Vocational Education and 

Training (TVET) colleges in the proximity of their premise to take part in a ten half-days 

classroom-based training. 43 % of invited women entrepreneurs attended PI training between 

November 2015 and June 2016 (Business skills training: 39 %). The take-up rate was modest 

but similar to entrepreneurship training interventions in comparable contexts (McKenzie & 

Woodruff, 2014). Women entrepreneurs who followed the PI training invitation were less 

likely to have received a loan in the context of WEDP (34.17 % vs. 44.39 %; chi2 = 7.96, 

p = .01), were higher in PI (Maccept = 4.48, SD = .03; Mdecline = 4.39, SD = .03; t = 2.12, 

p = .03), and had less profitable businesses at baseline (Maccept = 8,957.91, SD = 819.14; 

Mdecline = 14,166.37, SD = 1,122.31; t = 3.51, p = .00) than women who declined the training 

offer.18 These differences suggest that women entrepreneurs taking up PI training were in 

higher need of the training and more motivated to participate in a learning opportunity. 

Another possible explanation is that these women faced lower opportunity costs when being 

absent from their business. In contrast to the modest take-up rate, average attendance, once at 

the training, was high with women entrepreneurs attending nine out of ten training sessions.19 

4.2.2.2 Measures 

PI training. To measure the effect of PI training, we used a binary variable based on 

the initial treatment assignment, being 1 if women entrepreneurs had been assigned to PI 

training and 0 if assigned to one of the two control groups. Analogously, we created a binary 

                                                      
17 We cannot reject the hypothesis that baseline observables are jointly orthogonal to the experimental 

groups when comparing PI training to the waiting control group (p = .47) and to the training control 

group (p = .49), indicating that attrition did not change the balance across the experimental groups. 
18 The same differences occurred for women entrepreneurs of the training control group with the 

additional difference that women entrepreneurs accepting the business skills training offer were more 

likely to be the head of the household (37.67 % vs. 28.39 %; chi2 = 7.11, p = .01). 
19 Average training attendance is based on data for 543 out of the 611 women entrepreneurs who 

attended the training (89 %). 
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variable for the business skills training (1 = assigned to business skills training, 0 = assigned 

to PI training or the waiting control group). 

Business success. We measured business success by asking women entrepreneurs for 

their profits of the last month. Profits were set to zero in case the business was closed at the 

time women entrepreneurs were interviewed and winsorized at the 1st and 99th percentiles to 

reduce the influence of outliers. We used a self-reported measure of last month’s profits as 

only 36 % of women of our sample stated that they kept financial records for their business 

and were able to show them to the enumerator during the baseline survey. In addition, 

research has shown that directly asking for profits is more reliable than calculating profits 

based on self-reported sales and expenses (de Mel et al., 2009b).  

Personal initiative. We measured PI with the seven items of the validated PI scale 

(Fay & Frese, 2001). We asked women entrepreneurs to consider their behavior of the past 

twelve months and to indicate their agreement with the scale items on a 5-point Likert scale 

ranging from 1 = ‘Strongly disagree’ to 5 = ‘Strongly agree’. A sample item is ‘I actively 

attack problems’. Scale reliability was high (Cronbach’s α = .87).  

Control variables. All control variables were measured at baseline. Throughout our 

analyses, we controlled for women entrepreneurs’ age, years of education starting from 

primary school, number of children, marital status (1 = married or in a consensual union, 

0 = neither married nor in a consensual union), status in the household (1 = head of the 

household, 0 = not the head of the household), working memory (using the digit span test20), 

and whether or not they had received a loan as part of WEDP (1 = yes, 0 = no). We also took 

into account whether women operated in a male- or female-dominated sector (1 = male-

dominated sector, 0 = female-dominated sector).21 In addition, we included the baseline value 

of dependent variables as control variables in our analyses. 

4.2.2.3 Method of Analysis 

We tested the effect of PI training on women entrepreneurs’ business success by 

running linear regressions using the PI training variable as independent variable. We used an 

intention-to-treat approach to avoid that our results were affected by selection bias (Hollis & 

                                                      
20 The digit span test asks participants to repeat a span of three digits. The span is gradually increased 

until participants make a mistake. The highest correctly repeated span is recorded for both forward and 

backward repetition and summed up to one score. 
21 Due to missing values on the sector variable, its inclusion as control variable led to a loss of 

observations. As the inclusion of the sector variable did not lead to any substantial changes of results, 

we decided to conduct the analyses without it. 
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Campbell, 1999). In a first step, we included all control variables. In a second step, we added 

the PI training variable. We also added the business skills training variable as this enabled us 

to compare the effect of PI training with the waiting control group and to check the effects of 

the business skills training. Analogously, we tested the intention-to-treat effect of PI training 

on women entrepreneurs’ PI, the postulated key outcome of the training (Glaub et al., 2014). 

4.2.3 Results 

Table 4.1 displays the descriptive statistics and correlations of all study variables. 

Against our expectations, linear regression results showed that PI training did not affect 

business success (cf. Table 4.2, Model 2). In addition, PI training did not increase women 

entrepreneurs’ PI, either (cf. Table 4.2, Model 4). We found the same pattern of results with 

and without inclusion of the control variables. 

4.3 A Lack of Impact: Looking for Explanations  

The training experiment revealed that PI training did not lead to higher business 

success for women entrepreneurs in Ethiopia. It is no exception that entrepreneurship 

trainings fall short of expectations (Cho & Honorati, 2014; Grimm & Paffhausen, 2015). 

There are at least two different scenarios that might explain why this is the case: In the first 

scenario, trainings successfully convey skills but these skills do not enable entrepreneurs to 

increase their profits or sales (McKenzie & Woodruff, 2014). Improved bookkeeping skills as 

a result of a financial literacy training, for example, may lead to more organized books and a 

better overview of daily sales and expenses but do not automatically translate into increased 

financial success. In other words, these trainings lack a reasonable theory of change to create 

the impact they aim for. In the second scenario, trainings teach skills that are relevant for 

business success but fail to effectively convey these skills.  

To address the first scenario and check the validity of the underlying theory of PI 

training for our sample, we analyzed whether women entrepreneurs’ PI was related to their 

business success, independent from the training. Linear regression results confirm that women 

entrepreneurs’ PI at baseline is positively related to women entrepreneurs’ profits at endline 

(b = 2194.93, p = .00; cf. Table 4.3, Model 2), providing support for the importance of PI for 

business success (Campos et al., 2017a; Glaub et al., 2014; Koop, De Reu, & Frese, 2000; 

Krauss, Frese, Friedrich, & Unger, 2005; Solomon et al., 2013) and the fundamental 

assumption of PI training.   



C
h

ap
ter 4

 | M
in

d
 th

e T
rain

er? 

 
8
4
 

T
a
b

le 4
.1

. D
escrip

tiv
e statistics an

d
 co

rrelatio
n
s o

f stu
d

y
 v

ariab
les.  

 [In
sert T

a
b
le 4

.1
 h

ere a
s p

ictu
re (2

4
,7

 x 1
6
 cm

)] 

 

    
 

Table 4.1. Descriptive statistics and correlations of study variables.  

Study variables N M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

1. PI traininga 2001 .37 .48 (-)             

2. Business skills trainingb  2001 .38 .49 -.60*** (-)            

3. Business successc (BL) 1936 11712 18984 .01 -.02 (-)           

4. Business successc (EL) 1739 10453 18476 .00 .01 .50*** (-)          

5. PI (BL) 2001 4.41 .58 .02* .01 .15*** .16*** (.88)d         

6. PI (EL) 1737 4.42 .59 -.01 .00 .12*** .15*** .11*** (.87)        

7. Age  2001 35.84 8.92 .00 .00 -.01 -.03 -.04 -.03 (-)       

8. Years of education  2001 12.33 3.59 .01 .01 .13*** .15*** .21*** .10*** -.31*** (-)      

9. Children  2001 1.99 1.71 .01 -.04 .04 .00 .01 .02 .56*** -.32*** (-)     

10. Marital statuse 2001 .64 .48 .01 -.03 .05* .04 -.02 .06* -.03 .06* .26*** (-)    

11. Household statusf 2000 .32 .46 .00 .01 .00 .00 .06* -.03 .21*** -.13*** -.01 -.54*** (-)   

12. Working memory 2001 6.36 1.95 .00 -.03 .07** .09*** .20*** .05 -.22*** .32*** -.18*** -.03 -.08*** (-)  

13. Loang 2001 .41 .49 -.02 .00 .10*** .12*** .07*** .03 .03 .02 .05* .02 -.03 .05* (-) 

14. Business sectorh 1853 .54 .50 .00 .04 .18*** .15*** .05* -.02 .00 .08** .03 .02 -.01 .07** .02 

Note. N = Number of observations per variable; M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation; BL = Measured at baseline; EL = Measured at endline. 
a 1 = assigned to PI training, 0 = assigned to business skills training or waiting control group. b 1 = assigned to business skills training, 0 = assigned to PI training or waiting control group. c In 

Ethiopian Birr (ETB; 1 USD = 21.0913 ETB as of November 30, 2015). d In parentheses: Reliability of the measure (Cronbach’s alpha). e 1 = married or in a consensual union, 0 = neither 

married nor in a consensual union. f 1 = head of the household, 0 = not the head of the household. g 1 = received WEDP loan, 0 = did not receive WEDP loan. h 1 = male-dominated sector, 

0 = female-dominated sector. 

*  
** 

***  

p < .05 

p < .01 

p < .001 
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Table 4.2. Linear regression results: Intention-to-treat effect of PI training on business success and PI. 

  Business success (monthly profits) 
 

Personal initiative (PI ) 

 
Model 1 Model 2 

 
Model 3 Model 4 

Variables Coef. SE Coef. SE 
 

Coef. SE Coef. SE 

Age  -8.69 (61.88) -9.83 (62.04)   .00 (.00) .00 (.00) 

Years of education  443.28
***

 (126.39) 441.01
***

 (126.28)   .01
**

 (.00) .01
**

 (.00) 

Children  75.64 (277.49) 92.69 (279.70)   .02 (.01) .02 (.01) 

Marital status 1059.94 (954.79) 1080.16 (953.33)   .05 (.04) .05 (.04) 

Head of the household  1112.64 (1055.22) 1126.45 (1055.33)   .00 (.04) .00 (.04) 

Working memory  314.51 (237.06) 325.31 (236.49)   .00 (.01) .00 (.01) 

WEDP loan  2646.17
**

 (827.76) 2652.60
**

 (826.46)   .02 (.03) .02 (.03) 

Monthly profits (BL) .46
***

 (.05) .46
***

 (.05)           

PI (BL)           .10
***

 (.03) .10
***

 (.03) 

Business skills training     1049.26 (1001.58)       .00 (.04) 

PI Training     219.56 (959.91)       -.02 (.04) 

Observations 1686 1686 
 

1736 1736 

Total R
2
 0.25

***
 0.26

***
 

 
0.03

***
 0.03

***
 

Deviance  

(-2LogLikelihood) 
37402.49 37401.13  3031.39 3030.96 

Note. Unstandardized regression coefficients are shown. Robust standard errors in parentheses. BL = measured at baseline. 
* 

** 

*** 

p < .05 

p < .01 

p < .001 
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Table 4.3. Linear regression results: Effect of PI on business success. 

  Business success (monthly profits) 

  Model 1 Model 2 

Variables Coef. SE Coef. SE 

Age  -8.69 (61.88) -1.79 (61.83) 

Years of education  443.28*** (126.39) 381.01** (125.98) 

Children  75.64 (277.49) -17.26 (284.85) 

Marital status 1059.94 (954.79) 1068.98 (951.40) 

Head of the household  1112.64 (1055.22) 826.92 (1059.73) 

Working memory  314.51 (237.06) 232.53 (240.32) 

WEDP loan  2646.17** (827.76) 2522.30** (822.34) 

Monthly profits (BL) .46*** (.05) .45*** (.05) 

PI (BL)     2194.93*** (628.53) 

Observations 1686 1686 

Total R2 0.25*** 0.26*** 

Deviance (-2LogLikelihood) 37402.49 37393.18 

Note. Unstandardized regression coefficients are shown. Robust standard errors in parentheses. BL = measured at baseline. 

* 

** 

*** 

p < .05 

p < .01 

p < .001 

 

We thus turned to the second scenario. As the results of the training experiment show, 

PI training failed to instill PI in the first place. It might be the case that PI training was not a 

suitable intervention to increase the PI of women who run a business in Ethiopia. Yet, this is 

unlikely as a PI-related training implementation22 with women entrepreneurs registered at 

WEDP and operating in the north of Ethiopia demonstrated that it is possible to increase the 

target group’s PI with the help of training (Alibhai, Buehren, & Papineni, 2016). As a 

consequence, we suppose that the training’s lack of influence on PI might be related to the 

specific implementation of PI training in the context of our training experiment. We therefore 

looked into what part of the implementation might have played a role in inhibiting the 

effectiveness of PI training. One of the implementation decisions that had caught our attention 

was the decision to work with TVET teachers as PI trainers. TVET teachers had been 

assigned to the train-the-trainers workshop based on their academic degree. As a result, 

teachers were very heterogeneous in terms of their experience and skills related to the 

                                                      
22 Similar to PI training, the training seeks to create an entrepreneurial mindset that helps 

entrepreneurs to set and reach their goals. It was developed by the social enterprise Digital 

Opportunity Trust (DOT). 
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delivery of entrepreneurship training. Among PI trainers, there were, for example, experts in 

textile garment production, metal engineering, or accounting and marketing. 

In the entrepreneurship literature, the importance of the trainer has received very 

limited attention so far. This lack of scrutiny is surprising given that research in the education 

literature indicates that the trainer is of critical importance. Meta-analytical research has 

shown that the teacher is one of the factors with the largest influence on whether or not 

learning takes place in a classroom (Hattie, 2008, 2012, 2015; Kyriakides et al., 2013). 

Scholars suggest that teachers account for about 20 to 25 % of the variance of students’ 

achievement and constitute the largest source of influence after students themselves23 (Hattie, 

2015; Muijs et al., 2014). This also seems to hold true for developing countries (Kremer, 

Brannen, & Glennerster, 2013). A meta-analysis of education interventions in sub-Saharan 

Africa illustrated that interventions improving teachers’ instructional techniques were more 

effective in increasing student performance than any other type of intervention (Conn, 2014). 

Considering that in sub-Saharan Africa, the majority of entrepreneurship trainings are offered 

by colleges or vocational schools (UNESCO, 2016b; World Bank, 2018a) and delivered in a 

classroom-based setting (McKenzie & Woodruff, 2014), findings from the education 

literature should also be relevant to the context of entrepreneurship trainings. Moreover, 

evidence from the education literature suggests that teachers’ influence is largely 

generalizable across students, grades, subjects, and countries (Hattie, 2008, 2015; Kyriakides 

et al., 2013). 

Against the backdrop of the heterogeneity of trainers in our experiment and the 

evidence from the education literature, we examined whether women entrepreneurs’ PI 

differed depending on the trainer who had trained them. Comparing women entrepreneurs’ PI 

at baseline and endline by trainer shows that there are considerable differences in women 

entrepreneurs’ PI between trainers after the training whereas differences before the training 

seem to be negligible (cf. Figure 4.1). Figure 4.1 displays the change in women entrepreneur’s 

PI depending on the trainer and suggests that only women entrepreneurs trained by one 

specific trainer (Trainer A) had a higher level of PI after the training than before the training. 

Women entrepreneurs trained by the four remaining trainers seem to have decreased in PI. An 

ANCOVA, using a categorical trainer variable with one level per trainer as independent 

                                                      
23 We found no indication that training effectiveness was moderated by characteristics of women 

entrepreneurs. Interaction effects were tested for women’s age, years of education, number of children, 

marital status, status in the household, working memory, whether or not they had received a WEDP 

loan, male- or female-dominated sector, years as business owner, entrepreneurial self-efficacy, 

monthly profits, and PI at baseline. 
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variable and controlling for PI at baseline and the same set of control variables used for 

previous analyses, supports the difference between trainers: Women entrepreneurs’ trained by 

trainer A show significantly higher levels of PI at endline (M = 4.65, SD = .07) than women 

entrepreneurs trained by trainer B (M = 4.34, SD = .06) or trainer C (M = 4.22, SD = .08) 

(cf. Table 4.4).24 Women entrepreneurs trained by trainer D (M = 4.39, SD = .10) and 

trainer E (M = 4.46, SD = .07) do not differ significantly in PI from other women. 

Taken together, the findings of the follow-up analyses indicate that the trainer might 

be one critical reason for the lack of impact of PI training in the context of our training 

experiment. If only one trainer had succeeded in increasing women entrepreneurs’ PI, it is not 

surprising that PI training did not have an overall positive and significant influence on 

women’s PI and business success. In the light of these findings, we ask: Can we explain the 

differences between trainers? Does trainer A differ from the other trainers and if so, how? 

What can we learn from these differences? 

 

 

Figure 4.1. Women entrepreneurs’ PI at baseline and at endline by PI trainer.  

  

                                                      
24 We find a similar pattern of results when looking at women entrepreneurs’ business success by 

trainer: Women entrepreneurs trained by trainer A tend to have higher profits at endline than women 

entrepreneurs trained by the other trainers, though the differences are not significant (cf. Appendix D). 

We suggest that the differences between trainers are stronger for PI than for business success as PI is 

in the trainers’ range of influence and more directly related to the training. 
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Table 4.4. ANCOVA and pairwise comparison results: Estimated means of women 

entrepreneurs' PI at endline by trainer. 

Groups n M SE 95 % CI Pairwise comparisons 

Trained by trainer A 61 4.65 .07 [4.51, 4.80] > Trained by trainer B, C 

Trained by trainer B 92 4.34 .06 [4.23, 4.46] < Trained by trainer A 

Trained by trainer C 47 4.22 .08 [4.06, 4.39] < Trained by trainer A 

Trained by trainer D 30 4.39 .10 [4.19, 4.60] ns 

Trained by trainer E 65 4.46 .07 [4.32, 4.59] ns 

Note. n = Number of observations; M = Estimated mean; SE = Standard error; CI = Confidence 

interval; ns = not significant. Pairwise comparisons (using the Tukey-Kramer test) indicate which 

means differ significantly at p < .05.  

4.4 Mind the Trainer? 

To answer these questions, we take a closer look at the trainers of our PI training 

experiment. As a consequence of the limited attention that entrepreneurship trainers have 

received in the scholarly literature so far, very little is known about what makes 

entrepreneurship trainers effective (Brockhaus, Hills, Klandt, & Welsch, 2001). Most scholars 

suggest that teaching entrepreneurship requires a departure from traditional, lecture-based 

approaches towards a more active, participant-centered paradigm (e.g. Alcock & Vinten, 

2004; Gibb, 2011; Heinonen & Poikkijoki, 2006; Lautenschläger & Haase, 2011; Robertson 

& Collins, 2003; Samwel Mwasalwiba, 2010). However, the trainer’s role in facilitating these 

approaches in more and less effective ways remains largely unexplored. In a meta-analysis on 

entrepreneurship education and entrepreneurial intentions, Bae, Qian, Miao, and Fiet (2014) 

noted that they had not been able “to find any studies examining the differences among 

entrepreneurship teachers” (p. 242). Similarly, drawing on reviews and meta-analyses of 

entrepreneurship trainings in developing countries (Chinen et al., 2018; Cho & Honorati, 

2014; Grimm & Paffhausen, 2015; McKenzie & Woodruff, 2014), we did not find a single 

study that addressed the attributes of an effective entrepreneurship trainer.  

Against this backdrop, we conduct an exploratory qualitative analysis of the 

characteristics and training behaviors of the trainers of our experiment. By doing so, we do 

not only aim to understand the potentially underlying reasons of the differences in trainers’ 

effectiveness in stimulating participants’ PI, but also seek to contribute to the 

entrepreneurship literature by providing first insights into potentially critical attributes and 

behaviors of effective entrepreneurship trainers. We look at trainers and their training 
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behaviors from two complementary angles. The first angle considers relevant existing 

knowledge from the education literature. Specifically, we look at what we know about 

effective teachers in education that might be equally pertinent to effective trainers in 

entrepreneurship. As the desired outcomes of teaching in school may differ from the skills, 

knowledge, and behaviors that are targeted by entrepreneurship training (Kirby, 2004), we use 

a second angle that focuses on the most directly related outcome of PI training, participants’ 

PI. We compile what we know about the development of a mindset of PI and consider what 

trainers need to do to facilitate this development. In the following, we provide a brief 

overview of both angles as they build the backbone of our analysis and discussion of results.  

4.4.1 Overview of Theoretical Angles 

4.4.1.1 What Do We Know About Effective Teachers?  

Scholars and practitioners alike have widely acknowledged that teachers are the key to 

increase the quality of education around the globe (Agence Française de Développement & 

World Bank, 2018; Béteille & Evans, 2018; Hattie, 2008; World Bank, 2018c). However, 

attempts to identify effective teachers based on structural attributes such as teachers’ level of 

experience, years of formal education, entry test performance, or certification have been 

largely unsuccessful (e.g. Bau & Das, 2017; Cruz-Aguayo, Ibarrarán, & Schady, 2017; 

Hanushek & Rivkin, 2006; Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2005; Staiger & Rockoff, 2010). Thus, 

scholars have argued for the necessity to shift the focus from teachers to their teaching and to 

look at what teachers do in the classroom in order to better understand how they can 

successfully increase student learning (Creemers & Kyriakides, 2006; Molina, Fatima, et al., 

2018; Muijs & Reynolds, 2011). 

The theory of visible learning (Hattie, 2008) responds to that call and offers an 

evidence-based framework of how teachers can contribute to the success of their students. It 

was developed based on more than 800 meta-analyses of educational interventions and can be 

considered the most comprehensive synthesis of evidence in the education literature (Muijs et 

al., 2014). The theory postulates that teachers are effective when teaching and learning 

become ‘visible’– that is, when it is clear to both teachers and students what teachers are 

teaching and what students are learning (Hattie, 2008). Teaching and learning become visible, 

for example, when teachers make the learning intentions transparent and provide feedback 

that enables students to understand the progress they have already made and the gaps they still 

need to address. Importantly, the theory emphasizes that teachers need to take into account 



Chapter 4 | Mind the Trainer? 

 91 

this principle throughout their teaching. Thus, the theory acknowledges that teachers can use a 

variety of teaching techniques and methods to make teaching and learning visible (Hattie, 

2008). 

4.4.1.2 How to Teach a Mindset of PI? 

Research has shown that it is possible to activate a mindset of PI with the help of 

training (Campos et al., 2017a; Frese et al., 2002; Frese, Hass, & Friedrich, 2016; Glaub et al., 

2014; Solomon et al., 2013; Strauss & Parker, 2015). To explore the trainers’ role in this 

activation process, it is necessary to understand how a mindset of PI is developed. The first 

step towards a mindset of PI is the creation of corresponding operative mental models. 

According to action theory (Frese & Zapf, 1994; Hacker, 1998), operative mental models are 

the cognitive base for action, containing the knowledge that is needed to show PI. As the 

quality of operative mental models determines the quality of resulting actions, it is of key 

importance that participants’ operative mental models are adequate (Frese & Zapf, 1994). 

Hence, effective trainers need to provide clear and concrete explanations of how PI manifests 

in the various situations that entrepreneurs face to allow participants to develop a first, 

rudimentary understanding (Mensmann & Frese, 2017).  

The second step in the development of a mindset of PI is the refinement and 

routinization of participants’ operative mental models. Participants need to actively apply 

their operative mental models to make them more flexible, that is, to learn about the 

situational boundaries of PI, and to routinize them (Frese & Zapf, 1994; Mensmann & Frese, 

2017). Thus, trainers need to create opportunities for active and repeated practice, including 

tasks that encourage participants to analyze and change their own work habits. In addition, to 

refine their mental models, participants rely on information that confirms those parts of the 

mental model that have been adequately developed and that corrects other parts that are 

flawed (Frese & Zapf, 1994). Hence, trainers need to provide feedback which carries 

information that allows participants to improve their operative mental models (Butler & 

Winne, 1995; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996; Mensmann & Frese, 2017). To be able to correct 

participants’ operative mental models of PI, trainers themselves have to have a sound 

understanding of PI and its manifestation in entrepreneurship. Furthermore, trainers need to 

emphasize the value of errors to encourage participants to learn from negative feedback and 

errors, as errors are likely to occur when showing self-starting behavior (Frese & Keith, 2015; 

Keith & Frese, 2008). 
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4.4.2 Methods 

An exploratory qualitative approach was chosen as it allows us to look “’behind the 

numbers’” of our quantitative findings (cf. Table 4.4 and Figure 4.1) (Edmondson & 

McManus, 2007, p. 1166). Such an approach is suitable to investigate whether trainer A 

differs from the other trainers when delivering the training and to explore how he might have 

succeeded in stimulating participants’ PI (Yauch & Steudel, 2003). We consider our analysis 

as focused exploration as it was informed by our two theoretical angles but not constrained by 

them (Edmondson & McManus, 2007). 

4.4.2.1 Sample 

The analysis involves the five TVET college teachers (two females, three males) who 

delivered PI training in the context of WEDP. They were trained by international PI training 

experts in one of two 14-days train-the-trainers workshops between May and July 2015 

together with other TVET teachers from the six largest cities in Ethiopia. Based on their 

performance during this workshop, assessed on four predetermined dimensions (charisma, 

activation of entrepreneurs, explanations of PI, time management) and a knowledge test, the 

best five teachers from Addis Ababa were selected as PI trainers for the training experiment. 

Nevertheless, the international PI training experts who performed the train-the-trainers 

workshop had reservations about the adequacy of these five teachers in terms of their 

capability to stimulate PI among training participants. At the time of the first round of PI 

training, the selected trainers were between 29 and 45 years old, held a Bachelor or Master 

degree, and had teaching experience of 7 to 26 years. Two of the five trainers had an 

educational background in business management and taught classes related to 

entrepreneurship at their TVET colleges. Self-reported entrepreneurial skills and knowledge 

ranged from ‘medium’ for one trainer, over ‘rather good’ for two trainers, to ‘very good’ for 

two trainers. One trainer had own practical experience as entrepreneur and stated to have 

detailed, written plans to start a business in the future; the other four trainers stated to have 

‘not very detailed’ or ‘kind of detailed’ plans to start a business themselves. As part of the 

training experiment, trainers delivered between four and seven rounds of PI training and 

trained between 32 and 105 women entrepreneurs per person. Two trainers considered the PI 

training approach as ‘rather useful’ compared to other entrepreneurship or business 

management trainings; the remaining three trainers rated it as ‘very useful’. To ensure the 

anonymity of trainers, we do not display the characteristics for each individual trainer.  
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4.4.2.2 Data Sources and Method of Analysis 

For the qualitative analysis we draw on training videos showing each of the five 

trainers while delivering PI training. Field observations and trainer interviews were used to 

enrich and complement the video data. All data had been collected prior or during the 

implementation of PI training. 

Training videos. Selected training sessions had been videotaped by two Ethiopian 

research assistants in the course of the training implementation period from November 2015 

to June 2016 after establishing consent with trainers and participants. Research assistants had 

been free in the selection of training sessions to be filmed as the training videos had not been 

foreseen to lead to a systematic comparison of trainers. They were instructed to focus the 

camera on the trainer but were blind to the purpose of the data collection and, to the best of 

our knowledge, had no relationship or personal interest with regard to the training, TVET 

colleges and teachers, or the overall project. Thus, we assume that the selection of recorded 

training sessions and trainers was not affected by any decision that might distort the 

comparison of trainers. Training videos were analyzed in two ways.  

First, we evaluated trainers holistically. We derived eight characteristics from various 

streams of literature to describe and contrast trainers’ performance on higher-order factors 

(Bell & Kozlowski, 2009; Caprara, Barbaranelli, Steca, & Malone, 2006; Conger, Kanungo, 

& Menon, 2000; Cornelius-White, 2007; Hattie, 2008; Keller, Goetz, Becker, Morger, & 

Hensley, 2014; Spooren, Brockx, & Mortelmans, 2013). Three raters from Ethiopia (two 

males, one female) then watched one hour of training video per trainer and independently 

evaluated each trainer with regard to these characteristics using a 7-point Likert scale ranging 

from 1 = ‘Strongly disagree’ to 7 = ‘Strongly agree’. Research has shown that precise 

evaluations can be achieved in 50 to 60-minute observations (Ho & Kane, 2013). Raters were 

instructed to assess the trainers from a training participant’s point of view. Moreover, raters 

were blind to the research question and had a varying degree of familiarity with 

entrepreneurship, teaching, and PI training to avoid that trainers were evaluated from a single 

perspective. Resulting ratings were compared and averaged across raters for each 

characteristic. In addition, we asked raters to rank trainers according to their impression of 

trainers’ overall performance (Harrison, Douglas, & Burdsal, 2004). 

Second, we assessed trainers’ specific teaching behaviors with the help of a qualitative 

content analysis. In line with established guidelines (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005; Kuckartz, 2016; 

Mayring, 2014), data analysis was carried out in the five following steps. First, two Amharic-
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speaking research assistants produced smooth verbatim transcripts (Mayring, 2014) which 

were then translated to English by two experienced translators. Both research assistants and 

translators were blind to the research question. Second, we structured the English transcripts 

into thematic training sessions in line with the modules of PI training. As videotaped training 

sessions varied in length and in how many elements of a certain module were captured, we 

further divided them into smaller training units. Examples for training units are the theoretical 

introduction to a module or a training exercise. To be able to draw direct comparisons 

between trainers, we used all training units for our analysis for which we had data for at least 

two trainers. In addition, we excluded one-to-one interactions between trainers and 

participants. As research assistants had been instructed to focus the camera on the trainers, 

one-to-one interactions were often not audible, particularly when trainers moved around to 

accompany participants during training exercises. Table 4.5 provides an overview of the 

videotaped sessions and the available video material that forms the basis for the qualitative 

content analysis (cf. Appendix E for a more detailed summary of videotaped units per trainer). 

Third, we developed a category system and a coding manual based on a classroom 

observation tool for low- and middle-income countries (Molina, Fatima, et al., 2018; Molina, 

Melo Hurtado, Pushparatnam, & Wilichowski, 2018). We developed the category system 

deductively by taking into account the theoretical angles of PI mindset development and 

effective teaching in education (cf. Table 4.6 for the category system and Appendix F for the 

corresponding coding manual). The category system includes categories that are coded on an 

ordinal scale, ranging from 1 = ‘low’ to 3 = ‘high’, and categories that are coded on an 

interval scale. Fourth, three independent coders coded the transcripts of one training session 

per trainer with the help of the category system to establish the reliability of the coding 

procedure. They assigned one code per category to each training unit. Inter-coder agreement 

was high (Krippendorff’s α = .92) (Krippendorff, 2004). One coder then coded the training 

units of the remaining eight training sessions. Following best practices from studies using 

video-based content analysis (Baer, Leenders, Oldham, & Vadera, 2010; Burris, 2012; Chang, 

Bordia, & Duck, 2003), we used the results of the coder who had coded all transcripts for our 

analysis. Fifth, we analyzed the codes by comparing trainers for each category across all 

training units (Miles & Huberman, 1994). For each difference between trainers reported in 

this article, we checked whether it held when trainers were compared for single training 

sessions and based on those training units only that were fully available for all trainers. This 

way, we attempted to make sure that the length and nature of the available video data per 

trainer (e.g. discussion, exercise, theory) did not bias the comparisons. 
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Table 4.5. Overview of analyzed training sessions and video material (in hours) per trainer. 

 Trainers 

Training session Trainer A   Trainer B   Trainer C   Trainer D   Trainer E 
 

Introduction 
  

00:17 h 
     

00:12 h 
          

Being self-starting 02:44 h 
 

02:00 h 
     

01:44 h 
          

Goal setting 02:30 h 
   

01:37 h 
 

01:40 h 
  

          

Getting finance 01:14 h 
 

00:46 h 
 

00:56 h 
    

          

Action planning 
  

02:16 h 
   

01:27 h 
  

          

Note. Colored cells indicate the analyzed training sessions per trainer. h = hours. 

 

Table 4.6. Category system for qualitative content analysis of training video transcripts. 

# Category Low (1) Medium (2) High (3) 

1 The trainer explicitly 

articulates the 

learning intention of 

the training session 

or activity. 

The trainer does not state 

any learning intention or 

simply announces an 

activity. 

The trainer explicitly 

states a broad training 

learning intention. 

The trainer explicitly 

states a specific training 

learning intention. 

2 The trainer’s 

explanations of the 

content are clear. 

The trainer’s 

explanations of the 

content are confusing or 

content is not explained 

at all. 

The trainer’s 

explanations of the 

content, when they occur, 

are somewhat clear. 

Although parts of these 

explanations may be 

clear, others are 

confusing or superficial. 

The trainer’s 

explanations of the 

content are clear and easy 

to understand. They are 

logical and may be 

accompanied by graphic 

representations or 

examples.  

3 The trainer makes 

connections in the 

session that relate to 

other content or 

participants’ daily 

lives. 

The trainer does not 

connect what is being 

taught to other content or 

participants’ daily lives.  

The trainer may attempt 

to connect what is being 

taught to other content or 

participants’ daily lives, 

but the connections are 

superficial, confusing, or 

unclear. 

The trainer meaningfully 

connects what is being 

taught to other content or 

participants’ daily lives. 

The connections are 

clear. 

4 The trainer provides 

participants with 

opportunities for 

deliberatea practice.  

The trainer does not 

provide participants with 

opportunities for 

deliberate practice.  

The trainer provides 

participants with 

opportunities for practice 

but either the practice 

does not seem relevant or 

the opportunities appear 

to be very limited in 

terms of the time 

provided.  

The trainer provides 

participants with 

opportunities for 

deliberate practice. 
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Table 4.6. Continued. 

# Category Low (1) Medium (2) High (3) 

5.1 The trainer provides 

participants with 

opportunities to get 

actively involved. 

The trainer does not 

provide participants with 

opportunities to get 

actively involved during 

the training. 

The trainer provides 

participants with limited 

opportunities to get 

actively involved during 

the training. ‘Limited’ 

can refer to both the 

quality and the frequency 

of opportunities.  

The trainer provides 

participants with rich 

opportunities to get 

actively involved during 

the training. ‘Rich’ can 

refer to both the quality 

and the frequency of 

opportunities.  

5.2 The trainer provides 

participants with 

opportunities to get 

actively involved.  

Number of trainer-participant interactions: Number of interactions between 

trainer and participants, counted as the number of times a participant gets the 

chance to speak. 

5.3 The trainer provides 

participants with 

opportunities to get 

actively involved. 

Trainer/participant speech ratio: Percentage share of words spoken by the 

trainer. 

5.4 The trainer provides 

participants with 

opportunities to get 

actively involved. 

Number of open-ended questions asked by the trainer: An open-ended 

question is a question that requires reasoning, explanation, or generalization, or 

has more than one correct answer.  

6 The trainer uses 

questions, prompts, 

or other strategies to 

determine 

participants’ level of 

understanding. 

The trainer either does 

not use questions, 

prompts, or other 

strategies to determine 

participants’ level of 

understanding at all or 

uses them without giving 

participants a chance to 

respond. 

The trainer uses 

questions, prompts, or 

other strategies that are 

somewhat superficial for 

determining participants’ 

level of understanding or 

uses effective prompts, 

questions, or strategies 

very infrequently.  

The trainer uses 

questions, prompts, or 

other strategies that are 

effective at determining 

participants’ level of 

understanding. 

7 The trainer 

encourages 

participants to assess, 

monitor, or evaluate 

themselves or what 

they have learned. 

The trainer does not 

encourage participants to 

assess, monitor, or 

evaluate themselves or 

what they have learned. 

The trainer encourages 

participants to assess, 

monitor, or evaluate 

themselves or what they 

have learned but does not 

explain the value or 

underlying reasoning. 

The trainer encourages 

participants to assess, 

monitor, or evaluate 

themselves or what they 

have learned and explains 

the value or underlying 

reasoning. 

8.1 The trainer 

encourages 

participants to 

provide positive or 

negative feedback 

with regard to the 

training, the training 

methods, or his/her 

own training 

behavior. 

The trainer does not 

encourage participants to 

provide positive or 

negative feedback with 

regard to the training, the 

training methods, or 

his/her own training 

behavior. 

The trainer encourages 

participants to provide 

positive or negative 

feedback with regard to 

the training, the training 

methods, or his/her own 

training behavior but 

does not seek specific 

feedback or provides 

little room for 

participants to share their 

feedback. 

The trainer encourages 

participants to provide 

specific positive or 

negative feedback with 

regard to the training, the 

training methods, or 

his/her own training 

behavior and provides 

sufficient room for 

participants to share their 

feedback. 
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Table 4.6. Continued. 

# Category Low (1) Medium (2) High (3) 

8.2 The trainer 

encourages 

participants to 

provide positive or 

negative feedback to 

each other.  

The trainer does not 

encourage participants to 

provide positive or 

negative feedback to each 

other or the trainer 

announces feedback but 

then does not follow 

through.  

The trainer encourages 

participants to provide 

positive or negative 

feedback to each other. 

The trainer encourages 

participants to provide 

positive or negative 

feedback to each other 

and uses prompts/ 

questions to guide the 

feedback. Alternatively, 

the trainer encourages 

participants to provide 

positive or negative 

feedback to each other 

and emphasizes the value 

of feedback. 

8.3 The trainer shows a 

positive attitude 

towards making 

errors. 

The trainer shows a 

negative attitude towards 

participants’ errors. 

The trainer shows a 

neutral attitude towards 

participants’ errors. 

Although the trainer does 

not penalize a participant 

for making mistakes or 

struggling with a new 

concept, the trainer does 

not make it clear that 

mistakes are normal and 

valuable parts of the 

learning process either. 

The trainer shows a 

positive attitude towards 

participants’ errors and 

helps participants to 

understand that mistakes 

are normal and valuable 

parts of the learning 

process. 

9.1 The trainer provides 

specific comments or 

prompts that help 

clarify participants’ 

misunderstandings. 

(negative feedback) 

The trainer provides 

participants with 

comments about their 

misunderstandings that 

are simple, evaluative 

statements (e.g., “That is 

incorrect”). 

The trainer provides 

participants with general 

or superficial comments/ 

prompts about their 

misunderstandings. 

The trainer provides 

participants with specific 

comments/ prompts that 

contain substantive 

information that helps to 

clarify participants’ 

misunderstandings. 

9.2 The trainer provides 

specific comments or 

prompts that help 

identify participants’ 

successes. (positive 

feedback) 

The trainer provides 

participants with 

comments about their 

successes that are simple, 

evaluative statements or 

praise (e.g., “That is 

correct”, “Well done”). 

Alternatively, the trainer 

simply repeats what has 

been shared in an 

affirmative way. 

The trainer provides 

participants with general 

or superficial comments/ 

prompts about their 

successes or the trainer 

paraphrases and adds 

little additional 

information that helps to 

identify participants’ 

successes. 

The trainer provides 

participants with specific 

comments/ prompts that 

contain substantive 

information that helps to 

identify participants’ 

successes. 

10 The trainer shows a 

profound 

understanding of the 

training content.  

The trainer’s 

contributions are 

indicative of a poor 

understanding of the 

training content.  

The trainer’s 

contributions are 

indicative of a superficial 

understanding of the 

training content.  

The trainer’s 

contributions are 

indicative of a profound 

understanding of the 

training content.  

Note. # = Category number.  
a Deliberate practice refers to the “extensive engagement in relevant practice activities for improving performance” (Hattie, 

2008, p. 30). 
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Trainer interviews. Structured interviews were conducted in Amharic by two trained 

Ethiopian enumerators between October and November 2015, prior to the first round of PI 

training. The interview included questions on their demographic backgrounds, their 

experience as TVET college teachers, and their experience and attitudes with regard to 

entrepreneurship.  

Field observations. We observed the training implementation on site as part of two 

field visits in February and May 2016. During these field visits, we visited selected training 

sessions and exchanged with trainers, women entrepreneurs, and further key stakeholders. 

Observations were recorded in the form of field notes and email communication with project 

partners. 

4.4.3 Results and Discussion: Comparisons Between Trainers 

In the following section, we draw and discuss comparisons between the five trainers. 

We particularly focus on differences between trainer A and the remaining trainers as our 

quantitative results suggest that women entrepreneurs trained by trainer A show higher PI 

after the training than women entrepreneurs trained by other trainers. The objective is to 

explore whether we can explain why trainer A has been more successful in increasing 

participants’ PI than the other trainers. We first describe each trainer based on our 

observations in the field, summarize the results of the trainer interviews, and compare trainers 

holistically based on the trainer evaluation. We then zoom in on trainers’ teaching behavior 

and present the main differences identified by the qualitative content analysis under thematic 

subsections. Finally, we present similarities between trainers.  

4.4.3.1 Description of Trainers: Do Trainers Differ? 

Trainer A. Trainer A is charismatic and succeeds seemingly effortlessly in gaining the 

participants’ attention. S/he exudes competence in the interactions with participants and 

seems very confident; his/her gestures, facial expressions, and voice do not show any signs of 

nervousness. S/he has a friendly attitude and creates an engaging training atmosphere despite 

the tendency to hold long monologues. Overall, trainer A seems to feel comfortable as trainer 

and conveys the impression that s/he enjoys what s/he is doing.  

Trainer B. Trainer B tries to give all participants the opportunity to share their 

experiences during the training but only rarely stimulates a real discussion. S/he appears tense 

and tired and there are only few signs indicating his/her enjoyment with regard to the training 
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content and its delivery. As a consequence, trainer B does not seem to succeed in energizing 

and inspiring the participants. 

Trainer C. Trainer C has a friendly attitude and seems rather confident. S/he has a 

very calm nature but seems to lack the drive to activate training participants. That also 

contributes to the impression that trainer C is somewhat indifferent to the content and not 

particularly motivated to deliver the training.  

Trainer D. Trainer D is an energetic trainer and exudes high confidence. S/he teaches 

with a loud voice in a very determined way, which grants him/her a certain authority. At the 

same time, s/he tries to create a pleasant training experience for participants. 

Trainer E. Trainer E sticks closely to the desk and often reads from the training 

material, which creates the impression that s/he lacks both the confidence and the skills to 

train the women entrepreneurs attending the training. The delivery of the training seems to be 

very challenging for him/her and due to these demands, trainer E does not manage to get in 

control of the class and create an attentive and engaging training environment. Oftentimes, the 

noise in the classroom masks the trainer’s own voice and forces him/her to get very close to 

the participants in order to be able to understand what they are saying. 

The training interviews reveal that trainer A does not differ systematically from other 

trainers with regard to structural characteristics such as trainers’ overall teaching experience, 

their educational level, or their educational background. However, trainer A is the only trainer 

who has practical entrepreneurial experience and concrete plans to start a business in the 

future. The individual descriptions suggest that trainer A is a better trainer than the others as 

s/he shows the highest degrees of competence, confidence, and enthusiasm at the same time. 

This is supported by the results of the holistic trainer evaluation, which reveal that trainer A is 

not only ranked as best trainer by all raters, but also receives higher ratings than the other four 

trainers for each characteristic evaluated (cf. Table 4.7). Results indicate that trainer A is 

perceived as more charismatic, competent, confident, and enthusiastic than the other trainers, 

actively involves participants to a higher degree, makes the training more interesting, shows 

more empathy, and is in better control of the class. Thus, the trainer evaluation strengthens 

our quantitative finding, suggesting that women entrepreneurs trained by trainer A show 

higher PI after the training than women entrepreneurs trained by the other trainers 

(cf. Figure 4.1, Table 4.4), by showing that s/he is perceived as strongest trainer. 
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Table 4.7. Holistic trainer evaluation.  

Characteristics Trainer A 

 

Trainer B 

 

Trainer C Trainer D 

 

Trainer E 

Is charismatic 6.67 3.33 3.00 5.33 2.67 

Is competent 6.67 4.67 4.00 6.33 3.67 

Is confident  7.00 5.00 5.00 6.67 4.33 

Actively involves participants 6.67 5.33 5.00 6.33 4.67 

Is enthusiastic  6.67 3.00 4.00 6.00 4.00 

Makes the training interesting  7.00 4.00 3.67 6.00 3.00 

Shows empathy 6.67 4.33 4.00 6.33 3.33 

Is in control of participants (in 

a positive way) 

7.00 3.67 4.00 6.33 4.67 

Mean of characteristics 6.79 4.17 4.08 6.17 3.79 

Note. The table includes the mean across raters for each characteristic. All characteristics were rated 

on a 7-point Likert-Scale ranging from 1 = ‘Strongly disagree’ to 7 = ‘Strongly agree’. 

4.4.3.2 Zooming in: How Do Trainers Differ in Their Teaching?  

In the following, we take a closer look at how trainer A, in contrast to the other four 

trainers, might have succeeded in evoking a positive change in women entrepreneurs’ PI. We 

present four key differences that we identified based on the qualitative content analysis. A 

comprehensive tabular summary of results is provided in Appendix G. 

Understanding the Training Content 

The qualitative content analysis of training videos indicates that trainers differ in their 

understanding of the training content (cf. Category 10, Appendix G). Importantly, we report 

on trainers’ understanding as it manifests in the training itself as opposed to teachers’ subject-

related knowledge, as measured by educational background variables or test scores. The latter 

has been shown to be largely unrelated to student achievement (Ahn & Choi, 2004; Hattie, 

2008), most likely because having a deeper knowledge does not automatically enable teachers 

to adequately convey that knowledge. In our analysis, in turn, we assume that whether trainers 

exhibit a poor or profound understanding of the content during the training will also influence 

participants’ understanding and application of the matter.  

The findings suggest that trainer A has a more profound understanding of the content 

than his/her trainer colleagues. Trainer A’s explanations demonstrate, for instance, that s/he is 

able to relate the concept of PI to situations that are not explicitly described by the training 

material. When discussing unconventional sources of finance, for example, s/he suggests 
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breaking with the traditional use of iddir, an Ethiopian community association that provides 

support for funeral ceremonies. By doing so, s/he applies what has been taught for PI and 

creativity (‘Think creatively, without hindrance by traditional or conventional constraints.’) to 

the topic of obtaining financial resources. 

“Take the focus away from bank loans and think of alternative plans. (…) Iddirs have 

a lot of money saved, right? We can tell the head of the iddir (…), ‘What is the point of 

saving all this money if it can't be used in times of need!’ Just protest by saying the 

iddir is pointless if it doesn't help its members. (…) We are not used to things like this, 

right? We regularly pay money for iddir and we only get the money whenever there is 

a funeral. This is what we are used to but we should learn to modify our old ways of 

doing things. We should be able to change our iddir for the better.” 

Another way in which trainer A demonstrates his/her understanding of the content 

throughout the training is by outlining why certain content is taught and how it helps 

participants to increase their business success. When teaching participants to set specific 

business goals, for example, s/he explains,  

“If our goal is broad and ambiguous, what does it mean? That means, when we come 

to implementation, we would have to choose what to do. Thus, while my goal is here 

[he points to one direction of the room], I am actually moving this way [he points to 

the opposite direction]. This way, it will take a lot of time to reach our destination. But 

if it is specific, (…), I'll easily move that way. (…). That's why, whenever we set goals, 

they should be specific.”  

In the same situation, trainer D does not point out why specific goals are important or 

what risks are associated with unspecific goals, making it difficult for participants to 

understand the functionality of setting specific goals. S/he simply states,  

“When you set your goals, they have to be clear and understandable. They are the 

things we wish to achieve. Thus, goals should always be set in a precise and clear 

manner.” 

Trainer A’s advance in understanding seems to be particularly pronounced in the 

session on ‘being self-starting’ at the very beginning of the training. In this session, important 

elements of the concept of PI are explained and the groundwork for subsequent sessions is 

laid. In contrast to the other trainers, trainer A shows a profound understanding in all training 
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units of this session (Trainer A: 100 %, Trainer B: 0 %, Trainer E: 17 %). This might be of 

particular importance as participants’ mental models of PI are formed at this early stage of the 

training and require adequate and actionable input from the trainer to become operative 

(Mensmann & Frese, 2017). Otherwise, mental models risk to remain abstract and superficial 

representations.  

Communicating Learning Intentions 

In addition, trainer A is stronger in articulating learning intentions than the remaining 

trainers (cf. Category 1, Appendix G). Learning intentions define which skills, knowledge, or 

behaviors participants are supposed to learn. Articulating learning intentions makes clear how 

certain learning activities relate to the attainment of these intentions; it makes teaching and 

learning visible (Hattie, 2008). This allows participants to focus their effort on the learning 

goal (Locke & Latham, 2002; Noel & Latham, 2006; Schunk, 1990). It also serves as control 

mechanism for trainers, helping them to make sure that classroom activities are relevant for 

moving forward. In our case, trainer A is the only trainer who succeeds in stating specific 

learning intentions (in 39 % of all training units compared to 0 % for all other trainers; 

cf. Appendix G). The four other trainers attempt to formulate learning intentions as well, but 

these intentions are often very vague. Without clear learning intentions, it is difficult for both 

trainer and participants to assess whether teaching and learning has been successful or not.  

Table 4.8 illustrates this finding with the help of an example. In this example, trainers 

ask participants to complete self-rating questionnaires to evaluate their current behavior with 

regard to a specific topic of the training. However, only trainer A explains why participants 

are asked to fill out that questionnaire, which is to identify areas for improvement by means of 

self-evaluation. Both trainers B and C announce the activity but neglect to explain the 

function of evaluating oneself.  
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Table 4.8. Comparison of learning intentions communicated by trainer A, B, and E.  

Trainer A Trainer B Trainer E 

As you can see, the self-rating 

questionnaire is about being self-

starting and identifying supportive 

opportunities. You'll need to 

identify if you were self-starting or 

not while working on your 

business in the past. You'll first 

evaluate yourself. After evaluating 

how we have been doing things 

this far, we'll get to know how we 

want to change after completing 

this training. [Trainer starts 

reading the questions] 

On page eight of the 

worksheet, there is a part 

where we evaluate 

ourselves, whether we are 

self-starters or not. First, 

what does it say? [Trainer 

starts reading the 

questions] 

 

What did I say earlier about what we need 

to do before we start something? I told you 

there will be a questionnaire, right? It is 

here now. So, what does it say? It is 

mentioned on the worksheet. If you open 

the exercise sheet, you will find the 

questionnaire. It says worksheet 1, right? 

What's there on worksheet 1? There are 

some questions. On worksheet 1, it says, ‘a 

self-rating questionnaire prepared to assess 

self-starting behaviors and the ability to 

identify supportive opportunities.’ Hence, 

this is for you. I can give you one example. 

[Trainer starts reading the questions] 

 

Making Meaningful Connections  

In comparison to his/her trainer colleagues, trainer A is more likely to connect the 

training content to participants’ daily life or previously taught content (cf. Category 3, 

Appendix G). Across training sessions, s/he makes meaningful connections in 33 % of all 

training units, compared to rates of 0 to 20 % for the remaining trainers. Connections are 

meaningful when they help participants realize that the trained skills are relevant to their own 

situation or when they assist participants to integrate new content with knowledge they have 

already acquired. By using examples that illustrate PI and its effects in participants’ specific 

context, trainers demonstrate the functionality of PI and help participants learn how to show 

PI in their individual situation. In addition, by making the applicability and the value of the 

training content visible, trainers may increase participants’ motivation to translate the content 

into action (Chiaburu & Lindsay, 2008; Grossman & Salas, 2011; Renta-Davids, Jiménez-

González, Fandos-Garrido, & González-Soto, 2014). Furthermore, meaningful connections to 

previously learned content contribute to more integrated knowledge structures and meta-

cognitive awareness about what is already known, which improves participants’ ability to 

transfer learned skills and behaviors to situations outside the training context (Pugh & Bergin, 

2006). 

Table 4.9 illustrates that the connections made by trainer A are more tangible than the 

connections made by trainer B and C. In this situation, trainers explain how future-oriented 

behavior, one of the three facets of PI, can manifest in the process of looking for financial 
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resources. Trainer A connects future-oriented behavior and its benefits to participants’ 

immediate business environment by linking it to the loan repayment scheme of a credit 

institute nearby. Trainer C makes the same type of connection but remains more abstract in 

his/her reasoning. In stark contrast, trainer B does not explain at all how participants can show 

future orientation in the process of getting finances. Being ahead of trainer B and trainer C in 

this regard might be related to trainer A’s own entrepreneurial experience and future plans. As 

former business owner and with elaborated plans to start a business, trainer A might find it 

easier than other trainers to slip into participants’ shoes and link the training content to their 

daily life experiences. Using a similar line of reasoning, some scholars and practitioners have 

argued that trainers should have personal practical experience as entrepreneurs (Aronsson & 

Birch, 2004; Bullough et al., 2015; Volkmann et al., 2009). 

Providing Informative Feedback 

Results of the qualitative content analysis reveal that trainer A differs from the 

remaining trainers in that s/he provides more informative positive and negative feedback to 

participants (cf. Categories 9.1 and 9.2, Appendix G). When giving feedback, trainer A tends 

to provide additional information that helps participants to understand why s/he agrees or 

disagrees with a certain response. In other cases, s/he picks up participants’ ideas and adds 

own elaborations. Whereas trainer A provides feedback less frequently than trainer C 

(Average number of incidents of feedback per training unit: MA = 3.44, SD = 5.15; MC = 6.60, 

SD = 10.55), much of trainer C’s feedback comprises very little learning-relevant information. 

The low degree of such information is problematic because details on why the 

completion of a certain task has been successful or how to complete a task more effectively 

are crucial for learning and improvement (Butler & Winne, 1995; Cannon & Witherspoon, 

2005; Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). Meta-analytical research has 

shown that the effectiveness of feedback largely depends on the degree of learning-relevant 

cues it contains (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996). In the language of the theory of visible learning, it 

is such information that makes the learning visible and feedback powerful (Hattie, 2008; 

Hattie & Timperley, 2007).  
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Table 4.9. Comparison of connections to participants’ daily life made by trainer A, B, and C. 

Trainer A Trainer B Trainer C 

We need to see how these sources can continue to 

thrive and grow in the future. I've heard about one 

such institute located around Aratkiloa. They will 

first ask you to save 25,000 Birrb. Then they will 

give you a 100,000 Birr loan and ask you to pay 

them back in three years. But if you wish, you can 

pay them back in a month. When you return that, 

you will be able to secure a 200,000 Birr loan that 

you have to pay back in five years. When you 

repay that, you get a loan of 500,000 Birr to be 

paid back in six years. This is quite an encouraging 

method. Repaying your loan gives you future 

benefits. If you pay on time, you ensure that you 

get a loan in the future. This is a really good 

scheme as your financial source keeps increasing 

and your ability to pay back what you owe 

improves along with it. This is really good for you 

and shows that you are exhibiting a lot of future 

thinking. It proves that you are farsighted. 

On top of being self-starting, we also need to add 

future thinking. 

Let alone other things, how is your future 

thinking? How is your future thinking when it 

comes to rising money for your business? 

Thinking about how the sources of finance we 

have chosen and the money we need can go and 

grow together [Trainer reads from the slide] . For 

example, if you choose to take a loan from a credit 

institution, how can this go together in the future? 

How does your relation with credit institutions 

look like in the process of taking and paying back 

loans? How will the business go? How can you 

work and grow together, while you take and repay 

the loans? Can they create loan opportunities for 

you in the future? What kind of opportunities can 

they facilitate for you in the future? Your future 

thinking is measured not by the loan you take 

today, but by how you are going to collaborate in 

business in the future. So, it is important to think 

about what kind of relationship you are going to 

establish with them. 

Note. a City district of Addis Ababa. b Birr refers to Ethiopia’s currency, the Ethiopian Birr. 
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With regard to the development of a mindset of PI, feedback including a high level of 

learning-relevant information helps to avoid a premature fixture of potentially inadequate 

mental models (Frese & Zapf, 1994). One challenge in the development of operative mental 

models is that participants often form such models although they lack a sufficient amount of 

information (Frese & Zapf, 1994). Moreover, the idea of PI is new and might not be 

self-evident for most participants, making it likely that they develop misconceptions about PI 

in the beginning of the training. Thus, trainers who provide informative feedback actively 

support participants in the development of an adequate mindset of PI. 

Once we restrict our analysis to feedback that contains learning-relevant information 

(i.e. code 2 or 3), trainer A outperforms the four remaining trainers in terms of feedback 

frequency (Average number of incidents of informative feedback per training unit: MA = 2.11, 

SD = 3.36; MB = .33, SD = .90; MC = 1.00, SD = 1.41; MD = 1.00, SD = 1.78; ME = 1.67, 

SD = 1.87). Table 4.10 illustrates the qualitative differences between feedback given by 

trainer A, B, and C and demonstrates that both trainer B and C miss out on the opportunity to 

provide relevant information. In the particular situation, participants present their results for 

an exercise that asks them to list sources of finance and think about ways to reduce their 

expenses and invest an additional monthly salary. Importantly, feedback largely remains 

absent in trainer B’s teaching throughout training units. 

4.4.3.3 Similarities Between Trainers 

Although the focus of our analysis is on differences between the five trainers, we 

believe that for a nuanced view, it is equally important to address their similarities. The trainer 

interviews show that there are no structural attributes that differentiate trainer A from the four 

remaining trainers with the exception of his/her practical entrepreneurial experience. S/he is 

not more educated and does not have more teaching experience or prior knowledge than all 

four other trainers. In addition, the qualitative content analysis reveals that trainer A shares 

some weaknesses with the other trainers. This is not surprising given that we do not compare 

effective trainers with particularly effective trainers, as it is often the case in the education 

literature drawing on samples from high-income countries (Hattie, 2003, 2008). Thus, the fact 

that trainer A shares weaknesses with the other trainers does not cast doubt on his/her 

superiority over the other trainers. There are two main findings that we want to highlight.  
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Table 4.10. Comparison of feedback provided by trainer A, B, and C. 

Trainer A Trainer B Trainer C 

Participant: [Participant lists sources of finance]  

The fifth option is renting out a house in case we 

have one available.  

Trainer: Even if you have a house with an extra 

room, this idea can work. For example, if your 

house has three rooms, you can use one of them 

and your two children could use the other room. If 

you can convince them to share a room, you can 

rent out one of the rooms. You'll be able to make 

money. Very good. Go on.  

Participant: For the question that is asking us 

how we can concentrate on our necessities and 

avoid extra costs, we have some answers. One 

method is renting out our free space instead of 

wasting it.  

Trainer: See what she did? She is saying her work 

space is very big and she only needs half the space. 

So, she is hoping to just use half and rent out the 

rest. So, this will really reduce her costs. Renting 

out a space she is not using is a good source of 

income. Okay, very nice. What else?  

[Trainer and participants continue the discussion]  

Trainer: Let's see one or two groups and we'll 

move to the next topic. Okay Konjit, let's hear 

what you did. 

Participant: [Participant lists sources of finance]  
If I have extra money, I'll bring in more teaching 

materials and different playing tools. I also hope to 

buy computers and offer quality service. 

Trainer: Okay, thank you. Seble, what about you?  

Participant: [Participant lists sources of finance] . 

Since it is going to be a spa, it will need materials 

for both female and male hair salons and cosmetics 

for kids. My goal is to have customers coming in 

and using different services at once. Once the work 

is started, I will make sure that all these things are 

in place and I'll offer quality service. That's it! 

Trainer: Thank you everyone. 

[Trainer summarizes the exercise in general 
terms]  

Trainer: First, you have listed down potential 

sources of finance, right? For example, where can 

we get it from. Rahel said one source of finance 

can be her family. What about Hiwot? 

Participant: From credit and saving institutions. 

Trainer: It is possible to get money from credit 

institutions. Mahder? 

Participant: Equb.a 

Trainer: It is possible to get money from Equb 

savings. Kelemework? 

Participant: From Banks. 

Trainer: It is possible to get money from banks as 

there are different banks. Beza? 

Participant: From friends. 

Trainer: I can get money from my friends. Okay, 

Tersit. 

Participant: From my husband. 

Trainer: Okay, I can get money from my husband. 

Okay, Rekik. 

 [Trainer and participants continue the discussion]  

Note. To preserve confidentiality, all names were changed.  
a Equb is a widespread Ethiopian saving group system. Its members make a predetermined monetary contribution at regular intervals and the full amount is distributed on a 

rotating basis. 
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First, based on the qualitative content analysis, trainer A does not differ from the other 

trainers in the extent to which s/he actively involves participants, for example by integrating 

participants during more theoretical training parts or by stimulating classroom discussions 

(cf. Category 5.1, Appendix G).25 The results indicate that all trainers provide only limited 

opportunities for participation: The number of trainer-participant interactions is low, trainers 

talk most of the time, and they ask very few questions that encourage participants to think 

(cf. Table 4.11). The lack of involvement is problematic as it prevents participants from 

actively engaging in learning by testing, applying, and refining the knowledge they have 

already acquired. Scholars agree that training is most effective when participants are 

encouraged to become responsible for their own learning instead of remaining passive 

recipients of trainers’ input (Bell & Kozlowski, 2009; Bell, Tannenbaum, Ford, Noe, & 

Kraiger, 2017; Keith & Wolff, 2015). However, a highly participatory approach might 

conflict with trainers’ own idea of good teaching. Being used to a teacher-centered approach, 

they might view good teaching as being determined by the amount of knowledge they share 

with participants (Bartlett & Mogusu, 2013; Vavrus, Thomas, & Bartlett, 2011). This 

reasoning is supported by the fact that trainers’ training self-efficacy, that is, their confidence 

in their training skills, is very high for all five trainers.26 

Table 4.11. Comparison of trainers: Active involvement of participants. 

  Trainer A Trainer B Trainer C Trainer D Trainer E 

# Indicators M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

5.2 Number of trainer-

participant interactionsa 
7.89 10.21 8.67 17.32 9.70 13.03 5.62 6.85 6.33 5.68 

5.3 Trainer-participant talk 

ratio (%)b 
93.79 9.25 84.34 22.94 92.61 8.43 91.52 13.57 88.78 14.73 

5.4 Number of open-ended 

questionsc .77 1.17 1.13 1.36 1.8 2.15 .38 .65 1.5 2.07 

Note. The means displayed are means across all training units. # = Category number (cf. Table 4.6 and Appendix F). 
a Counted as the number of times a participant gets the chance to speak. b Defined as the percentage share of words spoken by 

the trainer. c Questions that require reasoning, explanation, or generalization or have more than one correct answer. 

 

                                                      
25 This finding contradicts the results of the trainer evaluation, which indicate that trainer A involves 

participants to a higher degree than the remaining trainers (cf. Table 4.7). We believe that this might 

be due to additional factors that were taken into account when trainers’ active involvement was 

evaluated globally, such as the degree to which the training content was related to participants’ 

individual situations. 
26 Trainers’ self-reported training self-efficacy ranges from 4.83 for two trainers to 5.00 for the three 

remaining trainers. It was measured with six items based on Schyns and Von Collani (2002) and 

Levenson (1981) (Cronbach’s α = .69), using a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = ‘Strongly 

disagree’ to 5 = ‘Strongly agree’.  
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Second, the results show that trainers do little to develop a feedback and error 

management culture during the training (Frese & Keith, 2015). First, they rarely ask other 

participants to provide feedback to each other. Only in 0 to 22 % of all training units, they 

encourage participants to give feedback to their classmates (cf. Category 8.2, Appendix G). In 

addition, trainers emphasize the value of errors for improvement in only 0 to 17 % of all 

training units (cf. Category 8.3, Appendix G). This is unfortunate as meta-analytical evidence 

has shown that preparing participants for the occurrence of errors and highlighting the value 

of errors for learning leads to better training outcomes, particularly when the acquired skills 

are supposed to be transferred to novel situations (Keith & Frese, 2008). Finally, trainers do 

not seek feedback from participants for themselves (cf. Category 8.1, Appendix G). Thus, 

overall trainers fail to create a training climate that enables participants to receive as much 

information as possible to correct their mindset of PI and improve their performance (A. 

Baker, Perreault, Reid, & Blanchard, 2013; London & Smither, 2002). This similarity 

between trainers could be related to the fact that fear of failure in Ethiopia is higher than in 

other sub-Saharan African countries (Herrington & Kelley, 2013), making it difficult for 

trainers to adopt and demonstrate a positive stance towards errors and potentially negative 

feedback. 

4.5 General Discussion 

We conducted a randomized controlled field experiment with women entrepreneurs in 

Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, to test the effectiveness of PI training and found that PI training was 

not successful in increasing participants’ business success and PI. Following this lack of 

impact, we identified the trainers as a potential contributory cause and explored their role in 

inducing a positive change in participants’ PI with the help of video data. The results of our 

exploratory qualitative analysis support our quantitative findings. They indicate that, when 

evaluated holistically, one of the trainers (Trainer A) is stronger than the four other trainers. In 

addition, results show that this trainer differs systematically in his/her teaching, thereby 

underpinning our supposition that PI training might have failed to increase women 

entrepreneurs’ business success due to the other trainers’ difficulty in stimulating women 

entrepreneurs’ PI in the first place.  

We contribute to the entrepreneurship literature by showing that training effectiveness 

is trainer-dependent and requires more than relevant content and a theoretically sound training 

approach (Bullough et al., 2015). As our findings illustrate, even a theoretically well-
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developed, evidence-based training (Frese, Gielnik, et al., 2016; Mensmann & Frese, 2017) 

might fail when not adequately delivered by the trainer. Research in the past years has 

considerably improved our knowledge on how different types of training (e.g. Anderson-

Macdonald et al., 2016; Campos et al., 2017a; Drexler, Fischer, & Schoar, 2014), different 

target groups (e.g. Bulte et al., 2016; de Mel, McKenzie, & Woodruff, 2014; Field et al., 

2016), and additional interventions (e.g. Bastian et al., 2018; Berge et al., 2015; Blattman et 

al., 2014) relate to the effectiveness of entrepreneurship trainings. However, large parts of this 

research are based on the implicit assumption that trainings being tested are identical to the 

intended trainings. This is unlikely to be the case as interventions rarely take place in 

controlled environments (Boekaerts & Corno, 2005), leading to many factors shaping the 

version of the training that entrepreneurs eventually receive. Hence, we add to existing 

training studies by showcasing that the trainer is among those factors that might determine 

whether training turns out to be successful or not. Given the numerous entrepreneurship 

trainings offered to promote entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan Africa (Coduras Martínez, Levie, 

Kelley, Saemundsson, & Schott, 2010; GERA, 2018), it seems of high importance to learn 

more about the conditions under which trainings succeed in providing effective support. 

We make a first step in this direction and add to the entrepreneurship literature by 

providing insights into what may make an entrepreneurship trainer effective. Although this 

research is only suggestive, we identified four key differences between an effective trainer 

(Trainer A) and the remaining trainers: Trainer A demonstrates a more profound 

understanding of the training content, is more likely to make learning intentions transparent, 

links the training content more meaningfully to participants’ daily entrepreneurial experiences 

and previous content, and provides more informative feedback.  

Looking at the results from the perspective of the theory of visible learning (Hattie, 

2008), the identified differences suggest that making teaching and learning visible is not only 

an important principle for effective teaching at school but is also relevant to entrepreneurship 

trainers. First, by making learning intentions transparent, trainer A provides guidance for 

participants about what they should learn (Hattie, 2008). Furthermore, the formulation of clear 

learning intentions may help him/her to know what to teach, that is, to develop 

implementation intentions which are critical to put learning intentions into action (Gollwitzer, 

1990, 1999). Second, by linking the training content to participants’ life, trainer A makes the 

relevance of the training content visible. In addition, links to previous content may contribute 

to more integrated and flexible knowledge structures. Jointly, these links may motivate and 
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enable participants to actively apply the training content beyond the training situation 

(Chiaburu & Lindsay, 2008; Pugh & Bergin, 2006). Finally, by providing informative 

feedback, trainer A helps participants to find out what they have successfully learned and 

what they still need to improve (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). This way, participants can adjust 

their efforts in order to achieve their goals. 

With regard to trainers’ facilitation of participants’ development of a mindset of PI, we 

proposed that trainers need to provide clear and concrete explanations, repeated opportunities 

for deliberate practice, meaningful feedback, and demonstrate a positive attitude towards 

errors. The identified differences indicate that trainer A outperforms the other trainers in two 

of these four components. First, trainer A demonstrates a profound understanding of the 

training content and relates it meaningfully to participants’ environment. By doing so, s/he 

may enable participants to transform an initially vague idea of PI into an operative mental 

model of PI that comprises the required knowledge on how to actively show PI in the business 

(Mensmann & Frese, 2017). Second, by providing informative feedback, trainer A may 

support participants in correcting and refining their operative mental models (Frese & Zapf, 

1994). However, we propose that there are also areas in which trainer A needs to improve. 

Similar to the other trainers, s/he does not actively create a feedback- and error-friendly 

training atmosphere, which could have further increased participants’ learning from negative 

feedback and errors (Frese & Keith, 2015; Keith & Frese, 2008). With regard to the remaining 

component, repeated opportunities for deliberate practice, we did not find differences between 

trainer A and the four remaining trainers: By and large, all trainers provided such 

opportunities as predetermined by the training design in terms of group, team, or individual 

exercises (cf. Category 4, Appendix G). Thus, in line with previous research (Kirschner, 

Sweller, & Clark, 2006; Mayer, 2004), our results suggest that encouraging practice alone is 

not enough. As exhibited by trainer A, trainers need to additionally provide guidance and 

informative feedback to effectively support participants in all phases of the development of a 

mindset of PI. 

Based on our results, we conclude that participants trained by trainer A show higher 

levels of PI after the training as they are more aware of what is being taught and learned 

during the training and form better mindsets of PI than participants trained by the four 

remaining trainers. It is beyond the scope of our analysis to examine which of the identified 

trainer behaviors might matter more for participants’ PI than others. As a consequence, we 

cannot disentangle whether making teaching and learning visible or ensuring the adequate 
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development of participants’ PI mindset is more important for entrepreneurship trainers to be 

effective. However, our results point to what has been claimed by parts of the education 

literature for years: It matters what trainers do in the training rather than what they bring in 

terms of educational qualifications or teaching experience (Hattie, 2008; Kyriakides et al., 

2013). With our study, we thus seek to build the starting point for the development of an 

understudied area within the entrepreneurship literature that deserves further attention. 

4.5.1 Strengths and Limitations 

A notable strength of our study is the rigorous research design of our training 

experiment. By conducting a randomized controlled field experiment in Ethiopia, we respond 

to calls for more experimental research in entrepreneurship (D. W. Williams, Wood, Mitchell, 

& Urbig, 2019) and help to shed light on the effectiveness of entrepreneurship training where 

it may matter most. It is now widely acknowledged that entrepreneurs are important drivers of 

economic growth, job creation, innovation, and societal well-being (Audretsch & Thurik, 

2001; Kritikos, 2014; van Praag & Versloot, 2007), thus have the potential to support 

countries like Ethiopia in their efforts to fight poverty (Sutter et al., 2019). However, far too 

often, research either does not produce conclusive evidence or findings resulting from 

Western samples are assumed to be generalizable to sub-Saharan entrepreneurs. 

A second strength of our research is that we use qualitative methods to follow up on 

the null results of our training experiment instead of hiding them in the file drawer. We 

believe that hiding null results is negligent as they can entail important insights that may 

inform future research questions (Landis, James, Lance, Pierce, & Rogelberg, 2014). The use 

of qualitative methods did not only allow us to strengthen the plausibility of the quantitative 

analyses, which identified the trainer as a contributory cause, but also enabled us to shed light 

on the underlying reasons for the lack of impact, namely trainers’ teaching behavior. By 

complementing the randomized controlled trial with qualitative methods, we thus highlight 

the value of mixed-method approaches to advance our understanding of complex phenomena 

such as the effectiveness of entrepreneurship training (Bakhshi et al., 2015; Bamberger, 

Tarsilla, & Hesse-Biber, 2016; Edmondson & McManus, 2007; Hesse-Biber, 2012; Molina-

Azorín, López-Gamero, Pereira-Moliner, & Pertusa-Ortega, 2012). 

Finally, we think that using video data to analyze trainers’ behavior during the training 

is a considerable strength of our study. Instead of speculating about trainers’ behavior based 

on background variables, we actually observed what trainers did. This way, we obtained a 

more accurate idea of how trainers differ in their role as entrepreneurship trainer. 
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Our research also has its limitations. One limitation is that our training experiment was 

not designed to examine the effectiveness of entrepreneurship trainers from the outset. As a 

consequence, we do not have video data from the same sessions for all trainers, for example. 

Another implication is that women entrepreneurs were not randomly assigned to PI trainers. 

This bears the risk that women entrepreneurs’ difference in PI after the training might be due 

to other reasons than the trainer. However, we are confident that the non-random allocation of 

women participants to trainers does not bias our comparisons for the following reasons. First, 

prior to the training, women entrepreneurs did not differ in PI when compared with regard to 

their future trainer (F(4, 322) = .20, η² = .00, p = .94). Second, we controlled for a 

comprehensive set of observable characteristics when comparing women entrepreneurs’ PI 

after the training between trainers. Third, we believe that it is unlikely that women 

entrepreneurs have purposely picked a certain trainer or were systematically assigned to a 

certain trainer. Women entrepreneurs did not know their trainers in advance, thus did not have 

the chance to choose a trainer. Living in a city with more than four million inhabitants 

(Central Intelligence Agency, 2019), including numerous women entrepreneurs, it is also 

unlikely that women entrepreneurs systematically recommended a particular trainer to future 

training participants. In addition, women entrepreneurs were free to choose among TVET 

colleges. Although they were invited to the TVET college in the proximity of their premise, 

they could switch to any other college more convenient or attractive to them. Moreover, as 

trainers occasionally switched TVET colleges for organizational reasons, the choice of a 

certain TVET college did not automatically determine the trainer.  

A second limitation of our study is that we cannot rule out additional explanations for 

PI trainings’ lack of influence on women entrepreneurs’ business success and PI. One 

possibility is, for example, that PI training was an unsuitable training approach for our 

specific target group. Women entrepreneurs of our sample might have been too advanced or 

already overtrained as compared to those entrepreneurs who benefitted from PI training in 

other settings (Alibhai et al., 2016; Campos et al., 2017a; Glaub et al., 2014). For many years, 

Ethiopia has been very popular among international development agencies, leading to 

multiple training offers for entrepreneurs in Addis Ababa. However, recent research showed 

that PI training was effective for women entrepreneurs regardless of their level of initial 

human capital (Campos et al., 2018). This study also indicated that PI training was rather 

more than less effective for those women who had taken previous trainings (Campos et al., 

2018). A second possibility is that the transfer of the training content to participants’ real-life 

settings failed as women entrepreneurs were not supported subsequent to the training. In 
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Togo, for example, training participants were offered four individual coaching sessions over a 

period of four months, helping them to pursue a business-related goal they had set at the end 

of the training (Campos et al., 2017b). However, meta-analytical evidence suggests that post-

training interventions focusing on goal setting have only limited impact (Ford, Baldwin, & 

Prasad, 2018). Moreover, in other settings, PI-related training succeeded to increase 

entrepreneurs’ PI without coaching (Alibhai et al., 2016; Glaub et al., 2014). Yet, even if the 

fact that women entrepreneurs were based in Addis Ababa or the absence of coaching did not 

contribute to the lack of training impact, there might be other explanations that we are not 

aware of.  

4.5.2 Future Research 

There are several interesting avenues for future research. First of all, future research 

should follow up on our work and continue to study the teaching of successful 

entrepreneurship trainers. Our study provides first insights on effective trainer behaviors that 

can inform the development and test of specific hypotheses. For example, future research 

could design experiments to compare the impact of trainers who are trained in critical training 

behaviors with those who are not on entrepreneurial outcomes of training participants. 

Second, future research could investigate whether trainers’ influence differs depending 

on whether female or male entrepreneurs are trained. Due to findings of the education 

literature, showing that effective ways of teaching are similar for all students (Hattie, 2008), 

we did not address the fact that the training was only offered to women entrepreneurs. 

However, entrepreneurship research suggests that training is often less effective for women 

than for men (Berge et al., 2015; de Mel et al., 2014; Giné & Mansuri, 2014). Although this 

might be related to factors outside the training context, such as women entrepreneurs’ family 

duties and time constraints (Amine & Staub, 2009; Jennings & McDougald, 2007), it could 

still be the case that some teaching methods are more or less effective when targeting female 

compared to male entrepreneurs. 

Third, we proposed that trainer A might have been better able to connect the training 

content to participants’ daily activities due to his/her own entrepreneurial experience and 

aspirations. Hence, future studies could test whether trainers’ practical experience with 

entrepreneurship predicts the type and quality of teaching methods being used. In addition, 

studies could examine whether trainers’ entrepreneurial experience might have a moderating 

influence. It is conceivable, for example, that the impact of trainers’ feedback increases 

because participants have more faith in their trainers’ suggestions and are therefore more 
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likely to act on them (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001; Jacob, Uy, Antonio, Christina, & Wonohadidjojo, 

2017). 

Fourth, future research could explore whether and under which conditions 

entrepreneurship training might have a negative influence on PI and business success. Our 

results illustrate that participants’ PI decreased from baseline to endline unless trained by 

trainer A (cf. Figure 4.1). This negative trend is not observable in the waiting control group, 

indicating that PI training, when delivered by certain trainers, might have reduced 

participants’ PI in the long term. Future research could also examine the mechanisms that 

underlie potentially negative training effects. Negative effects could result, for example, from 

mindsets of PI that are not adequately developed. When making first attempts to show PI 

subsequent to the training, participants are likely to experience setbacks. Participants not well-

equipped for dealing with setbacks might respond by taking a very passive stance in fear of 

further failures instead of showing persistence and actively looking for solutions (Kollmann, 

Stöckmann, & Kensbock, 2017; Van Dyck, Van Hooft, De Gilder, & Liesveld, 2010). 

Fifth, future research could investigate trainer behaviors that have received less 

attention in our study. Our results indicate, for example, that trainer A has been more 

passionate about entrepreneurship than the four remaining trainers (cf. Table 4.7). Education 

scholars have shown that passion discriminates between higher and lower performing teachers 

(Hattie & Clinton, 2008; Smith, Baker, Hattie, & Bond, 2008) and argued that passion can be 

modeled and learned (Hattie, 2008). Similarly, scholars in entrepreneurship have proposed 

that passion is contagious (Cardon, 2008) and demonstrated its relationship with training 

success (Gielnik, Uy, Funken, & Bischoff, 2017; Mensmann et al., 2017). Thus, future 

research could test whether trainers’ passion leads to higher training success via increased 

passion among training participants. By doing so, future research would simultaneously 

extend the range of training success mediators under study. Due to the nature of PI training 

and its importance in entrepreneurship (Frese, 2009; Frese & Gielnik, 2014; Koop et al., 

2000; Krauss et al., 2005), we focused on trainers’ influence on the development of PI but 

future research could contribute to a more comprehensive understanding of effective 

entrepreneurship trainers by investigating additional pathways. 

4.5.3 Practical Implications 

We would like to emphasize that the context of our training implementation is no 

exception: Entrepreneurship trainings in sub-Saharan Africa are regularly implemented by 

TVET and other post-secondary institutes (UNESCO, 2016b). Given that teacher quality 
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constitutes one of the major challenges of the educational systems in many African countries 

(African Union, 2007; Agence Française de Développement & World Bank, 2018; Béteille & 

Evans, 2018), this also implies that many entrepreneurs risk to be trained by teachers that may 

lack the required skills to effectively deliver the training. Against this backdrop, our research 

addresses a topic that is not only of theoretical interest but also of high practical relevance for 

the promotion of entrepreneurship in these countries. There are two practical implications we 

want to highlight.  

First, our results indicate that a good trainer cannot be selected based on a set of 

structural variables but can only be identified in action. Thus, practitioners should introduce 

selection procedures that allow them to observe entrepreneurship trainers while training 

before making hiring decisions. Such procedures might involve higher costs for training 

providers at the selection stage but seem likely to pay off for both entrepreneurs and providers 

later on. Our results also suggest that practitioners should withstand the temptation to hire 

entrepreneurship trainers that might not have passed such a practical test, hoping that 

participants ‘might still get something out of it’. Weak trainers might not only reduce the 

effectiveness of the training but might actually render the training ineffective or even have 

negative effects.  

Second, entrepreneurship trainers should be prepared with regard to teaching 

behaviors that are critical for training success. Fortunately, there is empirical evidence that 

teachers’ skills can be increased and lead to improved student performance (Glewwe & 

Muralidharan, 2016; Kremer et al., 2013; McEwan, 2015). However, if skills are taught in an 

inadequate way, training for trainers will fail in a similar way as training for entrepreneurs 

(Loyalka, Popova, Li, & Shi, forthcoming). We argued earlier, for example, that changing 

routines requires repeated practice. Thus, trainers might need more time and practice than 

typically granted to abandon their teaching habits and adopt new, more effective teaching 

styles. In addition, research in the field of professional teacher development suggests that 

training for trainers should not be a one-time intervention but continue over the course of the 

implementation period (Evans & Popova, 2015). Meta-analytical evidence shows that teacher 

coaching, that is, individualized support over a longer period of time, can lead to substantial 

improvements in the quality of teachers’ instructional practice, which then translate into 

higher student achievement (Kraft, Blazar, & Hogan, 2018). 
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4.5.4 Conclusion 

This exploratory study makes an important contribution to the identification of success 

factors of effective entrepreneurship training in sub-Saharan Africa. Our findings suggest that 

entrepreneurship trainers have a considerable influence on whether trainings turn out 

successful or not. They indicate that trainers’ teaching behavior in the classroom is of key 

importance and differentiates between effective and less effective entrepreneurship trainers.  
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5. General Discussion 

In this dissertation, I sought to contribute to a better understanding of women 

entrepreneurship in sub-Saharan Africa and its promotion through entrepreneurship training. 

More specifically, I analyzed two context factors that influence women’s entrepreneurial 

performance and the success of training interventions: The role of husbands for women 

entrepreneurs’ business success and the role of the trainer for the effectiveness of 

entrepreneurship training. In my analyses, I took into account the cultural, social, and 

economic conditions that women entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan Africa are facing. In Chapter 2 

and 3, I focused on the influence of women entrepreneurs’ husband. The systematic literature 

review in Chapter 2 illustrated that spouses can have both positive and negative effects on 

entrepreneurs’ activity and performance but revealed that existing studies are largely situated 

in North American and Western European settings, shedding little light on spousal dynamics 

in sub-Saharan Africa. In response to that, I derived propositions on how the resource-scarce 

entrepreneurial ecosystem, the patriarchal society and the high degree of work-family 

integration that characterize the sub-Saharan context affect spousal influence on women 

entrepreneurship. In Chapter 3, I developed and empirically tested a theoretical model of 

husbands’ influence on women entrepreneurship in sub-Saharan Africa that integrates cultural 

(Eagly & Wood, 2012; W. Wood & Eagly, 2002) and economic theory of the household 

(Chiappori, 1988, 1992). The findings suggest that there are three distinct types of husbands 

that differ significantly in their impact on women entrepreneurs’ business success. They 

further indicate that husbands’ support function is stronger than expected from parts of the 

literature and that women’s entrepreneurial performance suffers from a lack of spousal 

involvement. In Chapter 4, I addressed the influence of trainers on the effectiveness of 

entrepreneurship training in sub-Saharan Africa by drawing on an unsuccessful training 

implementation. The exploratory qualitative analysis of training videos indicates that trainers’ 

teaching behavior in the classroom contributes to whether women entrepreneurs benefit from 

the training or not. 

5.1 General Theoretical Implications 

The findings of this dissertation hold four important theoretical implications. First, I 

contribute to the women entrepreneurship literature by shifting the perspective from a purely 

individualist focus to a more contextualized view of women entrepreneurship (Brush et al., 

2009; Brush, Edelman, et al., 2018). Specifically, to complement research that has focused on 
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women entrepreneurs’ dispositions, motivations, and cognitions, this dissertation looks at how 

external influences affect women entrepreneurs’ performance in sub-Saharan Africa. By 

addressing the ways in which sub-Saharan husbands may exert influence on women’s 

entrepreneurial endeavor, Chapter 2 and 3 highlight that women entrepreneurs operate under 

different family dynamics than male entrepreneurs and demonstrate that the consideration of 

these dynamics is critical towards a more comprehensive understanding of women 

entrepreneurship in this region. Chapter 4 points to the importance of context factors for 

training success in sub-Saharan Africa by drawing attention to the role of the entrepreneurship 

trainer. Although the trainer is likely to be equally important for male entrepreneurs, Chapter 

4 illustrates that there are factors beyond women entrepreneurs’ commitment, interest, or 

capability that influence whether a training is successful. 

Second, I add to the entrepreneurship literature by contributing to the development of 

theories that explain entrepreneurial phenomena in the African context (George et al., 2016; 

Zoogah et al., 2015). Although sub-Saharan Africa belongs to the regions with the highest 

entrepreneurial activity (GERA, 2018), large parts of the entrepreneurship literature continue 

to originate from research with entrepreneurs in high income countries (George et al., 2016; 

Henry et al., 2016; Zahra & Wright, 2011; Zoogah et al., 2015). Scholars have thus argued 

that “more empirical and conceptual work is warranted to explain the richness of the 

opportunities on the African continent and address the challenges within them” (George et al., 

2016, p. 389). This dissertation responds to that call by providing a more authentic view of 

successful women entrepreneurship in sub-Saharan Africa than previous research has offered. 

Chapter 2 develops propositions on how husbands’ influence on women’s entrepreneurial 

activity and performance unfolds considering that many women entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan 

Africa operate in a resource-scarce, patriarchal environment with weak boundaries between 

family and business life. Chapter 3 builds and tests a theoretical model of husbands’ influence 

that takes into account sub-Saharan Africa’s cultural and economic setting to explain 

husbands’ constraining and supportive behavior towards their wives’ businesses. In addition, 

Chapter 4 addresses sub-Saharan Africa’s educational infrastructure and its challenges and 

explores how entrepreneurship trainers employed at public TVET colleges affect the 

effectiveness of entrepreneurship training.  

Third, I add to the entrepreneurship literature by shedding light on the family 

dynamics that affect women entrepreneurs’ success in sub-Saharan Africa. To date, most 

research addressing the role of the family has focused on family businesses, investigating 
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research questions related to governance (e.g. Chrisman, Sharma, Steier, & Chua, 2013; 

Madison, Holt, Kellermanns, & Ranft, 2015; Steier, Chrisman, & Chua, 2015) and succession 

(e.g. Daspit, Holt, Chrisman, & Long, 2015; Handler, 1994; Ip & Jacobs, 2006; Nordqvist, 

Wennberg, Bau’, & Hellerstedt, 2013), or comparing family with non-family firms (e.g. 

O’Boyle Jr., Pollack, & Rutherford, 2012; Wagner, Block, Miller, Schwens, & Xi, 2015). 

However, considerably less is known about the family’s influence outside the family firm 

context. This is surprising given that scholars widely agree that entrepreneurs are deeply 

embedded in the family system (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Dyer et al., 2014). In sub-Saharan 

Africa, family and business units are particularly intertwined as “family members are drawn 

together […] as sources of labor, knowledge, capital, and other resources” (Webb et al., 2015, 

p. 116). The degree to which family and business intermingle is even higher for women 

entrepreneurs as they often have to manage family and business duties at the same time 

(Gudeta & van Engen, 2017). Thus, it is likely that the family has a large influence on 

women’s entrepreneurial performance in sub-Saharan Africa. My dissertation addresses the 

need to study family dynamics in this region by investigating how husbands constrain and 

support their wives’ entrepreneurial endeavor. Of all family members, husbands are likely to 

have a particular strong impact as they are usually the head of sub-Saharan households 

(Boudet et al., 2013; OECD, 2019). Chapter 2 identifies six types of spousal influence that 

recur in the entrepreneurship literature and elaborates on the likelihood of their occurrence 

and the strength of their effects in the sub-Saharan context. Chapter 3 conceptualizes 

husbands’ influence on two dimensions, husbands as constraints and husbands as resource 

providers, and argues that these two dimensions result in four distinct profiles of husbands’ 

influence. It provides empirical support for three of the four profiles, examines their 

antecedents, and shows that the profiles differentially predict women entrepreneurs’ success. 

Thus, this dissertation contributes to a nuanced view of husbands’ influence on women 

entrepreneurship in sub-Saharan Africa.  

Fourth, I contribute to the entrepreneurship training literature by providing new 

insights with regard to the determinants of training success in sub-Saharan Africa. Despite 

good intentions, many trainings in middle- and low income countries, including the sub-

Saharan region, fail to increase participants’ business success (Cho & Honorati, 2014; Grimm 

& Paffhausen, 2015; McKenzie & Woodruff, 2014). To identify factors that facilitate or 

constrain effective training, scholars have evaluated and compared different training contents 

(e.g. Anderson-Macdonald, Chandy, & Zia, 2016), training approaches (e.g. Campos et al., 

2017), and supplemental interventions (e.g. Bastian, Bianchi, Goldstein, & Montalvao, 2018; 
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Berge, Bjorvatn, & Tungodden, 2015; Blattman, Fiala, & Martinez, 2014). However, little is 

known about the entrepreneurship trainers’ role in conveying these contents or facilitating 

these approaches although the trainer constitutes one of the few commonalities of 

entrepreneurship trainings. This dissertation represents an important step to address this gap. 

Following the lack of impact of an action-oriented entrepreneurship training in sub-Saharan 

Africa, Chapter 4 identifies the trainer as a potential contributory cause and qualitatively 

explores the teaching behaviors that might distinguish more effective from less effective 

trainers. By bringing in the theory of visible learning (Hattie, 2008) and the knowledge about 

the development of an entrepreneurial mindset, Chapter 4 paves the way for future theoretical 

and empirical research to develop a better understanding of the influence of the 

entrepreneurship trainer.  

5.2 General Practical Implications 

This dissertation has two overall practical implications. First, it provides important 

insights for practitioners that help to promote women entrepreneurship in sub-Saharan Africa. 

In view of the importance of women entrepreneurship to tackle poverty (Bruton et al., 2013; 

Hughes et al., 2012; Sutter et al., 2019) and the limited success of existing training 

interventions (Cho & Honorati, 2014; Grimm & Paffhausen, 2015; McKenzie & Woodruff, 

2014), practitioners rely on evidence-based solutions towards more effective trainings. This 

dissertation suggests two pathways to improve existing training interventions.  

The first pathway builds on the findings of Chapter 2 and Chapter 3, suggesting that 

women entrepreneurs in sub-Saharan Africa are deeply embedded in their families and that 

husbands can have a substantial impact on their wives’ entrepreneurial success. Specifically, 

Chapter 3 indicates that husbands have a positive influence on women’s business success if 

they are actively involved. Thus, practitioners may design interventions that encourage 

husbands to become allies in women’s entrepreneurial endeavor (Bullough et al., 2015) and 

that support couples in jointly negotiating the role that husbands assume in the women’s 

business (cf. CARE International & Promundo, 2011). In addition, practitioners may consider 

to move from women-only entrepreneurship trainings to trainings that are open to both 

spouses. To date, most efforts to promote women entrepreneurship in sub-Saharan Africa 

concentrate on entrepreneurship trainings that are exclusively designed for women. Although 

these interventions are important, providing a safe space for women entrepreneurs to share 

challenges and try out newly acquired skills, they do not necessarily foster a conducive 
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environment for women entrepreneurs at home. Restricting training participation to women 

may risk, for example, that husband feel left out and become more resistant to potential 

changes women entrepreneurs may want to introduce after the training. Thus, involving 

husbands in the training might not only improve both spouses’ skills and knowledge but also 

increase the likelihood that learnings are actually applied subsequent to the training. One way 

to ensure the benefits of both exclusive and joint training could be the combination of 

women-only and men-only modules with joint sessions (cf. Oxfam & Value for Women, 

2017).  

The second pathway towards more effective entrepreneurship training concerns the 

selection and preparation of the entrepreneurship trainer. Chapter 4 illustrates that trainers 

lacking effective teaching skills might render a training futile. Thus, practitioners should take 

the selection and preparation of entrepreneurship trainers seriously. In light of the findings of 

Chapter 4, practitioners should select trainers based on their training behavior rather than 

based on their formal qualifications, such as years of education or teaching experience. In 

addition, practitioners should ensure that trainers are adequately prepared. Depending on 

trainers’ background and professional experience, practitioners should take into account that 

trainers who are typically used to a very trainer-centered approach (Bartlett & Mogusu, 2013; 

Vavrus et al., 2011) might not be able to adopt new, more effective teaching methods 

overnight but require repeated practice and extensive feedback to replace old routines (Frese 

& Zapf, 1994). 

Second, this dissertation holds an important implication for entrepreneurship scholars. 

Across domains, randomized controlled trials (RCTs) are considered the most rigorous 

experimental design, often referred to as ‘gold standard’ (Banerjee, 2007; Duflo & Kremer, 

2005). However, whereas there is a high need for more experimental methods in 

entrepreneurship research (D. W. Williams et al., 2019), scholars need to be aware that RCTs 

also have their limitations. One of these limitations is that they may leave the scholar with a 

‘black box’ when there is no overall effect of the intervention. This dissertation illustrates that 

the integration of qualitative methods can prevent scholars from facing such a situation 

(Bakhshi et al., 2015; Bamberger et al., 2016). Specifically, Chapter 4 uses qualitative 

methods to follow up on an RCT which revealed that the training under study had no impact 

on women entrepreneurs’ business success. It demonstrates that the use of qualitative methods 

does not only help to strengthen the quantitative analyses, which identified the trainer as a 

contributory cause, but also sheds light on the underlying reasons for the lack of impact, 
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namely trainers’ teaching behavior. This way, it provides rich insights into the conditions 

under which the training has been successful although the intervention had no overall effect 

(Bamberger et al., 2016; Edmondson & McManus, 2007). Thus, by highlighting that an RCT 

can be further strengthened by the integration of qualitative methods (Bakhshi et al., 2015; 

Bamberger et al., 2016; Hesse-Biber, 2012; O’Cathain, Thomas, Drabble, Rudolph, & 

Hewison, 2013), this dissertation encourages the use of more rigorous mixed-methods 

research designs in entrepreneurship (Edmondson & McManus, 2007; Molina-Azorín, Bergh, 

Corley, & Ketchen, 2017; Molina-Azorín et al., 2012). 

5.3 General Conclusion 

This dissertation deepens our understanding of women entrepreneurship and its 

promotion in sub-Saharan Africa. Against the backdrop of sub-Saharan Africa’s social, 

cultural, and economic environment, it analyzes the influence of husbands on women 

entrepreneurs’ business success and sheds light on the role of the trainer for the effectiveness 

of entrepreneurship training. This way, it contributes to a more contextualized and nuanced 

view of women entrepreneurship in this region than previous research has offered. The 

findings of this dissertation can help to improve the promotion of women entrepreneurs in 

sub-Saharan Africa and serve as a fruitful starting point for future research. 
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Appendix A. Literature overview of studies relevant for husbands’ influence on women entrepreneurs’ business success. 

 

Table A1. Literature overview: Husbands as constraints. 

Authors Country Relevant findings 

Control over wives’ business and daily life  

Amarapurkar & Danes, 2005 USA The study reveals that in farm business-owning couples, “a higher discrepancy between husbands and 

wives in decision-making involvement created less shared meaning which in turn resulted in a less 

constructive conflict quality” (p. 436). 

Amine & Staub, 2009 (sub-Saharan 

Africa) 

The authors report that in many sub-Saharan communities, women entrepreneurship is associated with 

men’s failure to provide for the family and control their wives. “Fearing such a loss of control, personal 

honor or social standing, many men simply refuse to allow their wives to start or operate their own 

businesses.” (p. 199). 

Anderson & Genicot, 2015 India The authors show that improved property rights for women in India increased conflict within the 

household. 

Bates, Schuler, Islam, & 

Islam, 2004 

Bangladesh The study shows that Bangladeshi women with a dowry agreement or personal earnings were at increased 

risk of domestic violence.  

Berge, Bjorvatn, & 

Tungodden, 2015 

Tanzania Based on the findings of a field experiment, the authors suggest that Tanzanian female entrepreneurs 

might be less able to benefit from business training or long-term credit due to their limited influence over 

business decisions. 

Danes & Olson, 2003 USA The authors emphasize the importance of spouses’ decision-making authority as “higher order of 

involvement” (p. 60).  
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Table A1. Continued. 

Authors Country Relevant findings 

Danes, Rueter, Kwon, & 

Doherty, 2002 

USA Based on 207 farm couples, the study finds that mutual involvement in financial decision making (rather 

than imbalanced control by one party) leads to collaborative conflict behaviors which in turn increase 

family business success.  

Dover, 2014 (Developing 

countries) 

The author states that “support to developing women’s entrepreneurship is often hindered by women’s 

[…] lack of economic decision-making power at household level” (p. 92). He refers to men’s “resistance 

to women’s empowerment in situations of poverty and economic stress, in which men feel ashamed 

because of their inability to live up to ‘household breadwinner’ expectations” (p. 92) as a widely known 

barrier. 

Ezzedeen & Ritchey, 2008 USA Based on previous research, the authors state that “men have the final say in critical decisions, leaving 

inconsequential ones to women” (p. 1109).   

Hedberg & Danes, 2012 USA The study finds that the least productive farm businesses are run by couples with husbands being in 

charge and wives having limited power to make business decisions or perform business tasks.  

Khavul, Bruton, & Wood, 

2009 

Kenya, Uganda The study suggests that family ties play a constraining role in East Africa, particularly for women. “As a 

result, female entrepreneurs opt to bring in outside partners in the business in order to limit the 

participation of those individuals who can appropriate the benefits” (p. 1233). 

Kirkwood, 2009 New Zealand Based on a qualitative gender comparative study with 68 entrepreneurs in New Zealand, the study finds 

that it is usually the husband who is in control of a copreneurial business.  

Marshack, 1994 USA The findings based on a subsample of 30 copreneurial couples “indicate that the husband is the leader and 

decision maker at work and at home, while the wife is consistently the support person” (p. 63). “In both 

the domain of work and the domain of love, copreneurial wives are following, allowing, passive, 

introverted, and less powerful. […] In neither domain is the copreneurial wife the leader” (p. 64).  
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Table A1. Continued. 

Authors Country Relevant findings 

Merttens et al., 2012 Kenya Qualitative findings suggest that delivering cash transfers to Kenyan women might have increased 

tensions and marital conflict “as men felt that their role and status as household heads were being 

undermined” (p. 58). 

Philbrick & Fitzgerald, 2007 USA The authors suggest that “the invisible spouse may consult with the active spouse in the family business 

and these consultations may weigh heavily on the decisions the active spouse makes in the family 

business” (p. 632).  

Ponthieu & Caudill, 1993 USA The authors find that “while both male and female copreneurs trust their spouses to make important 

decisions without consulting them, it seems to be the males who actually make the solo decisions” (p. 

14f). 

Rappaport, 1995 USA The study finds that wives did not have sole responsibility for farm decisions or tasks even when men and 

women were considered full-time partners.  

Sharifian, Jennings, & 

Jennings, 2012 

Canada Based on a sample of copreneurs and a control group of non-copreneurs, the study shows that business 

equity has a positive influence on average sales growth of copreneurial businesses. 

Välimäki, Lämsä, & Hiillos, 

2009 

Finland Developing a typology of female managers’ husbands in Finland, the study finds that the 

“counterproductive husband” who prefers traditional gender roles with wives being subordinate to men is 

mentioned second most frequently. The “determining husband” who determines his wife’s career and 

decisions is mentioned third most frequently.  

World Bank, 2011b Ethiopia The World Development Report 2012 refers to a study by Tarazona and Munro (2011) which finds that 

even after reforming the family code in Ethiopia, between 28 % (in the capital) and 48 % (in rural areas) 

of women state that they need their husbands’ permission to work. 
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Table A1. Continued. 

Authors Country Relevant findings 

World Bank, 2011b Multiple Based on a multi-country qualitative study of gender and economic choice (World Bank, 2011a), the 

World Development Report 2012 reports that 20 % of study participants state that husbands have full 

control over their wives’ autonomous income. Husbands’ control over their wives’ income appears 

particularly large at low household incomes.  

World Bank, 2011b (Multiple) The World Development Report 2012 points out that “improvements in women’s economic position can 

also challenge social norms on women’s role in the household and in society and lead to an increase in 

some forms of domestic violence or threats of such violence in the short term” (p. 154). 

Assignment of domestic duties 

Al-Dajani & Marlow, 2010 Jordan Studying 43 Palestinian women who operate home-based enterprises within conservative patriarchal 

families living in Jordan, the authors find that “while most husbands gave permission for their wives to 

operate these businesses, there was little toleration of any ‘spill over’ into the domestic sphere nor any 

erosion of traditional roles. […] As such, there was no facility for the women to exchange any of their 

domestic roles for income generating activity” (p. 481). 

Amine & Staub, 2009 (sub-Saharan 

Africa) 

The authors acknowledge that women in sub-Saharan Africa “have less time available to handle 

bureaucratic procedures, due to their household and childcare responsibilities” (p. 196). 

Baughn, Chua, & Neupert, 

2006 

Multiple The authors consider women’s household and family duties as push factor into entrepreneurship and 

acknowledge that the burden of work and family tasks has a negative effect on business success.  

Berge et al., 2015 Tanzania Based on their findings, the authors suggest that domestic obligations might hinder Tanzanian female 

entrepreneurs from benefitting from business training or long-term credit. 
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Table A1. Continued. 

Authors Country Relevant findings 

Dover, 2014 (Developing 

countries) 

The author states that “support to developing women’s entrepreneurship is often hindered by women’s 

care-work tasks […]” (p. 92). 

Duflo, 2012 (Developing 

countries) 

The author considers the way women are expected to spend their time as a major source of gender 

inequality and proposes that freeing up women’s time would increase their ability to engage in market 

activities.   

Eddleston & Powell, 2012 USA The findings show a positive effect of instrumental support at home on satisfaction with work-family 

balance. In line with the traditional allocation of domestic duties within households, female entrepreneurs 

receive less instrumental support at home than male entrepreneurs. 

Ezzedeen & Ritchey, 2008 USA The study finds that married executive women rank “inadequate help with the household, whether in the 

form of insufficient help or lack of initiative” (p. 1125) first among unsupportive husband behaviors.  

Gudeta & van Engen, 2017 Ethiopia The study shows that women entrepreneurs in societies with traditional gender roles do not expect that 

household responsibilities are shared with their husbands but accept them as their own duties. These 

duties in turn force women entrepreneurs to integrate “business, family and social roles, while having 

little control over circumstances and events” (p. 378). 

Jennings & McDougald, 2007 (NA) The authors develop a conceptual model and suggest that due to household time demands and family 

responsibilities “women business owners are not only more likely to experience greater work-family 

conflict than their male counterparts but are also more likely to use coping strategies that […] constrain 

rather than enhance the growth of their firms” (p. 746).  

Klapper & Parker, 2010 (Developing 

countries) 

The authors list household burdens as one of the main factors restricting women entrepreneurs’ 

performance. They acknowledge that “men systematically contribute less to household production than 

women, even when the woman is working” (p. 240).  
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Table A1. Continued. 

Authors Country Relevant findings 

McGowan, Redeker, Cooper, 

& Greenan, 2012 

Northern Ireland The findings show that women entrepreneurs in Northern Ireland receive little or no support with 

household tasks from their husbands. 

United Nations, 2015 37 developing, 

28 developed 

countries 

Data show that “when the hours of paid and unpaid work are combined, women work longer hours per 

day than men, in both developing and developed countries […]. Women in developing countries spend a 

total of 7 hours and 9 minutes per day on paid and unpaid work, while men spend 6 hours and 16 minutes 

per day” (p. 114). 

Van Auken & Werbel, 2006 (NA) As part of their conceptual model of spousal commitment, the authors state that “men are more likely to 

press family time demands on their mates than women” (p. 55). 

Williams, 2004 8 European 

countries 

Based on data from the European Community Household Panel survey for 1994–1999, the findings show 

a negative effect of the time spent for child care on entrepreneurial survival. 

World Bank, 2011b Multiple The World Development Report 2012 builds on research across 23 countries (Berniell & Sánchez-

Pàramo, 2011) that shows that “married women spend at least one hour a day, or 30 percent, more on 

housework than their single counterparts, after controlling for relevant individual and household 

characteristics. […] Even when women contribute a substantial fraction of total market work […], they 

continue to be largely responsible for housework and care work” (p. 218). 

Destructive conflict management 

Amarapurkar & Danes, 2005 USA The authors base their research on tensions and conflict among farm business-owning couples on the 

assumption that “sustained, unaddressed, or unresolved conflict […] has […] negative consequences for 

the emotional and economic well-being of the individuals involved” (p. 423). 
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Table A1. Continued. 

Authors Country Relevant findings 

Danes, Zuiker, Kean, & 

Arbuthnot, 1999 

USA The findings of 414 family business households show that “for both the household and the business 

managers, the total tension level predicted the success in achieving the business goal” (p. 249). “The 

higher the total level of tensions identified, the less success achieved in business goals” (p. 247).  

Danes, Leichtentritt, Metz, & 

Huddleston-Casas, 2000 

USA The authors acknowledge that in an environment where conflict is inevitable, conflict management styles 

play an important role for business success. “The results of the study strongly indicate that conflict 

resolution styles affect the severity of conflict and the assessment of the quality of life of the family 

business” (p. 277).  

Danes et al., 2002 USA Based on 207 farm couples, the study finds that collaborative (i.e. constructive) conflict behavior has a 

positive effect on family business success. 

Danes & Olson, 2003 USA The authors provide empirical evidence that high tensions in family-business-owning couples are 

destructive and negatively affect business success.  

Danes & Lee, 2004 USA Acknowledging the high potential for conflict in family businesses, the authors investigate the sources of 

tension in business farm-owning couples. 

Danes & Morgan, 2004 USA The authors examine the sources of tension among business-owning couples. They find higher tension 

levels for wives “whose husbands identified them as major decision makers” and “when resources were 

transferred from the family to the business” (p. 250). They find higher tension levels for the husband “as 

the number of hours his spouse worked in the family business increased.” (p. 251). 

Davis & Harveston, 2001 USA “The findings suggest that even though family members may work in the same business and share a 

common interest in cooperating and coordinating their efforts, substantive (task) conflicts may still arise” 

(p. 26). 
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Table A1. Continued. 

Authors Country Relevant findings 

Eddleston & Kellermanns, 

2007 

USA The authors provide empirical evidence for the detrimental effect of relationship conflict between family 

members working in the family business on family business performance.  

Eddleston, Otondo, & 

Kellermanns, 2008 

USA The authors base their study on the assumption that relationship conflict between family members 

working in the family businesses impedes business success.   

Harvey & Evans, 1994 (NA) Based on the tenet that conflict impedes business performance, the study provides a theoretical analysis of 

multiple levels of conflict and resolution processes at different stages of the family business. 

Jang & Danes, 2013 USA The authors find that goal congruence in copreneurial couples improves the quality of business-related 

communication (which can be understood as opposed to destructive conflict). Quality communication, in 

turn, increases the viability of the businesses.  

Kellermanns & Eddleston, 

2004 

(NA) Acknowledging the high potential for conflict in family businesses, the authors develop a theoretical 

model of different types of conflict. They propose a negative effect of relationship conflict on family 

business performance and suggest that the “potential positive effects of task and process conflict will be 

diminished to the degree that relationship conflict occurs” (p. 215). 

Lee & Rogoff, 1996 USA The findings show that family business owners experience higher levels of conflict than business owners 

without family participation. However, conflict does not have any negative influence on business success.  

Scott, Dolan, Johnstone-

Louis, Sugden, & Wu, 2012 

South Africa A qualitative study with women entrepreneurs in South Africa shows that “those who had male partners 

did sometimes experience conflict related to their new business” (p. 559). In some cases, husbands’ 

discouragement resulted in women entrepreneurs stopping their entrepreneurial activity.  
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Table A1. Continued. 

Authors Country Relevant findings 

Sorenson, 1999 USA The findings show that conflict management strategies characterized by competition and avoidance are 

most detrimental to both family and business outcomes.  

Van Auken & Werbel, 2006 (NA) The authors base their study on two distinct research themes including one stream “that assumes conflicts 

between a husband and wife impede business success” (p. 49). They consider differences in spouses’ 

goals and spousal involvement in decision making power as sources of destructive conflict.  

Note. Brackets indicate that the country/region constitutes the thematic focus but that there is no study sample from this country/region. (NA) = Not applicable 

since there is no regional focus; Multiple = Sample based on more than two countries/regions. 
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Table A2. Literature overview: Husbands as resource providers. 

Authors Country Relevant findings 

Financial resource provisions 

Arregle et al., 2015 China, France, 

Russia, USA 

The study provides a nuanced view of monetary business resources. It reveals that “when family ties are 

above the threshold of 87% of entrepreneurs’ business resource networks, the family embeddedness in 

these networks has a positive effect on new venture growth” (p. 22). 

Bird & Wennberg, 2016 Sweden The findings show that “family financial capital enhances immigrant entrepreneurs’ likelihood of 

remaining in entrepreneurship as well as their likelihood of exiting to paid employment” (p. 687). 

Danes, Stafford, Haynes, & 

Amarapurkar, 2009 

(NA) The authors develop a family capital typology and describe its contribution to family business 

performance. They find that “financial capital contributed more than other forms of family capital to 

gross revenue in both 1997 and 2000” (p. 209).  

Daniels, Herrington, & Kew, 

2016  

Multiple The special report on entrepreneurial finance of the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor 2015/2016 admits 

that “Many of the previous models of entrepreneurial finance remain relevant today, including informal 

investment through the founders themselves, as well as borrowing from friends, family and colleagues” 

(p. 4). “In all regions, the majority of informal investors provide funds to close family members […]” 

(p. 6).  

Demirgüç-Kunt, Klapper, 

Singer, & Van Oudheusden, 

2015 

Multiple The findings show that “in developing economies, 29 percent of adults reported borrowing from family 

or friends, while only 9 percent reported borrowing from a financial institution. Borrowing from family 

or friends is especially common in Sub-Saharan Africa, where 42 percent of adults reported doing so.” 

(p. 48).  

Gundry & Welsch, 1994 USA The authors provide empirical evidence for the positive effect of family intensity, including financial 

family investments, on projected business growth of 832 women entrepreneurs.  
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Table A2. Continued. 

Authors Country Relevant findings 

Muske et al., 2009 USA Based on a sample of copreneurs, the study shows that the use of financial family resources (i.e. using 

the home as collateral) is related to business success.  

Rodriguez, Tuggle, & Hackett, 

2009 

USA The findings show that household wealth is strongly related to business creation.  

Steier, 2003 (NA) The key assumption of this conceptual research is that “in terms of new venture finance, family 

represents a most significant resource” (p. 615).  

World Bank, 2011b  Multiple The World Development Report 2012 points to the relevance of financial resources from family 

members by showing that “the process for women to accumulate assets is affected by prevailing 

inheritance laws and practices, which in many regions are significantly weaker for women” (p. 163). 

Social resource provisions 

Bird & Wennberg, 2016 Sweden The findings indicate that immigrant entrepreneurs rely on active support from family members. 

Blenkinsopp & Owens, 2010 (NA) The authors acknowledge the critical role of spousal support and distinguish between five different 

types: unpaid labor, household management, access to networks and specific expertise, spousal 

leadership and invisible contributions. 

Brüderl & Preisendörfer, 1998 Germany The authors “observe the strongest and most consistent effects for active help from the spouse or life-

partner” and conclude that “in the context of entrepreneurship and small business formation, strong ties 

and family support seem to be crucial resources” (p. 223). 
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Table A2. Continued. 

Authors Country Relevant findings 

Cetindamar, Gupta, 

Karadeniz, & Egrican, 2012 

Turkey Based on the Turkish data of the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor 2006, the authors find “that family 

capital facilitates women’s entry into entrepreneurship only when family size is very large” (p. 29). 

Family capital refers to family size as “the number of people in the family is believed to: (1) provide 

more working hands to help with work and (2) be a better source of economic, psychological and social 

support” (p. 39).  

Chang, Memili, Chrisman, 

Kellermanns, & Chua, 2009 

USA Based on a sample of Hispanic entrepreneurs in the United States, the findings show that family support 

contributes to both venture preparedness and the decision to start a business.   

Cruz, Justo, & De Castro, 

2012 

Dominican 

Republic 

The study provides empirical evidence for the positive effect of family employment on the financial 

business performance of women-led micro and small family enterprises in the Dominican Republic. In 

contrast, effects for male-owned businesses are mixed.   

Danes et al., 2009 USA The authors find that the number of family employees has a positive effect on gross revenues in the 

short term.  

Danes, Matzek, & Werbel, 

2010 

USA The authors analyze enabling and constraining spousal resources in the venture creation process. They 

find that spousal direct involvement in the business is an enabling resource during this process. 

Dyer, Dyer, & Gardner, 2012 USA The authors find no effect of spousal support on firm profits. They suggest that “the lack of spousal 

influence on firm performance is because of their inability to influence their spouses, their lack of 

education and skills needed by the firm, and organizational ‘imprinting’” (p. 68). 

Eby, Casper, Lockwood, 

Bordeaux, & Brinley, 2005 

Multiple A content analysis and review of work-family studies between 1998 and 2002 show that spousal support 

can buffer the negative relationship between stressors and work and family outcomes as well as exert 

direct positive influences on women entrepreneurs. 
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Table A2. Continued. 

Authors Country Relevant findings 

Edelman, Manolova, 

Shirokova, & Tsukanova, 

2016 

Multiple Based on a sample of 12.399 nascent entrepreneurs from 19 countries, the study finds that family 

support “in the form of social contacts and introduction into social networks, has a consistently 

significant positive effect on the scope of start-up activities” (p. 441).  

Fitzgerald & Muske, 2002 USA The findings show that copreneurs “have spouses working more weeks per year in the business”, and 

“report significantly lower levels on all objective and subjective measures of financial success than do 

noncopreneurs” (p.1). 

Gundry & Welsch, 1994 USA The study provides empirical evidence for the positive effect of family intensity, including family 

employment, on projected business growth of 832 women entrepreneurs. 

Kim, Longest, & Aldrich, 

2013 

USA The study shows that instrumental family support increases the likelihood that nascent entrepreneurs 

persist in start-up efforts.  

Kirkwood, 2009 New Zealand A qualitative gender comparative study with 68 entrepreneurs in New Zealand reveals that “no women 

started their business without spousal support” (p. 378), indicating the important role of spousal support 

for women entrepreneurs.  

Matzek, Gudmunson, & 

Danes, 2010 

USA Based on longitudinal data of 109 male and female entrepreneurs, the study finds that spouses’ working 

hours and work functions in the business have a positive effect on spousal dedication to the business 

which, in turn, positively affects business sustainability and couple relationship quality.  

Nikina, Shelton, & LeLoarne, 

2015 

Denmark, 

Finland, Norway, 

Sweden 

Based on qualitative interviews with 12 Scandinavian couples, the authors find that “throughout the 

analysis, the essential support role of the husband was evident” (p. 55).  
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Table A2. Continued. 

Authors Country Relevant findings 

Powell & Eddleston, 2013 USA The study provides empirical evidence that “family-to-business support, which captures the 

interpersonal assistance family members can provide, was more positively related to women's business 

performance, growth in employment, satisfaction with status, and satisfaction with employee 

relationships than for male entrepreneurs” (p. 262). 

Powell & Eddleston, 2016 USA The findings show that “family involvement in the firm was indirectly related to four entrepreneurial 

outcomes (business performance, strategic planning, satisfaction with business success, and 

commitment to remain self-employed) through family-to-business support” (p. 1). 

Rogers, 1998 USA The study finds that married women entrepreneurs with supportive spouses achieve the highest levels of 

financial performance. 

Shabbir & Di Gregorio, 1996 Pakistan Based on a qualitative study in Pakistan, the authors develop a framework of the goals, advantages, and 

constraints faced by women entrepreneurs starting a business. They consider family and husband 

support as a key structural factor determining the success of women’s start-up endeavor and business 

performance.   

Välimäki et al., 2009 Finland The authors develop a typology of female managers’ husbands in Finland and find that the “supporting 

husband” who provides psychosocial and practical support is mentioned most frequently. 

Van Auken & Werbel, 2006 (NA) The authors base their study on two distinct research themes including one stream “that assumes that 

family support promotes the success of a family business” (p. 49f). They hypothesize that family 

support has a positive influence on financial business performance and suggest that spousal commitment 

is more important for married women than for married men as women entrepreneurs face higher degrees 

of work-family conflict.  
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Table A2. Continued. 

Authors Country Relevant findings 

Webb, Pryor, & Kellermanns, 

2015 

(Developing 

countries) 

The authors present a model based on the assumption that “the family is not just a social unit but also 

operates in an important economic support role where the household becomes the enterprise in a 

collective effort to escape poverty. Family members are drawn together into household enterprises as 

sources of labor, knowledge, capital, and other resources” (p. 116). 

Human capital resource provisions 

Bird & Wennberg, 2016 Sweden The findings do not provide support for the hypothesized effects of family human capital (in terms of 

the average level of education within the family) on exiting entrepreneurship to unemployment or paid 

employment.  

Brown, Farrel, & Sessions, 

2006 

Great Britain The study provides empirical evidence for the prevalence of employment type matching, particularly for 

self-employment. They suggest that “transfers of specialised human capital within dual earner couples 

and within households may increase the associated benefits of holding matched types of employment. 

Such transfers of human capital may enhance the earnings potential within couples and households” (p. 

164).  

Bruce, 1999 USA The study shows that “having a husband with some exposure to self-employment nearly doubles the 

probability that a woman will become self-employed” (p. 317). The authors suggest that 

“Intrahousehold transfers of human (and, to a much lesser degree, financial) capital might […] play a 

role” (p. 317). 

Caputo & Dolinsky, 1998 USA The study finds that “husband’s business knowledge and experience greatly contributed to the women 

being self-employed” (p. 8). 

Danes et al., 2009 USA The authors find that family human capital contributed to owners’ success perceptions and firms’ gross 

revenues both in the short and in the long term.  
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Table A2. Continued. 

Authors Country Relevant findings 

Dyer, 2006 (NA) The author proposes that “Firms with family employees will have greater human capital than firms with 

employees without family ties, given that family employees are better trained, more flexible, and more 

motivated than nonfamily employees” but that “Firms relying solely on family employees to fill key 

positions in the firm will have poorer human capital than those firms that may also select nonfamily 

employees for key positions” (p. 263). 

Dyer, Nenque, & Hill, 2014 (NA) The authors suggest that “entrepreneurs who have access to […] family human capital are likely to have 

a competitive advantage as they launch a new enterprise” (p. 268). 

Gras & Nason, 2015 India Based on a sample of 1307 Indian businesses, the study reveals a positive effect of household 

entrepreneurial experience on business performance, indicating “the existence of entrepreneurial 

spillover benefits within households” (p. 14).  

Lin, Picot, & Compton, 2000 Canada The findings show that “having a spouse in business […] substantially increases the likelihood of the 

other spouse becoming self-employed” (p. 105).  

Miller et al., 2016 (NA) The authors argue that “when a family is involved in the creation of a business, it can supply resources 

that are often not available to a lone entrepreneur who must secure these resources from less socially 

motivated, less loyal, and less committed parties.” They propose that the family’s human capital in 

terms of the range of knowledge and mentorship is one of these resources.  

Sirmon & Hitt, 2003 (NA) The authors develop a resource management process model and examine the resources of family firms 

that can lead to a competitive advantage. They conclude that “the most important resource to a family 

firm is its human capital. Relying on human capital (e.g., knowledge) provides opportunities for these 

firms because intangible resources are the most likely to lead to a competitive advantage.” (p. 352).  
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Table A2. Continued. 

Authors Country Relevant findings 

Sorenson & Bierman, 2009 (NA) In their introduction to a special issue on family capital, the authors emphasize the important role of 

human capital, claiming that “the availability of family human capital provides a potential resource 

advantage” since “family members, even those who are not employed in the business, are more likely to 

make human capital available to the business” (p. 194).  

Webb, Pryor, & Kellermanns, 

2015 

(Developing 

countries) 

The authors present a model based on the assumption that “the family is not just a social unit but also 

operates in an important economic support role where the household becomes the enterprise in a 

collective effort to escape poverty. Family members are drawn together into household enterprises as 

sources of labor, knowledge, capital, and other resources” (p. 116). 

Note. Brackets indicate that the country/region constitutes the thematic focus but that there is no study sample from this country/region. (NA) = Not applicable 

since there is no regional focus; Multiple = Sample based on more than two countries/regions. 
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Appendix B. Competing latent profile solutions with two, four, five,  

and six latent profiles. 

 

 

Note. The results were z-standardized to a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1 to facilitate interpretation of 

the profiles. 

Figure B1. Two-profiles solution: Characteristics of latent profiles of husbands’ influence 

based on the eight indicator variables. 
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Note. The results were z-standardized to a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1 to facilitate interpretation of the profiles. 

Figure B2. Four-profiles solution: Characteristics of latent profiles of husbands’ influence based on the eight indicator variables.  
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Note. The results were z-standardized to a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1 to facilitate interpretation of the profiles. 

Figure B3. Five-profiles solution: Characteristics of latent profiles of husbands’ influence based on the eight indicator variables.  
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Note. The results were z-standardized to a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1 to facilitate interpretation of the profiles. 

Figure B4. Six-profiles solution: Characteristics of latent profiles of husbands’ influence based on the eight indicator variables. 
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Appendix C. Analyses to address sample selection bias. 

 

Table C1. Analysis of women entrepreneurs’ business success: Comparison between women 

entrepreneurs married to husbands who did and did not participate in the study. 

  Sample   

  Women entrepreneurs 

married to husbands who 

participated in study 

 Women entrepreneurs 

married to husbands who 

did not participate in study 

  

  n M  n M t df 

Business profitsa   190 9827 

(1198) 

 89 10663 

(2187) 

.36 277 

Number of employees   195 3.68 

(.45) 

 92 3.27 

(.76) 

-.48 285 

Note. Standard errors appear in parentheses below means. Profits and number of employees are measured at the 

second wave of interviews with women entrepreneurs between June and September 2017; winsorized at the 1st 

and 99th percentile; set to 0 in case of closed business. 
a In Ethiopian Birr (ETB; 1 USD = 23 ETB as of September 2017). 

* 

** 

p < .05 

p < .01 

 

Table C2. Analysis of women entrepreneurs’ business success: Comparison between women 

entrepreneurs married to husbands of the study sample and married women entrepreneurs who 

had declined a training offer. 

  Sample   

  Women entrepreneurs 

married to husbands of the 

study sample  

 Married women 

entrepreneurs who declined  

a training offer 

  

  n M  n M t df 

Business profitsa  171 10399 

(1286) 

 489 11969 

(959) 

-.88 658 

Number of employees   176 3.97 

(.50) 

 501 4.27 

(.37) 

-.45 675 

Note. Standard errors appear in parentheses below means. Profits and number of employees are measured at the 

second wave of interviews with women entrepreneurs between June and September 2017; winsorized at the 1st and 

99th percentile; set to 0 in case of closed business. 
a In Ethiopian Birr (ETB; 1 USD = 23 ETB as of September 2017). 

* 

** 

p < .05 

p < .01 
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Appendix D. ANCOVA and pairwise comparison results: Estimated means of women 

entrepreneurs' business success at endline by trainer. 

 

Groups n M SE 95 % CI 
Pairwise 

comparisons 

Trained by trainer A 62 11523.83 1643.16 [8288.62, 14759.03] ns 

Trained by trainer B 90 9045.50 1349.38 [6388.73, 11702.27] ns 

Trained by trainer C 47 8224.37 1841.62 [4598.42, 11850.31] ns 

Trained by trainer D 30 5592.64 2297.46 [1069.19, 10116.08] ns 

Trained by trainer E 65 9545.45 1561.55 [6470.93, 12619.98] ns 

Note. n = Number of observations; M = Estimated mean; SE = Standard error; CI = Confidence 

interval; ns = not significant. Pairwise comparisons (using the Tukey-Kramer test) indicate which 

means differ significantly at p < .05.  
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Appendix E. Overview of analyzed training sessions and training units per trainer. 

 

Training 

session 

  Trainer 

# Training unit A  B  C  D  E 

 

Introduction 1 Training overview, feedback rules          

            

Being self-

starting 

2 Self-rating questionnaire          

3 Theory: Being self-starting          

4 Exercise: Self-starting vs. reactive 

behavior 

         

 

5 Exercise: Daily routine          

6 Transfer sheet and daily feedback          

            

Goal setting 7 Self-rating questionnaire          

8 Theory: SMART goals          

9 Theory: SMART-PI goals          

10 Exercise I: Reformulating goals           

11 Exercise II: Reformulating goals          

12 Exercise: Act out specific goal          

13 Exercise: Setting goals for your 

own business 

         

14 Self-rating questionnaire (review)          

            

Getting 

finance 

15 Self-rating questionnaire          

16 Theory: Getting finance          

17 Exercise: Getting finance          

18 Theory: Bootstrapping          

19 Theory: Getting finance - PI          

            

Action 

planning 

20 Self-rating questionnaire          

21 Theory: From a goal to a plan          

22 Theory: From a goal to a plan - PI          

23 Example: From a goal to a plan          

24 Exercise: From a goal to a plan          

Note. # = Training unit number. Colored cells indicate the analyzed training units per trainer. Hatched cells 

indicate that essential parts of the training unit are missing (e.g. the discussion of an exercise) due to lack of 

corresponding video material. 
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Appendix F. Detailed coding manual for the use of the category system. 

 

# Category Low (1) Medium (2) High (3) Notes for coding decision 

1 The trainer explicitly 
articulates the learning 
intention of the training 
session or activity. 

The trainer does not state any 

learning intention or simply 

announces an activity. 

 

For example, the trainer says, “ We 
are going to do an exercise now.”  

The trainer explicitly states a broad 

training learning intention. 

 

For example, the trainer says, 

“ Today we’ re going to learn about 
personal initiative,”  without further 

specification.  

The trainer explicitly states a specific 

training learning intention. 

 

For example, before starting a 

training exercise, the trainer says, 
“ The assignment is trying to show us 

that incorporating the different 
suggestions we receive here about 

our daily activities can help us to 
show more self-starting behavior.”  

The learning intention does not need 

to be stated in the beginning of an 

activity/ session. 

 

The trainer’s articulation of the 

learning intention should go beyond 

the explanation of an exercise. 

 

To code 3, the trainer should say why 

participants are learning something, 

rather than what participants will be 

learning. 

2 The trainer’s explanations 
of the content are clear. 

The trainer’s explanations of the 

content are confusing or content is 

not explained at all. 

 
For example, the trainer uses too 

many technical terms without 

explaining what s/he means. The 
trainer may say, “ So one thing we 
can do is engage in bootstrapping,”  
without explaining the meaning of 
bootstrapping. 

 
Moreover, the trainer may explain 

ideas without a logical order or 

connection.  
 
Alternatively, the trainer may not 
provide any explanation of content. 

The trainer’s explanations of the 

content, when they occur, are 

somewhat clear. Although parts of 

these explanations may be clear, 

others are confusing or superficial.  

 

The trainer’s explanations of the 

content are clear and easy to 

understand. They are logical and may 

be accompanied by graphic 

representations or examples.  

 

For example, in a session on the 
value of errors, the trainer provides 
a clear and thorough explanation 
and provides a practical example of 
a business woman who has become 

successful after learning from an 
error she had made. 

This category does not assess the 

accuracy of content, but rather, how 

the content is delivered. Thus, if the 

trainer’s explanations are wrong but 

consistently clear, it is still scored as 

3. This element does not require 

observers to discern correct from 

incorrect material. 
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Appendix F. Continued. 

# Category Low (1) Medium (2) High (3) Notes for coding decision 

3 The trainer makes 
connections in the session 
that relate to other content 
or participants’ daily lives. 

The trainer does not connect what is 

being taught to other content or 

participants’ daily lives.  

 
 

The trainer may attempt to connect 

what is being taught to other content 

knowledge or participants’ daily 

lives, but the connections are 

superficial, confusing, or unclear. 

 

For example, when introducing a 
session on being self-starting, the 
trainer says, “ You are all business 
women. So, you have to be self-
starting.”  The connection to 
participants’  lives is superficial and 
nonspecific.  
 

For example, the trainer says, 
“ Remember, yesterday we learned 
about goal setting? Today, we are 
going to learn about planning.”  

 

 

The trainer meaningfully connects 

what is being taught to other content 

knowledge or participants’ daily 

lives. The connections are clear. 

 

For example, the trainer says, 
“Remember, yesterday we learned 
about goal setting? Today, we are 
going one step further. To be able to 
achieve our goals, we need to 
develop a plan. A plan will help us to 
put our goal in action.”  
 
For example, the trainer says, “ Take 
the example of Ziyen’s laundry. She 
told us that she was struggling to 
acquire enough money to get her 
business running. Which 
bootstrapping strategies might help 
her?”  

Connections often come in the form 

of practical examples. 

 

This category is about the quality of 

connections. Even if the trainer 

makes only one connection, code 2 

or 3 (dependent on whether it is 

superficial/ confusing/ unclear or 

meaningful). If the trainer makes 

several connections and some of 

them are superficial/ confusing/ 

unclear and others are meaningful, 

use your average impression to 

assign the code. 

 

 

4 The trainer provides 
participants with 
opportunities for 
deliberatea practice.  
 
 

The trainer does not provide 

participants with opportunities for 

deliberate practice.  

 

For example, the trainer does not 
provide the chance for participants 
to work on an exercise but asks them 
to do it at home.  

The trainer provides participants with 

opportunities for practice but either 

the practice does not seem relevant or 

the opportunities appear to be very 

limited in terms of the time provided.  

 

For example, the trainer asks 
participants to complete a self-rating 
questionnaire but expects them to fill 
it out while s/he is talking instead of 
reserving some time for the 
completion. 

The trainer provides participants with 

opportunities for deliberate practice. 

 

Opportunities coded in this category 

only include opportunities to work on 

exercises or tasks (individually, in 

teams, or in small groups). All other 

forms of practice (e.g. engagement in 

discussions) are coded with the help 

of category 5.1. 
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Appendix F. Continued. 

# Category Low (1) Medium (2) High (3) Notes for coding decision 

5.1 The trainer provides 
participants with 
opportunities to get actively 
involved. 
 
 

The trainer does not provide 

participants with opportunities to get 

actively involved during the training. 

 

For example, the training unit is 
primarily lecture-based and 
participation is l imited to listening. 
In this unit, the trainer never gives 
participants the chance to read a text 
or share their ideas, expectations, or 
opinions. 

The trainer provides participants with 

limited opportunities to get actively 

involved during the training. 

‘Limited’ can refer to both the 

quality and the frequency of 

opportunities.  
 

For example, the trainer asks 
participants to read instructions or to 
repeat simple terms that s/he has 
introduced before. 
 
 

The trainer provides participants with 

rich opportunities to get actively 

involved during the training. ‘Rich’ 

can refer to both the quality and the 

frequency of opportunities.  

 

For example, the trainer asks 
participants to share their 
perspective, asks whether they have 
made related experiences, or whether 
they can illustrate the content in the 
context of their own business. 

Opportunities coded in this category 

do not include opportunities to work 

on exercises or tasks (individually, in 

teams, or in small groups). This is 

coded with the help of category 4. 

5.2 The trainer provides 
participants with 
opportunities to get actively 
involved.  

Number of trainer-participant interactions: Please quantify the interactions between trainer and participants by counting how many times a participant 

gets the chance to speak. Count regardless of whether the interaction is meaningful or not. For example, the trainer says, “ Did you find the worksheet?”  
and the trainee answers, “ No”  would be counted as one interaction.  

5.3 The trainer provides 
participants with 
opportunities to get actively 
involved.  

Trainer-participant speech ratio: Please count the words used by the trainer and the participants. Calculate the percentage share of words spoken by the 

trainer. 

5.4 The trainer provides 
participants with 
opportunities to get actively 
involved.  

Open-ended questions asked by the trainer: Please count the number of open-ended questions asked by the trainer. An open-ended question is a question 

that requires reasoning, explanation, or generalization, or has more than one correct answer. For example, the trainer asks, “ What could Gannet do to 
decrease the costs of her delivery service? 
 
Counted as open-ended questions: 

- Recall questions that have more than one correct answer. For example, the trainer asks “ What did we learn yesterday?”  
- Questions that require reasoning, explanation, or generalization or have more than one correct answer although they are technically closed-ended 
 
Not counted as open-ended questions:  

- Questions that do not require reasoning, explanation, or generalization and questions having a predetermined answer although they might start with 

“what”, “why”, “how”, ...).  For example, the trainer asks, “ Which criteria define a good goal?” , while it is clear that the responses are displayed on 
the training slide. Or the trainer asks, “ What does Almaz aim to do?”  after having read a case study that explicitly states Almaz’  goal. 

- Open-ended questions without a chance for participants to respond, for example the trainer continues talking  

- Follow-up questions like “ What else?”  or “ Do you have something you wish to add?”   

- Pure repetitions of previously asked and counted open-ended questions 
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Appendix F. Continued. 

# Category Low (1) Medium (2) High (3) Notes for coding decision 

6 The trainer uses questions, 
prompts, or other strategies 
to determine participants’ 
level of understanding. 
 

 

The trainer either does not use 

questions, prompts, or other 

strategies to determine participants’ 

level of understanding at all or uses 

them without giving participants a 

chance to respond. 

 

For example, when explaining a 
concept, the trainer asks, “ It is clear, 
right?”  Then, the trainer continues 
right away. 
 

The trainer uses questions, prompts, 

or other strategies that are somewhat 

superficial for determining 

participants’ level of understanding 

or uses effective prompts, questions, 

or strategies very infrequently. 

 

For example, at the end of the 
session about goal setting, the trainer 
asks participants to list the goal 
setting criteria. This is a simple 
recall task and does not help the 
trainer to detect whether or not the 
participants have understood how to 
apply these criteria.  
 

 

 

 

The trainer uses questions, prompts, 

or other strategies that are effective at 

determining participants’ level of 

understanding. 

 

For example, the trainer asks, “ What 
would an entrepreneur showing 
personal initiative do in this case?”  
 

For example, the trainer says, 
“ Please put your thumb up if you 
agree or down if you disagree with 
this statement: The goal that Almaz 
set is measurable.”  
 

This category is about determining 

participants’ level of understanding – 

not about clarifying it. Thus, it is not 

important for this category how the 

trainer responds to finding out, for 

example, that most participants have 

not understood the instructions of an 

exercise. 

 

If the trainer uses questions, prompts, 

or other strategies to determine 

participants’ level of understanding 

and it is not clear whether s/he gives 

participants the chance to respond, 

code 2 rather than 1. 

 

This category does not include 

questions used to check 

organizational issues, such as 

whether participants have managed 

to find the correct worksheet. 

7 The trainer encourages 
participants to assess, 
monitor, or evaluate 
themselves or what they 
have learned. 

The trainer does not encourage 

participants to assess, monitor, or 

evaluate themselves or what they 

have learned. 

 

 

The trainer encourages participants to 

assess, monitor, or evaluate 

themselves or what they have learned 

but does not explain the value or 

underlying reasoning. 

 

For example, at the beginning of the 
session, the trainer distributes a self-
rating questionnaire and says, “ Here 
is a self-rating questionnaire for you. 
You can assess how you evaluate 
your goals. Please complete it.”  

The trainer encourages participants to 

assess, monitor, or evaluate 

themselves or what they have learned 

and explains the value or underlying 

reasoning. 

 

For example, at the beginning of the 
session, the trainer distributes a self-
rating questionnaire and says, “ Take 
a look at the self-rating questionnaire 
on goal setting. It helps you to assess 
your own goal setting behavior. This 
way, after we have learned about 
good goal setting, you can easily 
identify where you want to improve.”  
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Appendix F. Continued. 

# Category Low (1) Medium (2) High (3) Notes for coding decision 

8.1 The trainer encourages 

participants to provide 
positive or negative 
feedback with regard to the 
training, the training 
methods, or his/her own 
training behavior. 

The trainer does not encourage 

participants to provide positive or 

negative feedback with regard to the 

training, the training methods, or 

his/her own training behavior. 

The trainer encourages participants to 

provide positive or negative feedback 

with regard to the training, the 

training methods, or his/her own 

training behavior but does not seek 

specific feedback or provides little 

room for participants to share their 

feedback. 

 

For example, at the end of the day, 
the trainer asks participants to tick 

the smiley that represents best their 
satisfaction with the training. 

The trainer encourages participants to 

provide specific positive or negative 

feedback with regard to the training, 

the training methods, or his/her own 

training behavior and provides 

sufficient room for participants to 

share their feedback 

 

For example, at the end of an 

exercise, the trainer asks participants 
to share whether the completed 

exercise helped them to improve their 
planning skills and which parts of the 

planning process they want to 
practice again. 

It is not required that the trainer uses 

the term ‘feedback’. He can also ask 

for comments, suggestions, or 

remarks, or do not use any of such 

terms. 

8.2 The trainer encourages 
participants to provide 
positive or negative 
feedback to each other. 

The trainer does not encourage 

participants to provide positive or 

negative feedback to each other or 

the trainer announces feedback but 

then does not follow through.  

 
For example, the trainer says, “ Is 
there anyone who is willing to 
present? We can then give our 
feedback.”  but does not ask for 
feedback anymore after the 

participant has presented. 

The trainer encourages participants to 

provide positive or negative feedback 

to each other. 

 

For example, after a participant has 
shared her idea with the class, the 

trainer says, “ Now let us give her 
feedback.”  
 
Alternatively, the trainer announces 

feedback.  

 

For example, when explaining the 
instructions of an exercise, the 
trainer says, “ Afterwards, you will 

provide feedback to your teammate.”  
 

The trainer encourages participants to 

provide positive or negative feedback 

to each other and uses prompts/ 

questions to guide the feedback. 

Alternatively, the trainer encourages 

participants to provide positive or 

negative feedback to each other and 

emphasizes the value of feedback. 

 

For example, after a participant has 
described her last working day, the 

trainer asks, “ As per her 

presentation, she was only able to 
sell one item in the evening. What 
could she do to have a more 

profitable day tomorrow?”  
 

For example, a participant presents 
the goal she has formulated jointly 

with her group. The trainer asks the 

remaining participants, “ What do 
you think, is their goal specific?”  

It is not required that the trainer uses 

the term ‘feedback’. He can also refer 

to comments, suggestions, remarks, 

or do not use any of such terms (cf. 

examples provided for code 3).  
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Appendix F. Continued. 

# Category Low (1) Medium (2) High (3) Notes for coding decision 

    Alternatively, the trainer encourages 

participants to provide positive or 

negative feedback to each other and 

emphasizes the value of feedback.  

 

For example, after a participant has 
presented her goal to the class, the 

trainer says, “ What feedback do you 
want to share with her? Remember, 

your feedback will help her to set a 
better goal and become a more 

successful business owner.”  
 

 

8.3 The trainer shows a 
positive attitude towards 
making errors. 

The trainer has a negative 

attitude towards participants’ 

errors. 

 

For example, the trainer explicitly 
scolds participants for making 

mistakes or becomes impatient with a 
participant for taking time to 

understand a new concept. 

The trainer shows a neutral attitude 

towards participants’ errors. 

Although the trainer does not 

penalize a participant for making 

mistakes or struggling with a new 

concept, the trainer does not make it 

clear that mistakes are normal and 

valuable parts of the learning process 

either. 

 
For example, when a participant is 
struggling to make her goal more 
specific, the trainer simply gives the 

participant the answer in a neutral 

manner (i.e., not in an angry or 
impatient manner). 
 

The trainer shows a positive attitude 

towards participants’ errors, and 

helps participants to understand that 

mistakes are normal and valuable 

parts of the learning process. 

 

For example, the trainer says, “ The 
revised goal does not have to be 

perfect. Just try it. Afterwards, we 
will have the chance to improve it 
together. It is all a matter of 
practice.”  

This category includes errors that can 

occur both in the training and in 

participants’ daily life as 

entrepreneurs.   

 

Code 2 if no error is observed and the 

trainer does not show any behavior 

that indicates that his attitude is 

positive or negative towards making 

errors. 

 

Code 2 if indications for a negative 

and a positive attitude towards errors 

cancel each other out. 
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Appendix F. Continued. 

# Category Low (1) Medium (2) High (3) Notes for coding decision 

9.1 The trainer provides 
specific comments or 
prompts that help clarify 
participants’ 
misunderstandings. 
(negative feedback) 
 

The trainer provides participants with 

comments about their 

misunderstandings that are simple, 

evaluative statements (e.g., “That is 

incorrect”). 

 

For example, when a participant 
answers a trainer’s question 
incorrectly, the trainer responds by 
saying, “ That is not the correct 
answer,”  and moves on. 
 

 

The trainer provides participants with 

general or superficial comments/ 

prompts about their 

misunderstandings. 

 

For example, the trainer says, “ Your 
goal was not set using good goal 
setting principles,”  without providing 
further information or prompts. 
 
For example, the trainer asks how 
participants would invest one 
additional monthly salary. One 
participant responds that she would 
pay the school fees for her kids. The 
trainer comments: “ It’s good you pay 
the school fees, but we don’ t think 
this way as entrepreneurs.”  

The trainer provides participants with 

specific comments/ prompts that 

contain substantive 

information that helps to clarify 

participants’ misunderstandings. 

 

For example, the trainer says, “ Do 
you remember what it means to show 
personal initiative when setting a 
goal? Let’s look at your notes. Now, 
let’s look at your answer. What do 
you need to change to make sure that 
your goal is considered SMART-PI?”  
 

For example, a participant shares 
her daily routine and the trainer 
comments on her proactiveness, “ It 
is good that you started by arranging 
your products but afterwards, you 
just waited for customers to arrive. 
Why don't you go outside and invite 
people to come in by telling them you 
have new trousers from Europe?”  

This category requires you to count 

the frequency of feedback for each 

code, i.e. how many times has the 

trainer given a feedback that fits the 

type of feedback for code1, how 

many times has s/he given a feedback 

that fits the type of feedback for 

code 2, and how many times has s/he 

given a feedback that fits the type of 

feedback for code 3. 

 

This category does not assess 

whether the coder agrees with the 

trainer in terms of what constitutes a 

misunderstanding in the first place. 

 

Feedback is always a response to 

something shared/ expressed/ done 

etc. by participants. 

 

Feedback can also come in the form 

of a question; however, questions 

asked for clarification/ 

comprehension are not considered as 

feedback. 

 

The main difference between code 2 

and 3 is the degree to which the 

information added by the trainer is 

substantive.  

 

If the trainer provides specific 

feedback but it does not help 

clarifying participants’ 

misunderstanding, code it as 

feedback event for code 2 instead 

of 3. 
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Appendix F. Continued. 

# Category Low (1) Medium (2) High (3) Notes for coding decision 

9.2 The trainer provides 
specific comments 
or prompts that help 
identify participants’ 
successes. (positive 
feedback) 

The trainer provides participants with 

comments about their successes that 

are simple, evaluative statements or 

praise (e.g., “That is correct”, “Well 

done”). Alternatively, the trainer 

simply repeats what has been shared 

in an affirmative way. 

 

For example, when a participant 
shares her ideas, the trainer answers 
“ Good,”  and moves on.  
 
For example, participants share their 
ideas on sources of finance for their 
business. A participant suggests, 
“ From friends”  and the trainer 
responds, “ Okay, it is possible to get 
money from friends.”  
 
 
 

The trainer provides participants with 

general or superficial comments/ 

prompts about their successes or the 

trainer paraphrases and adds little 

additional information that helps to 

identify participants’ successes. 

 

For example, if participants are 
setting their goals for their business, 
the trainer says, “ Good job with 
regard to the measurement of the 
goal,”  without specifying what this 
participant did in particular that 
made it good. 
 

 

The trainer provides participants with 

specific comments/ prompts that 

contain substantive information that 

helps to identify participants’ 

successes. 

 

For example, if participants are 
setting their goals for their business, 
the trainer says, “ You do a good job 
making sure that your goal shows 
personal initiative. By aiming to 
introduce adventure day trips for 
children, you make sure that you are 
different from other tourist operators 
in Addis!”  
 
For example, a participant presents 
the results of an exercise. She says, 
“ The fifth option is renting out a 
house in case we have one 
available.”  The trainer comments on 
this contribution by saying: “ Even if 
you have a house with an extra room, 
this idea can work. For example, if 
you can convince your children to 
share a room, you can rent out the 
other room. You'll be able to make 
good money. Very good. Go on.”   
 

Alternatively, the trainer 
highlights one participant’s work and 
says to the class, “ Look at what she 
did, see how she reduced the 
estimated costs by using the 
bootstrapping methods we just got to 
know?”  and then proceeds to explain 
in detail how she did it. 

This category requires you to count 

the frequency of feedback for each 

code, i.e. how many times has the 

trainer given a feedback that fits the 

type of feedback for code1, how 

many times has s/he given a feedback 

that fits the type of feedback for 

code 2, and how many times has s/he 

given a feedback that fits the type of 

feedback for code 3. 

 

This category does not assess 

whether the coder agrees with the 

trainer in terms of what constitutes a 

success in the first place. 

 

Feedback is always a response to 

something shared/ expressed/ done 

etc. by participants. 

 

The main difference between code 2 

and 3 is the degree to which the 

information added by the trainer is 

substantive.  

 

If the trainer provides specific 

feedback but it does not help identify 

participants’ success, code it as 

feedback event for code 2 instead 

of 3. 

 

Expressions as “Thank you” or 

“Okay” do not count as feedback if 

they are not further specified.  
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Appendix F. Continued. 

# Category Low (1) Medium (2) High (3) Notes for coding decision 

10 The trainer shows a 

profound understanding of 
the training content. 

The trainer’s contributions are 

indicative of a poor understanding of 

the training content.  

 

For example, the trainer makes 
remarks that are contrary to the 
concept of personal initiative (e.g. “ If 

your business is already successful, 
then you can hope that everything 

remains exactly the same.” ). 
 

For example, the trainer does not 
understand the message of a specific 

exercise (e.g. emphasizes the 
importance of planning during the 

daily routine exercise, whereas it is 
actually about identifying situations 

in which entrepreneurs can show 
more self-starting behavior). 

The trainer’s contributions are 

indicative of a superficial 

understanding of the training content.  

 

For example, the trainer mentions 
that participants’  goals do not only 
need to be SMART but also SMART-

PI but does not explain or illustrate 
how that works. 

 
There is nothing wrong about the 

trainer’s explanation but there is also 
no indication that s/he has a 

profound understanding.  
 

The trainer does not challenge 
participants to show more personal 

initiative although it becomes clear 
(based on participants’  

contributions) that it would be 
necessary to do so. 

 
The trainer uses key terms of the 
training (e.g. self-starting) but 

his/her explanations suggest that s/he 
is not able to relate them to different 

situations. 

The trainer’s contributions are 

indicative of a profound 

understanding of the training content.  

 

For example, the trainer emphasizes 
the relevance of personal initiative 
for goal setting (e.g. by explaining 

that participants should not just seek 
to add any product but one that 

makes them different from all their 
competitors) and pushes participants 

to revise their goal in this regard. 
 

The trainer provides feedback that 
encourages participants to show 

more personal initiative (in a specific 
way). 

 
The trainer applies principles of the 

training to new content.  

Use your average impression. If there 

are situations within one training unit 

that are indicative of a poor 

understanding and others that are 

indicative of a superficial 

understanding, take into account the 

weight of these contributions and 

come up with a global assessment. 

Note. # = Category number. Coding manual developed based on Molina and colleagues (2018).  
a 
Deliberate practice refers to the “extensive engagement in relevant practice activities for improving performance” (Hattie, 2008; p. 30).
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Appendix G. Summary of the results of the qualitative content analysis: Relative 

frequencies of codes assigned for each category and trainer across training units. 

 

# Categorya Code Trainer A Trainer B Trainer C Trainer D Trainer E 

1 Communicates 

learning intentions 

1 44.44 % 80.00 % 40.00 % 92.31 % 66.67 % 

2 16.67 % 20.00 % 60.00 % 7.69 % 33.33 % 

3 38.89 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 

2 Explanations of 

content are clear 

1 0.00 % 13.33 % 0.00 % 7.69 % 16.67 % 

2 50.00 % 53.33 % 50.00 % 76.92 % 33.33 % 

3 50.00 % 33.33 % 50.00 % 15.38 % 50.00 % 

3 Makes meaningful 

connections  

1 27.78 % 60.00 % 40.00 % 46.15 % 50.00 % 

2 38.89 % 40.00 % 40.00 % 46.15 % 33.33 % 

3 33.33 % 0.00 % 20.00 % 7.69 % 16.67 % 

4 Provides 

opportunities for 

deliberate practice 

1 44.44 % 60.00 % 40.00 % 46.15 % 33.33 % 

2 5.56 % 6.67 % 20.00 % 15.38 % 16.67 % 

3 50.00 % 33.33 % 40.00 % 38.46 % 50.00 % 

5.1 Provides 

opportunities to 

get actively 

involved 

1 38.89 % 53.33 % 50.00 % 53.85 % 33.33 % 

2 27.78 % 6.67 % 10.00 % 15.38 % 33.33 % 

3 33.33 % 40.00 % 40.00 % 30.77 % 33.33 % 

5.2 Cf. 5.1: Trainer-

participant interactionsb 

7.89 (10.21) 8.67 (17.32) 9.70 (13.03) 5.62 (6.85) 6.33 (5.68) 

5.3 Cf. 5.1: Trainer- 

participant speech ratiob 

93.79 (9.25) 84.34 (22.94) 92.61 (8.43) 91.52 (13.57) 88.76 (14.73) 

5.4 Cf. 5.1: Open-ended 

questionsb 

.78 (1.17) 1.13 (1.36) 1.8 (2.15) .38 (.65) 1.5 (2.07) 

6 Tracks level of 

understanding 

1 94.44 % 80.00 % 50.00 % 84.62 % 83.33 % 

2 5.56 % 20.00 % 50.00 % 15.38 % 16.67 % 

3 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 %  

7 Encourages self-

assessment,  

-monitoring,  

-evaluation 

1 66.67 % 80.00 % 70.00 % 76.92 % 66.67 % 

2 11.11 % 20.00 % 30.00 % 23.08 % 33.33 % 

3 22.22 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 

8.1 Encourages 

feedback for 

training or 

him/herself 

1 100.00 % 100.00 % 100.00 % 100.00 % 83.33 % 

2 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 16.67 % 

3 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 

8.2 Encourages 

feedback for other 

participants 

1 77.78 % 86.67 % 90.00 % 100.00 % 83.33 % 

2 5.56 % 6.67 % 10.00 % 0.00 % 16.67 % 

3 16.67 % 6.67 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 

8.3 Shows a positive 

attitude towards 

errors 

1 0.00 % 6.67 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 0.00 % 

2 94.44 % 86.67 % 100.00 % 92.31 % 83.33 % 

3 5.56 % 6.67 % 0.00 % 7.69 % 16.67 % 
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Appendix G. Continued. 

# Category Code Trainer A Trainer B Trainer C Trainer D Trainer E 

9.1 Provides negative 

feedbackb 

1 .22 (.55) .07 (.26) .20 (.26) .08 (.28) .00 (.00) 

2 .17 (.38) .07 (.26) .40 (.70) .15 (.38) .17 (.41) 

3 .44 (1.20) .00 (.00) .20 (.42) .00 (.00) .17 (.41) 

9.2 Provides positive 

feedbackb 

1 1.11 (2.14) .47 (.92) 5.40 (9.25) 1.54 (2.88) 1.33 (1.97) 

2 .67 (1.38) .20 (.56) .40 (.70) .77 (1.54) 1.33 (1.51) 

3 .83 (1.65) .07 (.26) .00 (.00) .08 (.28) .00 (.00) 

10 Shows profound 

understanding of 

content 

1 5.56 % 6.67 % 10.00 % 23.08 % 0.00 % 

2 33.33 % 73.33 % 60.00 % 69.23 % 83.33 % 

3 61.11 % 20.00 % 30.00 % 7.69 % 16.67 % 

Number of analyzed  

training units 

18 15 10 13 6 

Note. # = Category number. The table displays the relative frequencies of assigned codes for each category and trainer 

across analyzed training units.  
a The category names are shortened (cf. Table 4.6 or Appendix F for detailed category names and descriptions of codes). 

b For categories 5.2, 5.3, 5.4, 9.1, and 9.2 means and standard deviations (in brackets) are shown. 
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