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Objectives 
This paper critically reviews methodological approaches adopted in the gender and entrepreneurship 
literatures. Our objective is to explore the extent to which such approaches reflect the observed shift toward a 
more feminist analysis of the entrepreneurial endeavour. In so doing, we aim to identify methodological 
incongruities, suggest research approaches that are potentially more suited to contemporary 
conceptualizations of the field, and formulate new avenues for future inquiry. 
 
Prior Work 
Over the last 30 years, research emphasis in the area of women’s entrepreneurship has moved away from 
purely descriptive explorations toward a clear effort to embed research within highly informed conceptual 
frameworks that recognise the gendered nature of entrepreneurship (Henry & Marlow, 2013). Despite this, 
however, the research methods adopted do not appear to have shifted in parallel. Indeed, extant literature 
continues to report methodological weaknesses, including small sample sizes, the use of inappropriate or 
gender biased measures, or the inclusion of female-male comparative studies where women’s subordinate 
role is consistently highlighted (de Bruin et al., 2007). Reviews conducted to date have largely adopted a 
thematic focus (Carter & Shaw, 2006); categorised the level of research contribution (de Bruin et al., 2007); 
mapped the development of the field (Neergaard et al., 2011) or quantified the research contribution to the 
wider entrepreneurship field (Jennings & Brush, 2013). None appears to have focused on methodology. 
 
Approach 
We conduct a systematic literature review (SLR) of extant gender and entrepreneurship literatures. Drawing 
on the approach adopted by Neergaard et al. (2011), our SLR (Denyer & Neely, 2004) covers relevant 
empirical articles published in 19 journals between 1982 and 2012.  
 
Results 
Finding reveal a proliferation of quantitative studies, focusing on issues pertaining to growth and finance, with 
a substantive increase in geographical coverage. Despite purported feminist perspectives, the evidence 
suggests a continued trend for large-scale quantitative surveys with male-female comparisons. 
 
Implications 
Further efforts are needed to ensure the shift in the conceptualisation of gender and entrepreneurship is 
paralleled with appropriate methodological development. Empirical studies need to demonstrate more 
engagement with feminist analyses (Ahl, 2006), acknowledge the value of qualitative approaches and 
encourage more studies on female entrepreneurship in novel contexts. 
 
Value 
The findings of this review paper contribute to the gender and entrepreneurship literatures from a 
methodological perspective, furthering understanding of the field and highlighting methodological 
incongruities. 
 
(Acknowledgement: The authors are extremely grateful to Geir Mikalsen at Tromsø University Business 
School for his help with data analysis). 
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Introduction 
 
Over the last 30 years, research emphasis in the area of gender and entrepreneurship has shifted from purely 
descriptive explorations, devoid of theoretical focus, towards a clear effort to embed research within highly 
informed conceptual frameworks. As a consequence, early analyses of women’s entrepreneurship have 
moved away from a ‘gender as a variable’ approach (Cromie, 1987), toward those adopting a focus on 
‘gender as an influence’ (Marlow, 2002). More recently, studies have incorporated post structural critical 
evaluations of entrepreneurial discourses to demonstrate the profoundly gendered nature of entrepreneurship 
(Ahl, 2006). Despite this observed shift towards a more feminist analysis of the entrepreneurial endeavour, the 
literature continues to report a number of methodological weaknesses, such as small sample sizes, an over-
reliance on cross-sectional designs, the use of inappropriate or gender biased measures, or the inclusion of 
female-male comparative studies where women’s subordinate role is consistently highlighted (de Bruin, Brush 
& Welter, 2007). Indeed, as articulated by Ahl (2006), some accepted research practices in women’s 
entrepreneurship simply serve to recreate such subordination, thus restricting the field’s development. Our 
starting point in this paper is that this observed shift in the conceptualisation of gender and entrepreneurship 
needs to be matched with an appropriate shift in methodological approach. 
 
To support our argument, we conduct a systematic review of extant gender and entrepreneurship literatures in 
order to explore the nature of the specific research methodologies contained therein and determine the extent 
to which these have reflected the observed shift in the conceptualisation of women’s entrepreneurship. The 
paper, thus, builds on and extends the existing gender and entrepreneurship reviews which, to date, have 
largely adopted a thematic focus (Carter, Anderson & Shaw, 2001; Carter & Shaw, 2006); categorised the 
nature and level of research contribution (de Bruin et al., 2007); adopted pre-selected frameworks (Fenwick, 
2008); plotted changing perspectives (Henry & Marlow, forthcoming), or broadly mapped the development and 
status of the field (Neergaard, Frederiksen & Marlow, 2011). While, admittedly, the number of papers upon 
which such review artles have drawn has increased over the years, and the scope of their related search 
criteria has broadened beyond top-tier journals or purely academic sources, extant reviews are hardly 
exhaustive, contain no more than a fraction of the available literatures and demonstrate little evidence of 
engagement with feminist analyses (Neergaard et al., 2011). Thus, our core research objectives in this paper 
are to identify methodological incongruities in extant gender and entrepreneurship research, suggest 
approaches that are potentially more suited to contemporary conceptualisations of the field, and formulate 
new avenues for future inquiry.  
 
Our systematic literature review (Denyer & Neely, 2004; Pittaway & Cope, 2007) covers relevant literatures 
published during the period 1983-2012. We deemed a thirty-year timeframe to be appropriate because 
notwithstanding earlier work by Schwartz (1976), the 1980s is the period when research articles on women’s 
entrepreneurship first began to appear. The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: the next section 
considers the research context for the study and discusses some of the extant reviews in the field. Our 
methodological approach is then explained, and this is followed by the findings from our SLR, structured 
according to each discrete decade. The subsequent section provides a holistic discussion of the findings in 
the context of our research objectives. Finally, conclusions are drawn and avenues worthy of future research 
are proposed. 
 
 
Research Context: Reviews of gender in entrepreneurship research 
 
As articulated by Ahl (2006), extant research on female entrepreneurship has often been criticized for using 
male-gendered measuring instruments and lacking in explicit feminist analysis. Her comprehensive discourse 
analysis of 81 articles published over almost two decades (1982-2000) highlights authors’ inadvertent 
reinforcement of women’s subordination to men in the context of entrepreneurial endeavour. Of specific 
relevance to the discussion in this paper are Ahl’s findings in relation to methodological approach. Cross-
sectional surveys and structured questionnaires predominated, with purposive, random, census and 
convenience sampling methods employed.  Many of the empirical studies within the review period suffered 
from poor or un-stated response rates, with only descriptive analyses being employed in at least a third of the 
papers. Advanced statistical analysis such as correlations, regressions and the use of logit models only 
served to highlight the search for assumed differences rather than assumed similarities between male and 
female entrepreneurs. These methods could in turn be used to explain differences in firm size, growth or 
performance rates. Consequently such methodological approaches can be claimed to be in themselves 
discriminatory as criticised by several commentators (Ahl, 2006:608; de Bruin et al., 2007). Such critique has 
created the impetus for this paper, and has informed our research design. The next section of the paper 
discusses a selection of relevant reviews conducted over the last thirty years, highlighting their main findings 
and identifying the unique contribution of the present review.  
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Main discourses in reviews over thirty years 
Despite the relative newness of the field, reviews of the gender and entrepreneurship literatures do exist and 
are not at all uncommon. Indeed, Jennings & Brush (2013) identify 30 such articles published in journals, 
books, reports and conference proceedings between 1986 and 2012. However, of these, we note that only 
eleven are full research papers published in academic journals, and of these only five appear to adopt any 
type of systematic approach. Indeed, most reviews simply highlight the under-representation of female 
entrepreneurs or summarise/categorise key topics, approaches and findings in the literature. Furthermore, 
only a very small number of narrative-based reviews offer in-depth critique of extant research and, unlike our 
review, none focuses exclusively, or to any substantive degree, on methodology; nor do any of the reviews 
seek to explore the relationship between (feminist) perspective adopted and investigative approach employed.  
 
One of the earliest reviews within our 30-year review period is by Bowen & Hisrich (1986), who draw on 
Sonnenfeld & Kotter to develop a comprehensive career model of women’s entrepreneurial behaviour. While 
not a systematic review nor one designed to focus on methodology, their article does identify a number of 
methodologial weaknesses evident in previous studies, namely: small samples that are either limited to one 
geographical area or to a single industry; small numbers of female entrepreneurs in study samples, and weak 
instruments to measure personality variables. Another review by Stevenson (1986) explores whether sex-
based differences are potentially due to structural rather than gender factors. Her review touches on 
methodology by suggesting that a male construction of entrepreneurship is translated into questionniares and 
then superimposed on women, thus missing any potential difference between the male/female entrepreneurial 
endeavour. Similarly, Birley’s (1989) review, adopting a UK perspective, rejects essentialism and makes the 
case for contextualism by suggesting that the growth of women-owned business is a reflection of changes in 
society, and that women entrepreneurs’ profiles will change accordingly. Collectively, these two reviews 
highlight the genered nature of entrepreneurship research, and lay the foundation for research on external 
social and contextual influences on women’s entrepreneurship. 
 
In the 1990s, Stevenson (1990) argues that research on women’s entrepreneurship is flawed; a perspective 
that is of particular relevance to our paper. Drawing on her 1986 article, Stevenson highlights: how women are 
excluded; how male gendered measuring instruments are consistently employed (thus, women are bound to 
appear insufficient or inadequate), and how surveys make little attempt to “discover” the world of the female 
entrepreneur. She calls for in-depth, qualitative interviews, and an explicit feminist agenda – an argument 
supported by Moore (1990), who calls for a common definition, a solid statistical research base, better 
methods and more robust analyses. 
 
In contrast to the above, Brush (1992) reviews the extant female entrepreneurship with the somewhat 
essentialist idea that women are “different”, i.e. caring and relational. She adopts an intergrative perspective, 
suggesting that women are more focused on relationships and view their businesses as interconnected 
systems of relationships rather than separate economic units in the social world. Consistent with earlier 
reviews , Brush (1992) notes that extant research is largely descriptive and atheoretical, dominated by cross-
sectional surveys and small convenience samples. Brush posits that one reason why research has not found 
conclusive evidence of gender differences is because it has used measuring instruments developed for male 
entrepreneurs. Her critique thus mirrors Stevenson’s, but as they adopt different feminist positions they also 
reach very different conclusions in relation to the impact of improved methodological approaches. 
 
In moving to the new millennium Gundry, Ben-Yoseph & Posig (2002) review a range of study types and size, 
integrating their findings cross-culturally in order to address a number of questions about female 
entrepreneurs. While not focusing to any meaningful degree on methodology, their review does offer some 
valuable suggestions for future research studies, suggesting that researchers should endeavour to: include 
comparisons among sectors; consider the influence of factors such as industry, family, culture and goal 
orientation; and provide a greater focus on women entrepreneurs in emerging capital markets around the 
world (pp.81-83), the latter paving the way for research on female entrepreneurship in developing economies. 
 
In their review, Brush, de Bruin & Welter (2009) conduct a SLR on female entrepreneurship papers between 
1996 and 2006 in the only two 4* journals

1
 within the field of entrepreneurship. While theirs is quite a limited 

review, covering only 37 papers in total, of specific relevance to the review in this paper are their findings 
relating to methodological weaknesses. Echoing Stevenson (1986) and Birley (1989), the authors note that 
many research approaches ignore the institutional aspects of entrepreneurship, such as family 
embeddedness or social or cultural norms. Rather, they promote the use of ‘mixed’ and ‘less accepted’ 
methods, such as content and discourse analysis, to unravel complex issues and draw a more comprehensive 

                                                 
1
 Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice; Journal of Business Venturing. 
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picture of women’s entrepreneurship (p.16). Furthermore, they criticize standard research methods that 
“mechanistically introduce the sex of entrepreneurs as a variable or merely replicate studies of male 
entrepreneurs in order to research female entrepreneurship” (p.10).  
 
Assessing the extent to which feminist theories underpin research on women’s entrepreneurship, Neergaard 
et al’s (2011) comprehensive review categorises 367 articles within three feminist schools of thought. This 
analytical framework, which partly informs our paper, focuses on how gender is conceptualized and considers 
whether there has been a development in the employment of such conceptualization over time. The three 
approaches adopted by Neergaard et al. (2011) are gender as a variable (GAV), feminist standpoint theory 
(FST) and post-structural feminism (PSF)

2
. This follows the commonly accepted categorization of the 

historical development of feminist thought in three waves (Harding, 1987; Weedon, 1999). The purpose of 
studying constructions of gender is that such constructions have social effects. So, for example, how do social 
constructions of women as being better suited to caring responsibilities than men affect men and women’s 
career choices? (Ahl, 2007). Our paper essentially extends this approach by exploring the relationship 
between changing trends in conceptualization and methodological approach adopted. 
  
Sullivan & Meek (2012) review the research on gender and entrepreneurship between 1993 and 2010. The 
authors categorise their 60 articles accordingly to Baron & Henry’s (2011) four-stage process model

3
 to 

provide a novel perspective on how entrepreneurship unfolds for women. Once again, while their review does 
not focus on methodology, a cursory analysis of their data reveals that more than two thirds of the articles in 
their review adopt highly quantitative approaches comprising (mainly large scale) survey instruments; only two 
of their articles adopt focus groups as their primary methodology, and three use interviews.  
 
A strategic, albeit short, review by McAdam (2012) highlights complementary themes and contrasting strands 
running through emergent discourses on female entrepreneurship. Despite dealing with only a handful of 
articles and limited to just one journal, her review serves to further platform the inadequacy of certain 
methodological approaches to researching female entrepreneurship. She calls for a more critical utilization of 
qualitative data informed by feminist analyses, and cautions against the consideration of gender in isolation. 
 
Finally, Jennings & Brush’s (2013) comprehensive and timely review contributes to extant literature by 
critiquing the contribution of female entrepreneurship scholarship to the broader entrepreneurship literature. 
Based on a review of some 600+ articles published between 1975 and 2012, they identify the manner in which 
the collected body of knowledge on female entrepreneurship challenges mainstream theory, i.e. by 
demonstrating that entrepreneurship is a gendered phenomenon; that entrepreneurship activity is embedded 
in families; that it can result from necessity as well as opportunity, and that entrepreneurs often pursue goals 
beyond economic gain. They find that despite the recent proliferation of research articles on women’s 
entrepreneurship, the proportion of such research published within top tier journals has declined steadily since 
the mid-late ‘90s. Further, we note once again that, amongst such research, none of the published articles 
focuses on methodology, nor does any seek to explore the issue of methodological incongruity. Thus, our 
review aims to fill this gap in extant scholarship.  This study explores the nature of specific research 
methodologies employed in published empirical studies, determining the extent to which these reflect the 
observed shift in the conceptualisation of women’s entrepreneurship. In so doing, our core contribution lies in 
identifying methodological incongruities and suggesting approaches that are potentially more suited to 
contemporary conceptualisations of the field. 
 
3. Methodology 
 
Approach 
We employed a systematic literature review (SLR) for our study covering 30-years of research on gender and 
entrepreneurship (see Table 1). SLRs are now well established as appropriate methodological approaches 
within the field of entrepreneurship (Pittaway & Cope, 2007), and are especially useful where large volumes of 
evidence over long time periods are involved, which is the case in our study.

4
 We also choose to use the SLR 

                                                 
2 Gender as a variable (or feminist empiricism) simply adds women to the research agenda, in order to make women’s presence and 

conditions visible. The word gender is used as an equivalent to sex and is not further problematized.  A feminist standpoint perspective 

assumes that women have unique experiences as women, and thus the preferential right of interpretation regarding knowledge about 

women and their conditions. Research using this perspective, however, often assumes essential differences between men and women, 

commonly sorting women as the caring, ethical and relationally-oriented ones (Chodorow, 1999; Gilligan, 1982). A post-structural 

perspective builds on the assumption that gender is socially and culturally constituted. There is no essence to what a man or a woman 

is (besides the reproductive functions), so constructions of gender may vary over time, between contexts, and between as well as 

within sex. 
3 Baron & Henry’s (2011) model includes the stages of motivation, opportunity recognition, resource acquisition and 

success/performance. 
4 For an in-depth discussion of the process involved in SLRs, see, for example, Denyer and Neely (2004). 



 5

because it has become recognized as an appropriate method for conducting reviews within the field of female 
entrepreneurship (see, for example, Neergaard et al. 2011; Jennings & Brush, 2013). 
 
We focus only on empirically-based papers, and thus exclude conceptual papers, pure literature reviews or 
papers where the gender/female entrepreneurship dimension was a peripheral element of the study. Also, in 
contrast to Neergaard et al. (2011) and, indeed, others, in an effort to focus our search from the outset, we 
chose not to conduct a general Boolean search across the broad business literatures; rather, we began by 
compiling a list of appropriate journals within which to conduct our search. While, admittedly, this approach 
may have certain limitations, it meant that our initial Boolean search within Business Source Complete 
generated hundreds rather than thousands of hits. Further support for this more focused journal-led rather 
than broader literature-based search approach can be found in the fact that our final journal listing included 
the same top ranked journals as those identified in previous reviews (see, for example, Neergaard et al. 2011; 
Jennings & Brush, 2013), with any deliberate omissions explained

5
. As illustrated in Table 2, a final total of 

335 papers across 18 journals covering the period 1983 to 2012 were included in our review.  
 
Analysis 
Drawing on Ahl (2002), a thematic reading guide was constructed by the authors, with an appropriate coding 
system devised. The reading guide focused on the particular research topic under investigation in the articles, 
the gender perspective employed, the specific methodological approach adopted, the nature of the empirics 
and the type of analysis conducted (see Table 3). It was decided early on in the process to use a manual 
coding system because, consistent with Neergaard et al. (2011:8), determining the particular feminist 
approach adopted in the articles “when the feminist basis remained implicit rather than explicit” was not ‘clear-
cut’, and often required additional reflection. It was important, however, for us to categorise the articles in this 
way because gender perspective linked directly to our core research question in terms of whether general 
shifts in feminist perspectives were in keeping with shifts in methodological approaches and vice versa. Table 
4 presents snippet samples of some of the evidence collected from the SLR. The data collected from the 
analysis of each ten-year time period were collated into three different Excel spreadsheets and then combined 
in to a master spreadsheet to identify longitudinal trends and key correlations, the latter using SPSS.  
 
The next section presents the findings from each of the ten-year review periods and, subsequently, from the 
overarching 30-year period. 
 
Findings 
 
Period 1: 1983-1992  
Notwithstanding earlier work by Schwartz (1976), the 1980s is the period when research articles on women’s 
entrepreneurship first began to appear, albeit sparsely. A total of 40 empirical papers on women’s business 
ownership were published in our selected journals within the 1983-1992 period. There is a decidedly Anglo-
Saxon bias during this period. Twenty-six of the studies are from the US, one compares the US to Italy, seven 
are from the UK, one compares the UK to New Zealand and Norway, and four are from Canada. The notable 
exception to this is a Swedish study (Holmquist & Sundin, 1990). 
 
Key research topics   
Half of the papers in this period are generally descriptive in nature, providing general profiles of women’s 
business ownership. The studies mainly categorise women’s businesses in terms of size, industry, number of 
employees and so on, with women business owners described in terms of background demographics, 
education, experience, values, traits and attitudes. Eleven of the papers study what women do, focusing on 
the start-up process, management practice or strategy, networking or performance. Five papers study the role 
of family, and four focus on access to capital.  
 
Observed trends in perspectives adopted 
Almost all of the articles in this period treat gender as a variable. One particular article has an explicit liberal 
feminist perspective, addressing discrimination, but apart from this, any feminist agenda is pretty much 
hidden. An implicit feminist liberal perspective can be observed in four articles, and an implicit feminist social 
perspective in one.  
 

                                                 
5 We originally considered including relevant papers from dedicated female/women’s entrepreneurship and gender tracks at leading 

conferences. However, we did not pursue this because: a) the sheer volume of additional papers involved would have rendered it 

impossible to complete the review and analysis within our timeframe; b) not all of the papers were accessible electronically across all 

of the years within our selected review period; c) we quickly discovered that many of the papers presented at these leading conferences 

were subsequently published in some of the journals we reviewed, introducing a potential overlap/duplication issue that would have 

been difficult for us to quantify. 
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Most of the articles are descriptive (24), and those claiming to be explanatory (16) typically treat gender as the 
independent variable. Thus, performance, industry, strategy, industry choice and values, etc are “explained” 
by gender. As any seasoned feminist scholar knows, this is wrong; one needs to control for a host of other 
variables, and once this is done, there is normally nothing remaining that can "explained" by gender. 
 
Methodological approaches  
Most of the studies in this period adopt a quantitative or mixed methodology, with only four studies having an 
exclusively qualitative approach. The latter category uses personal interviews with open or semi-structured 
questions, and report an analysis of transcribed texts in descriptive format. Among the quantitative studies 
there are three archival studies and one experiment. The rest of the studies use questionnaires or an 
established test (8), such as the Jackson Personality Inventory or the Rokeach Value Survey, mostly delivered 
as mail surveys, however, personal interviews (5) or telephone interviews (3) are also used to gather data. 
 
The archival studies sought information from tax returns (1) or population/household surveys (2). The rest 
obtained data directly from individuals who were sourced mainly through local business registers such as 
chambers of commerce (15) or association membership lists, or from participants in a training course or event 
(9). One study used newspaper articles, another used addresses from a census, and some contacted 
prospective interviewees by referrals. Interestingly, several studies provided no information in this regard. 
 
Fourteen studies target only women business owners, with one study comparing them to women managers. 
However, 20 studies target both men and women business owners, in most cases comparing them to each 
other. Of these 20 studies, two compare women business owners to both men business owners and women 
managers, and one distinguishes between (and compares) business owners and entrepreneurs. The 
remaining six studies target loan officers (2), students (1), couples (1), family members (1) and members of 
economic development organizations (1).  
 
Thus, it follows that most studies are cast in a gender comparative frame. While twelve studies make no 
comparison at all, 15 studies compare men and women business owners, three studies compare 
discrimination of, or perceptions of men and women business owners, and eight studies add a further 
dimension to that of gender by comparing men and women business owners to managers, employees or other 
countries. Eleven of the studies have a solid database, such as Riding & Swift’s (1990) study of terms of credit 
in Canada in which they sampled over 3000 businesses. The rest are limited by size of sample, or the fact that 
they draw their sample from a particular region, or are limited to certain sectors (mostly services and retail).  
 
The most common sampling method is a convenience sample (21), followed by random (6), stratified or 
systematic random (6) or a purposeful sample (5). Over half of the studies have large samples, 100 or more, 
but then again, these are often divided into sub-samples, such as men and women, so it is difficult to say 
anything conclusive about the standard of the sample sizes. The same applies to response rates. Only 19 
studies give such information, and the figure varies between 20% and 90%. 
 
In terms of sector, some studies specifically target services and retail because this is where they expect to find 
most women. Two studies target the bank sector, one construction, and two focus on manufacturing and 
agriculture. The rest (26) have samples that are representative of businesses in their area, or do not specify a 
particular sector.  
 
Most of the studies in this period present their findings in descriptive form. Four describe them in text only, 16 
use descriptive statistics, and another eight add t-tests, correlations or chi-square tests. Eight studies use 
multivariate analysis, three use factor analysis and one employs logit models. Indeed, the use of sophisticated 
statistical and mathematical models may seem impressive, but in some cases could be regarded as “garbage 
in – garbage out”. Regardless of the level of sophistication, when one tries to explain something by using the 
sex of the business owner, one is essentially adopting a biased perspective from the outset. 
 
Clearly, this early work on women’s entrepreneurship is descriptive, unsophisticated and, in some cases, 
naïve when it comes to knowledge about feminist theory and gender. However, it is acknowledged that any 
field of scholarship needs to start somewhere, providing a foundation upon which the academy can build. 
 
Period 2: 1993 – 2002 
A total of 81 papers are identified in the 18 selected journals for the period of 1993-2002. The geographical 
scope follows the Anglo Saxon bias in studies from 1983- 1992. Northern America is still the main 
geographical focus (41 papers), followed by UK (11). However, Europe, Australasia, the Middle East and Asia 
are better represented in this time period: Europe (9, of which 4 are from Norway and Sweden), 
Australia/NewZealand/Singapore (6), Middle East (3), Pakistan/India/China (4) and Latin America (1). During 
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this period we also observe three comparative studies, one between UK and France, one New 
Zealand/Norway/UK and one on Finland/Scotland.  
 
Key research topics 
The papers mainly deal with performance (20), are generally descriptive (13), or focus on access to capital 
(8). Another group of studies deals with start-up processes (6), family (6), management practice and strategy 
(6), with yet another group focusing on attitudes or intentions (4), conceptual issues (3), networking (2), 
motivation and personality (3), growth (2), psychology/traits (2), entrepreneurship programmes (1) or sex 
discrimination (1). Interestingly, the research topics cover in this period, although widened theoretically from 
the first period, still continue to treat gender as an independent variable when explaining performance, access 
to capital, start-up processes, survival, etc. Consequently a widened array of research topics is not matched 
with a nuanced understanding of gender. 
 
Observed trends in perspectives adopted 
The pattern in which research topics in this period are treated is reflected in the trend in perspective adopted. 
For example, of the 81 studies reviewed, 48 use a gender as variable approach, 28 a feminist standpoint 
approach and only two a post structural approach. Thus, it would seem that gender and entrepreneurship 
research in the ‘90s is still characterised by explaining differences and similarities between male and female 
entrepreneurs. Further, when using feminist standpoint theory (often implicit) one leans towards stereotyping 
women as being inherently different to men. Entrepreneurship research in this period has still not turned to 
post-structural feminism.  
 
Methodological approaches 
Reflecting the trend toward gender as a variable and second standpoint feminism, the majority (64) of the 81 
studies are quantitative, with the balance split between qualitative and mixed methods approaches. Sampling 
methods are characterized by random samples (49), which are either stratified or systematic; purposive 
samples (13), convenience (11) and census or equivalent (3). There is a heavy reliance on secondary data 
sources such as census data and national databases, rendering sample sizes extremely large. For example, 
of the 81 studies, six have a sample size in the range 5000-40000, seven have between 2000-5000, 18 
between 200-2000, and other studies had samples size between 5 and 200. Disappointingly, about 20 studies 
provided no information on samples size. Further, using mainly men and women business owners as the 
sample unit (40 studies), and with a clear emphasis on comparing men and women in their analysis (49 
studies), the period of 1993-2002 appears to extend the descriptive designs of the previous decade, moving 
towards causal designs aimed at testing differences between men and women. Forty-five studies are 
explanatory, 24 descriptive and the remainder exploratory. This trend in using secondary data, large datasets 
and explanatory and descriptive designs in comparing men and women entrepreneurs reinforces a static and 
a-contextual view on gender and entrepreneurship. This observation is also supported by the fact that a 
decisive factor influencing not least the gender balance in entrepreneurship, namely sector seems rather 
uninteresting for the authors. Of the 81 studies, 31 provide no information on sector or types of businesses; 
ten focus on small businesses, five on entrepreneurs/self-employed, two on households, two on new 
businesses, with a minority of papers considering other topics such as entrepreneurship education, the urban 
formal sector or youth. 
 
Studies in this time period are characterized by surveys (38 mail or other survey types); some studies use 
interviews (22 personal or telephone). Longitudinal studies are included in only seven studies, with the 
remainder based on archival, focus groups and experiments.  Such measures support the notion that research 
in this time period is still very conventional in nature, and is focused on counting measurable items for the 
purpose of determining whether or not female entrepreneurs differ from their male counterparts. The fact that 
there is only one case study and one observation study in this period further reinforces the acontextual nature 
of the research being conducted. 
  
The analytical methods employed in these studies support the above claim. For example, of the 81 studies, 
more than 33 use descriptive analysis, 14 use multivariate techniques, nine regression and fifteen logit models 
or factor analysis. Only seven studies use text analyses, but none employ Nvivo or similar tool. Thus, we can 
conclude that the 1993-2002 research period is methodologically unsophisticated, although the feminist 
standpoint/feminist liberal approaches have clearly expanded since the 1980s. Consequently, thus far, 
methodologies do not appear to reflect the observed shift in conceptualisation of gender and 
entrepreneurship. 
    
Period 3: 2003 – 2012 
Perhaps not surprisingly, given the cumulative development of the field over time, the new millennium 
witnessed a significant increase in the number of published empirical studies on women’s entrepreneurship, 
with a total of 214 such papers identified by the authors during the 2003-2012 period. Within this decade, we 
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see the geographical scope of research studies expanding considerably to include emerging economies and 
those regions previously (relatively) under-represented in the female entrepreneurship literatures, i.e. Africa, 
Asia, the Sub-Sahara and Middle East

6
. However, studies of female entrepreneurial endeavour in the ‘big 

three’ research regions - i.e. North America (50), the UK (36) and Australasia (22) - continue to dominate. 
 
Key research topics 
The range of topics investigated in the studies reviewed in this period also increases significantly, with over 30 
different topics identified. While generally descriptive studies on traditional topics relating to barriers to female 
entrepreneurship (11), growth (8), attitudes/intentions (11) and start-up (11) remain popular, studies focusing 
on finance (33), performance (19), motivation (17) and ethnic/minority (17) attract the majority of concerted 
academic attention. Novel areas such as social capital, incubation, social enterprise, opportunity recognition 
and female-led home-based businesses also begin to emerge, albeit in only a handful of studies. Notably, 
studies focusing on contextual/institutional influences (6), training/education (4), family (6) and female 
entrepreneurial identity (10) are clearly gaining momentum during this period, potentially signalling much 
greater acknowledgment of the highly gendered nature of entrepreneurship. 
 
Observed trends in perspective adopted 
More than half of the papers in this decade adopt an exploratory or purely descriptive approach (113), with the 
remainder seeking to explain particular phenomena evidenced within female entrepreneurial endeavour. 
Research studies in this period are also characterized by their feminist standpoint perspective (74), with a 
notable move toward post structural feminism as the main theoretical approach (34), albeit often implicit. 
Consistent with Neergaard et al. (2011), we find the majority of the latter type of study published in the still 
relatively new speciality journal International Journal of Gender & Entrepreneurship (IJGE). Perhaps 
surprisingly, a considerable number of the papers (60) in the 2003-2012 period continue to adopt a gender as 
a variable approach, as further evidenced by the consistent male/female comparisons drawn from the data 
and highlighted in the findings. Interestingly, a substantial number of papers (35) in our review during this 
period adopted no particular (or very weakly implied) feminist perspective. 
 
Methodological approaches 
Despite the observed increase in feminist perspective adopted by researchers in this period, quantitative 
methods designed to platform male-female differences predominate. Over half of the studies (110) adopt 
purely quantitative methods, employing mainly large scale surveys; 73 studies adopt qualitative methods, and 
the balance use mixed methods. Men and women business owners are the primary unit of analysis, again 
establishing a comparative male/female analytical framework from the outset, with only a small number of 
studies focusing solely on women only samples and offering within (women) group comparisons. 
 
With the exception of only a few studies (see, for example, Millman & Martin, 2007 (food); Al-Dajani & Marlow, 
2010 (embroidery); Bensemann & Hall, 2010 (tourism); Dodd, 2012 (creative industries)), the majority of 
research articles in this period are not sector specific; indeed, many studies do not detail the particular sectors 
under investigation, opting for a broad industry sweep, often not quantified or explained due to the large 
census-style data sets involved. For the most part, and consistent with previous periods in our review, those 
studies specifying particular industries tend to focus very broadly on services (16), manufacturing (6) and 
technology (9), without specific sectors identified therein.  
 
While data in this period are often drawn from reliable and established large data sets such as GEM, ABS, 
Dun & Bradstreet, PSED or national census or government databases, and employ systematic or stratified 
random sampling methods, some do not clearly specify response rates. Many studies continue to use non-
random, small and potentially biased samples, which we can assume are as a result of relying on 
convenience or snowballing data gathering techniques. In over 25 per cent of studies, the data source is not 
specified, nor is the sampling technique explained. While sample sizes range considerably from several 
thousand individuals in a single nation (census data sets) across up to 38 (mainly GEM) countries

7
 for 

quantitative papers, through to a single unit of analysis or a very small number of personal interviews/cases in 
the more in-depth qualitative studies

8
, in some papers the actual sample size is not even specified nor is it 

entirely clear who/what exactly is being sampled. Indeed, and somewhat alarmingly, even when sample sizes 
(respondent numbers) are clearly specified, the initial target sample is not quantified, making it impossible to 
calculate response rates. 
 
Consistent with the overwhelming quantitative approach witnessed during this decade within our review 
period, and as a result of heavy reliance on analyzing secondary data sources, it appears that surveys and 

                                                 
6 For example, we found published empirical work that focused on Bulgaria (Manolova et al., 2007); Lebanon (Jamali, 2009); Iran 

(Javadian & Singh, 2012); Jordan (Al Dajani & Marlow, 2010) and Afghanistan (Holmen et al., 2011). 
7 Baughan et al., 2006. 
8 Datta & Gailey, 2012; Hytti, 2010; Nadin, 2007; Patterson & Mavin, 2009; Leung, 2011. 
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telephone interviews predominate as the investigative ‘measure’ of choice. An increasing number of studies 
adopt personal interviews, yet only a handful employ ethnographic, observation or case based approaches 
(see, for example, Struder, 2003; Rehman & Roomi, 2002; Eversole, 2004). Generally, the employment of 
large data sets is linked to sophisticated multivariate, factor or regression analysis, with a clear relationship 
between smaller, more qualitative studies and purely descriptive analytical approaches. In only a very small 
number of studies do we see software packages such as Nudist or NVivo applied (see, for example, Hodges, 
2012; Hampton et al; 2011; Kirkwood, 2007).  
 
Discussion 
 
The findings of our review demonstrate a recent and significant proliferation of female entrepreneurship 
empirical research, as evidenced by the fact that 214 (64%) of our 335 articles were published between 2003 
and 2012. Furthermore, 40% were published within the last five years alone, suggesting that gender had now 
become a legitimate area of scholarly inquiry within the entrepreneurship field. However, it must be 
recognised that a relatively small percentage of such scholarship is being published in the higher tiered 
journals, a trend which, in itself, has the potential to significantly restrict the future development of the field.  
 
The geographical scope of empirical focus has broadened somewhat from the predominately Anglo-Saxon 
bias witnessed in period 1 of our review, to the inclusion of Australasia and the Middle East in period 2, and 
finally to Africa, Asia and the Sub-Sahara in period 3. While such broadening is indicative of the growing 
importance of women’s entrepreneurship globally, in both developed and emerging economies, we note that 
the ‘big three’ research regions – North America, Australasia and the UK – represent the majority (60%) of 
empirical research over our 30-year review period. 
 
The majority of papers in our review adopt an exploratory or purely descriptive approach, and this is sustained 
over the three decades. However, the range of research questions investigated expands quite significantly 
over the review period, commencing with profiles of women entrepreneurs, their start-up experiences and 
management practices/strategies during periods 1 and 2, through to questions that focus on the 
barriers/challenges women entrepreneurs face, their attitudes/intentions, family influences and 
training/education. Interestingly, the most popular research topics over the entire 30-year period were 
finance/access to capital (41 studies), performance (39) and motivation (20).  
 
Over a third of the papers in our review adopt a GAV approach, a perspective that almost exclusively 
categorises papers in periods 1 and 2. However, as illustrated in Figure 1, it is in the most recent decade that 
we begin to see a notable shift in feminist perspective toward that of FST or PSF. With regard to the latter, as 
already noted by Neergaard et al. (2011), it is the younger speciality journal IJGE that is currently publishing 
most of this type of research, signalling perhaps, such perspective is not yet accepted by the more established 
mainstream entrepreneurship journals. This, undoubtedly, will have implications for the further development of 
the field. What is perhaps of most concern is that despite repeated calls for research methods that 
acknowledge the complexities of the female entrepreneurial endeavour, we continue to see empirical studies 
designed to focus on male/female comparisons, with either weak or even no feminist perspective adopted.  
 
Our starting point in this paper was based on the assumption that there has been a shift in the 
conceptualisation of female entrepreneurship within the literature. Having established that this is indeed the 
(albeit quite recent) case, as evidenced by our data (see Table 5), our core research question sought to 
determine the extent to which this shift has been matched with relevant and appropriate investigative 
approaches. Methodologies in our first review period are clearly characterised by quantitative approaches, 
with only 10% of studies adopting purely qualitative approaches. This does not really change in the ‘90s, 
where the data reveal that 64 of the 81 papers reviewed adopt a quantitative approach. While this trend is 
further sustained into our most recent review period, it is here that we see a move toward more qualitative or 
mixed methods. Despite this, however, disappointingly, comparative male/female frameworks are employed 
from the outset, and there is little by way of women-only samples or within group comparisons. 
 
Throughout our review period there is a notable over-reliance on large datasets and secondary data sources, 
with postal surveys remaining the predominant research tool. Sampling and analytical methods vary 
considerably over the three decades, with large scale surveys adopting random stratified or systematic 
techniques and analysing data with multivariate, regression or logit modelling techniques. Interestingly, efforts 
to produce reliable, large scale, robust research appear to be off-set by an inherent male/female comparative 
framework embedded in the research design and further highlighted in the analysis of findings. In some of the 
studies, neither the data source nor the sampling method are stated, rendering findings potentially suspect 
and studies impossible to replicate.  
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A consistent trend throughout our review period is that empirical studies are not focused on any particular 
industry sector, despite repeated claims in the literature in relation to the influence of context and the fact that 
women entrepreneurs are not a homogenous group. While the new millennium certainly witnessed the 
introduction of some such studies, these were only a handful in number, were based on very small sample 
sizes, employed highly qualitative techniques and used non-random, convenience and snowballing 
techniques. As a consequence, such studies relied solely on descriptive analysis, and did not always 
adequately explain their data source, sampling method or data analysis techniques. The absence of sector 
focus may well be due to the perennial problem of access to data, as well as the general lack of gender-
disaggregated data, especially in developing countries. The data from our review suggest, possibly, that there 
is a trade-off between robustness/reliability of data sources/sets and women-only sector/context specific 
research, where sample sizes will inevitably be small. This is evidenced by the popular use of GEM and 
census data, which reinforces a trend toward survey method. 
 
Conclusion 
 
This paper aimed to indentify methodological incongruities in extant research on gender and 
entrepreneurship, suggest approaches that are potentially more suited to contemporary conceptualisations of 
the field, and formulate new avenues for future inquiry. To address these objectives, we conduced a SLR of 
335 empirically-based research papers published in 18 journals between 1983 and 2012.  
 
It appears that research on female entrepreneurship continues to be characterised by explaining differences 
between male and female entrepreneurs. Indeed, our study shows an overwhelming trend toward large scale, 
quantitatively-based/analysed male-female comparative research that avoids adopting sector-specific focus 
and within-group comparative analysis. We believe that this is due to the fact that few entrepreneurship 
researchers are interested in feminist epistemology. Disappointingly, the more advanced understanding of 
feminism witnessed in sociology and political science literatures is not reflected in the field of 
entrepreneurship. We suggest that the time has come to take a more critical view of how methodology in 
gender research needs to expand in the future. Haraway’s (1988) ground breaking notion of going beyond 
universal perspectives and looking for partial perspectives and locatedness in gender research seem to have 
little influence in mainstream entrepreneurship research. As Ahl & Marlow (2012) argue, the need for an 
epistemological shift in entrepreneurship research is urgent. Current positivist epistemologies that focus on 
assumed, innate sex differences will inevitably reproduce the “othering” of women, as well as the conception 
of women as the ones that need to be fixed in order to meet the norm. The irony of this being that the 
assumed male entrepreneurial norm of high growth, high performing ventures is mythical (Storey, 2011). 
However, research methods and publishing standards must follow suit. Standard, quantitative survey studies 
comparing static factors are ill-suited to studying gendering processes; even if we detect some signs of an 
epistemological shift, albeit mostly in one journal, the associated widening of research methods is still largely 
absent. For example, narratives almost never published in entrepreneurship journals. This reinforces our claim 
that scholars in gender and entrepreneurship seem uninterested in autho-biographial research, which is 
increasingly published in other areas within the entrepreneurship field

9
. We conclude that in order to move the 

field forward and harness an increased interest in feminist theory, entrepreneurship researchers need to 
ground their methodology in feminist epistemology. If we want to learn how gender unfolds in our field we 
simply cannot continue to accept more of the same in the coming years. 
 
Limitations 
Despite efforts to produce as comprehensive a review as possible, the authors acknowledge that some 
articles may have been inadvertently omitted. This is inevitable, given that we limited our review to a specific 
number of journals over a specific time period. Furthermore, as with all reviews, we acknowledge the inherent 
subjectivity of our critique, although efforts were made to counteract this through discussions amongst the 
author team to cross check perspectives and gain consensus. 
 
Toward a future research agenda 
The shift in feminist perspective toward that of FST and PSF needs to be matched with more appropriate data 
collection and analysis methods. Essentially, large scale quantitative studies need to be balanced with 
qualitative insights that can really only be gained in any meaningful way by abandoning male-female 
comparative studies and introducing sector, region and country explorations that involve within-group 
comparisons. However, future scholars must be mindful of the potential ‘trade-off’ in relation to sample 
robustness, reliability of data sources and analytical rigour. To counteract this, researchers need to lobby for 
improved and gender-disaggregated data sets that are fully accessible. Where small sample sizes are 
unavoidable, then data sources must be explained, sampling methods detailed and analytical techniques 
revealed. Triangulation also needs to be applied to enhance findings.  

                                                 
9 See, for example, Foss (2004); Hjort (2004). 
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We posit that studies of gender in the entrepreneurship field lag behind those in other disciplines (sociology, 
etc), requiring scholars to develop the methodological repertoire to match the now expected post structural 
feminist approach. This may well require a shift of a more radical kind - a move away from traditional, broad-
sweeping quantitative approaches toward more focused qualitative methodologies such as in-depth interview, 
life histories, case study or discourse analysis.  
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Table 1. Stages in the SLR Process 

 

Stage Description 

1 A list of relevant journals in the field was constructed based on a combination of journals identified in previous SLRs
10

 and the authors’ own 

knowledge of the field
11

. 

2 Those journals publishing fewer than 5 relevant papers during the period under review were excluded, resulting in a final list of 18 journals. 

3 Each member of the author team was allocated a discrete ten-year time period to search: period 1: 1983-1992; period 2: 1993-2002; period 3: 2003-

2012. 

4 Within-journal searches were conducted by means of a systematic Boolean keyword search using the terms (woman OR women OR female OR 

gender) AND (entrepreneurship OR entrepreneur OR enterprise OR business OR firm) in the title, key words and abstract fields. As a cross check, in 

some cases, content pages of each journal issue/volume were examined to ensure no relevant paper was omitted/missed. 

5 Resulting individual articles were then examined and exclusion criteria applied as follows: calls-for-papers, book reviews, practitioner papers, 

conference reports, conceptual papers, review articles, papers where the gender/female entrepreneurship dimension was deemed to be a very 

insignificant component or by-product of the study. For the most part, papers broadly relating to entrepreneurship education, where students’ 

attitudes toward entrepreneurship were assessed, or their perceived entrepreneurial self-efficacy was measured with gender as a variable, were also 

excluded. Articles dealing with women’s career progression in the workplace or their (entrepreneurial) leadership style as (employed) managers were 

equally excluded. 

6 Discussions between the authors throughout the process ensured that any further potential exclusions were discussed and agreed. This resulted in a 

final sample of 335 papers to be included in the 30-year review period. 

7 Papers were reviewed using a common thematic reading guide (see Table 3) developed by the authors 

 

                                                 
10 See, for example, Neergaard et al., 2011; Jennings & Brush (2013), among others. 
11 All three authors have been researching and publishing in the field for over 20 years; all are regular reviewers of leading journals in the field, one is a journal editor and another an associate editor for 

relevant journals. 
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Table 2. Journals Included in the Systematic Literature Review  

 

Journal Titles (n=18) Journal 

Publishing 

Start Date 

Number of Papers Included in Final Review 

  Period 1 

1983-1992 

Period 2 

1993-2002 

Period 3 

2003-2012 

Total 

Entrepreneurship & Regional Development (ERD) 1989 3 10 6 19 

Entrepreneurship Theory & Practice (ETP) 1975 5 6 11 22 

Gender & Society (GS) 1987 1 - 4 5 

Gender in Management (GM)*  1985 2 5 28 35 

Gender Work & Organization (GWO) 1994 - 3 5 8 

International Entrepreneurship & Management Journal (IEMJ) 2005 - - 19 19 

International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behaviour & Research (IJEBR) 1995 - 5 14 19 

International Journal of Entrepreneurship & Innovation (IJEI) 2000 - 4 14 18 

International Journal of Gender & Entrepreneurship (IJGE) 2009 - - 46 46 

International Small Business Journal (ISBJ) 1982 5 3 9 17 

Journal of Business Ethics (JBE) 1982 3 2 2 7 

Journal of Business Venturing (JBV) 1986 6 11 6 23 

Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship (JDE) 1996 - 5 9 14 

Journal of Enterprising Culture (JEC) 1994 - 3 8 11 

Journal of Small Business & Enterprise Development (JSBED) 1994 - 1 6 7 

Journal of Small Business Management (JSBM) 1962 13 16 4 33 

Small Business Economics (SBE) 1989 2 5 13 20 

Venture Capital (VC) 1999 - 2 10 12 

Totals:   40 81 214 335 
(Adapted from Neergaard et al., 2011, p. 19). 

*previously “Women in Management Review” (1985-2007), then Gender in Management (GM) from 2008. 
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Table 3. Reading Guide  

 

Category 

1. Article Title 

2. Author(s) 

3. Year of Publication 

4. Journal 

5. Research Question/Focus 

6. Feminist Perspective?  

7. Methodological Approach: 

• 7a Qualitative or quantitative? 

• 7b type 

• 7c measure 

• 7d data sources 

• 7e notable limitations? 

8.  Analysis  

9. Sample Details: 

• 9a type (unit) 

• 9b sampling method 

• 9c size 

• 9d response rate 

• 9e country 

• 9f sector 

• 9g comparison? 

10. Key Findings 
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Table 4. Snippet Samples of Evidence Collected from the SLR  

 

 Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3 Sample 4 

Authors Rosa & Hamilton Fischer et al. Shabbar & di Gregorio Dautzenberg 

Date 1994 1993 1996 2012 

Journal ETP JBV JBV IJGE 

Research Question 

Focus 

Structure of firm 

ownership/family 

Firm performance Start up, goals and 

motivation 

Profiling women-led 

Technology entrepreneurs 

Feminist Perspective? GAV FST  GAV GAV 

Methodological 

Approach 

Quantitative Quantitative Qualitative Quantitative 

Measure Interviews Mail survey Personal interviews Survey 

Data Source(s) University of Sterling data Not specified Entrepreneurship 

development programme 

Census 

Unit of Analysis Men & women business 

owners 

Men & women business 

owners 

Women business owners Men and women’s 

businesses 

Sampling Method Random statistical quota; 

non-representative 

Systematic random Convenience Systematic random 

Sample size 600 908 33 5,000+ 

Country UK USA Pakistan Germany 

Sector Focus 3 sectors: textile, business 

services & hotel/catering 

Cross sector No specific focus Technology 

Key Findings  Co-ownership is more 

common than sole 

ownership for both sexes; 

both men and women are 

active manager; men are 

more likely to own several 

businesses. 

No differences in 

education or motivation. 

Men outperform women 

on size & growth. 

Men’s increased ‘similar 

business’ experience 

positively related to 

performance. 

Freedom seekers were 

frustrated with previous 

situation; security seekers 

needed income; 

satisfaction seekers wanted 

to do something on their 

own. 

Confirms gender gap in 

technology sector; firm 

success is independent of 

gender. 
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Figure 1. Feminist Perspective – time trend in number of articles 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

1982-1992 1993-2002 2003-2012

A
r
t
ic
le
s FST

GAV

NO

PSF



 19

 

Table 5. Feminist Perspective Correlated with Methodological Approach (Measure) 

 

Count 

Time-period 

Feminst_perspective_2 

Total FST GAV NO PSF 

1982-

1992 

Measure_

2 

ARCH 1 2   3 

EXP 0 1   1 

MSUR 1 15   16 

MSUR_

C 

0 2 
  

2 

PINT 2 5   7 

PINT_C 1 1   2 

SUR 0 2   2 

TESTQ 0 4   4 

TINT 1 2   3 

Total 6 34   40 

1993-

2002 

Measure_

2 

ARCH 3 0  0 3 

CASE 1 0  0 1 

EXP 0 3  0 3 

FOCUS 2 0  0 2 

LONG 1 1  0 2 

LONG_

C 

2 4 
 

0 6 

MSUR 7 18  0 25 

MSUR_

C 

1 2 
 

0 3 

PINT 6 5  1 12 
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PINT_C 2 6  1 9 

SUR 2 6  0 8 

TESTQ 0 1  0 1 

TINT 2 2  0 4 

Total 29 48  2 79 

2003-

2012 

Measure_

2 

CASE 3 0 3 4 10 

FOCUS 0 0 1 1 2 

LONG_

C 

1 0 0 0 1 

MSUR 2 1 0 0 3 

OBS 0 0 1 1 2 

PINT 23 4 4 11 42 

PINT_C 0 1 1 1 3 

SUR 29 48 16 7 100 

SUR_C 8 3 4 4 19 

TEXT 0 0 0 1 1 

TINT 10 3 7 4 24 

VAR 1 0 0 0 1 

Total 77 60 37 34 208 

Total Measure_

2 

ARCH 4 2 0 0 6 

CASE 4 0 3 4 11 

EXP 0 4 0 0 4 

FOCUS 2 0 1 1 4 

LONG 1 1 0 0 2 

LONG_

C 

3 4 0 0 7 

MSUR 10 34 0 0 44 
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MSUR_

C 

1 4 0 0 5 

OBS 0 0 1 1 2 

PINT 31 14 4 12 61 

PINT_C 3 8 1 2 14 

SUR 31 56 16 7 110 

SUR_C 8 3 4 4 19 

TESTQ 0 5 0 0 5 

TEXT 0 0 0 1 1 

TINT 13 7 7 4 31 

VAR 1 0 0 0 1 

Total 112 142 37 36 327 

 

 

 

 


