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Abstract

Purpose —Most feminists policies are aspirational. Deficiencies include vague terms of what constitutes ‘feminist’
within policy, ambiguous investment criteria, lack of consultation and the use of the binary definition of gender
negating gender-diverse people (Tiessen, 2019). The purpose of this study is to identify parameters that
characterize feminist entrepreneurship policies and to advance recommendations to operationalize these policies.
Design/methodology/approach — The COVID-19 pandemic has unveiled fragilities in the socio-economic
gains that women entrepreneurs have achieved. Gender-regression is, in part, the product of entrepreneurship
policies that fail to recognize the nature and needs of women entrepreneurs. To inform recovery measures, this
article considers two research questions: what are the parameters of feminist entrepreneurship policies? and how
can parameters of feminist entrepreneurship policy be operationalized in pandemic recovery measures? To inform
the questions, the study draws on the academic literature and thematic analysis of three collective feminist action
plans to operationalize ten parameters that characterize feminist entrepreneurship policy.

Findings — Supplanting ‘feminist’ for women in the construction of entrepreneurship policies, without
specifications of how parameters differ dilutes government’s efforts to achieve gender quality and women’s
economic empowerment. To inform policy, recommendations of three feminist recovery policies clustered
under seven themes: importance of addressing root causes of inequality; need to invest in social and economic
outcomes; economic security; enhancing access to economic resources; investment in infrastructure; inclusive
decision-making; and need for gender disaggregated data to inform policy. Differences in policy priorities
between collective feminist recovery plans and the academic literature are reported.

Research limitations/implications — The parameters of feminist entrepreneurial policy require further
interpretation and adaptation in different policy, cultural and geo-political contexts. Scholarly attention might
focus on advisory processes that inform feminist policies, such as measures to address gender-regressive
impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic. Research is also needed to understand the impacts of feminist policies on
the lived experiences of diverse women entrepreneurs. Limitations: The study design did not incorporate
viewpoints of policymakers or capture bureaucratic boundary patrolling practices that stymie feminist
policies. Thematic analysis was limited to three feminist recovery plans from two countries.

Practical implications — Recommendations to operationalize feminist entrepreneurship policies in the
context of pandemic recovery are described.

Originality/value — Ten parameters of feminist entrepreneurship policy are explored. The conceptual study
also advances a framework of feminist entrepreneurship policy and considers boundary conditions for when
and how the parameters are applicable.

Keywords Self-employment, Gender theory, Womens entrepreneurship, Feminist economics
Paper type Conceptual paper

1. Introduction

The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) and European
Commission (EC) report that if women were as active in business creation as a group of
30-49 year old men, an additional 26 million people would be engaged in early-stage
entrepreneurship within the OECD member economies (OECD and EC, 2021). These
intergovernmental organizations attribute gender gaps in entrepreneurial engagement to
challenges that women experience in accessing financial markets, acquiring skills and
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operating businesses. The report concludes that sexism permeates entrepreneurial
ecosystems, structural challenges that are exacerbated by the COVID-19 pandemic. The
McKinsey Global Institute estimates that a gender-regressive scenario in which no action is
taken to counter the impacts of the pandemic will dilute $1 trillion in global GDP, while
advancing gender equality will contribute $13 trillion to global GDP by 2030 (Albaz ef al,
2020). Fragility in gains that women entrepreneurs are achieving are, in part, due to weak
policies across institutions, including governments. Most countries lack women
entrepreneurship strategies (Global Women’s Enterprise Policy Research Group (GWEP)
and Organization for Economic Coordination and Development (OECD), 2021; Women
20(W20), 2022).

Resolving structural inequalities requires policies that support «l/ entrepreneurs.
According to activist entrepreneur Dr. Kristen Liesch (2022), building equitable
ecosystems requires consciousness raising and double-crossing the system. Conscious
raising implies sharing lived experiences about inequity and inequality. Double-crossing the
system refers to making changes from within. Entrepreneurship scholars are well positioned
to document the lived experiences of diverse women and to advise policymakers about
gendered knowledge systems and inclusive entrepreneurship policies. Yet, few studies
examine gender biases in entrepreneurship policies (GWEP and OECD, 2021) or policy
consultation processes. In response, this inaugural I[JGE Ambassador article considers two
research questions: 1) what are the parameters of feminist entrepreneurship policies? and
2) how can parameters of feminist entrepreneurship policy be operationalized in pandemic
recovery measures? The rationale for this study is supported by calls for theory and policy
frameworks that address the needs of women-owned micro-, small- and medium-sized
enterprises (MSMESs) (Henry et al., 2022; Orser, 2017; Pettersson et al., 2017). Calas et al. (2009,
p. b54) write, for example, “more rather than fewer theoretical frameworks are needed for
exploring the varieties of social change that entrepreneurship”.

To inform the literature, this article expands on the theoretical concept of entrepreneurial
feminism (Orser and Elliott, 2015) by drawing on a portfolio of studies that explore policy,
gender, feminism and entrepreneurship policy. Thematic analysis of three feminist pandemic
recovery plans (FRPs) published in the United States and Canada incorporates practitioners’
viewpoints and illustrates ways to action feminist entrepreneurship policy in the context of
pandemic recovery. The article concludes with a description of a framework of feminist
entrepreneurship policy. Boundary conditions for when and how insights are applicable, as
well as implications for future research are considered. This study also identifies differences
in the priorities between entrepreneurship scholars and community-based feminist
practitioners. The latter were seen to prioritize social models of entrepreneurship with
little focus on self-employed or growth-oriented women entrepreneurs.

2. Literature review

For over 30 years, entrepreneurship policies have been framed primarily through the
experiences and expectations of men (Campbell, 1988; Walker and Joyner, 1999; Alsos et al.,
2013). Policy reforms that are attuned to intersectional influences in venture creation are
needed (Coleman et al., 2019; W20, 2022) [1]. An assessment of women’s enterprise policies in
27 economies, for example, concluded that most entrepreneurship policies and programs,
where available, miss the mark in responding to differentiated needs in and among groups of
women founders (GWEP and OECD, 2021). Women are typically assumed to be a
homogenous group (Mirchandani, 1999; Ahl and Marlowe, 2012; Hughes ef al, 2012), an
oversight that has been exposed through pandemic relief measures (OECD, 2020a; 2020b;
UN Women, 2020). Most women’s enterprise policies and programs are premised on
addressing entrepreneurial deficits or supporting job-creating firms (Foss et al, 2019;
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Henry et al, 2017, 2022) without consideration of structural inequalities in the ecosystem,
including within publicly funded support intermediaries (e.g. industry associations,
development organizations, training programs).

Global movements, such as #MeToo and Black Lives Matter, calls for decolonization and
the need for inclusive measures to ‘build back better’ are pressing governments to reform
entrepreneurship policies. This includes measures that readdress the historical privileging of
some entrepreneurs at the expense of underrepresented, marginalized and underestimated
women founders. Compared to men, for example, women were less likely to qualify for
emergency relief funding due to eligibility criteria (e.g. arbitrary revenue thresholds, limits on
contractors, solo and self-employed workers) (Isele and Dubois, 2020; GWEP and OECD,
2021). At the same time, many women continue to juggle caregiving and homemaking “while
they are scrambling to save their businesses” (Manolova et al., 2020, p. 384).

To inform feminist entrepreneurship policies, this study incorporates identities of gender-
diverse women, as specified by Sultana and Ravanera (2020), including Two-Spirit, non-binary
people, Indigenous peoples, women who are Black, aging out of foster care or have a disability, or
who are an immigrant, migrant, refugee, transgender, lesbhian, low income, young or a senior or
whois a student. While the focus is gender and feminist entrepreneurship policy, it is understood
that gender is only one identity attribute and that other intersectional influences are reflected in
the experiences of entrepreneurs. The next section describes the theoretical underpinning of
entrepreneurial feminism and policy.

2.1 Theoretical considerations

Feminist perspectives are helpful in challenging assumed objectivity and unearthing biases that
disadvantage women (Ahl and Nelson, 2015; Pettersson et al., 2017; Orser, 2017). In the context of
this study, Calds et al (2009) categorize feminist perspectives into two paradigms:
entrepreneurship as positive economic activity and entrepreneurship as social change. The first
incorporates neo-liberal, psychoanalytic and radical feminist theories (Calas et al, 2009). Within
entrepreneurship as a positive economic activity, policy mandates are made typically to enhance
productivity and stimulate economic growth. Governments often do so by introducing measures
to increase the number of women-owned start-ups, favoring scalable, innovative and technology-
based SMEs (Coleman et al, 2019; Foss et al, 2019). McKinsey & Company captures this
paradigm by characterizing “well-performing” entrepreneurship ecosystems as “. . . boosting the
business confidence of SMEs, enabling the growth of SMEs—in general and for high
performers—and increasing the competitiveness of SMEs” (Albaz et al, 2020, n.p.). In the context
of pandemic recovery measures, for example, public expenditures are rationalized through
anticipated economic outcomes (e.g. revenue stability, employment) while cognitive (e.g. personal
agency, entrepreneurial mindset), non-cognitive (e.g. enhanced skills and competencies) and
social outcomes (e.g. health and wellbeing, community) are of little or secondary importance.

The second paradigm—entrepreneurship as social change—encompasses socialist, post-
structuralist and transnational feminist perspectives (Calas ef al, 2009). Entrepreneurship
policies are predicated on the objective of transforming social norms, stereotypes, cultural
conditions, institutions and economic structures that perpetuate the subordination of women
and girls (Petterson et al, 2017). This perspective infers that policy should support the
empowerment and well-being of women and not merely economic outputs. In the context of
Aboriginal and Indigenous feminist policies, for example, measures must consider gender
and self-determination, sovereignty, nationhood and community.

Both paradigms implicitly assume economic outcomes, but in different ways.
Entrepreneurship as positive economic activity emphasizes the role of individual firms
within economies. Entrepreneurship as social change emphasizes macro institutional and
structural factors that impede women’s economic empowerment. Overlaps between these



perspectives provide a gateway for entrepreneurial feminism, a theoretical paradigm that
focuses on enacting socio-economic change through entrepreneurship. In doing so, women act
as change agents to create social, economic, cultural and other benefits for girls, women and
others. This third perspective is now described.

2.2 Entrepreneurial feminism [2]

Feminism assumes that the goals of equality and economic empowerment must underlie
policies. Entrepreneurial feminism differs from neo-liberal, psychoanalytic and radical
feminist theories by focusing on enacting socio-economic change. Entrepreneurial feminism
views founders as proponents of change within gendered entrepreneurial ecosystems.
Women are re-creating and redefining rules of the marketplace through firm governance,
resource acquisition, relationship building and market positioning (Orser et al., 2011; Elliott
and Orser, 2018). Entrepreneurial feminism challenges idealized masculine or feminized role
models for entrepreneurs (Lewis, 2014). Policy frameworks predicated on entrepreneurial
feminism lend to multiple social, economic and perceptual changes. Building on these initial
properties, the next section considers the related domain of feminist policies.

2.3 International feminist policies

To date, feminist policies have focused on international assistance and trade. Enacted by
Sweden (in 2014), Canada (in 2017) and Mexico (in 2020), feminist international assistance
targets funding to explicitly benefit girls and women (Thompson and Clement, 2019). This
includes self-employed women and women-owned SMEs. The objective of addressing gender
inequalities within households, communities, institutions, legal systems and markets
underscores most feminist international assistance measures (Thomson, 2020). Canadian
international assistance policy, for example, is based on principles of treating women’s
economic empowerment as an end in itself by supporting women’s agencies (such as, feminist
collective organizations) recognizing intersectionality within inequality, supporting data
collection and organizational accountability (Tiessen, 2019). Under current provisions, 95%
of Canadian ‘feminist’ international assistance investments are mandated to integrate gender
equality and empowerment of women and girls in programming.

Femunist trade policies, enacted by Sweden (in 2019) and Canada (2021), seek to enhance
market access, adjust tariffs that tend to be disproportionately higher on goods consumed by
women compared to those consumed by men, create gender-balanced trade activities (e.g. export
promotion and delegations) and to mandate gender-based assessment of trade agreements.

To date, however, most feminist assistance and trade policies are aspirational.
Deficiencies include vague terms of what constitutes ‘feminist’ within policy, ambiguous
investment parameters or funding adjudication criteria and the use of the binary definition of
gender negating gender-diverse people (Tiessen, 2019). Lack of consultation is also reported
(Tiessen, 2019). To inform policy design, the next section describes the approach employed to
demarcate parameters that characterize feminist policies.

2.4 Parameters of femunist policy

To strengthen interventions, Kilty (2014) argues that feminist research should incorporate
three elements: positionality defined as recognizing differences among women and the
situatedness or contexts of their oppressions; politics defined as politicizing social, economic,
scientific and legal issues through deliberate action; and praxis defined as working to enact
social change regarding the politicized social, economic, scientific and legal issues.
To demonstrate relevance to policy design, this section presents illustrative content drawn
from the entrepreneurship literature that align with each of these elements or themes.
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Positionality identifies intersectional influences among genders, gendered processes of
business ownership (Calds et al,, 2009) and the masculinization and feminization of venture
creation processes (Bird and Brush, 2002; Bruni ef al,, 2004). Positionality infers centering
equality, economic empowerment and LGBTQ2+ rights as underlying elements of
entrepreneurship, acknowledging influences that further situate subordination, such as
geography (rural, remote, or urban settings), citizenship status (newcomers, immigrants),
race, age, persons with disabilities, settlers versus Indigenous peoples and education (Ahl and
Nelson, 2015; Pettersson et al, 2017; EI-Ahmed and Nabris, 2019). This requires positioning or
embedding gender in the design of policy to “get back the political project” within multiple
policy domains (Mukhopadhyay, 2016, p. 86). In the context of women’s entrepreneurship,
this includes trade, finance, broadband, procurement, education, health, social services,
digital infrastructure, education, training, among other policy domains (Ljunggren et al,
2010; Rowe, 2018; W20, 2022) [3].

Informing feminist entrepreneurship policies necessitates acknowledging power
differentials (Harquail, 2019; Manolova et al, 2020) to construct strategies to redress
imbalances evidenced in entrepreneurial ecosystems, including patriarchal policy norms that
perpetuate inequalities (Harcourt, 2016; Institute for Competitiveness and Prosperity, 2019;
International Finance Corporation (IFC), 2020; GWEP and OECD, 2021). To design feminist
entrepreneurship policy, decision makers must understand the ways in which gender
influences are embedded in venture creation processes, including in markets, money,
management, motherhood and meso-/macro-environments (Bird and Brush, 2002; Brush
et al., 2009, 2010; Lewis, 2014). Understanding extends to the influence of policy on material,
perceptual, contextual and relational outcomes (Mayoux, 2000; Ahl and Nelson, 2010;
El-Ahmed and Nabris, 2019).

Politics is echoed in the assertion of “Nothing about us without us” (Weber, 2016; Herbert,
2017). Politics reflects the politicizing of social, economic, scientific and legal issues through
deliberate action. This element is consistent with the hallmarks of entrepreneurial feminism,
that actions must lever women’s experiences as valid knowledge “in its own right” (Calds and
Smircich, 1989, p. 7) and respond to policy recommendations advanced through advocacy.
Politics calls for transparent and inclusive consultation processes to inform policy (Cirera and
Qasim, 2014). Parameters include policies and regulations to promote equality and
empowerment of women and girls, such as mandated reporting using gender and
sex-disaggregated data (W20, 2022). This is because such reporting enables advocates to
hold government leaders accountable for the inclusion of women entrepreneurs (Marlow et al,
2008; Tiessen, 2019; UN Women, 2018). Actions benefit from entrepreneurship policy
frameworks that cut across public policy domains that impact women (W20, 2022) including
income protection, sexual and reproductive health, gender-based violence and caregiving
(El-Ahmed and Nabris, 2019; Isele and Dubois, 2020).

Praxis is defined as working to enact social change. Social change is a product of advocacy
and building of communities (e.g. women-focused capital fund or mentoring programs). Two
key parameters identified in the entrepreneurship literature that align with this element are:
the need to fund women-focused intermediaries (e.g. sector, feminist, grassroots, collective,
co-operative and social enterprise organizations) (Rao and Sander, 2016; Henry et al, 2017;
Coleman et al, 2019); and the need to create mechanisms that enable women to act as effective
change agents to re-create practices and rules of marketplaces (e.g. exchanges predicated on
social and utilitarian outcomes, such as co-operatives, non-profits and hybrid enterprises
versus prioritizing personal wealth creation through for-profit ventures) (Orser and Elliott,
2015; Lewis, 2014; Harquail, 2019).

Building on these insights, Table 1 summarizes the parameters that characterize feminist
entrepreneurship policy. The descriptive attributes are structured using the elements of feminist
research advanced by Kilty (2014). Given space limitations, illustrative sources that inform the



ten parameters identified in the literature are specified in the left column. The findings inform the
first research question, “What are the parameters of feminist entrepreneurship policies?” The
next section explores the question, “How can the parameters of feminist entrepreneurship policy
be operationalized in pandemic recovery measures?”

To consider ways to operationalize feminist entrepreneurship policy, thematic assessment
of three feminist pandemic recovery plans (FRP) was undertaken. Recommendations are
timely, given women are disproportionately impacted by the pandemic compared to men.
Global Entrepreneurship Monitor, for example, reports that women were 20% more likely
than men to report a business closure due to the pandemic (Elam, 2021). GWEP and OECD
(2021, p. 11) reports that “. . . emergency policy support measures for entrepreneurs and small
business owners were gender biased, such that women had greater difficulties accessing
relief. The combination of greater impacts on women-owned businesses and uneven access to
COVID-19 support measures may result in the pandemic erasing much of the progress made
in strengthening women’s entrepreneurship over recent years”. Self-described feminist
recovery plans offer the opportunity to consider policy priorities advanced by multiple,
collective feminist organizations, recommendations focused explicitly on gender biases in
policy and policies to address gender-regressive impacts of the pandemic.

3. Methodology

The proceeding sections summarized the theoretical underpinnings and parameters of feminist
entrepreneurial policy. This section focuses on recommendations to operationalize those
parameters in the context of pandemic recovery. FRPs were identified using Google search terms
“feminist”, “small business” “entrepreneurship” “pandemic”, “recovery” and “policy”. All plans
were published between 2020 and 2021. Consistent with the methodology employed by Henry
et al (2017, 2021) to assess women enterprise policies the researcher examined the document
texts according to type, focus, themes, recommendations and contributions. Four FRPs were
identified, indicating a lack of femunist entrepreneurship policy studies. One document, Northern
Island (NI) Feminist Recovery Plan [4], was reviewed and consequently rejected. While the
document emphasized economic justice, health, equality, Brexit and international good practices,
it advanced few policy recommendations to support entrepreneurs. This was surprising given
the plan cited United Kingdom labor force survey data, stating that “self-employed people have
been hardest hit and levels of self-employed people in Northern Ireland have reduced to 11% of
all workers, compared to 26% pre-pandemic” (p. 29). The plan cautioned that “Given the drastic
reduction in people being self-employed due to the pandemic, there is a risk of having very few
women entrepreneurs in Northern Ireland as we recover from COVID-19” (p. 31) and advised the
government to “support entrepreneurship development.” No details were provided. Descriptions
of the three feminist recovery plans (FRPs) incorporated in this study follow.

3.1 Fenunist recovery planning

All FRPs were situated in North America (United States and Canada) and focused on measures
to support women due to generalized impacts of the pandemic. FRP1 was published by the
United States Hawai'i State Commission on the Status of Women (2020): Building Bridges, not
Walking on Backs: A Femunist Economic Recovery Plan for COVID-19. The plan’s purpose was to
“prioritize greater social well-being as key to the economy” and present the “voices of those most
impacted by COVID-19, including women, girls, femme-identified and nonbinary people,
racialized women/women of color and Native Hawaiian, Pacific Islander and immigrant women
in Hawai'i which were seen as missing in discussions about recovery planning (pp. 1-2). FRP1
prioritized investment in economic supports, funds and infrastructure for high-risk groups,
parents and caregivers, health and healthcare programs, institutions, providers and caregivers,
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Table 1.

Elements and
parameters of feminist
entrepreneurship
policies

Elements of feminist
policy

Parameters of feminist entrepreneurship
policies

Tllustrative references

Positionality
Recognise gendered
contexts of oppression

Politics

Politicking through
deliberate actions to drive
policy reform

Praxis

Work to enact social

change regarding the
politicizing of issues

*Source(s): Kilty (2014)

1. Center gender equality, women’s economic
empowerment and LGBTQ2+ rights as
underlying elements of entrepreneurship
policy, acknowledging intersectional
influences that situate subordination

2. Redress power differentials within
entrepreneurial ecosystems, including social
norms, political and economic structures and
cultural conditions that perpetuate
inequalities

3. Acknowledge gendered processes within
venture creation and occupational
stereotypes that impact opportunity
recognition and enterprise performance

4. Employ broad and inclusive definitions
of innovation, honoring innovations
important to women and women’s
innovative contributions

5. Leverage opportunities to influence multiple
impacts of policy, including individual,
material, perceptual, contextual and
relational outcomes, recognising women’s
economic empowerment is an end in itself

6. Mandate gender/sex-disaggregated data
to enable reporting on access to resources,
including social and financial capital, talent
and digital technologies, holding
intermediaries accountable for engaging
diverse women entrepreneurs

7. Construct integrated policy strategies
that incorporate multiple policy domains
(government agencies) that impact women
entrepreneurs, including small business, self-
employment, innovation, trade, income
protection, healthcare, gender-based
violence, financial/digital literacy,
procurement and caregiving

8. Facilitate broad consultations: reform must
be a collective process to understand
multiple contexts of subordination. Leverage
feminist, gender, women’s enterprise and
policy expertise in policy design and
associated funding decisions

9. Fund ecosystem intermediaries, including
women-focused or targeted small business
support services (e.g. feminist, grassroots,
collective, co-operative and social enterprise
support organizations)

10. Create mechanisms to enable women
entrepreneurs to be change agents in
re-creating rules of marketplaces. Support
market exchanges predicated on economic,
social and utilitarian outcomes
(e.g. co-operatives, social enterprises)

Ahl and Nelson (2015), Pettersson
et al (2017)

International Finance Corporation
(2020), Institute for Competitiveness
and Prosperity (2019)

Bird and Brush (2002), Brush et al
(2009, 2010), GWEP and OECD
(2021), Lewis (2014)

Ljunggren et al. (2010), Rowe (2018)

Ahl and Nelson (2015), Mayoux
(2000), Nelson (1995), El-Ahmed and
Nabris (2019)

GWEP and OECD (2021), Marlow
et al. (2008), Tiessen (2019), W20
(2022)

El-Ahmed and Nabris (2019), Isele
and Dubois (2020), GWEP and OECD
(2021)

Cirera and Qasim (2014), GWEP and
OECD (2021), Herbert (2017), Weber
(2016)

El-Ahmed and Nabris (2019), Henry
et al (2017), Rao and Sander (2016)

Harquail (2019), Lewis (2014), Nelson
(1995), Orser and Elliott (2015)




prison release programs, housing, shelter and public services, access to digital and ICT
technologies and support needs of Native Hawaiians.”

FRP2, A feminist Economic Recovery Plan for Canada: Making the Economy Work for
Everyone (Sultana and Ravanera, 2020), was published by the Young Women’s Christian’s
Association (YMCA) and Institute for Gender and the Economy (GATE) at the University of
Toronto [5]. The plan’s mandate was to “realign” the economy: “As Canada rebuilds, we can
realign the economy around equity for all Canadians. . . . offering an intersection perspective on
recovery, “while ensuring the needs of all people in Canada are considered in the formation of
policy” (Forward, n.p.). The plan identified eight pillars of policy reform, categorized as:
intersectionality, understanding power, addressing root causes of systemic racism, care work is
essential work, investing in good jobs, fighting the shadow (mental health) pandemic, bolstering
small business, strengthening infrastructure and diverse voices in decision-making.

FRP3, This Economic Labour Hurts the Avch of Our Backs: A Feminist Economic Recovery
Plan for COVID-19 (Feminists Deliver, 2020), was published by a grassroots coalition of
feminist organizations in British Columbia, Canada. Inspired by FRP1, FRP3 differed from
FRP2 in emphasizing regional (provincial) versus national policy recommendations.
Priorities were summarized as support for community-led, gender-based violence
prevention, reorientation towards a caring economy, promoting women’s financial
independence, increasing living wages and supports for displaced workers, funding social
entrepreneurship, investing in social infrastructure (e.g. childcare, housing, public transit),
providing free, universally, accessible contraceptive of choice and providing stable funding to
community services. To inform the second research question, the three plans were reviewed
with consideration of the parameters of feminist entrepreneurship policy.

3.2 Data analysis

Thematic analysis entailed dividing the data into codes to identify and label recurrent words,
themes and concepts: “scanning paragraphs for units of meaning relevant to answering the
research question which are then denoted (or abstracted) into descriptive codes” (Harding and
Whitehead, 2013, p. 133). The analytical technique employed is deemed “particularly useful
for certain specific approaches, such as phenomenology” where the researcher is encouraged
to use this style ‘free-form’ to guide analysis (Harding and Whitehead, 2013). The parameters
of feminist entrepreneurship policy (Table 1) provided the initial categories for the analysis.
A manual first cycle coding process included coding phrases, full sentences and single
paragraph blocks of text. Following line-by-line coding and scanning of paragraphs,
abstracted codes were grouped or categorized and a tentative label allocated. Subsequent
coding cycles broke down content into smaller bodies of texts. Keywords of text content were
used to compare alignment with the ten parameters identified earlier in the broader
entrepreneurship literature. Third-order domains, second-order themes and first order and
illustrative verbatim statements were identified. Refinement of the principles was ongoing.
Having completed this phase of the analysis, cross-case comparisons were undertaken to
identify differences and similarities among the plans.

4. Findings

Policy recommendations are clustered under seven themes: importance of addressing root
causes of inequality; need to invest in social and economic outcomes; economic security;
enhancing access to economic resources; investment in infrastructure; inclusive decision-
making; and need for gender disaggregated data to inform policy. A description of findings
categorized by the parameters of feminist entrepreneurship policy specified in Table 2
follows.
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Table 2.

Thematic analysis of
feminist pandemic
recovery plans

First order: Verbatim statements

2nd order: Subthemes

3rd order: Domains

Implement recovery strategies rooted in
intersectional feminism, anti-oppression and
decolonisation (FRP3)

Increase awareness of different business models
such as co-operative enterprises which privilege
voluntary and open membership, democratic
member control and member economic
participation. (FRP1)

Increased support and investment in social
entrepreneurs, social cooperatives and social
enterprises (FRP3)

Lower the uniform national eligibility
requirement of Employment Insurance to 360 h
and increase the benefit rate from 55% to 85% of
earnings for low-income earners. (FRP1)

Raise the minimum wage . . . improve income
assistance rates; respond to the demands for
migrants’ rights including recognising foreign
credentials, full status for all, providing paid sick
days and paid family leave

Target support to business owners from
underrepresented groups . . . in the form of
emergency funding, as well as skills training and
mentorship. (FRP1)

Legislate at least 14 paid sick days and paid
family leave for all workers. (FRP1)

Direct funding to businesses in women-majority
sectors. (FRP1)

Legislate job protection for individuals with
disabilities who are unable to fulfill job duties
due to the risk of contracting COVID-19 as well
as systemic barriers such as lack of access to
accessible transportation. (FRP1)

Create minimum set-asides in public
procurement spending (e.g. 15%) towards
businesses led by women . . .

Ensure equitable access to jobs, training and
education opportunities to gain long-term
sustainable benefits from economic development
projects. (FRP1)

Pay for retraining and professional development
across sectors for those who have experienced
job loss through employment insurance (EI). For
people who are not eligible for EI, create other
pathways to financially support re-skilling and
re-training with greater incentives for workers in
care-economy based sectors such as childcare
and elder care (FRP1)

Address the digital divide in Canada with
meaningful subsidies and commit to realizing
100% national broadband access, especially in
rural, remote and Northern communities. (FRP1)

Causes of oppression

Alternative business models

Shared value enterprises

Criteria for unemployment
insurance eligibility

Wages, credentials

Targeted funding

Sick days, parental leave
Targeted sector funding

Job protection for disabled

Access to markets

Access to jobs, training and
education

Reskilling, professional
development

Access to Internet

Intersectional
influences

Invest in social and
economic outcomes

Economic security

Economic resources

(continued)




First order: Verbatim statements 2nd order: Subthemes 3rd order: Domains

Enhance women, sexual and gender minorities’  Access to financial capital
access to capital outside the commercial sex
industry and women’s access to jobs in male-
dominated industries: green-technologies and
trade jobs. (FRP3)

Invest in organizations that advance gender
equity, intersectional feminism and women'’s
rights in Canada through investments in core
multi-year funding. (FRP1)

An investment in care supports not only children
and families, but also economic development
overall

Shifting and adjusting funds for re-training in
sustainable sectors such as green jobs, trades
and self-entrepreneurship. (FRP3)

Core funding needs to be allocated to
community-based organizations which play a
crucial role in the prevention and intervention of
ending violence. (FRP3)

Infrastructure
support

Capacity building among
women’s organizations

Support for caregiving

Investment in retraining

Address gender-based violence
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No cuts to social services, including services for
domestic violence and for maternal, sexual,
reproductive, mental health and childcare.
(FRP3)

Restructuring domestic tax rates and tax paying
units. (FRP1)

Increase awareness of co-operative business
models and create tools to support businesses
that want to convert to this model including

Sustain social, child and
healthcare services

Restructure tax regimes
Mandate development bank to

support collective and social
enterprises

empowering the Business Development Bank of
Canada to support co-operative conversions.
(FRP1)

Gender balance in national COVID-19 economic
recovery task forces and establishing a Gender
Advisory Council. (FRP1)

Inclusive decision-
making

Engage women in consultation

Table 2.

4.1 Center policy on equity, inclusion and empowerment

Consistent with the academic literature, all three feminist recovery plans articulated the need
to ‘re-value’ women’s work and to prioritize economic and social outcomes. FRP1 sought to
address gendered omissions in economic recovery plans. A motive of FRP2 was to “support
policies that enable the decolonization and indigenizing of recovery efforts”. Rationales for
policy reform differed somewhat. The causes of inequalities were expansive, with attribution
to colonization, sexism, ableism, patriarchy, homophobia, bi phobia, queer phobia, White
supremacy, Systemic racism, colonialism, capitalism, heteronormativity and forms of
structural discrimination and violence.

4.2 Redress power differentials

Disproportionate effects of the pandemic on women were attributed to high rates of employment
in essential services, such as, the “5Cs: caring, cashiering, catering, cleaning and clerical
functions” (Sultana and Ravanera, 2020, p. 1); employment in sectors characterized by mass
layoffs and job loss; increase incidences of gender-based violence, sex trafficking, sexual
harassment and coercion by landlords; and limited access to shelter and healthcare
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(e.g. maternal, neo-natal, family planning) and safe housing due to gender-based violence,
healthy food and clean water.

4.3 Recognize gendered processes in venture creation

All three feminist recovery plans emphasized need for consultations and funding programs to
support Indigenous or Aboriginal peoples, with emphasis on decolonization policies.
Recommendations associated with self-employment and small businesses focused on
provision of relief funding, education, training and skills development, investment in
“women-majority” sectors (e.g. caregiving, essential work) and social value ventures and
strategic procurement. FRP2, for example, recommended “minimum set-asides in public
procurement spending (e.g. 15%) towards businesses led by women, racialized people and
other equity-seeking groups” (Sultana and Ravanera, 2020, p. 24). FRP1 recommended 20 %
pro rata share of the COVID-19 response funds targeted at Native Hawaiian women.

4.4 Honor innovations important to women

Priorities reflected country differences. FRP1 (State of Hawaii, United States) emphasized
divesting away from military, tourism and luxury accommodations and increasing
investment in childhood education, healthcare (e.g. midwifery, maternal and neonatal care),
eldercare, shelter and access to digital technology. FRP2 (Canada) emphasized investment in
essential and care work, funding to address gender-based violence and a need to bolster small
businesses and strengthen social infrastructure (Sultana and Ravanera, 2020). FRP3 focused
on energy and trade and key sectors of Western Canada (Feminists Deliver, 2020). Only one
FRP referenced innovation: “Many innovations have been led by women and by Black,
Indigenous and People of Colour, who have been demonstrating sustainable models for a
more inclusive economy for many years” (Feminists Deliver, 2020, p. 6).

4.5 Focus on social (non-economic) impacts of policy

All three feminist recovery plans sought social change through policy reform, reflected in
perceptual, contextual and relational outcomes. The regional contexts of entrepreneurship
(Welter, 2011) including temporal, historical (e.g. colonization) and regulatory influences were
evidenced in social (non-economic) impacts. For example, FRP1 emphasized the presence of
military, tourism and luxury real estate and access to affordable healthcare (e.g. midwifery,
maternal and neonatal) (State of Hawaii, 2020). FRP3 emphasized energy and trade, both
leading sectors in Western Canada (Feminists Deliver, 2020). FRP2 referenced Indigenous
Services Canada water advisories notifications on Indigenous peoples’ reserves, noting issues
of sanitation and housing insecurity that have become particularly acute during the
pandemic. Fewer references to healthcare were cited in FRP2 and FRP3 compared to FRP1.
This may be a function of the provision of universal healthcare in Canada versus the United
States.

4.6 Monitor policy using gender-disaggregated data

The feminist recovery plans called for gender disaggregated data, including “intersectional
social identities” (Sultana and Ravanera, 2020). To guide data collection and reporting,
commissions and advisory bodies were referenced. FRP1 cited state obligations to Native
Hawaiians, known as the kanaka maoli (public land trust revenue guidelines). FRP2 cited
associated obligations under Reclaiming Power and Place: The Final Report of the National
Inquiry into Missing and Murdered Indigenous Women and Girls (2015) and United Nations
Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous People (UNDRIP).



4.7 Construct coherent and integrated policy frameworks

Recommendations incorporated policies associated with education, health, ecology, health,
childcare, employment insurance, sick days and family leave and skills development and
training. Interestingly, no reference was made to feminist international assistance or feminist
trade policies. It was also notable that while the plans emphasized economic and social security
within paid employment, surprisingly few recommendations were directed at addressing loss of
self-employment earnings, particularly among women who operate for-profit enterprises.

4.8 Facilitate change as a collective process

Lack of consultation with marginalized and disadvantaged groups in the provision of relief
measures was described as inequitable and discriminatory. FRP1 called for gender balance in
economic recovery task forces and the need to establish a Gender Advisory Council.

4.9 Leverage feminist, gender and women’s enterprise policy expertise

Legitimacy to speak on behalf of women was signaled in the description of the consultation
processes, the size and scope of the commissioning agency (FRP1, FRP2) and lists of plan
contributors (FRP3). Government funding recommendations targeted organizations that
advance gender equity, intersectional feminism, women’s rights, gender-based violence,
child/eldercare and mental and maternal healthcare.

4.10 Create mechanisms for women to be change agents
Enhancing economic security was associated with access to unemployment relief, accepting
credentials of newcomers and migrant workers and tax schemes that amortize personal and
household earnings. Recommendations included lowering employment insurance eligibility
criteria, job protection for disabled workers, increasing minimum wage rates, recognition of
migrants’ foreign credentials and employment benefits, such as paid sick days and family
leave. Tax regulations focused on adjust after-tax earnings, as schedules were deemed to be
discriminatory to women and particularly, low-income earners (e.g. restructuring tax rates to
adjust for after-tax income “for all but the richest 10%”) (Sultana and Ravanera, 2020, p. 19).
All three feminist recovery plans emphasized business and market exchange models
predicated on social value, such as cooperatives, social value enterprises, non-profits and hybrid
enterprises. FRP1 recommended that displaced workers be reemployed in “worker-owned
cooperatives and other methods to share income generated more equitably” (State of Hawar,
2020, p. 3). FRP2 recommended funding to increase awareness of cooperative business models,
create tools to convert businesses (assumed for-profit) to cooperatives and to empower the
Business Development Bank of Canada (a crown corporation focused solely on SMEs) to
“support co-operative conversions” (Sultana and Ravanera, 2020, p. 24). FRP3 recommended
investment in self-entrepreneurship, social entrepreneurs and cooperative enterprises.

5. Discussion of findings

This study explores the parameters of feminist entrepreneurship policies. The study also
observes priorities and differences in the recommendations advanced by entrepreneurship
scholars and feminist collectives. The three feminist recovery plans examined emphasized social
value models of enterprise. FRP1, for example, states “Social capital of interpersonal
relationships, a shared sense of identity, a shared understanding, shared norms, shared
values, trust, cooperation and reciprocity must form the heart of our new economic system
beyond capitalism”. Potential explanations for the emphasis on social and community ventures
may reflect perceptions that entrepreneurship undermines gender equality. Some may assume
that entrepreneurship is predicated solely on neo-liberal agendas versus other feminist
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viewpoints (e.g. entrepreneurship as a mechanism for social change, women entrepreneurs as
change agents). Recommendations were limited about sow recovery policies can support self-
employed women and for-profit, growth-oriented women-owned SMEs. The absence of the latter
recovery measure recommendations may be a consequence of the consultation processes. There
appeared to be limited engagement of women entrepreneurs in the representation of voices to
inform recovery measures. Diverse entrepreneurs need seats at a/ tables in formulating recovery
policies that impact the well-being of girls and women.

Omission of recommendations to support MSMEs is consequential. The emphasis on social
enterprises overlooks a large group of women who have been affected disproportionately by the
pandemic. Furthermore, feminist collective recommendations to encourage business start-ups
and transform for-profits to cooperative or social enterprises are debatable. This directive fails to
acknowledge the relatively precarious tenure of social enterprise start-ups, particularly among
vulnerable groups of people. Research suggests, for example, that the ideas of individuals with
prosocial motivations are less likely to evolve to operational status compared to conventional,
for-profit entrepreneurs (Renko, 2013). Moreover, policies that encourage women to transform
businesses from for-profit to non-profit are inconsistent with criticisms of ‘warehousing’ of
women in non-profit services while leaving for-profit sectors to men. Caution is also warranted in
driving recovery through policies predicated on increasing the number of self-employed women
or investing in social enterprises, without recognition of the liabilities of newness and high rates
of failure among young, small, service-oriented enterprises.

Not surprisingly, the FRPs called for funding to support women-focused organizations,
citing historic devaluation of women’s work and community, including the need for
caregiving and quality and affordable daycare, eldercare, sick days and maternal healthcare.
Recommendations to embed motherhood (e.g. maternal, neonatal healthcare); parenting
(e.g. leave, home schooling); and family (e.g. child, eldercare) within entrepreneurship policies
mirror longstanding recommendations of numerous non-governmental organizations
(e.g. W20, 2021) and academics (Bird and Brush, 2002; Aldrich and Cliff, 2003; Brush et al,
2009, 2010) and studies that have reported on the impacts of the pandemic on women
entrepreneurs (Manolova ef al, 2020). Observations about the academic literature and
thematic analysis present evidence that there remains a need to increase solidarity, clarify
domains of gender expertise, integrate policy jurisdictions and enhance understanding about
the contributions of women entrepreneurs, women’s enterprise advocates and
entrepreneurship scholars in informing pandemic recovery measures.

Finally, all FRPs emphasized anti-colonization measures and the need to support Aboriginal
and Indigenous women. Recommendations reflected geo-specific contexts, including historical,
cultural and social practices that perpetuate heteronormative, hierarchical and colonial practices.
Recommendations also demonstrate the dynamic and evolving nature of feminist critique,
evidenced in the engagement of Aboriginal and Indigenous women considering feminism and
policy within gendered power relations and colonial patriarchy.

6. Conclusions

This study explores two research questions: what are the parameters of feminist
entrepreneurship policies? and how can the parameters of feminist entrepreneurship policy be
operationalized in pandemic recovery measures? The work offers an inventory of parameters to
inform consultation processes, policy design and the assessment of entrepreneurship policies.
The parameters of feminist entrepreneurship policy serve to operationalize recommendations
specified by GWEP and OECD (2021). Recommendations of this 27-economy report include
fostering an inclusive entrepreneurial culture, strengthening design and delivery of women
entrepreneurship supports, building entrepreneurship skills and capacities for women
entrepreneurs, facilitating access to finance for women entrepreneurs, expanding networks



for women entrepreneurs and building a supportive regulatory environment. The current study
considers multiple ways to do so from an entrepreneurial feminist perspective. The study also
summarizes recommendations to move COVID-19 recovery measures predicated on
entrepreneurship as positive economic activity (Calds et al, 2019) to a broader spectrum of
social, economic, material and perceptual outcomes to support diverse women entrepreneurs.
Insights drawn from the academic literature and thematic analysis inform the
conceptualization of a feminist entrepreneurship policy framework described in Figure 1.
The parameters of feminist entrepreneurship policy are listed as policy priorities. Outcomes
(impacts) of policy incorporate entrepreneurship as progressive economic activity,
entrepreneurship as social change (Calds et al, 2009) and entrepreneurs as change agents
(Orser and Elliott, 2015). Aligned with recommendations to position women’s economic lives
and well-being at the center of pandemic recovery, the framework depicts overlapping factors

Employing an intersectional lens

‘Women-identified, non-binary and other under-represented entrepreneurs

Entrepreneurship as a mechanism to catalyze economic and social change

Gender equality

Economic empowerment
LGBTQ2+rights
Anti-racism

Social and income security
Family-friendly policies
Women change agents

Principles and mandates of policy

Inclusive decision-making: Nothing about us, without us

Access to resources: financial capital; ICT; e-commerce; public procurement, trade promotion, markets
Education & training: skills, competencies to enhance financial, digital, technical knowledge/confidence
Care and health policies: quality and affordable healthcare, daycare, elder care, other social services
Infrastructure: fund intermediaries that demonstrate capacity to engage diverse entrepreneurs; women-
focused enterprise centres, networks

Gender/sex disaggregated data

e Care policies: maternity, paternity, parental, eldercare, daycare, sick leave

e Accountability: reporting, performance metrics

Outcomes (impacts) of policy

Social, cultural and perceptual change

Diverse role models: regional, intersectional

Masculine, feminine attributes celebrated

Enhanced relational capacity, advocacy

Health & wellness: mental, maternal care, gender-based violence
Economic: job creation, growth in GDP, wealth creation
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that constrain women entrepreneurs. Intersectional considerations are positioned at the
forefront of policy design. Outcomes are reflective of the tenets of entrepreneurial feminism,
capturing individual, firm, institutional, regulatory and structural impacts, elements of policy
consistent with good practices (Henry et al, 2022).

Boundaries of the conceptual framework are notable. While the themes of positionalty
(recognizing gendered contexts of oppression), politics (change through deliberate actions to
drive policy reforms) and praxis (enacting social change) have universal relevance to calls for
gender-responsive entrepreneurship policies (GWEP and OECD, 2021), policies will differ across
cultural and social contexts and among heterogeneous women entrepreneurs. For example, the
perceived value of publicly funded childcare programs differs across cultural contexts. In some
societies, caregiving is a family rather than government responsibility. The perceived value of
strategic procurement policies is dependent on the level of government corruption. Types of
enterprises supported and scale of investments will also differ, from sole traders who require
micro-finance measures to support for women who operate globally oriented firms.
Decolonization entrepreneurship policies differ based on historical and geo-political contexts.

The parameters of feminist entrepreneurship policy described in Table 1 and operationalized
in Table 2 are depicted in Figure 1. The conceptual framework extends recovery measures to
broader entrepreneurship policy, criteria that policymakers and advocates can reference to
design entrepreneurship strategies. Scholars can employ the criteria to assess the status of
equity, diversity and inclusion within existing entrepreneurship policies. Women’s enterprise
policy advocates can draw on the criteria to construct scorecards to report on policy platforms
and to formulate plans to address policy gaps. Feminist advocacy groups can employ the criteria
to revise recovery plans to incorporate the needs of entrepreneurs.

6.1 Study Limitations

Several limitations are noted. First, the study does not incorporate viewpoints of policymakers
nor capture bureaucratic boundary patrolling practices that stymie feminist policies (Lamont
and Molnar, 2002). Such practices include an absence of government accountability and gender-
based analysis of policies and investments and consultation to identify intersectional influences
within and impacts of public policies. Second, the academic literature tended to position women
against men, where men are the dominant group. Such comparisons subjugate women to
secondary status, thereby “othering” women within policy (Richard, 2020) and lending to
“boundary maintenance” where “durable inequality most often results from cumulative,
individual and often unnoticed organizational processes” (Lamont and Molnar, 2002, p. 176).
Third, the thematic analysis was limited to three FRPs published in two countries. Policy
support for women entrepreneurs in Canada and the United States is high (GWEP and OECD,
2021). Global Entrepreneurship Monitor reports in Women's Entrepreneurship 2020/21:
Thriving through Crisis, that rates of total early-stage entrepreneurial activity (TEA) among
women compared to men are higher than global averages (Elam, 2021). Caution is warranted in
assuming this study’s findings are replicable in other geographic contexts. Finally, this study is
informed from the perspective of a White, settler and feminist entrepreneurship scholar.
Interpreter bias cannot be ruled out (Van de Ven and Johnson, 2006).

6.2 Implications for research

Scholarship focusing on feminism and entrepreneurship policies are emergent area of
academic inquiry (Henry et al., 2017, 2022; Foss et al, 2019; Coleman et al., 2019). Scholarly
interests reflect the need for system-level reforms. This study offers several topic domains for
future consideration. The parameters of feminist entrepreneurial policy require interpretation
in different historical, cultural and geo-political contexts. Policy research is needed to explore
the associations among investment in well-being, caregiving and enterprise performance—



gendered associations evidenced in the disproportionate impacts of pandemic on women
entrepreneurs. Scholarly attention might also focus on advisory processes that inform
policies, particularly measures that seek to address gender-regressive impacts of the
pandemic on women entrepreneurs. The literature found that research is also warranted to
understand the relevance and impacts of existing feminist policies, such as feminist
international assistance and feminist trade policies, on women entrepreneurs. Finally, the
findings demonstrate that supplanting ‘feminist’ for ‘women’ in constructing
entrepreneurship policies, without specifications of Zow parameters might differ, dilutes
efforts to achieve equality and women’s economic empowerment.

Women entrepreneurs are the canaries in a coal mine within government mandates to ‘build
back better. Purpose-built policies that (re)position gender equality, economic empowerment
and LGBTQ2+ and Indigenous and Aboriginal peoples’ rights were at the heart of all three
recovery measures. These too are litmus tests of the government’s abilities to move beyond
traditional economic measures that privilege some at the expense of underrepresented,
marginalized and underestimated groups of women entrepreneurs. The parameters of feminist
entrepreneurship policy therefore challenge the epistemological orientation of early pandemic
relief measures. Policymakers, scholars and feminist advocates are encouraged to incorporate
the parameters of feminist entrepreneurship policy in designing policy platforms and research
program. It is my hope that this article serves to inform women’s entrepreneurship policy
frameworks and measures to construct more inclusive entrepreneurial ecosystems.

Notes

1. Intersectional refers to identities, structures and context that lend to discrimination, a metaphor to
enhance understanding about how aspects of a person’s social and political identities create unique
modes of discrimination, oppression and privilege (Crenshaw, 2016). Intersectionality is used to
describe the ways in which women who are Black were segregated from employment in what was
presented as Black men’s jobs and white women'’s jobs and then excluded as plaintiffs that sought to
broaden race and gender employment claims. The metaphor has been adapted to discussions about
feminism, anti-poverty, anti-aggression, gender-based violence, social justice, etc.

2. The term entreprencurial feminism was coined by Orser ef al. (2011) and expanded on by Orser and
Elliott (2015). The foundational case is Dr. Elaine Jolly, Professor of Obstetrics and Gynecology,
University of Ottawa and Founding Director of the Shirley E. Greenberg Women'’s Health Centre,
The Ottawa Hospital, Canada. It is fitting that the theoretical underpinnings of this study are
predicated on an exemplary feminist role model (Orser and Leck, 2010).

3. For example, to better support women-led micro-, small- and medium-sized enterprises, Women20
(W20) (2022), an official engagement group of G20, advances that member countries: allocate a
minimum of 1% of the global minimum tax of 15% on corporations to fund women-owned MSMEs
and scale-ups (e.g. corporate tax policy); commit $350 million $USD of additional funding to the
World Bank ‘Women Entrepreneurs Finance Initiative’ (We-Fi) (e.g. international assistance policy)
and establish gender-responsive public procurement (GRPP) programs and targets for women-
owned and led MSMEs to a minimum of 10% by 2032 (e.g. supply chain, procurement policy).

4. Published by The Women’s Policy Group NI, the organization is composed of women working in
policy and advocacy roles who seek to speak with a collective voice on key issues. Members include
women from “trade unions, grassroots women’s organizations, women’'s networks, feminist
campaigning organizations, LGBT+ organizations, migrant groups, support service providers,
NGOs, human rights and equality organizations and individuals”. It is notable that there is no
representation of women founders, women SME owners or self-employed women.

5. Statistics Canada reports more similarities than differences among businesses owned by women and
men. However, women were more likely to lay off a larger proportion of their workforce, rehire 50%
or more of their laid-off employees and have more of their workforce working remotely during the
pandemic (Znaty et al., 2020).

Feminist
entrepreneurship
policy

483




GE
144

484

References

Ahl, H. and Marlow, S. (2012), “Exploring the dynamics of gender, feminism and entrepreneurship:
advancing debate to escape a dead end?”, Organization, Vol. 19 No. 5, pp. 543-562, doi: 10.1177/
1350508412448695.

Ahl, H. and Nelson, T. (2010), “Moving forward: institutional perspectives on gender and
entrepreneurship”, 1st ed., International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, Vol. 2,
pp. 59.

Ahl, H. and Nelson, T. (2015), “How policy positions women entrepreneurs: a comparative analysis of
state discourse in Sweden and the United States”, Journal of Business Venturing, Vol. 30 No. 2,
pp. 273-291, doi: 10.1016/;.jbusvent.2014.08.002.

Albaz, A., Dondi, M,, Rida, T. and Schubert, J. (2020), Unlocking Growth in Small and Medium-Size
Enterprises, McKinsey & Company, 2020, July 2, available at: https://www.mckinsey.com/
industries/public-and-social-sector/our-insights/unlocking-growth-in-small-and-medium-size-
enterprises.

Aldrich, HE. and CIiff, ].E. (2003), “The pervasive effects of family on entrepreneurship: toward a
family embeddedness perspective”, Journal of Business Venturing, Vol. 18, pp. 573-596.

Alsos, G.A., Ljunggren, R. and Hytti, U. (2013), “Gender and innovation: state of the art and a
research agenda”, International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, Vol. 5 No. 3,
pp. 236-256, doi: 10.1108/TJGE-06-2013-0049.

Bird, B. and Brush, C. (2002), “A gendered perspective on organizational creation”, Entreprencurship
Theory and Practice, Vol. 26 No. 3, pp. 41-65, doi: 10.1177/104225870202600303.

Bruni, A., Gherardi, G. and Poggio, B. (2004), “Entrepreneurship-mentality, gender and the study of
women entrepreneurs”, Journal of Organmizational Change Management, Vol. 17 No. 3,
pp. 256-269, doi: 10.1108/09534810410538315.

Brush, C.G., De Bruin, A. and Welter, F. (2009), “A gender-aware framework for women’s
entrepreneurship”, International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, Vol. 1 No. 1, pp. 8-24,
doi: 10.1108/17566260910942318.

Brush, C, Allen, E, de Bruin, A. and Welter, F. (2010), “Gender embeddedness of women
entrepreneurs: an empirical test of the “6M” framework”, Frontiers of Entrepreneurship
Research, Vol. 30 No. 8, Babson College.

Calds, M. and Smircich, L. (1989), “Using the “F” word: feminist theories and the social consequences
of organizational research”, Paper presented at the August 1989 Academy of Management
Meeting, Chicago, United States.

Calas, M., Smircich, L. and Bourne, K. (2009), “Extending the boundaries: reframing “Entrepreneurship
as social change” through feminist perspectives”, The Academy of Management Review, Vol. 34
No. 3, pp. 552-569, available at: https://www.jstor.org/stable/27760019.

Campbell, K. (1988), “Is it time to put the “F” word in women in management research and teaching?”,
Conference Proceedings. Women in Management Conference, From author’s conference paper
archive.

Cirera, X. and Qasim, Q. (2014), “Technology, innovation and entrepreneurship policy Note.
Supporting growth-oriented women entrepreneurs: a review of the evidence and key
challenges”, September 2014, No. 5. World Bank Group, available at: http://documentsl.
worldbank.org/curated/en/301891468327585460/pdf/92210-REPLACEMENT-Supporting-
Growth-Oriented-Women-Entrepreneurs-A-Review-of-the-Evidence-and-Key-Challenge.pdf.

Coleman, S., Henry, C., Orser, B, Foss, L. and Welter, F. (2019), “Policy support for women
entrepreneurs’ access to financial capital: evidence from Canada, Germany, Ireland, Norway
and the United States”, Journal of Small Business Management, Vol. 57 No. 2, pp. 296-322,
doi: 10.1111/jsbm.12473.

Crenshaw, K. (2016), “On intersectionality”, WOW, Women of the World Festival 2016, available at:
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-DW4HLgYPIA.


https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508412448695
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508412448695
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2014.08.002
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/%20public-and-social-sector/our-insights/unlocking-growth-in-small-and-medium-size-enterprises
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/%20public-and-social-sector/our-insights/unlocking-growth-in-small-and-medium-size-enterprises
https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/%20public-and-social-sector/our-insights/unlocking-growth-in-small-and-medium-size-enterprises
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJGE-06-2013-0049
https://doi.org/10.1177/104225870202600303
https://doi.org/10.1108/09534810410538315
https://doi.org/10.1108/17566260910942318
https://www.jstor.org/stable/27760019
http://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/301891468327585460/pdf/92210-REPLACEMENT-Supporting-Growth-Oriented-Women-Entrepreneurs-A-Review-of-the-Evidence-and-Key-Challenge.pdf
http://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/301891468327585460/pdf/92210-REPLACEMENT-Supporting-Growth-Oriented-Women-Entrepreneurs-A-Review-of-the-Evidence-and-Key-Challenge.pdf
http://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/301891468327585460/pdf/92210-REPLACEMENT-Supporting-Growth-Oriented-Women-Entrepreneurs-A-Review-of-the-Evidence-and-Key-Challenge.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/jsbm.12473
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-DW4HLgYPlA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-DW4HLgYPlA

El-Ahmed, N. and Nabris, N. (2019), “Women’s economic empowerment: supporting women-
businesses”, available at: https://oxfamilibrary.openrepository.com/bitstream/handle/10546/
620615/cs-womens-economic-empowerment- % 20supporting-women-led-business-180119-en.
pdf?sequence=4&isAllowed=y.

Elam, A. (2021), “Global entrepreneurship monitor (2020/21)”, Women’s Entrepreneurship 2020/21:
Thriving Through Crisis, available at: https://www.gemconsortium.org/file/open?fileld =50841.

Elliott, C. and Orser, B. (2018), “Feminist entrepreneurial identity: reproducing gender through
founder decision-making”, in Greene, P. and Brush, C. (Eds), A Research Agenda for Women
and Entrepreneurship: Identity through Aspirations, Behaviors and Confidence, Edward Elgar,
pp. 114-136.

Feminists Deliver (2020), “This economic Labour Hurts the Arch of our backs: a feminist economic
recovery plan for COVID-19”, A Feminist Recovery Plan for Covid-19, available at: https:/
feministsdeliver.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/FINAL-Report-cover-Feminists-Deliver-
Feminists-Recovery-Plan-merged-compressed.pdf.

Foss, L., Henry, C., Ahl, H. and Mikalsen, G.H. (2019), “Women’s entrepreneurship policy research:
a 30-year review of the evidence”, Small Business Economics, Vol. 53 No. 2, pp. 409-429.

Global Women’s Enterprise Policy Research Group (GWEP) & Organization for Economic
Co-operation and Development (2021), “Entrepreneurship policies through a gender lens”,
available at: https:/www.oecd.org/publications/entrepreneurship-policies-through-the-gender-
lens-71c8f9¢c9-en.htm.

Harcourt, W. (2016), “Introduction: dilemmas, dialogues, debates”, in Harcourt, W. (Ed.), The Palgrave
Handbook of Gender and Development. Critical Engagements in Feminist Theory and Practice,
Palgrave Macmillan, Basingstoke, pp. 1-10.

Harding, T. and Whitehead, D. (2013), Analysing Data in Qualitative Research, Elsevier-Mosby,
Marrickville, Sydney, pp. 141-160.

Harquail, C.V. (2019), Feminism.: A Key Idea for Business and Society, Routledge, New York, NY.

Henry, C.,, Orser, B, Coleman, S, Foss, L., Welter, F. and Yousafzai, S. (2017), “Women’s
entrepreneurship policy: a 13-nation cross-country study”, in Manolova, T. Brush, C,
Edelman, L., Robb, A. and Welter, F. (Eds), Entreprencurial Ecosystems and Growth of Women’s
Entrepreneurship: A Comparative Analysis, Edward Elgar, Oxfordshire, pp. 244-278.

Henry, C., Coleman, S., Foss, L., Orser, BJ. and Brush, C.G. (2021), “Richness in diversity: towards
more contemporary research conceptualisations of women’s entrepreneurship”, International
Small Business Journal, Vol. 39 No. 7, pp. 609-618.

Henry, C., Coleman, S., Orser, B. and Foss, L. (2022), “Women’s entrepreneurship policy and access to
financial capital in different countries: an institutional perspective”, Entrepreneurship Research
Journal, Vol. 12 No. 3, pp. 227-262, doi: 10.1515/erj-2022-0234.

Herbert, C.P. (2017), “Nothing about us without us: taking action on indigenous health”, Essays—
Open Letters, January 2017, available at: Longwoods.com.

Hughes, K., Jennings, ], Brush, C, Carter, S. and Welter, F. (2012), “Extending women’s
entrepreneurship research in new directions”, Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 36
No. 3, pp. 429-442, doi: 10.1111/j.1540-6520.2012.00504.x.

Institute for Competitiveness and Prosperity (2019), “Gender equality, diversity and inclusion in
innovation: roundtable summary report”, White paper in collaboration with WE EMPOWER
Programme of UN Women, European Union and International Labour Organization, March
2019, available at: https://www.competeprosper.ca/uploads/2019_White_paper_UN_Women_
FINAL _%28Mar_7%29.pdf.

International Finance Corporation (IFC) (2020), “Venture capital and the gender financing gap: the role
of accelerators”, Research Snapshot, February 2020, available at: https://www.ifc.org/wps/wem/
connect/topics_ext_content/ifc_external_corporate_site/venture+-capital/vc-resources/ve-
gender-financing.

Feminist
entrepreneurship
policy

485



https://oxfamilibrary.openrepository.com/bitstream/handle/10546/620615/cs-womens-economic-empowerment-%20supporting-women-led-business-180119-en.pdf?sequence=4&isAllowed=y
https://oxfamilibrary.openrepository.com/bitstream/handle/10546/620615/cs-womens-economic-empowerment-%20supporting-women-led-business-180119-en.pdf?sequence=4&isAllowed=y
https://oxfamilibrary.openrepository.com/bitstream/handle/10546/620615/cs-womens-economic-empowerment-%20supporting-women-led-business-180119-en.pdf?sequence=4&isAllowed=y
https://oxfamilibrary.openrepository.com/bitstream/handle/10546/620615/cs-womens-economic-empowerment-%20supporting-women-led-business-180119-en.pdf?sequence=4&isAllowed=y
https://oxfamilibrary.openrepository.com/bitstream/handle/10546/620615/cs-womens-economic-empowerment-%20supporting-women-led-business-180119-en.pdf?sequence=4&isAllowed=y
https://www.gemconsortium.org/file/open?fileId=50841
https://www.gemconsortium.org/file/open?fileId=50841
https://feministsdeliver.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/FINAL-Report-cover-Feminists-Deliver-Feminists-Recovery-Plan-merged-compressed.pdf
https://feministsdeliver.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/FINAL-Report-cover-Feminists-Deliver-Feminists-Recovery-Plan-merged-compressed.pdf
https://feministsdeliver.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/FINAL-Report-cover-Feminists-Deliver-Feminists-Recovery-Plan-merged-compressed.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/publications/entrepreneurship-policies-through-the-gender-lens-71c8f9c9-en.htm
https://www.oecd.org/publications/entrepreneurship-policies-through-the-gender-lens-71c8f9c9-en.htm
https://doi.org/10.1515/erj-2022-0234
http://Longwoods.com
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2012.00504.x
https://www.competeprosper.ca/uploads/2019_White_paper_UN_Women_FINAL%20_%28Mar_7%29.pdf
https://www.competeprosper.ca/uploads/2019_White_paper_UN_Women_FINAL%20_%28Mar_7%29.pdf
https://www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/topics_ext_content/ifc_external_corporate_site/venture+capital/vc-resources/vc-gender-financing
https://www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/topics_ext_content/ifc_external_corporate_site/venture+capital/vc-resources/vc-gender-financing
https://www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/topics_ext_content/ifc_external_corporate_site/venture+capital/vc-resources/vc-gender-financing
https://www.ifc.org/wps/wcm/connect/topics_ext_content/ifc_external_corporate_site/venture+capital/vc-resources/vc-gender-financing

GE
144

486

Isele, E. and Dubois, S. (2020), Strategic Action Plan. The COVID-19 Gender Gap. How Women’s
Experience and Expertise Will Drive Economic Recovery, Chatham House, London, available at:
https://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/default/files/2021-02/2020-09-15-covid-19-gender-gap-isele-
dubois.pdf.

Kilty, J. (2014), “The evolution of feminist research in the criminological enterprise the Canadian
experience”, in Kilty, J., Felices-Luna, M. and Fabian, S.C. (Eds), Demarginalizing, Voices:
Commutment, Emotion and Action in Qualitative Research, UBC Press, Vancouver, BC,
pp. 125-144.

Lamont, M. and Molnar, V. (2002), “The study of boundaries in the Social Sciences”, Annual Review of
Sociology, Vol. 28, pp. 167-195, doi: 10.1146/annurev.soc.28.110601.141107.

Lewis, P. (2014), “Postfeminism, femininities and organization studies: exploring a new agenda”,
Orgamization Studies, Vol. 35 No. 12, pp. 1845-1866, doi: 10.1177/0170840614539315.

Liesch, L. (2022), “Tidal equality”, available at: https://www.linkedin.com/in/kristenliesch/.

Ljunggren, E. Alsos, G.A., Amble, N.,, Ervik, R, Kvidal, T. and Wiik, R. (2010), “Gender and
innovation”, International Journal of Gender and Entrepreneurship, Vol. 5 No. 3, pp. 236-256.

Manolova, T.S., Brush, C., Edelman, L. and Elam, A. (2020), “Pivoting to stay the course: how women
entrepreneurs take advantage of opportunities created by the COVID-19 pandemic”,
International Small Business Journal, Vol. 38 No. 6, pp. 481-491, doi: 10.1177/0266242620949136.

Marlow, S., Carter, S. and Shaw, E. (2008), “Constructing female entrepreneurship policy in the UK:
is the US a relevant benchmark?”, Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy, Vol. 26
No. 2, pp. 335-351, doi: 10.1068/c0732r.

Mayoux, L. (2000), “Micro-finance and the empowerment of women: a review of the key issues”, ILO
Working Papers, International Labour Organization, available at: https://www.ilo.org/public/
libdoc/ilo/2000/100B09_285_engl.pdf.

Mirchandani, K. (1999), “Feminist insight on gendered work: new directions in research on women and
entrepreneurship”, Gender, Work and Organization, Vol. 6 No. 4, pp. 224-235.

Mukhopadhyay, M. (2016), “Mainstreaming gender or “Streaming” gender away: feminists marooned in
the development business”, in Harcourt, W. (Ed.), The Palgrave Handbook of Gender and
Development. Critical Engagements in Feminist Theory and Practice, Palgrave Macmillan, New
York, NY, pp. 7791.

Nelson, J.A. (1995), “Feminism and economics”, The Journal of Economic Perspectives, Vol. 9 No. 2,
pp. 131-148, available at: http://www.jstor.org/stable/2138170.

OECD/European Commission (2021), The Missing Entrepreneurs 2021: Policies for Inclusive
Entrepreneurship and Self-Employment, OECD Publishing, doi: 10.1787/71b7a9bb-en.

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. (OECD) (2020a), “Summary of
proceedings, women enterprise policy and COVID-19: towards a gender-sensitive response”,
9 June 2020, available at: https:/sites.telfer.uottawa.ca/were/files/2020/06/OECD-Webinar-
Women-Entrepreneurship-Policy-and-COVID-19_Summary-Report.pdf.

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (2020b), “Policy Responses to Coronavirus
(COVID-19): SME Policy Responses”, available at: http:/www.oecd.org/coronavirus/policy-
responses/coronavirus-covid-19-sme-policy-responses-04440101/.

Orser, B. (2017), “Strategies to redress entrepreneurship gender gap in Canada”, in Henry, C., Nelson,
T. and Lewis, K. (Eds), Routledge Companion to Global Female Entrepreneurship, pp. 95-115.

Orser, B. and Elliott, C. (2015), Feminine Capital, Unlocking the Power of Women Entrepreneurs,
Stanford University Press, Redwood City, CA.

Orser, B. and Leck, ]J. (2010), “Physician as feminist entrepreneur: the gendered nature of venture
creation and the Shirley E. Greenberg Women'’s Health Centre”, in Brush, C.G., De Bruin, A.,
Gatewood, EJ. and Henry, C. (Eds), Women Entrepreneurs and the Global Environment for
Growth, Edward Elgar Publishing, Oxfordshire.


https://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/default/files/2021-02/2020-09-15-covid-19-gender-gap-isele-dubois.pdf
https://www.chathamhouse.org/sites/default/files/2021-02/2020-09-15-covid-19-gender-gap-isele-dubois.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.28.110601.141107
https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840614539315
https://www.linkedin.com/in/kristenliesch/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0266242620949136
https://doi.org/10.1068/c0732r
https://www.ilo.org/public/libdoc/ilo/2000/100B09_285_engl.pdf
https://www.ilo.org/public/libdoc/ilo/2000/100B09_285_engl.pdf
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2138170
https://doi.org/10.1787/71b7a9bb-en
https://sites.telfer.uottawa.ca/were/files/2020/06/OECD-Webinar-Women-Entrepreneurship-Policy-and-COVID-19_Summary-Report.pdf
https://sites.telfer.uottawa.ca/were/files/2020/06/OECD-Webinar-Women-Entrepreneurship-Policy-and-COVID-19_Summary-Report.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/coronavirus/policy-responses/coronavirus-covid-19-sme-policy-responses-04440101/
http://www.oecd.org/coronavirus/policy-responses/coronavirus-covid-19-sme-policy-responses-04440101/

Orser, B, Elliott, C. and Leck, J. (2011), “Feminist attributes and entrepreneurial identity”, Gender in
Management: An International Journal, Vol. 26 No. 8, pp. 561-589.

Pettersson, K., Ahl, H., Berglund, K. and Tillmar, M. (2017), “In the name of women? Feminist readings
of policies for women’s entrepreneurship in Scandinavia”, Scandinavian Journal of
Management, Vol. 33 No. 1, pp. 50-63, available at: https:/core.ac.uk/download/pdf/
196586405.pdf.

Rao, A. and Sandler, J. (2016), “Beyond binaries: strategies for a 21st-century gender equality agenda”,
in Harcourt, W. (Ed.), The Palgrave Handbook of Gender and Development. Critical Engagements
in Feminist Theory and Practice, Palgrave Macmillan, New York, NY, pp. 106-116.

Renko, M. (2013), “Early Challenges of Nascent Social Entrepreneurs”, Entreprencurship Theory and
Practice, Vol. 37 No. 5, pp. 1045-1069, doi: 10.1111/j.1540-6520.2012.00522.x.

Richard, T. (2020), “Everything to offer or something to prove? The othering of women in the newly
formed Canada-United States Council for Advancement of Women Entrepreneurs and Business
Leaders”, Workplace Review, pp. 84-95, Spring 2020, available at: https://www.smu.ca/webfiles/
TashaRichard.pdf.

Rowe, AM. (2018), “Gender and innovation policy in Canada and Sweden”, International Journal of
Gender and Entrepreneurship, Vol. 10 No. 4, pp. 344-360.

State of Hawai'i State Commission on the Status of Women (State of Hawai’i) (2020), “Building
Bridges, Not Walking on Backs: a Feminist Economic Recovery Plan for COVID-19”, Hawai’i
State Commission on the Status of Women Department of Human Services State of Hawai'i,
available at: https://humanservices. hawaii.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/04/4.13.20-Final-Cover-
D2-Feminist-Economic-Recovery-D1.pdf.

Sultana, A. and Ravanera, C. (2020), “A feminist economic recovery plan for Canada: making the economy
work for everyone”, The Institute for Gender and the Economy (GATE) and YWCA, available at:
https://staticl.squarespace.com/static/5f0cd2090f50a31a91b37{f7/t/5f205a15b1b7191d12282bf5/
1595955746613/Feminist+Economy-+Recovery+Plan+-for+Canada.pdf.

Thompson, L. and Clement, R. (2019), “Defining feminist foreign policy”, International Centre for
Research on Women, available at: https://www.icrw.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/ICRW_
DefiningFeministForeignPolicy_Brief Revised_v5_WebReady.pdf.

Thomson, L. (2020), “The growth of feminist (?) foreign policy”. available at: https://www.e-ir.info/
2020/02/10/the-growth-of-feminist-foreign-policy/.

Tiessen, R. (2019), “What’s new about Canada’s feminist international assistance policy and why
‘More of the same’ matters”, School of Public Policy Publications, Vol. 12 No. 44, pp. 1-14,
available at: https://www.cgai.ca/whats_new_about_canadas_feminist_international_
assistance_policy_the_problem_and_possibilities_of_more_of_the_same.

United Nations (UN) Women (2018), “Turning promises into action: gender equality in the 2030
agenda for sustainable development”, available at: https://www.unwomen.org/-/media/
headquarters/attachments/sections/library/publications/2018/sdg-report-gender-equality-in-the-
2030-agenda-for-sustainable-development-2018-en.pdf?la =en&vs =4332.

United Nations (2020), “Policy brief: the impact of COVID-19 on women”, 9 April 2020, available at:
https://asiapacific.unwomen.org/-/media/headquarters/attachments/sections/library/
publications/2020/policy-brief-the-impact-of-covid-19-on-women-en.pdf?la =en&vs =1406.

Van de Ven, AH. and Johnson, P.E. (2006), “Knowledge for theory and practice”, Academy of
Management Review, Vol. 31 No. 4, pp. 802-821.

Walker, D. and Joyner, B. (1999), “Female entrepreneurship and the market process: Gender-based
public policy considerations”, Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship, Vol. 2 No. 4, pp. 21-31,
doi: 10.1111/j.1540-6520.2006.00138 x.

Weber, B. (2016), ‘Nothing about Us, without Us’: First Nations Want Say in Climate Change Policy,
The Canadian Press, February 27, available at: http:/globalnews.ca/news/2554145/nothing-
about-us-without-us-first-nations-want-say-in-climate-change-policy.

Feminist
entrepreneurship
policy

487



https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/196586405.pdf
https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/196586405.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2012.00522.x
https://www.smu.ca/webfiles/TashaRichard.pdf
https://www.smu.ca/webfiles/TashaRichard.pdf
https://humanservices.hawaii.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/04/4.13.20-Final-Cover-D2-Feminist-Economic-Recovery-D1.pdf
https://humanservices.hawaii.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/04/4.13.20-Final-Cover-D2-Feminist-Economic-Recovery-D1.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5f0cd2090f50a31a91b37ff7/t/5f205a15b1b7191d12282bf5/1595955746613/Feminist+Economy+Recovery+Plan+for+Canada.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5f0cd2090f50a31a91b37ff7/t/5f205a15b1b7191d12282bf5/1595955746613/Feminist+Economy+Recovery+Plan+for+Canada.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5f0cd2090f50a31a91b37ff7/t/5f205a15b1b7191d12282bf5/1595955746613/Feminist+Economy+Recovery+Plan+for+Canada.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5f0cd2090f50a31a91b37ff7/t/5f205a15b1b7191d12282bf5/1595955746613/Feminist+Economy+Recovery+Plan+for+Canada.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5f0cd2090f50a31a91b37ff7/t/5f205a15b1b7191d12282bf5/1595955746613/Feminist+Economy+Recovery+Plan+for+Canada.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5f0cd2090f50a31a91b37ff7/t/5f205a15b1b7191d12282bf5/1595955746613/Feminist+Economy+Recovery+Plan+for+Canada.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5f0cd2090f50a31a91b37ff7/t/5f205a15b1b7191d12282bf5/1595955746613/Feminist+Economy+Recovery+Plan+for+Canada.pdf
https://www.icrw.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/ICRW_DefiningFeministForeignPolicy_Brief_Revised_v5_WebReady.pdf
https://www.icrw.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/04/ICRW_DefiningFeministForeignPolicy_Brief_Revised_v5_WebReady.pdf
https://www.e-ir.info/2020/%2002/10/the-growth-of-feminist-foreign-policy/
https://www.e-ir.info/2020/%2002/10/the-growth-of-feminist-foreign-policy/
https://www.cgai.ca/whats_new_about_canadas_feminist_international_assistance_policy_the_problem_and_possibilities_of_more_of_the_same
https://www.cgai.ca/whats_new_about_canadas_feminist_international_assistance_policy_the_problem_and_possibilities_of_more_of_the_same
https://www.unwomen.org/-/media/headquarters/attachments/sections/library/publications/2018/sdg-report-gender-equality-in-the-2030-agenda-for-sustainable-development-2018-en.pdf?la=en&vs=4332
https://www.unwomen.org/-/media/headquarters/attachments/sections/library/publications/2018/sdg-report-gender-equality-in-the-2030-agenda-for-sustainable-development-2018-en.pdf?la=en&vs=4332
https://www.unwomen.org/-/media/headquarters/attachments/sections/library/publications/2018/sdg-report-gender-equality-in-the-2030-agenda-for-sustainable-development-2018-en.pdf?la=en&vs=4332
https://www.unwomen.org/-/media/headquarters/attachments/sections/library/publications/2018/sdg-report-gender-equality-in-the-2030-agenda-for-sustainable-development-2018-en.pdf?la=en&vs=4332
https://www.unwomen.org/-/media/headquarters/attachments/sections/library/publications/2018/sdg-report-gender-equality-in-the-2030-agenda-for-sustainable-development-2018-en.pdf?la=en&vs=4332
https://asiapacific.unwomen.org/-/media/headquarters/attachments/sections/%20library/publications/2020/policy-brief-the-impact-of-covid-19-on-women-en.pdf?la=en&vs=1406
https://asiapacific.unwomen.org/-/media/headquarters/attachments/sections/%20library/publications/2020/policy-brief-the-impact-of-covid-19-on-women-en.pdf?la=en&vs=1406
https://asiapacific.unwomen.org/-/media/headquarters/attachments/sections/%20library/publications/2020/policy-brief-the-impact-of-covid-19-on-women-en.pdf?la=en&vs=1406
https://asiapacific.unwomen.org/-/media/headquarters/attachments/sections/%20library/publications/2020/policy-brief-the-impact-of-covid-19-on-women-en.pdf?la=en&vs=1406
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2006.00138.x
http://globalnews.ca/news/2554145/nothing-about-us-without-us-first-nations-want-say-in-climate-change-policy
http://globalnews.ca/news/2554145/nothing-about-us-without-us-first-nations-want-say-in-climate-change-policy

GE
144

488

Welter, F. (2011), “Contextualizing entrepreneurship—Conceptual challenges and ways forward”,
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, Vol. 35 No. 1, pp. 165-184.

Women 20 (W20) (2021), “W20 Communiqué”, available at: https://w20italia.it/wp-content/uploads/
2021/07/W 20-Italy-Communique % CC%81.pdf.

Women 20 (W20) (2022), “Communiqué”, available at: https://g20-indonesia.s3.ap-southeast-1.amazonaws.
com/Indonesia_W20_Communique_2022_FINAL_print_bdba5eaf15.pdf.

Women Policy Group NI (Northern Ireland) (2021), “WPG COVID-19 feminist recovery plan -relaunch
one year on”, available at: https:/wrda.net/wp-content/uploads/2021/02/WPG-FRP-Briefing-on-
ISNLpdf.

Znaty, E., Sood, S. and Johnston, C. (2020), “LogoStatCan COVID-19: data to Insights for a Better
Canada Impact of COVID-19 on Businesses Majority-owned by Women, Third Quarter of 20207,
available at: https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/nl/pub/45-28-0001/2020001/article/00089-eng.htm.

About the author

Barbara Orser is Professor Emerita at Telfer School of Management, University of Ottawa. Over the past
37 years, she has taught entrepreneurship in undergraduate, masters and doctoral programs at Ryerson
University, Carleton University and the University of Ottawa. Barbara Orser is the co-author of three
books and principal investigator of over 130 academic and industry publications. Currently, she is the
lead investigator on the Inclusive Entrepreneurship Education and Training (IEET) Research Program
that is anchored at the University of Ottawa. She is Co-Head of the Women20 (W20) Delegation of
Canada and a board member of Global Women’s Enterprise Policy Group (GWEP). In 2018, she received
honorable mention by Start-up Canada Entrepreneur of the Year Award for “outstanding impact in
Canadian entrepreneurship.” In 2017, she was recognised among Canada 150 Women for her
contributions and ground-breaking role model and feminist leader. She has been recognised as one of
Canada’s 100 Most Powerful Women (WXN, 2010). She holds an MBA from Schulich School of Business,
York University (Toronto, Canada) and Ph.D. from The Management Center, Bradford University
(United Kingdom). Barbara Orser and can be contacted at: orser@telfer.uOttawa.ca

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com


https://w20italia.it/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/W20-Italy-Communique%CC%81.pdf
https://w20italia.it/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/W20-Italy-Communique%CC%81.pdf
https://g20-indonesia.s3.ap-southeast-1.amazonaws.com/Indonesia_W20_Communique_2022_FINAL_print_bdba5eaf15.pdf
https://g20-indonesia.s3.ap-southeast-1.amazonaws.com/Indonesia_W20_Communique_2022_FINAL_print_bdba5eaf15.pdf
https://wrda.net/wp-content/uploads/2021/02/WPG-FRP-Briefing-on-ISNI.pdf
https://wrda.net/wp-content/uploads/2021/02/WPG-FRP-Briefing-on-ISNI.pdf
https://www150.statcan.gc.ca/n1/pub/45-28-0001/2020001/article/00089-eng.htm
mailto:orser@telfer.uOttawa.ca

	Building back better through feminist entrepreneurship policy
	Introduction
	Literature review
	Theoretical considerations
	Entrepreneurial feminism [2]
	International feminist policies
	Parameters of feminist policy

	Methodology
	Feminist recovery planning
	Data analysis

	Findings
	Center policy on equity, inclusion and empowerment
	Redress power differentials
	Recognize gendered processes in venture creation
	Honor innovations important to women
	Focus on social (non-economic) impacts of policy
	Monitor policy using gender-disaggregated data
	Construct coherent and integrated policy frameworks
	Facilitate change as a collective process
	Leverage feminist, gender and women's enterprise policy expertise
	Create mechanisms for women to be change agents

	Discussion of findings
	Conclusions
	Study limitations
	Implications for research

	Notes
	References
	About the author


