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ABSTRACT 
 

BATCH, DYLAN DAKOTA. Exploring Support Systems of Rural Female Entrepreneurs in 
North Carolina (Under the direction of Dr. Katherine Annett-Hitchcock). 
  

Past research involving entrepreneurship focused on the entrepreneur as an isolated 

phenomenon. However, through further research with a more holistic lens, entrepreneurs are now 

seen as intimately tied through their social relationships to a broader network of actors in their 

entrepreneurial ecosystems (EE) (Hoang & Antoncic, 2003). Entrepreneurs move through an 

ecosystem, piecing together support from various sources to build their support system (Bell-

Masterson & Stangler, 2015). Some support is social in nature and can be categorized as 

emotional, instrumental, informational, and appraisal (House, 1981).   

Although many small-and-medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) can also form and grow 

within complex, interconnected networks (Lyon-Hill et al., 2017), entrepreneurial ecosystem 

research generally examines connected networks of predominantly urban high-growth startups 

(Foster et al., 2013; Isenberg, 2010). Some suggest that research should focus on SME’s, as they 

represent many businesses owned by rural and female entrepreneurs and represent an essential 

part of society (Ascher, 2012; Luehrsen, 2010; Rural Women Entrepreneurs, 2019). Rural and 

female entrepreneurs are known for having strong and dense social networks, community 

embeddedness (Atterton, 2007; Jack & Anderson, 2002), and social cohesion (Jack & Anderson, 

2002; Reimer, 2006; Shucksmith, 1996). Thus, they can and do rely on a variety of support types 

at a higher regularity than their urban and male counterparts (Miller et al., 2007; Neumeyer et al., 

2019). So far, there has been limited research examining the supportive systems and connections 

between rural female entrepreneurs and their support providers.  

Therefore, this research study was carried out to examine the support system for rural 

female entrepreneurs in the predominately rural state of North Carolina, which is comprised of 
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78% rural counties. Three research objectives were developed: 1) collect demographic, lifestyle, 

and business information on rural female entrepreneurs in North Carolina, 2) identify support 

sources in a rural female entrepreneur support system (RFESS) and 3) evaluate the support 

provided in a rural female entrepreneur support system. The study consisted of n=69 women who 

lived and/or operated their business(es) in a rural county in North Carolina. Data was collected 

using a 40-question online survey that was distributed via email or during in-person local events. 

Data were analyzed using descriptive, inferential, and qualitative statistical analysis that included 

distribution, percent, average, Chi-Square, Exploratory Factor Analysis, and content analysis and 

thematic coding.  

The standard literature perspective portrays rural female entrepreneurs as married, 

educated, with many caregiving responsibilities, and business ownership in specific industries. 

These variables were replicated in the current study and support the literature. Most of the 

participants had bachelor's degrees, were married, and had caregiving responsibilities to children 

and elderly family members. Many of the businesses participants owned were in industries like 

Food and Beverage Manufacturing, Agriculture, Retail Trade, and Food and Accommodations.  

Results show that most participants identified with a “pull-oriented” realization that they 

needed to fulfill themselves by using their talent or ability to start a business. Additionally, 

participants found that their need to provide for their community, gain independence, and 

autonomy and flexibility for their lives influenced their business development. Push-oriented 

motivational factors were mentioned but made up a small percentage of participants. The study’s 

results differ from established literature by identifying a high majority of participants discussing 

the many ways they would like to grow their business.  
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Overall, this study found that a majority of the rural female business owners primarily 

rely on their family for emotional and appraisal support and other nonfamily as their secondary 

sources for informational and instrumental support. Literature encourages researchers to 

investigate the nuances of support systems that may refute the commonly accepted ‘provider to 

support type’ system (Greve & Salaff, 2003; Klyver et al., 2011). The findings in this study, 

along with suggested improvements, provide support organizations with an understanding of 

who these female entrepreneurs are, what motivates their businesses, and how they can be better 

supported to grow and become change agents within their families and communities. This study 

provides a new opportunity to begin re-evaluating the limitations and assumptions placed on 

these entrepreneurs.  
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CHAPTER 1 Introduction 

 
Before the 1980s, research involving entrepreneurship focused on the entrepreneur as an 

isolated phenomenon and the ways in which personality, risk aversion, and other internal 

qualities affected success at business ownership. However, works such as those of Dubini 

(1989), van de Ven (1993), and Spilling (1996) begin to examine the influence of externalities 

such as regional, social, cultural, political, and economic structures on the entrepreneurship 

process (Spigel & Harrison, 2018). Through further research with a more holistic lens, 

entrepreneurs are now seen as intimately tied through their social relationships to a broader 

network of actors in their entrepreneurial ecosystems (EE) (Hoang & Antoncic, 2003). These 

systems have become a subject of inquiry by scholars who have sought to explain why and how 

particular geographic regions experience more significant startup growth than others (Lyon-Hill 

et al., 2017). According to the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, an EE 

is a set of interconnected entrepreneurial actors, entrepreneurial organizations, institutions, and 

entrepreneurial processes that formally and informally coalesce to connect, mediate and govern 

the performance within the local entrepreneurial environment (Mason & Brown, 2014).  

Entrepreneurs move through an ecosystem, piecing together support from various sources 

to build their support system (Bell-Masterson & Stangler, 2015). Some support is social in nature 

and can be categorized as emotional, instrumental, informational, and appraisal (House, 1981). 

This type of support helps entrepreneurs navigate the stressful periods of business management 

in various ways, such as emotional assistance dealing with business problems or encouragement 

in the career choice to be an entrepreneur (Eddleston & Powell, 2012). Additionally, support can 

come in the form of practical assistance in concrete skills, actions, and resources or an honest 



   2 

evaluation of the person’s business performance (Hilbrecht, 2016; Hsu et al., 2016; Malecki & 

Demaray, 2003). 

Despite the growing interest in support development within a network, entrepreneurial 

ecosystem research generally examines connected networks of predominantly urban high-growth 

startups, claiming that this type of entrepreneurship is an essential source of innovation, 

productivity growth, and employment (Foster et al., 2013; Isenberg, 2010). Many small-and-

medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) can also form and grow within complex, interconnected 

networks (Lyon-Hill et al., 2017). An SME can be classified as a very small (micro-businesses 

employing fewer than ten people), small (10 - 50 employees), and medium-sized (50 - 250 

employees) (Lowe & Talbot, 2000). 

Some suggest that research should focus on SME’s, as they represent many businesses 

owned by rural and female entrepreneurs and represent an essential part of society (Ascher, 

2012; Luehrsen, 2010; Rural Women Entrepreneurs, 2019). Literature characterizes rural and 

female entrepreneurial ecosystems by their perceived deficiencies, such as distance from urban 

markets and resources, limited workforce, access to business support resources, and networking 

opportunities. Even though viewed through the lens of what they are lacking, rural and female 

entrepreneurs are known for having strong and dense social networks, community embeddedness 

(Atterton, 2007; Jack & Anderson, 2002), and social cohesion (Jack & Anderson, 2002; Reimer, 

2006; Shucksmith, 1996). Thus, they can and do rely on a variety of support types at a higher 

regularity than their urban and male counterparts (Miller et al., 2007; Neumeyer et al., 2019). So 

far, there has been limited research examining the supportive systems and connections between 

rural female entrepreneurs and their support providers.  
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To address some of these research gaps, this research study set out to examine the support 

systems for rural female entrepreneurs in North Carolina (NC), a predominantly rural state in the 

U.S. The following research objectives were set up for the study:  

RO1: Collect demographic, lifestyle, and business information on rural female 

entrepreneurs in North Carolina 

RO2: Identify support sources in a rural female entrepreneur support system (RFESS) 

RO3: Evaluate the types of support in an RFESS  

The study was conducted using mixed methods research design using an online survey 

focusing on rural female entrepreneurs in North Carolina. The survey was distributed to 

respondents via email with the assistance of small business associations, networking groups, and 

other support programs with which the entrepreneurs may have interacted, and in-person at local 

events using approved recruitment material. The nature of mixed methods research and the use 

of a survey as a data collection instrument has inherent limitations, including respondents' 

reliability in their response, accuracy, and survey completion. As discussed in ecosystem 

literature, each region is nuanced and has different actors involved in the community. 

Entrepreneurial ecosystem components will vary from region to region; therefore, the researcher 

cannot apply generalizable results taken from this study to rural ecosystems outside of North 

Carolina. However, this research provides a framework that can be foundational for future 

studies examining support systems.  

Implications of this study center around Support Organizations focused on rural female 

entrepreneurs. Pull-oriented business motivational and aspirational factors discussed by survey 

participants provide an opportunity to champion female entrepreneurs as change agents in their 
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community. Additionally, understanding there are common industries rural female entrepreneurs 

tend to start businesses in, creates the possibility for support organizations to build road maps for 

business owners to understand better how to build and grow business in a specific industry. 

Support organizations may not provide the types of support families can, but they could begin to 

involve family members in educational programming so spouses and other family members 

could learn practical skills to better support female entrepreneurs. Lastly, Support Organizations 

could develop educational opportunities that teach female entrepreneurs to identify the best 

source of support and cultivate an effective network that provides a range of emotional, 

instrumental, informational, and appraisal support. These education opportunities could also 

facilitate knowledge transfer between rural female entrepreneurs and nonfamily relationships 

(complementary businesses, local community members, etc.) with access to a broader range of 

instrumental and informational resources. 

Results of this study identify the make-up of a rural female entrepreneur's primary and 

secondary support systems. Future research could determine the most effective delivery 

mechanism for support opportunities from outside the family, which would provide 

organizations with optimal methods of connection to meet entrepreneurs where they are currently 

are.  
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CHAPTER 2 Literature Review 

 
This section of the literature will introduce the term entrepreneur, review entrepreneurial 

ecosystems focusing on support (one of the components that make up an ecosystem) and discuss 

the literature on female and rural entrepreneurship.  

Entrepreneur Definition 
 

The term entrepreneur comes from the French verb entreprendre meaning “to undertake.” 

Richard Cantillon, an 18th-century economist, was one of the first academics who identified the 

willingness to bear the personal financial risks of a business venture as a defining characteristic 

of an entrepreneur (Cantillion, 1755). Jean-Baptiste Say (1803) emphasized the entrepreneurs’ 

role in creating value by shifting resources from previously less productive areas to more 

productive ones. Then, two prominent 20th-century economists helped to redefine the 

understanding of an entrepreneur. Joseph Schumpeter (1934) stressed the role of the entrepreneur 

as an innovator who implements change in an economy by introducing new goods or new 

methods of production, and Israel Kirzner (1973) believed an entrepreneur was a person who 

discovers previously unnoticed profit opportunities.  

In a 2017 Kauffman Foundation thought piece, the writer asks the question, “Is an 

entrepreneur anyone who is self-employed? A consultant? An Uber driver? Do they need to have 

employees? Is an entrepreneur any business owner, or does it require a new innovation or 

creation? At what point in that firm’s life does the founder lose the title of “entrepreneur” to 

simply become “CEO” or “business owner”? Krause (2017) elaborated on how entrepreneurs 

can be defined differently depending from what perspective they are being viewed. Whether 

through the lens of researcher examining survey data, an actual business owner, or a supporter in 

an ecosystem, the definition of an entrepreneur will change. For this research, the definition of 
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entrepreneur will be examined at a high level as “an organizer of an economic venture, especially 

one who organizes, owns, manages and assumes the risk of a business or enterprise” (Gove, 

1961). The next section of the literature review will introduce and examine entrepreneurs in 

relation to other actors and support systems in their network, also known as an Entrepreneurial 

Ecosystem (EE).  

Entrepreneurial Ecosystems 

Overview 

Entrepreneurial Ecosystems (EE) have long been a subject of inquiry by scholars who 

have sought to explain why and how particular regions experience more significant startup 

growth than others (Lyon-Hill et al., 2017). The entrepreneurial ecosystem concept emerged 

from the changing debates about entrepreneurship in the 1980s and 1990s (Spigel & Harrison, 

2018). Scholars increasingly questioned the value of personality‐based explanations of 

entrepreneurship in favor of investigations into the broader social and economic structures 

surrounding the entrepreneurship process (Dodd & Anderson, 2007). The idea of entrepreneurial 

ecosystems has gained significance within entrepreneurship practitioners and research circles 

(Spigel & Harrison, 2018). Ecosystems are a conceptual umbrella for the benefits and resources 

produced by a cohesive, typically regional community of entrepreneurs and their supporters that 

help new high‐growth ventures form, survive, and expand (Spigel & Harrison, 2018).  

Entrepreneurial Ecosystem research recognizes that individual regions have a mix of 

resources supporting and producing various entrepreneurial opportunities, outcomes, and 

challenges (Foster et al., 2013; Isenberg, 2010). Entrepreneurial ecosystem research helps 

develop a deeper appreciation of diversity within a single ecosystem by capturing the levels of 

resource availability, and differences in how entrepreneurial actors perceive and engage with 
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those support systems (Donegan et al., 2019). In a fixed regional ecosystem, entrepreneurs are no 

longer viewed solely as independent actors but as players working within an ever-changing 

region made up of an extensive network of resources in which they can choose to pursue and 

engage (Donegan et al., 2019).  

The entrepreneurial ecosystem concept generally examines connected networks of 

predominantly urban high-growth startups, understanding that this type of entrepreneurship is an 

essential source of innovation, productivity growth, and employment (Foster et al., 2013; 

Isenberg, 2010). Small-and-Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs) can also form and grow within 

complex, interconnected networks (Lyon-Hill et al., 2017). SMEs play an integral role in the 

United States economy (Luehrsen, 2010). SMEs remain an essential part of rural society as they 

make up most enterprises in rural areas, but they represent less of a focus in ecosystem research 

(Luehrsen, 2010).  

Definition and Components  

According to the World Economic Forum (2013), entrepreneurial ecosystems consist of 

eight specific pillars: 1) access to markets, 2) adequate human resource capacity, 3) appropriate 

funding from various sources, 4) support mechanisms comprising advisors, professional services, 

incubators/accelerators and network of entrepreneurial peers, 5) regulatory framework and 

infrastructure that includes tax incentives, business-friendly legislation and access to the internet, 

7) access to university entrepreneurship education and training that promotes a culture of 

entrepreneurship, idea generation, and trained graduates with a venture orientation, and 8) a 

culture that respects research, entrepreneurs, and innovation. In a related definition, Stam and 

Spigel (2018) call the entrepreneurial ecosystem “a set of interdependent actors and factors 

coordinated in such a way that they enable productive entrepreneurship within a particular 
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territory” (p. 407). However, The Center for Rural Entrepreneurship sums up an ecosystem using 

the five C’s: Capital, Capability, Connection, Culture, and Climate, providing a more open-

ended definition of what components should be included (Lyon-Hill et al., 2017). 

Prominent ecosystem researcher Daniel Isenberg (2010) expands on the ecosystem 

definition by including a set of individual elements such as leadership, culture, capital markets, 

and open-minded customers —that combine in complex ways (Figure 1).  

 

 

 

 
Figure 1. Domains of the Entrepreneur Ecosystem (Isenberg, 2010). 
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Scholars have largely agreed on the characterizing features: the presence of investment 

capital, spin-off generators, universities, and research organizations, a supportive entrepreneurial 

culture, a robust business infrastructure, support services/facilities, and public policies that 

incentivize venture creation (Neck et al., 2004; Patton & Kenney, 2005). Spigel (2017) suggests 

that elements that make up an entrepreneurial ecosystem can be broadly categorized as cultural, 

social, or material. 

In recent years, researchers have witnessed a substantial rise in academic interest in this 

topic (Autio et al., 2014; Autio & Levie, 2017). For example, there is a significant interest in 

technology commercialization at universities via patenting, licensing, joint research ventures 

with private companies, and startup creation. Many academics and policymakers have explored 

the development and expansion of entrepreneurial ecosystems at research universities (Link et 

al., 2015). Previous employment types can also affect an entrepreneurs’ perception of 

participating in local ecosystems, determining their involvement with intermediary institutional 

supports. Involvement with institutional supports has the potential to affect the types of funding 

opportunities that entrepreneurs pursue, which in turn can influence decisions around innovation, 

firm expansion (including hiring employees), and eventual industry exit (Sorensen & Phillips, 

2011). 

Despite the abundant literature on networks, entrepreneurs and their support systems, it is 

apparent that ecosystem resources and access points are not always open, shared, or known, 

especially by entrepreneurs in rural communities (Hoang & Antoncic, 2003). These 

entrepreneurs are less likely to find the resources and services often found in more urban 

locations. (Dabson, 2001; Lyon-Hill et al., 2017). Resources are also regularly changing, and the 

resource organizations may not actively seek to engage and support specific entrepreneurial 
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audiences (Lyon-Hill et al., 2017). An entrepreneurial ecosystem study at Virginia Tech in 2017 

found that entrepreneur participants displayed low awareness concerning available resources 

(Lyon-Hill et al., 2017). The study also found that resource inventories are often incomplete, 

sporadically updated, or not widely distributed and available across the region (Lyon-Hill et al., 

2017). 

Entrepreneurial Support Systems 
 

Four types of support are typically experienced by entrepreneurs (emotional, 

instrumental, informational, and appraisal) (House, 1981). The concept of support is inherently 

social whether it is provided by an strong-tie source (spouse, family member, or close friend) or 

a more weak-tie source (bank manager, Chamber of Commerce employee, or small business 

government website) (Birley, 1985). All sources have the potential to provide the previously 

mentioned types of support.  

Emotional support may take the form of understanding, attention, emotional 

encouragement, and an overall positive attitude (Eddleston & Powell, 2012; Edelman et al., 

2016; Powell & Eddleston, 2013). Emotional support can also be in the form of psychological 

assistance to an entrepreneur in dealing with business problems or encouragement of a career 

choice to be an entrepreneur (Eddleston & Powell, 2012). Such support may be crucial for 

maintaining business momentum during particularly overwhelming business periods (Hilbrecht, 

2016).  

Instrumental support typically involves financial or practical assistance in concrete skills, 

actions, or resources (Hilbrecht, 2016; Hsu et al., 2016). Instrumental support can also be 

intangible and take the form of social capital. Social capital refers to networks of relationships in 

which personal and organizational contacts are closely embedded (Bastié et al., 2013). Family 
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social capital facilitates the mobilization of other resources and the implementation of funding 

activities needed for a successful startup (Edelman et al., 2016). Through these relationships, 

social actors can access information, resources, and social acceptance (Hoang & Antoncic, 2003; 

Newbert et al., 2013; Stuart & Sorenson, 2007). 

Informational support is described as “advice or cognitive guidance” (Cohen & Wills, 

1985, p.313; Thoits, 1995). Informational support can be used tactically, such as negotiating an 

initial sales contract or finalizing details of securing physical space for the business, to prevent 

business owners from making costly mistakes early in the start-up process (Kim et al., 2013).  

Appraisal support refers to evaluative feedback (House, 1981; Malecki & Demaray, 

2003; Tardy, 1985). Appraisal support is operationalized through feedback consistent with goal 

setting and self-monitoring activities. These types of support are crucial for maintaining business 

momentum during particularly stressful periods of business (Hilbrecht, 2016). 

Research has found that support assists in reducing work stress (McIntosh, 1991), 

overcoming obstacles (Kim et al., 2013), providing emotional encouragement (Kim et al., 2013), 

and making connections to pertinent business contacts and information (Jenssen & Koenig, 

2002). However, all support is not created equally. Many factors such as network diversity, size, 

and strength of relationship with a provider can impact the quality of support (Capó-Vicedo et 

al., 2008; Fuller‐Love & Thomas, 2004; Hoang & Antoncic, 2003; Neumeyer et al., 2019; 

Walker et al., 1993). 

Tardy (1985) determined five dimensions to conceptualize support as shown in Figure 2: 

(1) Direction: refers to whether one is giving or receiving support. (2) Disposition: refers to the 

quantity or quality of support to which people have access and whether the support is available 

or enacted. Enacted refers to support that is acted out. (3) Description/Evaluation: the support 
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provided and evaluated based on people's satisfaction. (4) Content: The type of support offered 

in different situations (emotional, instrumental, informational, and appraisal). (5) Network: the 

members engaged in one's support circle.  

 

 
 

Figure 2. Dimensions of Support (Tardy, 1985). 

 

Female Entrepreneurship  
 
Overview  
 

      Entrepreneurship is an important economic driver as it represents a mechanism of growth 

for a country’s economy, increases employment, and fosters the development of new goods and 

services (Audretsch, 2012; Audretsch & Keilbach, 2004; Galindo & Méndez‐Picazo, 2013; 

Thurik & Wennekers, 2004). A study conducted by the Center for Women's Business Research 

in 2009 measured the economic impact of eight million female-owned businesses in the U.S. It 

stated: "If U.S. female-owned businesses were their own country, they would have the 5th largest 
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GDP in the world, trailing closely behind Germany, and ahead of countries including France, 

United Kingdom, and Italy" (Center for Women's Business Research, 2009). From 2014 to 2019, 

the number of female-owned businesses in the U.S climbed 21% to a total of nearly 13 million 

(12,943,400). During that time, female-owned businesses increased at an annual rate of 3.9%, 

which is more than double that of all businesses, which grew at a 1.7% annual rate (State Of 

Women-Owned Businesses Report, 2019). The most significant growth was seen in low-revenue 

companies, where most female-owned businesses are classified (State of Women-Owned 

Businesses Report, 2019). Entrepreneurship contributes to stability and well-being among 

communities and provides economic opportunities for disadvantaged groups, including females, 

low-wage earners, and minorities (Ascher, 2012).  

      Despite the statistics, researchers still treat female entrepreneurs as a marginalized 

monolithic group (Betters-Reed & Moore, 2007). Burt (2000) theorized that there are three types 

of female entrepreneurs. First is the continuous primary entrepreneur; women become and 

remain entrepreneurs throughout their careers. Second is the interrupted primary entrepreneur, 

females who return to entrepreneurship after being an employee for another company. Third, 

secondary entrepreneurs refer to females who pursue entrepreneurship while holding full-time 

jobs. Literature has examined various push and pull factors women might encounter when 

contemplating entrepreneurship as a career. According to Simonin (2006), the main components 

of the pulling factors; or reasons that attract females to entrepreneurship are independence, self-

accomplishment, willingness to generate income, social status, and power. Simonin determined 

the pushing factors; why females are forced to turn to entrepreneurship are low family income, 

lack of satisfaction with salary, difficulties in finding a job, and the necessity to find a flexible 

job that allows them to balance both job and family obligations. In recent years emphasis has 
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been placed on the impact of family responsibilities as a push factor for females becoming 

entrepreneurs (McGowan et al., 2012). Several scholars have stressed that the traditional 

push/pull categories ignore the complexities of females’ working and domestic lives (Patterson 

& Mavin, 2009). Kirkwood (2009) compared entrepreneurial motivations and found that a 

combination of push and pull factors motivates both genders, but differences exist in the impact 

of these motivations. In particular, the inclusion of children influences females’ but not men’s 

reasons for becoming an entrepreneur.  

Previous research has focused on identifying the main features of female entrepreneurs 

by contrasting them with men (Brush, 1992; Brush et al., 2009; Brush & Cooper, 2012; 

DeMartino & Barbato, 2003; Henry et al., 2015; Iakovleva & Kickul, 2011; Iakovleva & 

Solesvik, 2014; Westhead & Solesvik, 2016). However, female entrepreneurial networking is a 

relatively new research area. While studies have described the outcome of networking for 

businesses (Hanson & Blake, 2009; Klapper, 2008), few researchers focus on influences on 

female networking behavior. Cohoon et al. (2010) found that females identified professional and 

support networks as essential factors in their recent startup success. Roomi et al. (2009) 

determined that female entrepreneurs were more successful using the connections in their 

network during the survival, success, and take-off stages of their businesses if this was 

prioritized in the planning stage of building their business.  

As stated previously, research has found that both rural and female entrepreneurs 

primarily operate small businesses (Ascher, 2012; Luehrsen, 2010; Rural Female Entrepreneurs, 

2019). According to the National Women’s Business Council report on Rural Women 

Entrepreneurs (2019), almost 75 percent of rural female entrepreneurs are married. Using the 

same data source, only about 55 percent of the rural population is married. As such, marriage 
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may be an essential factor in understanding the businesses started by rural female entrepreneurs 

and their priorities, motivations, and support networks (Rural Women Entrepreneurs, 2019). 

  Regardless of geography, female entrepreneurs tend to be concentrated in specific 

industries. These include childcare, beauty salons, building services, real estate, restaurants, and 

food services. Rural female entrepreneurs' top occupations include farmers, ranchers, other 

agricultural managers, childcare workers, managers, maids, housekeeping cleaners, counselors, 

and other teachers and instructors (Rural Women Entrepreneurs, 2019). Entrepreneurship 

research has focused on comparing locality (rural and non-rural) and gender (male and female) 

with limited information on the intersectionality of female entrepreneurs in a rural location. 

Rural females represent a unique segment of U.S entrepreneurship compared to their urban 

counterparts and may face different challenges. 

Support System 
 

Research has shown that females’ perceptions of support appear to affect their business 

success more than the support itself, regardless of what success measures are applied (Pollard, 

2001). Rodriguez (2001) concluded that providing and accepting support is essential for 

achieving successful entrepreneurial performance outcomes. In other words, if the right kind of 

support is available from the right source of support, that support will be received positively, and 

performance outcomes will be enhanced (Viswesvaran et al., 1999). 

 Davidson et al. (2010) examined the positive and negative effects of gender and ethnicity 

and the problems encountered in accessing support. The study found that many respondents 

reported difficulties accessing different support types, e.g., business services and banking 

support. Informal support by respondents’ families was reported as a critical source of emotional 

and instrumental support. Additionally, Imbaya (2012) and Teoh and Chong (2008) found that 
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the type of support provided by entrepreneurs’ family members played a pivotal role in the 

survival and growth of female-owned businesses. Family members represent essential resources 

that female entrepreneurs can depend on, especially when external support systems are limited 

(Greve & Salaff, 2003; Welsh et al., 2014). Family and business domains are highly intertwined 

for most small business owners and play a central role in supporting the entrepreneur, especially 

in nurturing the business as they help mobilize physical, financial, and labor resources (Aldrich 

& Cliff, 2003; Welsh et al., 2014; Welsh et al., 2016). Individuals who receive family support are 

more likely to manage work pressures and redirect their attention towards their work 

responsibilities, increasing their businesses’ performance (Karatepe & Bekteshi, 2008). This 

specific support type suggests that the family domain may provide most of the necessary support 

that assists female entrepreneurs in achieving entrepreneurial success (Greve & Salaf, 2003; 

Welsh et al., 2014).  

Support provider results are consistent with research that found Black, Asian, and 

Minority Ethnic (BAME) business owners have a low propensity to use mainstream business 

advice agencies (Fadahunsi et al., 2000; Ram & Smallbone, 2001; Ram & Sparrow, 1993). The 

low reported use of formal support services was not due to lack of awareness, but a lack of 

understanding of the types of support available, doubts about the relevance of what was offered, 

lack of confidence and trust in those delivering support, and low ability to pay for such support 

(Brindley, 2005; Fadahunsi et al., 2000; Ram & Smallbone, 2001). Davies-Netzley (1998, 2000) 

and Valdez (2011) found Latina-identifying female entrepreneurs rely on informal financial 

capital sources to fund their business venture. Comparing Latina identifying with white (non-

Latina) female entrepreneurs, Davies-Netzley (2000) found that both groups primarily used 



   17 

personal savings as start-up capital. Latina entrepreneurs, however, were more likely to seek 

financial support from extended family members (those outside the immediate household).   

Rural Entrepreneurship 
 
Overview  
 

Since the founding and expansion of the United States, entrepreneurship has been 

fundamentally intertwined with American identity, which has attracted enterprising individuals 

from across the globe who come in search of the “American dream” (Fortunato, 2014). The 

subsequent innovations in industries such as agriculture, textiles, and manufacturing introduced 

economic growth for the United States (Economic Growth and the Early Industrial Revolution, 

2020; Rosenberg & Foner, 1982). This growth was most evident across rural America, as 

entrepreneurial companies relocated factories to southeastern rural communities because low-

cost labor and real estate were more readily available than in the cities of the north (Fortuano, 

2014; McGranahan, 2003). However, during the late 20th century, significant parts of rural 

communities were transformed by automation and global policy agreements, contributing to rural 

America's decline. Current literature categorizes rural America as being made up of communities 

that (1) are still tied to traditional agricultural industries; (2) are less economically prosperous, 

(3) have poor infrastructure, and (4) are sometimes in chronic decline (Das, 2014; Diochon, 

2003; Labrianidis, 2006; Markley et al., 2005; Terluin, 2003). Entrepreneurship is viewed as a 

potential solution to the decline, but entrepreneurs face unique challenges that academics, 

policymakers, and practitioners continue to overlook (Pato & Teixeira, 2016).  

Although literature lacks consensus on how to define rural entrepreneurship, a standard 

definition includes the entrepreneur's locality being of prime importance. For instance, many 

researchers classify rural entrepreneurship as developing enterprises in rural settings (Dinis, 
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2006; Henry & McElwee, 2014; Lafuente et al., 2007). Stathopoulou et al. (2004) referred to a 

rural entrepreneur as living in a rural environment. Akgün et al. (2011) added that a rural 

entrepreneur is based not only in a rural setting but is also community-based and is greatly 

influenced by social networking and social traits of that rural locality. Similarly, McElwee and 

Smith (2014) and Henry and McElwee (2014) continued to build on the definition by identifying 

three dimensions of rural entrepreneurship: (1) employment of local people; (2) use and 

provision of local services; and (3) generation of income for the rural environment.  

Bosworth (2012) provides a more holistic view of rural entrepreneurship. The three 

dimensions identified include a business serving a rural population, selling a “rural” product, and 

living and/or operating a business in a rural area. The Venn diagram in Figure 3 displays a less 

restrictive interpretation of the three dimensions. It presents a framework for solidifying some 

perceptions of what constitutes a rural business. Bosworth states that “if a business sits in the 

main circles of the diagram or any of the overlapping segments, it is a rural business” (Bosworth, 

2012., pg. 503). 

 

  
              Figure 3. Categorizing rural businesses (Bosworth, 2012). 
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Rural communities tend to be characterized by their distance from cities, low population 

densities, economic dependence on natural resources and singular industries, and challenging 

economic conditions (Deavers, 1992; Pages & Markley, 2004). These problematic conditions 

have caused many rural leaders to search for new ways to encourage economic growth in their 

communities (Pages & Markley, 2004). Dabson (2007) found that more rural communities 

turned to entrepreneurship as a local economic development strategy. Rural entrepreneurship can 

fill the gap between rural and urban economies by (a) promoting regional development in a 

balanced way with less focus on urban industrial units; (b) exposing rural youth to various 

avenues of entrepreneurship and promoting it as a career; and (c) improving the standard of 

living in rural areas by developing a strong social and physical infrastructure foundation (Das, 

2014). Research over the last three decades has identified a positive relationship between levels 

of entrepreneurial activity and economic growth and has cited entrepreneurship as a vital 

mechanism in creating economic activity and growth in rural settings (Das, 2014; Fuller‐Love & 

Thomas, 2004; Goetz et al., 2010; Korsgaard et al., 2015; Lafuente et al., 2007; Wortman, 1990; 

Zacharakis et al., 2001).  

In comparison to their urban counterparts, rural communities face significant challenges 

that impact residents and the economy, which in turn affect future business opportunities (Brown 

& Schafft, 2011; Diochon, 2003; Labrianidis, 2006; OECD, 2006). Stathopoulou et al. (2004) 

identified that location, distance from an urban city, is a physical feature that affects 

entrepreneurship. The closer a rural business is to a city can influence (1) transportation costs; 

(2) access to denser customer and supplier markets; (3) access to a talented workforce; (4) access 

to valuable information for business innovation and growth; and (5) diffusion of state policy 

decisions regarding entrepreneurs  (North & Smallbone, 2006; Stathopoulou et al., 2004).  
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Another challenge that impacts rural entrepreneurs includes less developed infrastructure. 

Standard business infrastructure can consist of transportation, business networks, 

telecommunications, the internet, and banks. Social infrastructure such as schools and healthcare 

may be limited and less developed than urban areas or non-existent (Diochon, 2003; Labrianidis, 

2006). Infrastructure can influence rural economic performance by expanding existing resources 

such as roads or banking services; and attracting additional resources to rural areas to improve 

internet capabilities. Improved infrastructure can make businesses more productive by 

developing more connected networks and accessing outside markets (Fox & Porca, 2001). 

Dabson (2001) discussed how the low population density of rural communities hurts 

small business growth. Limited local demand makes it difficult for rural businesses to achieve 

economies of scale or critical mass. Without more need from residents, a rural company is forced 

to sell their products and services further afield at higher prices, often beyond the price that local 

consumers can afford, thus limiting their market further (Dabson, 2001). Many rural 

communities face declining populations as people leave for employment and opportunities 

elsewhere, leaving a population with lower average incomes, skills, and education levels than 

those in urban areas (Kalantaridis & Bika, 2006; Skuras et al., 2005). Low population density 

further impacts rural entrepreneurs’ access to a talented workforce to help their businesses grow.  

Public policy plays a crucial role in shaping the environment where rural businesses start 

and grow (Drabenstott, 2003). The Institute for Rural Entrepreneurship (2006) has described the 

policy as uneven, fragmented, underfunded, and confusing to the people it serves. The traditional 

policy position of the United States government has been described as laissez-faire, with 

virtually no small business, entrepreneurship, or rural policy at the federal level (Acs & Malecki, 

2003). A lack of comprehensive entrepreneurship policy in rural areas has left many 
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entrepreneurs to their own devices. Information critical for business success is readily available 

in urban areas, is often lacking in rural ones (Korsching & Allen, 2004). Rural entrepreneurship 

support policy also attempts to apply a one-size-fits-all mindset (Drabenstott, 2003). A study by 

Miller et al. (2007) on small apparel store owners in the United States suggests that the informal 

support of networking and sharing information is helpful for small business owners, particularly 

those within rural communities. Networking may be particularly valued when an entrepreneur 

lacks expertise in specific business skills or is unaware of existing formal supports (Hilbrecht, 

2016).  

Rural North Carolina 
 

North Carolina comprises 100 counties; 78 are rural, 16 are regional and suburban, and 

six are urban. The county makeup is determined by population density, calculated by the North 

Carolina Rural Center based on the 2020 U.S Census population estimates (Figure 4). 
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Figure 4. North Carolina Counties (NC Rural Center, 2022). 

 
 

North Carolina has a rich tradition of being a national leader in rural development 

through institutions such as the Rural Economic Development Center, Dogwood Equity, and the 

Center for Community Self-Help (Pages & Markley, 2004; Mackey & Markley, 2006). North 

Carolina's model for entrepreneurial support provides services for low-income entrepreneurs 

such as (1) business training and operational assistance; (2) financial lending, (3) targeted 

assistance for minority and female starting or expanding businesses; and (4) resource 

development initiatives designed to improve the delivery of these services minority and rural 

communities (Dabson, 2001).  

North Carolina has public entities such as the Small Business Center (SBC) and the Small 

Business Technology Development Center (SBTDC) available to all entrepreneurs. Each center's 

mission is to increase the success rate and the number of viable small businesses by providing 
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personalized assistance to prospective and existing small business owners (North Carolina 

Community College System, Feb. 1, 2004). There are 58 Small Business Centers located on 

community college campuses throughout the state, representing one of the most extensive state-

sponsored business assistance programs of its type in the country (Harris & Gibson, 2006; Pages 

& Markley, 2004). The SBC’s offer educational programs and confidential counseling for small 

businesses in all 78 rural counties in North Carolina. The Small Business Technology 

Development Centers (SBTDC) provide management counseling and educational services to 

small and mid-sized businesses across the state from the 17 offices located in state-affiliated 

colleges or universities.  

Critiques of public entities supporting entrepreneurs are focused on two areas: (1) the 

SBTDC focuses on helping more technology-intensive businesses, and (2) the SBTDC does not 

focus on emerging rural ventures. Additionally, state-funded Small Business Centers and 

community colleges are underfunded and limited in their ability to offer effective services. For 

example, Latinx entrepreneurs in rural North Carolina find the lack of Spanish language 

assistance an issue (Pages & Markley, 2004).  

Overview of Entrepreneurial Industries in North Carolina  
 

Businesses with less than ten employees make up 74 percent of the total business 

establishments in rural North Carolina (U.S. Census Bureau, 2018). Most of these firms are in 

Accommodations and Food Services, Arts, Entertainment and Recreation, and Retail Trade (NC 

Rural Center, 2021a). The following section will briefly overview the primary industries 

commonly classified by small rural businesses.  
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Accommodations and Food Services  

The Accommodation and Food Services industry comprises establishments providing 

customers with lodging and/or preparing meals, snacks, and beverages for immediate 

consumption. The sector includes both establishments because the two activities are often 

combined at the same establishment. Together, restaurant and lodging establishments provide 

531,000 jobs, equal to 11% of the state’s workforce, and generate approximately $27.3 billion in 

sales annually (NC Restaurant & Lodging Association, 2021). Within rural communities of 

North Carolina, this industry sector accounted for 131,479 employees in the 2019 (NC Rural 

Center, 2021a).  

Arts, Entertainment and Recreation 

The Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation sector include a wide range of establishments 

that operate facilities or provide services to meet their patrons varied cultural, entertainment, and 

recreational interests. This sector comprises (1) establishments that are involved in producing, 

promoting, or participating in live performances, events, or exhibits intended for public viewing; 

(2) establishments that preserve and exhibit objects and sites of historical, cultural, or 

educational interest; and (3) establishments that operate facilities or provide services that enable 

patrons to participate in recreational activities or pursue amusement, hobby, and leisure-time 

interests (NAICS Code Description, 2021). The combined impact of Food Services and 

Accommodation, Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation, on North Carolina’s GDP is 18.15% 

(North Carolina: Real GDP by Industry, 2019). 

Retail Trade  

Retailing includes all business activities that involve the sale of goods and services to 

consumers for personal, family, or household use (Wilson, 2001). It is the final step in 
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distributing these goods and services (Wilson, 2001). Retail businesses include grocery, drug, 

clothing, automotive, home furnishings, discount, department, supermarkets, convenience stores, 

and some e-commerce businesses. Service-related businesses such as beauty salons and rental 

places are also considered retail businesses (Suttle, 2019). In North Carolina, 27% of jobs are 

supported by the retail industry providing an estimated 1.2 million jobs across the state (Retail’s 

Impact in North Carolina, 2018; The North Carolina Retail Merchants Association Joins 

National Effort to Emphasize the Value of Retail Jobs, 2014). Within rural communities of North 

Carolina, this industry sector accounted for 161,845 employees in 2019.  

Summary  
 

Entrepreneurship in rural communities presents an opportunity to stimulate the 

community economy through job creation and wealth increase (Examining the Unique 

Opportunities and Challenges Facing Rural Small Businesses, 2019). Rural female business 

owners are considered integral to the community makeup. They play an essential role in all 

facets of rural life, such as reinvesting money back to the community and shaping policy 

(Examining the Unique Opportunities and Challenges Facing Rural Small Businesses, 2019). 

Local businesses in rural areas are essential to the community; they embrace the idea that 

entrepreneurship can build stronger and vital economies (Examining the Unique Opportunities 

and Challenges Facing Rural Small Businesses, 2019, Macke & Markley, 2006). However, both 

rural and female small businesses face a similar set of challenges: access to networking 

opportunities and valuable information for business innovation and growth, and diffusion of state 

policy support regarding entrepreneurs (North & Smallbone, 2006; Stathopoulou et al., 2004).   

There is a gap in research for support for rural female entrepreneurs in general. Rural areas are 

often characterized by their perceived deficiencies like distance from urban markets and 
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resources, limited workforce, and access to business support resources. However, they are also 

known for a strong and dense informal social network, community embeddedness (Atterton, 

2007; Jack & Anderson, 2002), sense of community and social cohesion, and are more closely 

integrated into their local community (Jack & Anderson, 2002; Reimer, 2006; Shucksmith, 

1996). Thus, they are more likely to rely on informal support at a higher frequency than their 

urban counterparts (Miller et al., 2011). More information is needed to understand the unique 

perspective of the rural female entrepreneurial network and how to support female rural 

entrepreneurs and their communities (Examining the Unique Opportunities and Challenges 

Facing Rural Small Businesses, 2019).  
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CHAPTER 3 Methodology 

 
A review of the literature has shown that there is limited research that helps understand the 

various components of a rural female’s entrepreneurial support system. Therefore, this study 

aims to identify and describe the support system for rural female entrepreneurs in North 

Carolina, chosen as a representative geographic area due to the convenience of location and 

prevalence of rural counties in the state (78 percent). This chapter explains the research design, 

sampling strategy, instrument development, data collection procedures, data analysis, and data 

validation process.  

Research Objectives 
 
The research was conducted using the following objectives as a guide:  
 

RO1: Collect demographic, lifestyle, and business information on rural female 

entrepreneurs in North Carolina. 

RO2: Identify sources of support in a rural female entrepreneur support system (RFESS). 

RO3: Evaluate the types of support in an RFESS. 

Operational Definitions 
 

Rural: All population, housing, and territory not included within an urbanized area or 

urban cluster (Ratcliffe et al., 2016). Although there are currently 78 rural counties, at the time of 

data collection, the NC Rural Center identified (n=80) rural as based on the 2014 U.S. census 

population estimates (U.S. Census Estimates, 2014).  

Rural Entrepreneur: An entrepreneur who identifies with one or a combination of the 

following dimensions: serves a rural population, sells a product made with local goods from a 
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rural community, lives in a rural area, or operates a business located in a rural area (Bosworth, 

2012).  

Small-and-Medium Sized Business (SME): very small (micro-businesses employing 

fewer than ten people), small (10- 50 employees), medium-sized (50- 250 employees) (Lowe & 

Talbot, 2000). 

Support System: Interactions in a network in which perceived or actual support provided 

involves one or more of the following types of support (emotional, instrumental, informational, 

or appraisal), resulting in the recipient being positively or negatively impacted (Dunkel-Schetter 

& Skokan, 1990; House, 1981; Lin et al., 2014).  

Emotional support: provision of empathy, concern, affection, trust, encouragement or 

care, and love (Langford et al., 1997). 

Instrumental support: provision of financial assistance, material goods, or services 

(House, 1981).  

Informational support: provision of advice, guidance, suggestions, or useful information 

to someone (Willis, 1991). 

Appraisal support: provision of feedback or information relevant to the self-evaluation 

(Rodriguez, 2000). 

Research Framework 
 

A research framework includes three components: (1) philosophical paradigm, (2) 

research design, and (3) research method (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). The purpose of this study 

was addressed utilizing the pragmatic paradigm operationalized by a mixed-method research 

design where data was collected using an online survey that consists of open-and-close-ended 

questions and Likert scale statements. 
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A pragmatic paradigm recognizes that there are many ways of interpreting the world and 

that no single philosophical view [positivist, constructivist or transformative] can provide 

solutions to a problem (Saunders et al., 2012). Research-based on a pragmatic view emphasizes 

the research problem and uses all available approaches to better understand it (Rossman & 

Wilson, 1985). Mixed method research studies are products of the pragmatist paradigm. Mixed 

methods research design is a procedure for collecting, analyzing, and interpreting quantitative 

and qualitative research (Terrell & Edmonds, 2017). This design provides the breadth of 

generalization offered by quantitative analysis and the depth of detailed understanding provided 

by the qualitative research (Terrell & Edmonds, 2017). However, this design assumes that both 

methods' integration yields additional insight beyond the information provided by either method 

alone (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). The study utilized the convergent strategy of mixed methods, 

in which the researcher “converges or merges quantitative and qualitative data to provide a more 

comprehensive analysis of the research problem” (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 15). Both types 

of data are collected and analyzed concurrently and independently. The results are mixed and 

interpreted for comparison (Figure 5).  

 

 

Figure 5. Convergent Strategy of Mixed Methods Research Design  

(Terrell & Edmonds, 2017). 
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A research method involves determining data collection, analysis, and interpretation 

(Creswell & Creswell, 2018). For this study, the data were collected using an online survey 

through Qualtrics. The survey consisted of open-ended qualitative responses, close-ended 

responses with predetermined answers, and quantitative Likert-scale statements. The survey 

method allows the researcher to pose predetermined questions to a sample of the target 

population (Blackstone, 2012). Using a survey is considered cost-effective as it has a broad reach 

and provides generalizable and reliable results. 

Additionally, the research aimed to gather data on rural females across North Carolina, 

and providing a survey allowed for a broader population reach. The survey was cross-sectional, 

which involved looking at data from a population at one specific point in time. The respondents 

in this study were selected based on the criteria of identifying as a female who owns her own 

business(es) and as living and/or operating their business from a rural county of North Carolina 

(Cherry & Gans, 2019). The mixed-method research design provided quantitative demographic 

data, lifestyle characteristics, and business category information. Additionally, collecting the 

open-ended responses provided a comprehensive thematic analysis for the researcher to examine 

nuances of the target population's behavior, perceptions, and opinions that a quantitative survey 

cannot provide (Austin & Sutton, 2014). 

Sample description 
 

This dissertation focused on female entrepreneurs living and/or operating businesses(es) 

in the rural counties of North Carolina. This study used a non-random purposive sampling 

method. The main objective of a purposive sample is to produce a sample that can be logically 

assumed to represent the population (Battaglia, 2008). This method deliberately targeted 
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individuals within a population, and only those identified in sample populations were invited to 

complete the survey.  

Sample recruitment 
 

Following Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval (see Appendix A for IRB Letter of 

Approval), the researcher used three methods to recruit participants. The first method was to 

email staff of various entrepreneur support organizations (see Appendix D for Group 1 

Recruitment Email). The researcher provided the approved recruitment email containing a brief 

description of the research, study purpose, potential benefits, link to the online survey, and a 

research marketing flyer (see Appendix E for recruitment flyer). The contacted support 

organization employee was asked to forward the researcher’s recruitment email to rural female 

business owners in their contacts list. This strategy was adjusted to suit the support 

organization’s practices.  

The second method was to email prospective participants found using online shopping 

websites like Etsy and Facebook Marketplace. The researcher screened each business and cross-

referenced their advertised location to ensure the business owner was in a rural county in North 

Carolina. The prospective participant received an email or direct message with the IRB-approved 

message and self-selected if they wanted to participate in the study by clicking on the 

hyperlinked survey in the message (see Appendix F for Group 2 Recruitment Email).  

The third method was to attend local rural events and speak to prospective participants in 

-person. To reduce the number of face-to-face interactions (per NC State IRB COVID-19 

restrictions), in-person vendors with an online presence received an email from the researcher 

regarding participation in the survey. After reading the email, the participant self-selected if they 

wanted to participate in the study by clicking on the hyperlinked survey. Vendors that did not 
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have an online presence were approached in-person and asked if they were interested in 

participating in the study. The researcher provided a piece of paper with a QR code and link to 

access the survey later (see Appendix G for in-person recruitment script). 

Data Collection  
 
 The protocol procedure was developed and submitted to the North Carolina State 

University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB). The submission included all necessary 

recruitment materials, survey questions, email communication scripts, and marketing materials. 

The researcher applied and received a waiver of signed consent since online survey research is 

considered minimal risk and fits into the category as defined by IRB regulations. The survey was 

40 questions long, was determined to take approximately 20 to 30 minutes to complete, and 

interested respondents had the opportunity to enter their email address in a drawing to win a 

$100 e-visa gift card upon full completion of the survey. 

When respondents clicked on the survey link in the email or the hyperlink on the 

recruitment flyer, they were provided consent information about the study. The respondent either 

select “Yes, I consent to participating in this research study” or “No, I do not consent to 

participating in this research study.” Those that chose “No, I do not consent” were not allowed to 

fill out the rest of the survey. If “Yes, I consent” was selected, the respondents proceeded to the 

rest of the survey by clicking the ‘next’ button (see appendix B for the Informed Consent form). 

The respondent then read the Broad Consent Addendum, which asks respondents if they consent 

to the researcher using their re-identifiable information for future research. The respondent 

selected a statement of agreement or refusal and provided their name and date (see Appendix C 

for the Broad Consent Addendum). Following the consent questions, two screening questions 

confirmed whether the respondent fit within the target population of the rural female business 



   33 

owner. The first question asked if the respondent “identifies as a female that owns and operates 

her own business(es).” If no was selected, the survey skipped to a conclusion screen, and the 

participant was thanked for their time and not allowed to complete the survey. The next 

qualifying question displayed a map of all rural, suburban, and metropolitan counties in North 

Carolina and asked if the respondent “lives and or operates their business in one of the urban or 

suburban counties of North Carolina.” If yes was selected, the survey skipped to a conclusion 

screen, and the respondent was not allowed to complete the survey. If no was selected, the 

respondent fit within the population qualifying criteria and could fill out the rest of the survey. 

Data collection lasted from July 2021 – September 2021 for the pilot study (n=5) and September 

2021 to December 2021 for the main study, with a total participant number n=73.  

Instrument Development  
 

The primary research instrument was a 40-question online survey developed using 

Qualtrics. The survey collected the following information from respondents: Part 1) 

demographic, lifestyle, and business information, Part 2) identification of sources that provide 

support to the respondent and their business(es), and Part 3) evaluation of the type(s) of support 

provided. Each part of the survey corresponds to a research objective explained in further detail 

in the coming paragraphs (See Appendix H to view the full survey).  

RO1: Collect demographic, lifestyle, and business information on rural female entrepreneurs in 

North Carolina 

 Research objective one was operationalized by collecting demographic, lifestyle, and 

business information about the survey respondents. This section of the survey included closed-

ended questions including 1) rural county in North Carolina location, 2) business operation 

status, 3) length of time operating business(es), 4) number of employees, 5) current employment 
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status, 6) age range of respondent, 7) ethnicity, race/ethnicity, 8) highest level of education, 9) 

marital status, and 10) family caregiving responsibilities. The open-ended questions include 1) 

business(es) type description, 2) motivations for starting their business, and 3) plans for the 

future of the business(es). The response boxes provided had no character or word limit. To 

correctly identify the target population's businesses, the respondent was provided a text entry box 

requesting them to “Please describe your primary business,” and if they own multiple businesses, 

to briefly describe them as well. The primary business was defined as the highest in importance 

or revenue-generating business. The responses were coded to reflect the correct industry. The 

question regarding future business plans helped ascertain the sample population's aspirations for 

their company. Collecting demographic data helped describe the population accurately for data 

analysis and identify the sampled population's lifestyle as it relates to their business and support 

system. 

RO2: Identify support sources in a rural female entrepreneur support system (RFESS) 

Research objective two was examined by asking respondents to identify sources 

supporting them and their business. The first question focused on categorizing one “primary 

source,” followed by an open-ended question asking respondents to identify ‘other’ support 

sources important to them. The respondents were instructed to provide a general category for the 

support source with the following examples provided for reference; (a) family members (spouse, 

parent, child, extended family member, etc.), (b) friends, work colleagues, religious leader, etc., 

(c) employees working at small business support institutions (Bank, Chamber of Commerce, 

Networking organization) (d) websites focused on supporting small businesses, e) online social 

media communities and f) educational mentors. 
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In this study, respondents were instructed not to identify sources by name. Previous 

research has shown that requesting respondents to identify their networks by name can cause 

recall problems (Greve & Salaff, 2003). Some researchers suggest respondents only identify the 

five most essential connections (Greve & Salaff, 2003), while others suggest a maximum of ten 

(Hansen, 1995). For this study's purpose, the researcher determined that the respondent would 

identify one primary source of support and an open-ended response format to provide 

information on other sources important to them. Therefore, the respondent was not confined by a 

specific number.  

RO3: Evaluate the types of support in an RFESS 

Research objective three was examined by evaluating respondents’ support from 

‘primary’ and ‘other’ sources identified in research objective two. The remainder of this section 

included both quantitative and qualitative questions. First, the respondent was asked to describe 

what type of support ‘other’ sources have provided to the respondent and their business(es). The 

open-ended response format offered an in-depth look at what support the respondent views as 

useful. Additionally, it provided an opportunity for the respondent to verbalize support from their 

personal experiences that may not fall into the four categories of support previously mentioned. 

Respondents then used a five-point Likert scale to evaluate the degree to which emotional 

support statements apply to their primary source (established in objective 2). The Likert scale 

ranged from 1-Strongly Disagree, 2-Disagree, 3-Neither Agree nor Disagree, 4-Agree, 5-

Strongly Agree. The survey continued in the same format evaluating instrumental, informational, 

and appraisal support statements for the Primary source (Table 1). The Likert-scale statements 

below were adapted from Rodriguez (2000), which examined the moderating effects of support 

on the entrepreneur and entrepreneurial performance outcomes.  
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Table 1. Adapted Survey Support Statements.  
Support Type Statements 

Emotional Support I can confide in this source 
This source listens to my problems 
This source gives me moral support 

I value my relationship with this source 
This source provides encouragement 

This source helps me feel secure in business decisions 
Instrumental Support This person provides me with monetary assistance for my 

business 
This source will take care of my family when I am busy 

with my business 
This source assisted me with business plan development 
This source helps me research products for my business 
This source helps me brainstorm marketing ideas for my 

business 
This source connected me with essential business contacts 

Informational Support This source teaches me new business practices 
This source offers useful financial information 

This source shares what they did in a situation similar to 
mine 

This source offers information about business topics I 
don't understand 

This source offers information about how to scale my 
business 

Appraisal Support This source gives me honest feedback about my business 
performance 

I feel this source provides reliable suggestions to improve 
my business 

I trust this source’s assessment of my business 
performance 

This source provides suggestions about important 
business decisions 

I value this source’s feedback 
 

 

Many of the original survey statements were open-ended, and for the purposes of this 

study, the researcher added a small business-focused issue to complete the statement. For 
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example, the original statement categorized in informational support read, “This person teaches 

me new business…”. The researcher adapted it to read, “This source teaches me new business 

practices.” Additionally, the term ‘person’ was changed to ‘source’ to eliminate a potential 

response bias that the support source must be an actual person. The original survey statement 

items from Rodriguez (2000) were constructed using the following sources: 1) House’s (1981) 

four types of support (e.g., emotional, instrumental, informational, and appraisal) 2) Inventory of 

Socially Supportive Behavior (ISSB) (Barrera et al., 1981), and 3) Social Support Behavior Scale 

SS-B (Vaux et al., 1987). 

Rodriguez (2000) performed a factor analysis on the original support statements using 

principal component analysis and varimax rotation. The analysis helped determine if underlying 

patterns in the data match the support types identified in the literature. The results in Table 2 

show that the sample responses closely reflect the a priori dimensions operationalized. Any 

statements that loaded incorrectly were dropped from the survey because of ambiguous loading. 

The final items in the survey loaded onto factors consistent with the proposed dimensions. The 

last measure of items used in the analysis shows all items load strongly, unambiguously, and 

display strong internal consistency (Cronbach alpha .80 and above). Additionally, eigenvalues 

show that each of the four support factors provides a unique variance explanation.  
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Table 2. Factor Structure for the Support Measure (Rodriguez, 2000). 
Items 1 2 3 4 

 Emotional Informational Appraisal Instrumental 
I can confide in this person  0.894 0.289 0.274 0.133 

I feel a strong bond with this 
person  0.893 0.282 0.291 0.101 

This person listens to my 
problems 0.890 0.259 0.237 0.177 

I can rely on this person to be 
empathetic 0.889 0.283 0.262 0.146 

This person gives me moral 
support  0.888 0.275 0.242 0.184 

I value my relationship with this 
person  0.882 0.286 0.299 0.008 

This person provides me 
encouragement during…  0.881 0.293 0.277 0.122 

This person makes me feel 
secure  0.812 0.318 0.287 0.169 

This person teaches me new 
business …  0.189 0.825 0.278 0.123 

This person provides 
information concerning...  0.286 0.813 0.356 0.164 

I can count on this person to 
keep …  0.331 0.810 0.317 0.125 

I feel this person have 
valuable…  0.378 0.786 0.352 0.140 

This person offers good 
financial… 0.235 0.746 0.339 0.110 

This person gives me advice on 
… 0.230 0.733 0.335 0.325 

I can rely on this person for …  0.426 0.730 0.351 0.136 
I believe this person is 

approachable for …  0.468 0.719 0.348 0.008 
This person shares what they 

did in a …  0.329 0.694 0.333 0.209 
This person offers valuable 

guidance…  0.343 0.652 0.440 0.291 
This person gives me candid 

feedback …  0.283 0.338 0.830 0.148 
I feel this person provides 

reliable …  0.283 0.336 0.825 0.131 
I trust this person's assessment 

of …  0.273 0.346 0.814 0.167 
I think this person has good …  0.328 0.379 0.792 0.148 

This person helps me …  0.320 0.320 0.777 0.165 
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Table 2 (continued). 
 

This person provides advice on 
…  0.262 0.405 0.759 0.183 

This person provides assistance 
in …  0.262 0.388 0.725 0.250 

I can count on this individual for 
…  0.480 0.370 0.675 0.105 

This person provides me with 
monetary …  0.192 0.255 0.272 0.843 

I can count on this person to 
lead me …  0.287 0.292 0.252 0.814 
Eigenvalue  19.2 2.73 1.56 1.09 

% Explained Variance  68.7 9.8 5.6 3.9 
Cronbach alpha  0.9 0.97 0.97 0.88 

 

 

The results showed patterns by which items loaded together on the support type itself. 

The emotional scale measures if a person is provided empathy, care, and love. The instrumental 

scale measures tangible support when someone helps another do work. The information scale 

measures support that is helpful in the form of resources and information. The appraisal scale 

measures support offered in feedback concerning self or business evaluation. Figure 6 illustrates 

the mixed method characteristics for each part of the survey described in previous methodology 

sections.  
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                       Figure 6. Mixed-Method Survey Framework. 

                 

Data Analysis  

RO1: Collect demographic, lifestyle, and business information on rural female entrepreneurs in 

North Carolina 

Data collected for research objective one was analyzed using quantitative and qualitative 

methods. The ten close-ended questions established nominal data. Nominal refers to data used 

for naming or labeling variables with no assigned quantitative value. The data were analyzed 

using descriptive and inferential statistics on JMP software. Descriptive statistics describe a data 

set's basic features, including distribution and percentage. The nominal demographic data were 

analyzed using the Chi-Squared test to examine the relationship between nominal level variables 

to test for association (Allua & Thompson, 2009). This analysis provided the researcher insight 

into the make-up of rural female entrepreneurs living and operating businesses in North Carolina. 
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The three open-ended questions (business classification, business motivation, and future 

of business) were thematically analyzed using content analysis. Content analysis is a research 

tool used to determine the presence of certain words or themes within some given qualitative 

data (i.e., text) (Stan, 2012). Researchers can quantify and analyze the presence, meanings, and 

relationships of certain words, themes, or concepts. The respondent's open-ended responses were 

downloaded from Qualtrics in an Excel document format and coded according to relevant 

themes, categories, and topics. The principal researcher played a central role in generating and 

interpreting data in the qualitative research (Xu & Storr, 2015). The respondent’s responses were 

examined alongside NAICS codes to find common patterns for business descriptions for the 

question related to business classification. The questions related to motivations for starting their 

business and future business plans were analyzed using pre-determined categories found in the 

literature. Any responses that did not fit the typical categories were analyzed further and 

categorized as ‘other’ or developed a new category. According to Spiggle (1994), there are two 

essential activities involved in inference: analysis and interpretation. The analysis involves 

classifying and describing data through the following operations: categorization (classifying and 

labeling groups of data), abstraction (grouping categorized data into broader categories), 

comparison (evaluating differences and similarities of the established categories), 

dimensionalization (deeper analysis into specific characteristics and dimensions of the 

categories), integration (identifying relationship between the discovered categories and the 

literature or theoretical frameworks), iteration (going back and forth between the various stages), 

and refutation (empirically examining the established categories and literature or conceptual 

framework). The process of interpretation includes making sense of the analyzed data through a 

transfer of meaning. The researcher identifies abstract ideas that develop from the research and 



   42 

translate them into more relatable terms (Spiggle, 1994). During this process, the researcher 

decodes the data to develop meaning.  

RO2: Identify sources of support in a rural female entrepreneurs support system (RFESS) 
 
Data collected for research objective two was analyzed using the previously outlined 

quantitative and qualitative methods. Respondents were asked to identify one primary source 

category that has provided support to them and their business using an open-ended response 

format. The responses were re-coded for standardization purposes and classified as nominal data. 

For example, responses like ‘mother,’ ‘father, ’children,’ ‘sister,’ ‘aunt,’ ‘grandfather,’ 

‘boyfriend,’ ‘girlfriend,’ ‘wife,’ ‘husband,’ ‘life partner’ were coded as family.  

Once coded, the data became nominal and was subject to descriptive statistics 

(distribution and percentage) to analyze further the source support make-up in a rural female 

entrepreneur support system. Chi-Squared tests were used to determine an association between a 

respondent's identified primary support source and their demographic data.  

Lastly, in an open-ended response format, respondents were asked to identify ‘other’ sources of 
support important to them. The data were thematically analyzed using content analysis to 
examine, code, and interpret the replies as previously outlined in RO1. The open-ended 
responses allowed the respondent to provide information on more support sources present in 
their system without being confined to a certain number.  
RO3: Evaluate the types of support in an RFESS  
 
Data Validation 
 

Once the survey window was closed, the researcher performed an exploratory factor 

analysis (EFA) on the 22-item support scale in part three. The EFA was performed using JMP 

software to validate the support scales’ validity. Survey validity is concerned with the extent to 

which an instrument measures what it is intended to measure (Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). The 

general purpose of factor analysis is to summarize data so relationships and patterns can be 

easily interpreted and understood (Yong & Pearce, 2013). Typically, it groups variables into a 



   43 

limited set of clusters based on shared variance and isolates constructs and concepts (Yong & 

Pearce, 2013). Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) is used when a researcher wants to discover 

the factors influencing variables and analyze which variables go together. Factor loading for 

variables measure how much the variable contributes to the factor; thus, high factor loading 

scores (> 0.7) indicate the dimensions of the factors are better accounted for by the variables. 

Guadagnoli and Velicer (1988) proposed that if the dataset has several high factor loading scores 

(> .80), a smaller participant size (n > 150) should be sufficient. The scale must also have a 

correlation coefficient of .40 or greater since anything lower would suggest a weak relationship 

between the variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The research will utilize Cronbach’s alpha, a 

coefficient of reliability that measures internal scale reliability. A reliability coefficient of .70 or 

higher is considered “acceptable” in most social science research field (What Does Cronbach’s 

Alpha Mean?, 2021). 

Following Exploratory Factor Analysis, the items (i.e., scale statements) that loaded on 

the four support factors, were analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistical analysis on 

JMP software. Using the Likert-scale responses, the researcher calculated per respondent a total 

mean score for each of the four support factors (emotional, Instrumental/Appraisal, 

informational, and appraisal) (Sullivan & Artino, 2013). Therefore, each respondent had four 

support scores for their primary source, ranging from 1-5. This score was averaged across all 

participants, and an overall support score was determined.  

The open-ended question regarding the support provided by ‘other’ important sources 

was thematically analyzed and coded for standardization. Data was then subject to descriptive 

statistical analysis (distribution and percentage). This question format offered an opportunity for 
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the respondent to verbalize support from their personal experiences that may not fall into the four 

categories of support outlined in the structured Likert scale.  

Pilot Study  
 

Data Validation 
 

In qualitative research, triangulation uses multiple methods or data sources to develop a 

comprehensive understanding of the phenomena (M. Patton, 1999). Triangulation is also used to 

test the validity of the study (Carter et al., 2014). This study utilized investigator triangulation, 

which involves the participation of two or more researchers to provide multiple conclusions or 

observations (Carter et al., 2014). This type of triangulation can provide both confirmations of 

findings and different perspectives, adding breadth to the phenomenon of interest (Denzin, 

2017). Investigator triangulation is also used to overcome the intrinsic biases from single 

observer data analysis.  

Triangulation was performed on a pilot study which was carried out prior to the main 

data collection period. The pilot study was conducted to examine the feasibility of the survey 

tool intended for the larger-scale study. The researcher emailed an IRB-approved communication 

script to a total of 17 eligible participants. The participants were found using connections to rural 

support organizations, Chamber of Commerce lists, and Etsy Shops. The pilot study ran for two 

weeks in August 2021, with a total of (n=5) usable survey responses. The triangulation team for 

this study consisted of the primary researcher, principal investigator, and a committee member 

who has experience in qualitative thematic coding. After the pilot study, the group discussed the 

thematic analysis for consistency and differences based on pre-determined categories found in 

the literature. Based on the findings of this group, the following changes were made:  
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1) The question regarding other sources of support and their support was separated into 

two questions to ensure participants answered both parts of the question.  

2) Clarifying information was added to the question about employment status. The 

added information provided a better understanding of the difference between a full-

time business owner (work between 35 hours or more per week for self-owned 

business-related duties) and a part-time business owner (work 1-34 hours per week 

for self-owned business-related duties) (U.S. Bureau Labor of Statistics, 2022).  
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CHAPTER 4 Results 

 
As mentioned in Chapter One, limited research has examined the connections between rural 

female entrepreneurs and their support providers. To address this, the current research study 

focused on examining the support systems for rural female entrepreneurs in a single US state 

with a history of entrepreneurship and many rural counties (n=80). This chapter presents the 

demographic variables of the sample and open-ended responses related to the business category, 

motivations, and aspirations. In addition, participant information about the support systems and 

an evaluation of the support provided are presented. Results are presented using the three guiding 

research objectives:  

RO1: Collect demographic, lifestyle, and business information on rural female entrepreneurs in 

North Carolina 

RO2: Identify support sources in a rural female entrepreneur support system (RFESS) 

RO3: Evaluate the types of support in an RFESS 

Sample Description and Data Collection 
 

The sample consisted of females that live and/or operate their business in a rural county 

of North Carolina. Participants were recruited via email through a support organization, via 

personal email from the researcher, or in person at a local event. All participants were provided 

with a link to complete the survey. A total of 72 participants filled out the survey, but three 

responses were removed due to incomplete demographic and Support Survey Scale information, 

resulting in a final participant count of n=69. Data were collected between September 22 - 

December 31, 2021. 
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Research Objective One (RO1)  
 

The objective for RO1 was to collect demographic, lifestyle, and business information 

using a survey method. The data collected consisted of 1) rural county location, 2) business 

operation status, 3) years in business, 4) number of employees, 5) employment status, 6) age 

range, 7) ethnicity/race, 8) education level, 9) marital status, 10) family caregiving 

responsibilities, 11) business category, 12) motivation for starting a business, and 13) future 

business aspirations.  

 County Location  
 

The study utilized the North Carolina Rural Center map to determine which 100 counties 

were considered rural (Figure 4). Although there are currently 78 rural counties, at the time of 

data collection, the NC Rural Center identified (n=80) rural as based on the 2014 U.S. census 

population estimates (U.S. Census Estimates, 2014). These were used to develop a list (n=80) 

from which participants selected the county in which they lived and/or operated their business. 

Results showed that participants selected 39 of the 80 rural counties or almost 50% of the 

possible rural North Carolina counties. Figure 7 shows the distribution of participants by county. 

Beaufort county was selected most often (n=8), followed by Rockingham County (n=6), Ashe 

County (n=5), Burke, Alexander, and Carteret County (n=4), McDowell, Alleghany, and 

Cleveland (n=3), and Chatham and Watauga County (n=2).  
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Figure 7. Distribution of Participants Location by County 

 

North Carolina comprises three major geographic regions: Mountains, Piedmont, and 

Coastal Plains. Figure 8 illustrates the states’ regional makeup by county. The counties that are 

shaded darker represent the counties that were also identified in this study (n=39). The survey 

showed that 43.6% of counties selected by participants were in the Mountains, followed by the 

Piedmont region (30.8%) and the Coastal Plains (25.6%). Figure 9 displays the distribution of 

counties by geographic area of North Carolina.  



   49 

 

Figure 8. Geographic Regions of North Carolina by county, (Our state geography in a snap: Three 
regions overview, n.d). 

 

 

 
 

Figure 9. Distribution of Counties by Geographic Region of North Carolina. 

 

Business Operation Status  
 

Participants were asked to “Describe the current status of their business,” with response 

choices being: 1) Open on a consistent basis, 2) Open with reduced hours or other limitations 

(such as staff cutbacks, etc.,), 3) Closed with a specific re-opening date, 4) Closed with no 
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specific re-opening date, but planning to restart at a future point, 5) Business has been officially 

terminated, 6) Other. As shown in Figure 10, over 80% of the businesses were open on a 

consistent basis, while 11.6% stated their business was open but with reduced hours or other 

limitations. Three people selected the “other” option. They wrote in statements like, “Open 

during Farmers Market hours,” “Currently selling weekly at the Farmers Market,” and “We do 

markets. Farmers markets depends on weather During the winter” were coded as Open for 

business on a seasonal basis (4.3%).  

 

 
 

Figure 10. Distribution of Participants by Business Operation Status 

 

Years in Business 
 

As shown in Figure 11, a little more than one-third of respondents have businesses that 

have either been open for 16+ years (n=12) or one year (n=11). Twenty-three percent of 

respondents have businesses that have been open for ten years (n=8) or three years (n=8). Eleven 

percent of respondents have a business that has been open for nine years (n=4), four years (n=4), 

or two years (n=4). Overall, 47% of participant’s have been in business for less than five years.   
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Figure 11. Distribution of Participants by Years in Business 

 
 
Number of Employees  
 

In response to the question, “How many employees are currently employed at your 

business(es),” 46% of participants responded only themselves. In comparison, 33% employ less 

than ten people, 17% employ 10-50 people, and 2% employ 51-250 people (Figure 12). 

 

 

Figure 12. Distribution of Participants by Number of Employees 
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Employment Status  
 

Participants were asked to identify if they were part-time business owners (work between 

1-34 hours per week on self-owned business-related duties) or full-time (work between 35 hours 

or more per week for self-owned business-related duties) (U.S. Bureau Labor of Statistics, 2022). 

Over two-thirds of the participants are full-time business owners (69.6%), while 30% identify as 

part-time. Figure 13 displays the distribution of participants by employment status.   

 

 

 

Figure 13. Distribution of Participants by Employment Status 

 

 
Age 
 

The 40-49 age range had the highest number of participants (n=21), followed by 30-39 

years (n=17) and 50-59 years (n=17), 60-69 years (n=8), 21-29 years (n=5) and 70+ years (n=1).  

79% of participants were between 30 - 59 years old (Figure 14 and Table 3). 
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Figure 14. Distribution of Participants by Age 

 
 
 
Table 3. Distribution of Participants by Age 

Age Range Amount Percent 
21-29 5 7.2% 
30-39 17 24.6% 
40-49 21 30.4% 
50-59 17 24.6% 
60-69 8 11.6% 

70 years or older 1 1.4% 
 

 

Race/Ethnicity 
 

Over 90% of participants in the study self-identified as White. Black or African 

American and American Indian or Alaska Native made up 2.9% of the survey population, and 

Asian identifying participants made up 1.4%. Table 4 display the distribution of participants by 

race/ethnicity. 
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Table 4. Distribution of Participants by Race/Ethnicity 

Race/Ethnicity Amount Percent 
White 64 92.8% 

American Indian or Alaska 
Native 2 2.9% 

Black or African American 2 2.9% 
Asian 1 1.4% 

 

 

Level of Education 
 

Thirty-four percent of participants have a bachelor’s degree. Twenty-six percent have a 

master’s degree, 14% have some college credit but no degree, 11% have an associate degree, 

four percent have either their doctorate or professional degree, two percent have a High School 

Diploma (or GED), and one percent have some college credit from a vocational/trade school 

(Table 5).  

 

Table 5. Distribution of Participants by Education 

Education Level Amount Percent 
High School Diploma or equivalent (e.g., GED) 2 2.9% 

Some college credit, no degree, Trade/Technical/Vocational Training 1 1.4% 
Some college credit, no degree 10 14.5% 

Associates Degree 8 11.6% 
Bachelor’s degree 24 34.8% 
Master’s degree 18 26.1% 
Doctoral Degree 3 4.3% 

Professional Degree (MD. DDS, DVM) 3 4.3% 
 
 

Marital Status  
 

More than 80% of participants selected married, while 15.9% selected single and 1.4% 

chose domestic partnership. Figure 15 display the participant distribution by marital status.  



   55 

 

 
 

Figure 15. Participant Distribution by Marital Status 

 
 
 
 
Family Caregiving Responsibilities 
 

More than half of the participants have some form of caregiving responsibility. Thirty-

one percent care for children under 18, 15% care for elderly family members, and seven percent 

care for both children and elderly family members. Forty-four percent stated they do not have 

any caregiving responsibilities (Figure 16).  

 

 

           Figure 16. Distribution of Participants by Family Caregiving Responsibilities 
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Business Description  
 

Participants were asked in an open-ended response format, “In a couple of sentences, 

please describe your primary* business. *primary = business that is highest in importance or 

revenue-generating.”. Table 6 below displays how the researcher coded participants business 

description using the categories found in North American Industry Classification System 

(NAICS) Codes, and the distribution of participants in each industry. Figure 17 displays the 

results showing the Manufacturing industry was represented by one-quarter of participants’ 

businesses, while 18% were in Agriculture, Forestry, and Hunting industry, and 14% in the 

Retail Trade. 

 

   Table 6. Distribution of Participants by coded NAICS Code business category 
NAICS 
Code Category Name Amount Percent Coded Responses 

31-33 Manufacturing 23 25.80% 

food manufacturing, jewelry, 
baked goods, winery, animal 
food, products from animal 
fiber, textile products and 

accessories, brewery, retail 
bakery, art studio, hand crafts, 

meat processing 

11 Agriculture, Forestry, 
Fishing and Hunting 16 18.00% 

animal husbandry, farm, eggs, 
beef, produce, crops, dairy, 

sheep, goats, apiary, poultry, 
botanical, herb, seed, 

vegetable, flower, plants, 
chicken 

44-45 Retail Trade 13 14.60% 

market, supermarket, general 
store, retail, sell at local 

markets, boutique, gallery, 
clothing store, specialty food 

store, used goods re-sale, 

54 
Professional, 
Scientific and 

Technical Services 
8 9.00% 

photographer, counseling, 
coaching, consulting, design, 

veterinarian, decorator  
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Table 6 (continued). 

72 Accommodation and 
Food Services 8 9.00% 

cafe, farm stay, Airbnb, 
restaurant, catering, coffee 

shop, camping, retreat center, 
food truck 

62 Healthcare and Social 
Assistance 7 7.90% 

medical house calls, after-
school care, childcare, health 
and wellness, mental, primary 

care, medicine, massage, 
therapist, nanny 

71 Arts, Entertainment, 
and Recreation 4 4.50% art, artist, handmade, craft, 

custom works 

42 Wholesale trade 2 2.20% wholesale nursery, food 
aggregator 

61 Educational Services 2 2.20% education, teach 

81 Other Services Except 
Public Administration 2 2.20% window tinting 

51 Information 1 1.10% movie theatre 
52 Finance and Insurance 1 1.10% insurance sales 

53 Real Estate Rental 
and Leasing 1 1.10% real estate sales 

56 

Administrative and 
Support, and Waste 

Mgmt and 
Remediation Services 

1 1.10% travel agency 
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Figure 17. Distribution of Participants by Business Category 

 
 
 
NAICS Code Subcategories 
 

Each primary NAICS category comprises smaller subcategories to provide more detail 

about the different businesses’ participants own. Table 7 presents the variety of 

subcategories into which participants’ businesses were categorized; results show a wide 

distribution. Within the manufacturing industry exists food and beverage producing 

companies, which include bakeries, meat processing units, and wine/beer production. 

Farms that grew various produce and raised livestock (cattle, chickens, goats) made up 

most of the Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, and Hunting industry. The retail trade industry 

included specialty food, home and garden supplies, arts and crafts, general and vintage.  
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Table 7. Distribution of Participants by Main and Sub Business Category 
NAICS 
Code Industry Main Category Industry Subcategory Amount Total % 

31-33 Manufacturing   23 25.8% 
  Food/Beverage 9   
  Textiles 6   
  Jewelry 3   
  Art 3   
  Animal Food 1   
  Industrial Signage 1   

11 Agriculture, Forestry, 
Fishing and Hunting   16 18.0% 

  Farm (produce/livestock) 13   
  Support Industry 3   

44-45 Retail Trade   13 14.6% 
  Store (specialty/general/vintage) 7   
  Home and Garden Supplies 2   
  Arts and Craft 2   
  Apparel 1   
  Automobile 1   

54 Professional, Scientific 
and Technical Services   8 9.0% 

  Consulting 3   
  Design (graphic/interior design) 2   
  Photography 1   
  Veterinarian 1   
  Attorney 1   

72 Accommodation and 
Food Services   8 9.0% 

  Restaurant 4   

  Temporary Housing 
Accommodation 2   

  Cafe/Coffee shops 2   

62 Healthcare and Social 
Assistance   7 7.9% 

  Healthcare 5   
  Childcare 2   

71 Arts, Entertainment, 
and Recreation   4 4.5% 

  Artist 4   
42 Wholesale trade   2 2.2% 
  Lawn/Garden Supplies 1   
  Grocery/Restaurant Products 1   
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Table 7 (continued). 
 

61 Educational Services   2 2.2% 
  Skill Instruction Classes 2   

81 Other Services Except 
Public Administration   2 2.2% 

  Auxiliary Automobile Services 1   
  Personal Care Services 1   

51 Information   1 1.1% 
  Movie Theatre 1   

52 Finance and Insurance   1 1.1% 
  Insurance Sales 1   

53 Real Estate Rental and 
Leasing   1 1.1% 

  Real Estate Agent 1   

56 

Administrative and 
Support, and Waste 
Management and 

Remediation Services 

  1 1.1% 

  Travel Agent 1   
 

 

Business Motivation  
 

In an open-ended response format, participants were asked to respond to the question, 

“Please describe your motivation(s) for becoming a business owner.” Table 8 below displays 

how the researcher coded participants business motivations description using the categories 

found in the literature. Figure 18 also provides a distribution of participants by their coded 

business motivation category. The motivations expressed as Self Actualization and Community 

were both stated by 17.6% of participants as reasons for starting their business, followed by 

Generating Income (13.9%), Autonomy/Independence (13%), with Flexibility and Seizing an 

Opportunity both being (9.3%). Figure 18 displays the other categories described by participants 

as motivational reasons behind starting their own business. 
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Table 8. Distribution of Participants by coded business motivation  

Motivation  Amount  Percent Coded Response 

Self-Actualization 19 17.6% 
I like, passion, love, motivated 
by desire, talents, I was drawn, 
I wanted, way to express love 

Community 19 17.6% 

make a difference, provide for, 
make something 
better/difference, 

positive/direct impact, people, 
community, space for women 

Generate Income 19 13.9% 
sales, profit, increased income, 

wealth, more money, earn 
living, income stream 

Autonomy/Independence 14 13.0% 
own boss, our own way, in 

control, working for myself, 
independence 

Flexibility 10 9.3% own schedule, work when I 
want, flexibility, time freedom 

Seizing an Opportunity 10 9.3% 

going to close, Ecommerce 
potential, saw a need, holes in 
system, incentive, needed to 

expand, did not have 

Work-Family Balance 5 4.6% children, stay-at-home mom, 
family needs 

Previous Experience 5 4.6% 

previous business owner, 
always a business owner, ran 
previous business, skills that 

translated 

Generational Inheritance 4 3.7% 
Father owned, preserving 

family farm, second 
generation, family business 

Glass Ceiling 2 1.9% never get promotions, passed 
over, discriminated 

Necessity 2 1.9% lack of, limited 

 2 1.9% 
operate farm to support both, 
herbicide/pesticide free native 

plants, 

Needed a Change 1 0.9% wanted, change, tired of it, 
long enough, less stress 
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Figure 18. Distribution of Participants by Motivation for starting their business 

 
 

Future Business Aspirations  
 

Participants were asked in an open-ended response format, “Do you have plans for your 

business(es) in the future? If so, please describe.” Table 9 below displays how the researcher 

coded participants business aspiration descriptions using the categories found in the literature. 

The majority of participant (71%) responses were coded as growth business aspirations. Twenty 

percent of participants plan to stay the same, with no change to their business. In comparison, six 

percent have plans of reducing operations, and one percent are interested in pivoting their 

business plan (Figure 19).  

 

 

 



   63 

Table 9. Distribution of Participants by coded business aspiration 
Aspiration Categories Amount Percent Coded Response Words/Phrases 

Growth 52 71.2% 

replace, expand, add, more value, grow, 
increasing, move, build, more, 

branching into, development, learn 
more, better help, opportunities, larger, 

more, build, new, actively, 
experimental, create, scaled 

No Change (stasis) 15 20.5% maintain, status quo, none, steady, 
continue as is, not really, current level 

Reduction 5 6.8% down-size, succession plan, retirement, 
limited hours, current track 

Pivot 1 1.4% re-branding 
 

 

 

 

Figure 19. Distribution of Participants by Future Business Aspirations 
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Inferential Statistics  
 
Primary Support Source x Demographics  
 

Demographic data were subject to inferential statistical analysis, specifically the Chi-

Squared test was used to examine the relationship between nominal demographic variables by 

testing for association (without a causal relationship) (Allua & Thompson, 2009). An alpha of 

0.05 was selected as the significance level for determining an association between variables. 

However, results were inconclusive because 20% of the cells had an expected count of less than 

five and an average cell count of less than one. To increase the cell sample size, the researcher 

decided to pool or ‘collapse’ some of the nominal demographic data into fewer categories 

(Distefano, Shi & Morgan, 2020). Data like individual counties, which had (n=39) categories, 

were collapsed into three geographic regions of North Carolina, Mountains, Piedmont, and 

Coastal Plains. Individual years in business had (n=16) categories, were collapsed into four 

ranges that included 1-2 years, 3-5 years, 6-10 years, and more than ten years. Data for 

Caregiving responsibilities had (n=4) categories and were collapsed into Yes and No categories. 

Another Chi-Square analysis was conducted, using all demographic data, including the new 

collapsed categories. Results were inconclusive due to 20% of the cells having an expected count 

of less than five and an average cell count of less than one. Therefore, test results are invalid and 

not significant for discussion. 

Research Objective Two (RO2)  
 
The objective for RO2 was to identify support sources in a rural female entrepreneur support 

system (RFESS). This objective was addressed by asking participants two open-ended questions:   

1) Please identify One primary source that has provided you and your business with support. 

A primary source can be one you spend the most time with, receive the most gains from 
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or one to whom you feel closest. Please do not list a specific name but a general category 

into which the source might fall. For example, “partner,” “husband,” “kid(s),” “best 

friend,” “online community,” “small business support organization,” “website,” etc. 

2) What other sources of support are important to you?  

Table 10 below displays how the researcher coded participants support source descriptions using 

the categories found in the literature. 

 

Table 10. Coded participant responses and the associated support source category 
Standardized Support Sources Coded Response Words/Phrases 

Family  Spouse, husband, significant other, partner, 
boyfriend, children, parents, grandparent, 

mother, father, sibling, aunt, uncle, 
extended family 

Support Organization cooperative partner, EmPowering NC, 
Agriculture Extension Agents, Small 

Business Center at Community College, 
Chamber of Commerce and Tourism staff, 

Small Business Support, Appalachian 
Sustainable Agriculture Project, Small 

Business Administration 
Mentor dairy mentor, mentor 

Online Community social media, online social network, 
Facebook 

Complementary Businesses community of business owners, other 
restaurant owners, fiber community, 

suppliers 
Work Colleague similar business, other brewers, peers, 

Staff good team, qualified team members 
Local Community local school, sports leagues, customers, 

clients 
Friends good friends, friend 

Religious Community faith-based institutions, church members 
Other new breakthroughs and technologies, 

economic, technical 
Government state agency, local government 
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As shown in Figure 20 and Table 11, 60% of participants identified family as their primary 

support source. Other identified primary source includes Support Organizations (8%), 

Complementary Businesses (7%), and Friends (5.8%). For clarification, a complementary 

business is one that offer products that relate to or complement a business. Figure 20 and Table 

11 display the distribution of participants by their selected primary support source.  

 

  
 

Figure 20. Distribution of Participants by Primary Support Sources 

 

 
Table 11. Distribution of Participants by Primary Support Sources 

 Support Source Amount Percent 
Family 42 60.9% 

Support Organizations 6 8.7% 
Complementary Businesses 5 7.2% 

Friends 4 5.8% 
Colleague 3 4.3% 

Online Community 3 4.3% 
Local Community 3 4.3% 

Mentor 2 2.9% 
Self 1 1.4% 
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Figure 21 and Table 12 display the distribution of participants’ selections of other sources of 

support. Family is still the largest identified category (22%), followed by Support Organizations 

(15%), Local Community (14%), Friends (11%), Complementary Businesses (9%), Online 

Community (9%), and Colleagues (6%).  

 

 
 

Figure 21. Distribution of Participants by ‘other’ sources of Support 

 

  
Table 12. Distribution of Participants by ‘other’ sources of Support 

Support Source Amount Percent 
Family 25 22.7% 

Support Organizations 17 15.5% 
Local Community 16 14.5% 

Friends 12 10.9% 
Complementary Businesses 10 9.1% 

Online Community 10 9.1% 
Colleague 7 6.4% 

Other 4 3.6% 
Local Government 3 2.7% 

Mentor 2 1.8% 
Religious Community 2 1.8% 

Staff 2 1.8% 
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Figure 22 and Table 13 compare the distribution of participants identified primary and other 

sources of support. Results in Table 13 show that the family category represents the most 

identified primary source of support, almost 60%. While there is a more even distribution of 

identified support sources in the ‘other’ category, family is still the leading source with 22.7%. 

 

 
 

Figure 22. Comparison of Distribution by Primary and other sources of support 

 

Table 13. Comparison of Distribution by Primary and other sources of support 
Support Source 

Category 
(Primary) 
Amount  Percent 

(other) 
 Amount  Percent 

Family 41 58.6% 25 22.7% 
Support Organizations 6 8.6% 17 15.5% 

Friends 5 7.1% 12 10.9% 
Complementary Business 5 7.1% 10 9.1% 

Colleague 3 4.3% 7 6.4% 
Online Community 3 4.3% 10 9.1% 
Local Community 2 2.9% 16 14.5% 

Mentor 2 2.9% 2 1.8% 
Staff 1 1.4% 2 1.8% 
Other 1 1.4% 4 3.6% 
Self 1 1.4% 0 0% 

Local Government 0 0% 3 2.7% 
Religious Community 0 0% 2 1.8 % 
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Research Objective Three (RO3)  
 

The objective for RO3 was to evaluate the types of support in an RFESS.  This objective was 

achieved by asking participants one open-ended question and completing a 22-item support scale 

survey.  

Support Scale Validity  
 

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) using common factor analysis extraction with 

Varimax rotation was performed on the 22-item support scale. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) 

is generally regarded as a technique for large sample sizes (N), with N = 50 as a reasonable 

absolute minimum (de Winter et al., 2009).  A factor analysis aims to explain and interpret 

results by identifying and refining factor groups, thus validating the Support Scale survey used in 

the study (Watkins, 2018). The initial analysis ran without restriction and produced Eigenvalues, 

a Scree Plot, Communalities, and Rotated Factor Loadings. This type of analysis provides 

information concerning the extent to which a varying number of factors will account for the 

correlations among tests variables (Hoyle, 1995, Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The Exploratory 

Factor Analysis was accomplished in two steps: factor extraction and rotation. Factor extraction 

involves choosing the type of model and the number of factors to extract. Factor rotation comes 

after the factors are extracted to achieve a simple structure to improve interpretability (Watkins, 

2018). This study utilized the common factor analysis extraction method and varimax rotation.  

Eigenvalues were extracted from the 22 items in the survey to determine factor 

groupings. An Eigenvalue is the proportion of variance in all the items accounted for by that 

factor. An Eigenvalue of 1.00 is a commonly used criterion for deciding how many factors to 

retain in factor reduction (Bryant & Yarnold, 1995; Cattell, 1966). Any components with a lower 

Eigenvalue than 1.00 means it most likely had little to do with explaining the variance of a 
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variable and may be redundant. It is common for the researcher only to retain components that 

account for a significant amount of variance (Stevens, 1996). Table 14 displays the analysis 

extracted six factors with an Eigenvalue of 1.00 or greater with a total variance explained of 

79.61677.  

 

Table 14. Total Variance Explained - Initial Eigenvalues 
Component Initial Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % 

1 7.214582 32.79355 32.79355 
2 4.440005 20.18184 52.97539 
3 2.094228 9.519216 62.49461 
4 1.669769 7.58986 70.08447 
5 1.065424 4.842835 74.9273 
6 1.031682 4.689462 79.61677 
7 0.638576 2.902616 82.51938 
8 0.568108 2.582311 85.10169 
9 0.466384 2.119926 87.22162 
10 0.449119 2.04145 89.26307 
11 0.385715 1.753251 91.01632 
12 0.321883 1.463106 92.47943 
13 0.268942 1.222465 93.70189 
14 0.247897 1.126804 94.8287 
15 0.232867 1.058486 95.88718 
16 0.19743 0.89741 96.78459 
17 0.175993 0.799967 97.58456 
18 0.159399 0.724541 98.3091 
19 0.137555 0.62525 98.93435 
20 0.104408 0.474583 99.40893 
21 0.08341 0.379135 99.78807 
22 0.046625 0.211933 100 

 

 

Another way to identify eigenvalues, proposed by Cattell (1966), is a graphical procedure 

known as a Scree plot. The Scree plot is a visual aid that plots factors on the horizontal axis, and 

the eigenvalues on the vertical axis. Eigenvalues associated on the steep slope are retained; 
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however, those that are indicated in the gradual descent, with values less than 1, are dropped as 

they are not significantly contributing to the variances and ultimately not being considered 

relevant factors in the analysis (Bryant & Yarnold, 1998; Hoyle, 1995). As one moves along the 

X-axis on Figure 23, it appears there are no significant drops or elbow after the sixth factor. The 

Scree plot below displays six distinct factors.  

 

 
 

Figure 23. Scree Plot based on initial factor extractions 
 

 

After determining the Eigenvalues, Communalities are examined and used to distinguish 

the proportion of variance between items. Essentially, Communalities are a useful measure for 

predicting the variable’s value and what proportion of the variable’s variance results from the 

correlations between each variable and the individual factors (Vogt, 1999). As shown in Table 

15, the difference between 1 and the uniqueness, labeled ‘extraction,’ is the proportion of each 

variable's variance that the factors can explain. A value above 0.5 is ideal; thus, the resulting 

communalities that range from 0.528 to 0.848 are acceptable. 
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Table 15. Communalities from Exploratory Factor Analysis (Common Factor Analysis) 
Item Initial Extraction 

Emotional 1 1.0000 0.8041 
Emotional 2 1.0000 0.81848 
Emotional 3 1.0000 0.80608 
Emotional 4 1.0000 0.52805 
Emotional 5 1.0000 0.676256 
Emotional 6 1.0000 0.673634 

Instrumental 1 1.0000 0.837945 
Instrumental 2 1.0000 0.571168 
Instrumental 3 1.0000 0.651499 
Instrumental 4 1.0000 0.791365 
Instrumental 5 1.0000 0.692981 
Instrumental 6 1.0000 0.609324 
Informational 1 1.0000 0.84874 
Informational 2 1.0000 0.68247 
Informational 3 1.0000 0.59293 
Informational 4 1.0000 0.789446 
Informational 5 1.0000 0.830391 

Appraisal 1 1.0000 0.762713 
Appraisal 2 1.0000 0.846264 
Appraisal 3 1.0000 0.600966 
Appraisal 4 1.0000 0.723273 
Appraisal 5 1.0000 0.714561 

 

Table 16 displays the total variance explained by all 22 items when restricted to only six factors. 

The total variance explained for the six factors was 72.057.  

 
Table 16. Variance Explained by each Factor 

Factor Variance Individual % Cumulative% 
Factor 1 4.418853 20.0857 20.0857 
Factor 2 3.061346 13.91521 34.00091 
Factor 3 3.0479 13.85409 47.855 
Factor 4 2.473284 11.2422 59.0972 
Factor 5 1.474957 6.704352 65.80155 
Factor 6 1.376303 6.255924 72.05747 
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Factor Loading Interpretation 
 

Table 17 displays the rotated factor loadings of all 22 items when restricted to only six 

factors (See appendix I for a detailed output of the rotated factor loading). Loadings discarded 

from the analysis include negative loadings and those below 0.4. However, the rotated factor 

loadings, depicted in Table 17, were difficult to interpret due to the likelihood of redundancy 

between factor loadings, and some items are double loaded on two factors (Bryant & Yarnold, 

1998; Stevens, 1996). For example, the item labeled Emotional five loaded on both Factor one 

and two.  

To reduce redundancies and double loading, the following seven items were removed 

from further analysis: Emotional five and six, Appraisal five, Informational three and five, and 

Instrumental three and five. Table 18 displays the updated final rotated factor loading, with a 

reduced number of factors (n=4). (See appendix J for a detailed output of the updated final 

rotated factor loading). 
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Table 17. Rotated Factor Loading 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 

Emotional 1 0.890937116 
     

Emotional 3 0.867483554 
     

Emotional 2 0.865153033 
     

Emotional 5 0.674061224 0.443524178 
    

Emotional 4 0.658479105 
     

Emotional 6 0.627804409 0.415485414 
    

Appraisal 2 
 

0.827120314 
    

Appraisal 1 
 

0.78408352 
    

Appraisal 3 
 

0.680213929 
    

Appraisal 5 0.579929218 0.593440458 
    

Informational 4 
  

0.839456226 
   

Informational 1 
  

0.769957451 
   

Informational 2 
  

0.715773252 
   

Informational 5 
  

0.663657022 0.461123623 
  

Instrumental 4 
   

0.791005534 
  

Instrumental 5 0.413946147 
  

0.620719616 
  

Instrumental 6 
   

0.620042378 
  

Informational 3 
  

0.476556435 0.548018159 
  

Instrumental 1 
    

0.865017509 
 

Instrumental 3 
   

0.44381588 0.582307787 
 

Appraisal 4 
     

0.708835469 
Instrumental 2 

     
0.667646942 
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Table 18. Updated Final Rotated Factor Loading 
Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

Emotional 2 0.901764    
Emotional 1 0.884873    
Emotional 3 0.838449    
Emotional 4 0.647336    

Informational 1  0.863012   
Informational 4  0.849622   
Informational 2  0.688911   
Instrumental 4  0.49527   
Instrumental 6  0.489154   

Appraisal 1   0.820602  
Appraisal 2   0.820395  
Appraisal 3   0.66444  

Instrumental 2    0.791046 
Appraisal 4    0.569432 

Instrumental 1    0.539917 
                   4 factors were extracted 

 

Scale Reliability  
 

To determine the scales’ reliability, Cronbach alpha analysis was conducted on each 

factor’s items. Table 19 below displays all the alpha values for each item and their overall 

Factor-alpha values. A frequently cited acceptable range of Cronbach’s alpha is a value of 0.70 

or above (Bland & Altman, 1997, De Vellis, 2003). The Cronbach alpha’s for factors one, two, 

and three fall within the acceptable alpha range of reliability. All items in Factor four are 

between 0.3 and 0.6, which according to Ahdika (2017) fall within the Rather Reliable and Quite 

Reliable acceptability range.  
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Table 19. Cronbach alpha for Factor Items* 
Factor/Item  Cronbach alpha 

Factor 1 
Emotional 1 0.8438 
Emotional 2 0.8284 
Emotional 3 0.8407 
Emotional 4 0.9104 
Entire Factor 0.892 

Factor 2 
Instrumental 4 0.8173 
Instrumental 6 0.7969 
Informational 1 0.7334 
Informational 2 0.7895 
Informational 4 0.7691 

Entire Factor 0.8177 
Factor 3 

Appraisal 1 0.8146 
Appraisal 2 0.7585 
Appraisal 3 0.8689 

Entire Factor 0.8677 
Factor 4 

Instrumental 1 0.5827 
Instrumental 2 0.3228 

Appraisal 4 0.6059 
Entire Factor 0.6223 

*The Cronbach’s Alpha for each item shows how the Cronbach’s Alpha for that factor 
would change if that item were eliminated.  
 
 

Support Scale Factor Naming  
 

The Exploratory Factor Analysis extracted four factors from the Support Scale survey. 

Table 20 displays the survey statements and the respective factor they loaded on. Factor one 

consisted of all emotional support statements; thus, the factor was labeled Emotional Support. 

Factor three consisted of all appraisal support statements, thus the factor las labeled Appraisal 

Support. However, factor two loaded with three informational and two instrumental support 

statements. When the content of the two instrumental statements “helps me research products for 
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my business” and “connected me with essential business contacts” were analyzed, the researcher 

concluded that both statements relate to the information received for business success. Therefore, 

factor two was labeled “Informational Support.”  

Factor four loaded with two instrumental and one appraisal statements. The two 

instrumental statements “take care of my family when I am busy with my business” and “provides 

me with monetary assistance for my business” related to the intangible and financial assistance 

that falls under instrumental support. The appraisal statement “provides suggestions about 

important business decisions” related to advice that helps entrepreneurs move their business 

forward. Therefore, factor four was labeled as “Instrumental/Appraisal Support”. Although no 

concrete conclusions can be drawn due to the low reliability and validity of this factor, it could 

be that participants do not distinguish a difference in support provided in the statements. 

Meaning the tangible and intangible instrumental and appraisal support discussed in the 

statements are similar in the eyes of the participants.  
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Table 20. Revised Survey Scale and their respective factors 
Factor Survey Statements 

Factor 1 (Emotional 
Support) 

I can confide in this source (Emotional) 
This source listens to my problems (Emotional) 
This source gives me moral support (Emotional) 

I value my relationship with this source (Emotional) 
Factor 2 

(Informational 
Support) 

This source teaches me new business practices (Informational) 
This source offers useful financial information (Informational) 

This source offers information about business topics I don't 
understand (Informational) 

This source helps me research products for my business 
(Instrumental) 

This source connected me with essential business contacts 
(Instrumental) 

Factor 3 (Appraisal 
Support) 

This source gives me honest feedback about my business 
performance (Appraisal) 

I feel this source provides reliable suggestions to improve my 
business (Appraisal) 

I trust this source’s assessment of my business (Appraisal) 
Factor 4 

(Instrumental/Appraisal 
Support) 

 

This source will take care of my family when I am busy with my 
business (Instrumental) 

This source provides me with monetary assistance for my business 
(Instrumental) 

This source provides suggestions about important business 
decisions (Appraisal) 

 
 
 
Support Score Averages 
 

The survey instrument created for this study portion was adapted from Rodriguez (2000). 

Twenty-two items (or survey statements) were categorized within four support categories: 

Emotional, Informational, Appraisal, and Instrumental/Appraisal support. Participants responded 

to each statement using a 5-point Likert Scale, where each response was then coded as a 

continuous variable; Strongly Agree = 5, Agree =4, Neither agree nor disagree = 3, Disagree = 2, 

and Strongly Disagree = 1. Responses were averaged per support category (emotional, 

informational, appraisal, and instrumental/appraisal), and a final overall participant average was 

determined. Based on the low survey reliability and validity results previously discussed, 
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statements 5, 6, 9, 11, 15, 17, and 21 have been removed from the overall support averages, and 

(n=15) statements remain. Figure 24 displays the average support score across all participants 

when evaluating their primary support source. Emotional and Appraisal support received the 

highest average with 4.6 and 4.0, respectively. Instrumental/Appraisal and Informational support 

followed with 3.4 and 3.4 average, respectively. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 24. Average Support Score Across Participants 

 
 

Table 21 illustrates the means and standard deviations for the independent variable 

Primary Source of Support presented against the dependent variable Emotional Support average. 

For Emotional Support, the support source ‘Family’ was identified the most by participants 

(n=42) and received the fourth-highest category average of 4.7.  
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Table 21. Means and Standard Deviations - Emotional Support 
Primary Support Source n Support Average Std Error 

Family 42 4.7 0.08106 
Support Organizations 6 4.4 0.21446 

Complementary Businesses 5 4.3 0.23493 
Friends 4 4.6 0.26266 

Online Community 3 3.1 0.30329 
Work Colleagues 3 4.9 0.30329 
Local Community 2 4.4 0.37145 

Mentor 2 4.5 0.37145 
Other 1 5.0 0.52531 
Self 1 5.0 0.52531 

 

Table 22 illustrates the means and standard deviations for the independent variable 

Primary Source of Support presented against the dependent variable Instrumental/Appraisal 

Support average. For Instrumental/Appraisal Support, the support source Family was identified 

the most by participants (n=42) and the second-highest category average of 3.8.  

 
 

Table 22. Means and Standard Deviations – Instrumental/Appraisal Support  
Primary Support Source Amount Support Average Std Error 

Family 42 3.8 0.13791 
Support Organizations 6 2.7 0.36487 

Complementary Businesses 5 2.4 0.39969 
Friends 4 2.8 0.44687 

Online Community 3 2.8 0.516 
Work Colleagues 3 3.0 0.516 
Local Community 2 3.7 0.63197 

Mentor 2 3.5 0.63197 
Other 1 5.0 0.89374 
Self 1 1.0 0.89374 

 

Table 23 illustrates the means and standard deviations for the independent variable 

Primary Source of Support presented against the dependent variable Informational Support 
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average. For Informational Support, the support source Family was identified the most by 

participants (n=42) and the ninth highest category average of 3.5.  

 

Table 23. Means and Standard Deviations – Informational  
Primary Support Source Number Support Average Std Error 

Family 42 3.2 0.13137 
Support Organizations 6 3.8 0.34759 

Complementary Businesses 5 3.8 0.38076 
Friends 4 3.8 0.4257 

Online Community 3 3.3 0.49156 
Work Colleagues 3 4.4 0.49156 
Local Community 2 3.5 0.60204 

Mentor 2 4.5 0.60204 
Other 1 4.2 0.85141 
Self 1 1.6 0.85141 

 

 
Table 24 illustrates the means and standard deviations for the independent variable Primary 

Source of Support presented against the dependent variable Appraisal Support average. For 

Appraisal Support, the support source Family was identified the most by participants (n=42) and 

the seventh-highest category average of 4.0.  

 
Table 24. Means and Standard Deviations – Appraisal  

Primary Support Source Amount Support Average Std Error 
Family 42 4.0 0.12199 

Support Organizations 6 4.2 0.32276 
Complementary Businesses 5 4.3 0.35356 

Friends 4 3.9 0.3953 
Online Community 3 3.1 0.45645 
Work Colleagues 3 4.9 0.45645 
Local Community 2 4.5 0.55903 

Mentor 2 4.4 0.55903 
Other 1 4.3 0.79059 
Self 1 3.7 0.79059 
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‘Other’ Support Sources 

Participants were asked an open-ended question “In your own words, please describe 

how these other sources provide support for you and your business?” Based on the coding 

process described Table 10, the researcher standardized the types of provided support by 

descriptions using pre-determined categories found in the literature. Results show that 34% of 

participants identified that other sources of support provide them Instrumental support.  

Figure 25 and Table 25 display how participants evaluate how ‘other’ sources provide 

support. Informational support accounts for 24%, Emotional (23%), and Appraisal (11%). Four 

responses were categorized as other as they do not provide tangible examples of how they were 

provided support and therefore could not be coded using the predetermined literature categories. 

These responses included descriptions such as “I’m a second-generation family business; it takes 

all of us to make it work.”; “without them, there would be no [company name].” One participant 

stated that the other sources of support provided no support at all. 

 

 

Figure 25. Distribution of Participants by Support Type Provided by ‘Other’ Support Source 
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Table 25. Distribution of Participants by Support Type Provided by ‘Other’ Support Sources 

Support Type Amount Percent 
Instrumental 33 34.7% 
Informational 23 24.2% 

Emotional 22 23.2% 
Appraisal 11 11.6% 

Other 4 4.2% 
None 2 2.1% 
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CHAPTER 5 Discussion 
 

This chapter will analyze the three research objective results by comparing and contrasting with 

established findings in the literature. The researcher aims to place the contributions of this study 

within the broader conversations taking place in entrepreneurship and rural female entrepreneurs 

specifically.  

Research Objective One  
 

 This objective focused on collecting demographic, lifestyle, and business information of 

rural female entrepreneurs in North Carolina. Discussion sections below are based on the 

variables 1) rural county location, 2) business operation status, 3) years in business, 4) number of 

employees, 5) employment status, 6) age range, 7) ethnicity/race, 8) education level, 9) marital 

status, 10) family caregiving responsibilities, 11) business category, 12) motivation for starting a 

business, and 13) future business aspirations.  

County Location and Survey Response  
 

Many of the survey respondents (43%) were in the Mountain region of North Carolina, 

followed by Piedmont (30%) and Coastal Plains (25%) (Figure 9). The shaded map below 

displays the rate of self-employment among employed civilians per county (Figure 26). It 

suggests that counties in the mountain and outer coastal regions have the highest rate of self-

employment (North Carolina Small Business Profile, 2019). Although the survey response rate 

did not precisely reflect data across the entire state, there were still a high number of survey 

responses of female entrepreneurs from the Mountain region. It is possible that there could be a 

well-connected network of small businesses, seeing as the researcher was unable to attend any 

in-person events in western North Carolina and relied on the listservs of support organizations in 

those areas to reach participants.  
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Figure 26. North Carolina Self Employment Rates, by County 

(North Carolina Small Business Profile, 2019). 

 

Business Operation Status (Open, Closed, etc.) 
 

Considering the economic impact the COVID-19 pandemic had on many businesses, the 

results of this study showed that more than 80% of participants indicated being open for business 

on a consistent basis. Similar results were found in a survey conducted by NC Main Street, Rural 

Planning Center and Small Business and Technology Development Center (NC Main Street & 

Rural Planning Center, 2020). Seven months into the COVID-19 pandemic, 96% of small 

businesses were currently open (n=1,219). This study suggested that a transition to online sales 

contributed to the high percentage of open businesses. In the current study, over half of the 

participants who indicated they were open for business on a consistent basis were also full-time 

business owners (65%), compared to part-time (19%). Those open with reduced hours were 

evenly distributed between part-time and full-time status (6%) respectively. Although only three 
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participants identified as being open on a seasonal basis, 3% were part-time, and 1% were full-

time. Overall, many participants were open on a consistent basis and worked full-time.  

Years in Business  
 
 Table 26 displays the distribution of participants by “years in business” compared to 

results from national and state surveys focused on small businesses in 2020 (Impact of COVID-

19 on Small Business, 2020; NC Main Street & Rural Planning Center, 2020). The current study 

results show an even distribution of respondents in the business age ranges. In contrast, the 

national and state results displayed almost half of the respondents have run their businesses for 

ten years or more. Overall, this study shows that the female-owned businesses surveyed in rural 

areas of North Carolina are predominantly young (less than ten years old). Results are supported 

by the U.S Small Business Administration Office of Advocacy brief that cites, on average, 58% 

of female-owned businesses are 12 years old or younger (McManus, 2017).  

 

 
Table 26. Comparative results of year in business from National and State-wide studies  

Years in Business National State Current Study 

Less than a year 8% 3% 0% 

1-2 years 11% 14% 22% 

3-5 years 17% 17% 26% 

6-10 years 15% 15% 29% 

More than 10 years 49% 46% 23% 
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Number of Employees  
 

As previously stated, businesses with less than ten employees make up 74% of the total 

business establishments in rural North Carolina (U.S. Census Bureau, 2018). Almost 80% of the 

current studies participants had less than ten employees. Similar statistics from North Carolina’s 

2016 Annual Survey of Entrepreneurs (ASE) displayed on average, female-owned small 

businesses had up to eight employees (North Carolina Small Business Profile, 2019).  

Many of the businesses in the current study that employs 50 people or less were classified 

under industries such as 1) Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, and Hunting, 2) Manufacturing, 3) 

Retail, 4) Health care and social services, and 4) Food and Accommodations. These findings 

differ from a study conducted by The Mainstreet America (MSA), which surveyed small 

businesses across the country (n= 5,851) and found businesses with less than 20 employees were 

commonly found in Professional services, personal care businesses, nonprofits, and social 

services, health practitioners, and accommodation businesses (Impact of COVID-19 on Small 

Business, 2020). 

Current Employment Status (Full-time or Part-time) 
 

Almost 70% of survey respondents consider themselves full-time business owners. When 

this variable (full-time vs. part-time) is compared with business category and future business 

aspirations, there are no noticeable variation in responses. Many of the part-time and full-time 

business owners span similar NAICS code categories. Of the women that indicated they were 

part-time business owners, 83% stated they have ‘growth’ business aspirations (revenue, space, 

equipment, etc.). In comparison, only 17% noted they were content with their current business 

status (stasis). One woman said she wanted to “continue on a part-time basis,” another 

mentioned wanting to “focus on rebuilding after the effects of COVID,” and the last respondent 
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stated, “I plan to continue to operate the business as I have been - with somewhat limited hours 

depending on my personal schedule and seasonal demand.” Similarly, full-time business owners 

primarily had ‘growth’ business aspirations (70%), while 20% were content with their current 

business status (stasis). There did not seem to be significant differences in full-time versus part-

time female business owners’ demographic, lifestyle, and business information, other than the 

number of weekly hours dedicated to their business.  

Age range  
 

Generational cohorts provide an opportunity to examine Americans by their life stage and 

their membership in a cohort of individuals born at a similar time (Dimock, 2019). Each 

generation's label serves as a shorthand to reference nearly 20 years of attitude, motivations, 

historical events, and economic and social shifts (Dimock, 2019). The survey results indicate that 

many women in this study were between 21 and 56 years old (Figure 14). In this study, Boomers 

(1946-1964) made up 13% of participants, Generation X (1965-1980) made up 55%, and 

Millennials (1981- 1996) made up 32%. Similar results were found in a national small business 

survey (n=2,400) in 2021 that found over 50% of female business owners were Generation X. 

However, results differ between the current study and the national survey, where 31% of survey 

respondents were Baby Boomers, and 17% were Millennials (2021 Women in Business Trends, 

2021).  

Ethnicity  
 

Fifty percent of all women-owned businesses are minorities (State of Women-Owned 

Businesses Report, 2019). As of 2019, African American women make up the largest segment of 

women-owned businesses (21%) after non-minority women (50%), followed by Latina/Hispanic 

women (18%), Asian American women (9%), Native American/Alaskan Native women (1.4%) 
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and Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander women (0.3%) (State of Women-Owned Businesses 

Report, 2019). Even though minority women make up half of all women-owned businesses, the 

current studies’ rural respondents were predominantly White (92.8%). Some of the lack of racial 

diversity in the study could be explained by the racial makeup of rural North Carolina. For 

example, the rural county racial make-up of North Carolina is predominantly White Non-

Hispanic (67%), followed by 19% African American, 8% Hispanic, 2% Native America, and 1% 

Asian (Rural NC, 2021a). Comparatively, national business owner demographics show that 

86.3% of business owners are White, followed by 5.9% Asian, 3.6% Black or African American, 

3.1% Latino or Hispanic, 0.7% Other, and 0.6% American Indian (Rural NC, 2021a). 

Additionally, this study's lack of racial diversity could be a symptom of the research approach 

with rural populations. When speaking with a researcher in the eco-tourism field, they stated that 

this challenge is not uncommon in this type of research and could be symptomatic of the relative 

isolation of the minority rural population (email correspondence, Duarte Morais, November 12th, 

2021).  

Education  
 

Based on ACS (5-Year Estimates), the current educational attainment levels for people 

25 years or older in rural North Carolina is Less than High School Diploma (15.3%), High 

School Diploma or equivalent (31.1%), Some College (33.1%), Bachelor’s degree (13.6%), 

Masters (5.3%), Professional degree (1%) and Doctorate (0.8%). In the current study, 60% of 

female participants hold a bachelor’s or master’s degree, suggesting that more rural female 

business owners have higher educational degrees than the ACS figures. These findings are 

consistent with results from the 2019 Rural Women Entrepreneurs project that found “in almost 

every population category, including rural, women entrepreneurs are more likely to have 
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bachelor’s degrees than any other demographic compared.” (Rural Women Entrepreneurs, 

2019). 

However, the study results differ from a national Guidant Financial and SBTA survey 

that collected data on over 3,100 current and aspiring small business owners nationwide and 

found that more than 60% of respondents held a high school diploma or associate degree. In 

contrast, only 17% had a bachelor’s degree, 18% master’s, and 4% doctorate (2020 Small 

Business Trends, 2020). 

Marital Status and Family Caregiving Responsibility  
 

Most study participants were married (82.6%) and had family caregiving responsibilities 

that included taking care of children under 18, elderly family members, and sometimes both 

groups (55%). These findings are a common theme of female entrepreneurs in the literature 

(Shelton, 2006; Wambua, 2014). According to the 2019 national report, almost 75% of rural 

female business owners are married (Rural Female Entrepreneurs Challenges and Opportunities, 

2019) and are still responsible for a more significant portion of family responsibilities (Agarwal, 

Mishra, & Dixit, 2015; Rehman & Roomi, 2012).  

The current study observed no major lifestyle and business differences between married 

and single participants and those with or without family caregiving responsibilities. Many were 

predominantly full-time business owners who primarily had pull motivations for starting their 

business (i.e., autonomy/independence, community, and self-actualization) and wanted to grow 

their business. Most of the time, both the single and married participants identified that their 

primary source of support was their family. Marriage and caregiving responsibilities may be 

essential factors in understanding the businesses started by rural women entrepreneurs and their 

priorities, motivations, and support networks (Rural Women Entrepreneurs, 2019). 
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Business Category  
 

Results from the study align with various national, state, and female-specific industry 

data currently available. The top five industries respondents were categorized into included 1) 

Manufacturing, 2) Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting, 3) Retail Trade, 4) Professional, 

Scientific, and Technical Services and 5) Accommodation and Food Services. Figure 27 below 

includes the top ten industries for women entrepreneurs in rural and non-rural localities. 

Industries include childcare, beauty salons, services to buildings and dwellings, real estate, and 

restaurants and food services. Other industries, however, are unique to certain geographies. 

Unsurprisingly, animal and crop production are the second and fourth most common industries in 

rural areas, respectively (Rural Women Entrepreneurs, 2019). The results below show similar 

industries like crop and animal production and restaurants were found in both the national study 

examining rurality and the current study. Regardless of rural geography, female entrepreneurs 

tend to concentrate in certain industries.  
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Figure 27. Top 10 Industries for Women Entrepreneurs by Rurality 

 (Rural Women Entrepreneurs, 2019) 

 

Data from a Small Business Profile (2019) shows that in North Carolina, the top five industries 

between employer and non-employer businesses included 1) Other Services (except business 

administration), 2) Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services, 3) Construction, 4) Real 

Estate, Rental, and Leasing, and 5) Administrative Support, and Waste Management. 

The National Women’s Business Council (NWBC) 2020 report determined that 44% of 

women-owned businesses operate in low-growth industries like child daycare services (96.5%), 

Private Households (93%), Beauty Salons (90%), Knitting Fabric/Apparel (87.4%), and Home 

Healthcare Services (2020 Annual Report, 2020). The literature points to reasons for this trend to 

include limited networks (Surangi, 2018), lack of capital startup (Small Business Majority, 
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2019), family responsibilities (Werbel & Danes, 2010), work and knowledge experience gaps 

(Neumeyer et al., 2019), and high levels of risk aversion (Carter et al., 2015). 

Industry Sub-categories 
 

Manufacturing (25.8%), Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, and Hunting (18%), and Retail 

Trade (14.6%), accounted for over half of the participant’s business industry categories. Results 

show that some subcategories were more prominent than others. For example, 39% of participant 

businesses categorized in the Manufacturing industry were in food and beverage manufacturing. 

Women within this category sell baked goods, operate a winery or brewery, or process animal 

meat. Textile manufacturing was the second largest Manufacturing subcategory (26%), including 

apparel and accessory design and animal fiber production. Within Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, 

and Hunting, most participants (81%) were involved in produce farming. At the same time, 

Retail Trade was predominantly made up of store owners, specifically specialty, general or 

vintage stores (54%). Many retail stores were connected to other businesses involved in 

manufacturing goods (farm, bakery, beverages). Being able to examine the sub-categories within 

popular industries could provide insight into why rural female entrepreneurs begin businesses in 

those industries. The popularity could be due to low start-up capital, generational inheritance or 

availability of physical resources in a specific rural area.   

Motivations  
 
Self-Actualization  
 

Self-actualization is defined as “the realization or fulfillment of one's talents and 

potentialities, especially considered as a drive or need present in everyone” (Oxford Languages, 

n.d.). Self-actualization aids people to have a desire to develop their innate abilities and drives 

them to develop their full potential. According to Sarri & Trihopoulou (2004), the need for self-
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actualization is a commonly cited motivation behind venture creation. Results of the current 

study are similar to a 2008 study comparing gender differences in entrepreneurship. When the 

participants rated the importance of various reasons for starting a business, women rated self-

actualization higher than men (Malach-Pines & Schwartz, 2008). Within the current study, self-

actualization was one of the highest-rated reasons for starting a business (18%). Participant 6 

stated she had “a passion for work,” while Participant 12 was “motivated by my desire…”. Both 

Participants 11 and 52 were motivated by the change they wanted to see actualized in their lives, 

[Participant 50] “wanted to do something I was passionate about,” “...  [Participant 9] wanted to 

change my life…”. Many participants spoke about their reason for starting a business coming 

from their desire to create and make something, “I like to make gifts for people,” [participant 34] 

“I wanted to continue to make pottery” [participant 45], “I make alot of stuff, mostly as a stress 

outlet, but also a creative outlet” [participant 49]. While some have realized their passion and 

turned it into a business, “I love to plan and I love to travel” [participant 40], “I fell in love with 

the movie business” [participant 10], “I love the fiber arts and animals” [participant 28]. Lastly, 

some participants spoke about always knowing they had the skills inside them, and it was finally 

actualized into a business; Participant 16 stated, “I was well qualified,” while participant 35 felt 

like “I was always drawn to owning my own business.”.  

Community 

Almost 18% of participants stated their motivation for developing their business was to 

help benefit their community. For instance, Participants 4,6,12, 27,30, 39, and 46 all referenced 

providing a service, product, or development for their community, “Believing that quality small 

scale agriculture is of great value for more isolated community”  [participant 4], “Bring desired 

item to local community” [ participant 6], “Motivated by my desire to provide quality services” 



   95 

[participant 12], “provide healthy, fresh food to our community” [participant 27], “Provide 

healthy food to my community” [participant 30], “Add something positive to our community” 

[participant 39], and “ Bring something better to our community for the youth that lives and grow 

up here.” [participant 46]. Results suggest that rural women have goals of being change agents 

in their community. This motivation is commonly found in other literature examining the 

intersectionality of women business owners and social entrepreneurship. Kimbu and Ngoasong 

(2016) explored how women integrate social transformation and commercial goals in their 

business strategies while serving their defined communities. The study found that by applying 

the theoretical lens of social entrepreneurship literature, women business owners can promote 

local development care for the community within the eco-tourism industry. Additionally, 

Bosworth (2009) and Smith (2008) found that the sense of serving the community is integral to 

the perception of many rural businesses.  

Generate Income 

Coughlin and Thomas (2002) argue that one of the universal motivators for women to 

start businesses is generating income. This category was the third most popular motivator for this 

study with fourteen percent of participants focused on “Making more profit” [participant 5], 

“Increase income” [participant 29], “Make more money” [participant 14], Extra income” 

[participant 32], “To earn a living” [participant 37].  

Autonomy and Independence  

The need for autonomy or independence was the fourth most identified motivator for 

study participants, with 13% of women citing common phrases like “Be your own boss,” 

“wanted to do things our own way,” “working for self,” “independence,” “wanted to be self-

employed, “not have to answer to men in suits.” Guidant Financial and SBTA companies 
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surveyed over 3,100 current and aspiring small business owners nationwide and found that one 

of the most popular motivations for small business ownership that remains consistent from year 

to year was the idea of autonomy and being your own boss (Small Business Trends, 2020).  

Family Oriented Motivations 

Flexibility and Work/Family Balance are common motivators in literature for women-

owned businesses. They are often discussed hand in hand (Mattis, 2004; Rural Female 

Entrepreneurs Challenges and Opportunities, 2019; State of Women-Owned Businesses Report, 

2019; Werbel & Danes, 2010; Zettel, 2020). Literature found that some women are attracted by 

greater flexibility in using one’s time and the ability to accommodate professional goals 

alongside personal responsibilities (DeMartino, Barbato, & Jacques, 2006; Marlow & Carter, 

2004; Walker & Webster, 2007; Williams, 2004). Mattis (2004, 159) suggests that “Women 

business owners are not so much seeking reduced hours... Rather they are seeking more control 

over the hours they work”. Almost ten percent of respondents cited flexibility as their motivation 

for starting their business, while only four percent cited work/family balance (4.6%). 

Respondents that were motivated by flexibility made statements like “in control of money and 

time” [participant 8], “setting my own schedule” [participant 24], “working when I want, on 

what I want” [participant 36], “I wanted more flexibility” [participant 48], “time freedom” 

[participant 52] and “desire to have flexibility in my schedule” [participant 54]. Participants that 

stated work-life balance as a motivating factor all mentioned children or family members in their 

responses, “I also wanted to have my own farm business to allow for hours flexibility to have a 

child” [participant 17], “stay at home with my children… to volunteer at their school.”  

[participant 32], “work around my family’s needs” [participant 54]. Results suggest that women 

with children or other family caregiving responsibilities often desire flexible work hours and 
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work-life balance. Desrochers and Sargent (2004) suggest that work and family are not separate 

spheres but are interdependent, with permeable boundaries, where roles and responsibilities can 

merge and clash. 

Seizing an opportunity 

Economist Joseph Schumpeter helped identify methods for finding new business 

opportunities and named them entrepreneurial opportunities, which is the point at which 

identifiable consumer demand meets the feasibility of satisfying the requested product or service 

(Laverty & Littel, 2020). Seizing an opportunity (or entrepreneurial opportunities) was a 

motivational factor that accounted for 9.3% of participants’ reasons for starting their business. 

Comments such as “The theater in our hometown was going to close, so we bought it and kept it 

open.” [participant 10], and “I took lessons at this studio and decided to purchase the business 

when the previous owner died” [participant 45], display participants thinking about a business 

that is going to close as an opportunity to create a business of their own. Another participant used 

existing technology to produce an old product in a new way by selling her products online, “The 

endless potential in today’s eCommerce world for local handcrafted items.” [participant 11]. 

Other participants saw products and services that were lacking in their area as whitespace for 

their business, “I created these businesses out of holes I saw in the local food system.” 

[participant 26], “To offer a type of salon experience [the county] did not have” [participant 68].  

Previous Experience and Generational Inheritance 

These two motivational factors are similar because they operate on having previous 

knowledge or experience to support business success. Participants like #9 who said, “I have 

always been a business owner,” or “I was well qualified due to my previous experience.” 

[participant 16] “I ran the [county] Farmers Market” [participant 26], “had skills that translated 
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to an industry” [participant 65]. According to McStay (2008), research has shown that an 

individual’s past business experience influences decision-making and business performance. 

Previous exposure to business, role models and networks are important reasons individuals 

become entrepreneurs. Research has shown that transgenerational entrepreneurial families 

possess entrepreneurial legacy – rhetorically reconstructed narratives of the family's past 

entrepreneurial behavior or resilience – that motivate and give meaning to entrepreneurship 

(Jaskiewicz et al., 2015). Entrepreneurial legacies are imprinted in children through active 

involvement in the family firm and storytelling within large and cohesive families (Jaskiewicz et 

al., 2015). Imprinted entrepreneurial legacies motivate current and next-generation owners to 

engage in the family business. This research supports some participants’ motivations in the 

present study. Participant 42 described her motivations as “Preserving the Family farm,” and 

participant 44 described her motivations as “second generation established in 1965”, other 

described it as “My father owned multiple businesses.” [participant 35].  Many of the reasons 

stem from a family lineage of continuing a family business.  

Sustainability 

Participant 28 stated her motivation for business creation was “I love the fiber arts and 

animals. I operate the farm to support both”. Participant 58 stated, “I felt there was a need for a 

resource to buy locally grown, pesticide/herbicide-free native plants. Gurău and Dana (2018) 

discuss the role of community-based entrepreneurship in protecting and managing the natural 

environment that directly impacts the life quality of residents, as social and natural systems 

manifest and evolve in a dynamic interdependence. 
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Push-Oriented Motivating Factors 

The researcher grouped “Reached the glass ceiling, Necessity, and Needed a change” 

business motivators together, as they have often been labeled as push factors by entrepreneurship 

literature (Burney & Davis, 2015; Lock & Lawton-Smith, 2015; Roomi, Harrison & Beaumont‐

Kerridge, 2009). Combined, these three motivations only make up 4.7% of participants’ reasons 

for beginning their business.  

While some women are attracted (or pulled) to starting their own venture, others find 

themselves ‘pushed’ towards start-up because they feel squeezed out of employment by 

organizational systems and structures, which stymie professional progression and/or thwart 

efforts to balance the range of roles which more women have compared with their male 

counterparts/partners (Fielden et al., 2003; Winn, 2004). In the executive world, women have 

cited exclusion from male-dominated networks, a lack of appropriate role models and mentor 

figures, and a paucity of management experience as significant barriers to their advancement up 

the corporate ranks (Knouse & Webb, 2001; Robinson & Stubberud, 2009). Those are all reasons 

why women end up reaching the proverbial “glass ceiling” in their careers, begin to feel stuck, 

and look for a change. Participant 17 states, “I had worked in [industry name] and other larger 

farm operations but could never get the promotions I wanted. Positions were always awarded to 

men, including some with less time and experience than me. I have felt very discriminated 

against as a woman in terms of position and pay, and I was tired of it.” Necessity motivations 

were mentioned by Participants 43 and 56 stating, “lack of businesses in the area at the time” 

and “became a small business owner because the job market in rural western NC was limited 

and not very progressive.” Participants that discussed needing a change cited reasons like 
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“worked for other long enough,” “wanted to change my life,” “wanted less stress than my 

corporate career offered.” 

Future Business Aspirations  

A key predictor of business growth is an entrepreneurs’ aspiration (Davidsson, 1989, 

1991; Delmar & Wiklund, 2008; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2003). Some entrepreneurs are 

determined to grow their business into larger businesses and attain substantial growth (Neneh & 

Vanzyl, 2014), while small business owners do not aspire to grow or deliberately refrain from 

pursuing growth (Gundry & Welsch, 2001; Wiklund et al., 2003). Business aspirations can be 

categorized into four areas: growth, no change (stasis), reduction, and pivoting.  

Over 70% of participants stated that they were interested in growing their business. 

Statements discussing the need for more space, equipment, and product offerings were a 

common theme. Participant 18 is “planning to open an outdoor area for people to relax, eat, 

drink and have music.”. Participant 27 is looking to “Expand our farm. We hope to find a larger 

plot of land to expand the operations and amount of produce we are growing.”. Participant 3 

stated that “We hope to add a kitchen space to produce more value-added products,” and 

Participant 34 “bought a longarm sewing machine and maybe will pursue stitching quilts 

together for others as a service.” 

 Some respondents were focused on growth concerning their customers; Participant 44 

wants to “provide special overnight events to enhance life for women,” Participant 58 is 

interested in “adding more opportunities for local residents to learn more about science and 

nature.” Participant 17“would also love to provide community educational opportunities.” Some 

participants were even interested increasing employment opportunities; Participant 14 stated that 

she was interested in “more development of the company’s business, to expand staff.” Many 
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women discussed goals of geographically expanding their business, “My desire, through 

acquisitions and organic growth, is to expand geographically with three new locations.” 

[participant 21], “Expanding in Raleigh Area” [participant 51], “I would like to grow into 

multiple counties” [participant 66]. Only a couple of respondents mentioned increasing sales or 

revenue; Participant 6 stated, “Yes. We will continue to grow our sales over the next ten years.” 

and Participant 60 mentioned that she wanted to “Continue to grow revenue”.  

This survey suggests that many rural female business owners have growth on their minds. 

However, literature displays a different outlook on female entrepreneurship. Several studies have 

found that women entrepreneurs have lower growth aspirations than their male counterparts 

(Davis & Shaver, 2012; Jennings & Brush, 2013; Terjesen et al., 2015; Thébaud, 2015). This 

difference in study results and current literature may be due to women having different mindsets 

(values and preferences) than men (Reichborn-Kjennerud & Svare, 2014). Research has found 

that some men may have different aspirations to women. Female entrepreneurs may be less 

ambitious for their business and want more in terms of social aspirations (Fuller-Love, 2009). 

Another reason could be that women tend to start their businesses in low-growth industry sectors 

and have more family commitments, such as small children or elderly relatives (Fuller-Love, 

2009). These businesses may be more accessible for women to enter because they might have 

lower capital requirements and need fewer skills.  

However, not all scholars agree that women entrepreneurs have lower growth aspirations 

than men. Cassar (2006) found that the effect of gender on growth ambitions disappears when 

controlling for industry and location. Therefore, it is likely that women entrepreneurs have as 

strong growth aspirations as males when controls for industry and location are included in the 

analysis (Davidsson et al., 2010).  
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Only 28% of survey respondents discussed not being interested in growing their business. 

Those that were interested in no change (20.5%) stated they wanted to “Maintain the status quo” 

[participant 10], others said their goals were focused on “ Maintaining a steady income stream” 

[participant 19], and “Continue as is”  [participant 20], “continue on a part-time basis” 

[participant 25], “to survive” [participant 31] and “Just continue on my current track” 

[participant 57]. Only one woman mentioned the effects of Covid impacting her business 

aspirations, “to focus on rebuilding after the effects of Covid” [participant 40]. Less than seven 

percent of participants stated they were in a reduction phase of their business. Participant 28 

spoke about her farm, “I’d like to downsize my animals,” and participant 42 even has a 

“succession plan in place.” Only one participant stated they were in the process of pivoting their 

business, “we are looking at the possibility of rebranding.” [participant 43]. 

Research Objective Two 
 
Research objective two focused on identifying support sources in a rural female entrepreneur 

support system (RFESS). Discussion sections below are based on each variable, 1) primary 

sources of support and 2) other sources of support.  

Primary Support Sources  

Often in female entrepreneurship literature, sources of support are discussed in terms of 

strong or weak ties. Business owners may have close ties to some individuals in their networks 

with defining characteristics such as strong levels of liking, closeness, and trust. These are 

referred to as strong ties (Ortiz-Walters et al., 2015). Often, and especially for female 

entrepreneurs, strong ties include links to family members, friends, and the local community 

(Pinho & Sampaio de Sa, 2013; Ram, 1994). In contrast, weak or more formal ties can include 

membership in local business associations and networking with other business owners, as these 
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relationships tend to be more superficial in nature when compared to familial or communal 

exchanges. However, studies have shown that some weak ties may turn into strong bonds 

(Bhagavatula, Elfring, van Tilburg, & van de Bunt, 2010; Blisson & Rana, 2001).  

Family support is the most widely discussed source of support for female businesses 

(Imbaya, 2012, Karatepe & Bekteshi, 2008, Mari et al., 2016, Welsh et al., 2016). Teoh and 

Chong (2008) identified family support to play a pivotal role in the survival and growth of 

female businesses. As the findings of the current dissertation have shown, over half of the 

participants (60.9%) indicated that family members (spouse, partner, children, immediate and 

extended family) were their primary source of support. Findings from this study are similar to 

others that found family support plays a central role in the entrepreneurial start-up process, 

especially in nurturing the entrepreneurial business, as they help in mobilizing physical, 

financial, and labor resources (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Welsh, Kim, Memili, & Kaciak, 2014; 

Welsh, Memili, & Kaciak, 2016). Family members represent important resources that female 

entrepreneurs can depend on, especially when external support systems are limited (Greve & 

Salaf, 2003; Welsh et al., 2014). Other strong ties like friends and the local community made up 

10% of participants identified primary support sources. According to several scholars, networks 

of female entrepreneurs include mainly friends and family members instead of professionals and 

experts (Aldrich et al.,1996; Greve & Salaff, 2003; Paoloni & Dumay, 2015; Pietarinen & 

Kianto, 2020; Robinson & Stubberud; 2009). 

Weak ties (or nonfamily relationships) such as Support Organizations, Complementary 

Businesses, Work Colleagues, Online communities, and Mentors made up 27% of participants’ 

primary support sources. Although most literature discusses family as the primary support 
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source, Cohoon, Wadhwa, and Michell (2010) found that women emphasized their professional 

and social networks as critical factors to the success of their recent startups. more than men,   

Overall, research posits that family resources seem to be more valuable for business 

owners because of women’s difficulties in developing strong relationships outside the family 

domain (Coleman, 2007; Powell & Eddleston, 2013). For most women business owners, 

obtaining and maintaining an appropriate balance between their lives’ domestic and business 

spheres is a constant challenge and source of tension (Duberley & Carrigan, 2012; McGowan et 

al., 2012). 

 ‘Other’ Support Sources  

Many participants in this study (63%) utilize weak ties or nonfamily relationships 

(Support Organizations, Complementary Businesses, Online communities, Work Colleagues, 

Local Government, Religious Community, and Staff) as their ‘other’ support sources. Results are 

similar to Pietarinen and Kianto (2020) when they examined the role of social relationships in 

the start-up phase of female entrepreneurs’ businesses and found the most important 

relationships in the interviewees’ networks were their spouses, but also female colleagues from 

previous jobs and support organizations. The importance of peer support and access to 

knowledge from entrepreneurship-related training programs and other entrepreneurial networks 

was also emphasized. Given the liabilities that many small businesses face, such as their lack of 

resources, legitimacy, and market power (Josefy et al., 2015), small business owners especially 

need social and business networks to support the establishment and growth of their businesses 

(Blackburn, Hart & Wainwright, 2013; Zhao et al., 2010). 

 Overall, this study found that a majority of the rural female business owners primarily 

rely on their family for support and other nonfamily sources as their secondary source of support. 



   105 

Research has found that both business and personal networks are integral to the success of small 

businesses (Bohner & Seta, 2014; Loscocco, Monnat, Moore, & Lauber, 2009). Yet female small 

business owners often perform poorly when building and accessing useful networks (Davis & 

Abdiyeva, 2012). Some female small business owners tend to have smaller, homogenous 

networks, mainly comprised of close family and friends, which are often of limited use to their 

business or spotting business opportunities (Bledsoe & Oatsvall, 2010; Gonzalez-Alvarez & 

Solis-Rodriguez, 2011; Minniti, 2010). This can significantly inhibit the growth and 

development potential of female-owned businesses and isolate them from helpful knowledge and 

advice, which might otherwise save them time and money by learning from the experiences of 

others.  

Research Objective Three 
 
Research objective three focused on evaluating the types of support in an RFESS. Discussion 

sections below are based on 1) Primary Support Source Support Score and 2) Type of support 

‘Other’ Support Sources provide and 3) inferential statistics between primary support source and 

support score.  

Evaluation of Support  

Primary Support Sources  

Overall, the current study provided insights into how participants evaluated the support 

provided by their primary support source. Emotional and appraisal support received higher 

average scores of 4.6 and 4.0, respectively. This finding supports Fielden and Hunt (2011), who 

determined that female entrepreneurs in their study desired emotional and affirmative support 

over other forms of support. Hanlon and Saunders (2007) also found that business owners 
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surveyed in their study primarily went to key supporters who served as sounding boards for 

advice and emotional support more frequently than other support types.  

Emotional and appraisal support rely on trust built between the entrepreneur and their 

support source. Trust helps reduce risk in relationships and allows the entrepreneur to ask for 

help without feeling judged (Grabher & Ibert, 2006). This type of relationship is primarily found 

with strong tie relationships like family (Pietarinen & Kiantoanother, 2020), which accounted for 

60% of participants’ primary support sources in the current study. This is in line with the results 

of Dodd and Patra’s (2002) study, which found that family members are contacted significantly 

more by both male and female business owners to obtain personal services and emotional 

support.  

Results for primary support source show Instrumental/Appraisal and Informational 

support both had average scores of 3.4. Although the literature suggests family primarily 

provides more intangible supports like emotional and appraisal, family members are also 

preferred for instrumental support such as physical, financial, and labor assistance, whereas 

friends seem best suited to informational support (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Kim, Longest, & 

Aldrich 2013, Welsh, Kim, Memili, & Kaciak, 2014; Welsh, Memili, & Kaciak, 2016). A recent 

study by Chang et al. (2012) suggests family involvement can provide support elements in terms 

of resources, encouragement, norms, and values, social capital, and networks for venture creation 

and success. Furthermore, family members may provide entrepreneur(s) with the use of the 

family’s finances (for example, seed money) or help in obtaining external funding sources 

(Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Anderson et al., 2005). Family represents important resources to female 

entrepreneurs, especially those lacking access to other networks during the venture development 
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process (Greve & Salaf, 2003). As literature presents, the family can provide various support 

types for female entrepreneurs, and there are no one-size-fits all support type that can be applied. 

‘Other’ Support Sources  

As previously discussed, 63% of participants in this study utilized weak tie (nonfamily) 

support sources such as Support Organizations, Complementary Businesses, Online 

communities, Work Colleagues, Local Government, Religious Community, and Staff as their 

‘other’ support sources. Weak tie relationships tend to be characterized as short-term, superficial 

relationships (Dubini & Aldrich, 1991) with infrequent interaction and exchange (Granovetter, 

1973). They tend to connect individuals to more socially distant actors, thereby allowing access 

to a more diverse menu of resources than could be accessed by solid ties (Newbert, Torniski & 

Quigley, 2013; Witt, 2004). When discussing how ‘other’ sources provided support, 34% of 

participants identified instrumental support in their responses, followed by informational (24%), 

emotional (23%), and appraisal (11%). This finding is common, as weak ties have been observed 

to provide entrepreneurs access to a variety of resources, including, but not limited to, financial 

capital (Jenssen & Koenig, 2002), novel ideas, knowledge, and information (Elfring & Hulsink, 

2007). MacKinnon et al. (2004) found that weak ties play a crucial role in providing access to a 

range of new customers and suppliers, which is a form of social capital (instrumental support). 

Results from Pietarinen and Kiantoanother (2020) found that interviewees connected to weak tie 

relationships like support organizations primarily received informational support and some 

emotional support. Similarly, interviewees highlighted networking social media groups and 

found it a significant source of business knowledge transfer and emotional support. 

At first glance, overall results support the theme that strong tie relationships like family 

primarily provide intangible supports like emotional and appraisal, and weak tie relationships 
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primarily provide instrumental and informational support. However, a closer look at the 

respective sources average support score (Tables 21-29) revealed a slightly more nuanced story. 

For example, work colleagues (weak tie), which only 4% of participants identified as their 

primary source of support, received higher emotional evaluation averages of 4.9 than strong tie 

relationships like family and friends that received 4.7 and 4.6, respectively. Similarly, the same 

trend was found when appraisal support was examined. Weak tie relationships like mentors, 

support organizations, and complementary businesses (19% combined) received higher averages 

ranging from 4.8 – 4.1 than strong tie relationships like family and friends, which received 4.1 

and 3.8, respectively. Although research often draws clear lines about the type of support a 

specific source provides typically, there is an opportunity for some researchers to refute the 

commonly accepted ‘provider to support type’ system. For example, according to Klyver et al. 

(2011), entrepreneurs desire emotional support from networks other than family members or 

spouses. Additionally, Greve and Salaff (2003) found that people seek information and 

emotional support from their strong network ties in such situations when a protective 

environment is needed, such as in the venture creation process, and weak tie relations during 

other business development phases.  

Although literature distinguishes between the support provided by strong and weak ties, 

researchers also discuss the importance for an entrepreneur to have an optimal combination of 

both tie types to expose the entrepreneur to diverse information and contacts (De Carolis et al., 

2009) and intangible resources such as encouragement and advice (Krackhardt, 2003). 

Sharafizad and Coetzer (2016) found that whom entrepreneurs went to for support was situation 

and business stage-dependent, “during the inception phase of their business they had acquired 

advice primarily from family members, friends, work colleagues and other businesswomen 



   109 

(considered friends) who owned non-competing small businesses. However, during the set-up 

phase of their business, they expanded their networks and sought advice from other entities such 

as accountants, banks, and government organizations”. A network should consist of both strong 

and weak ties because these ties influence the operation and structure of networks (Yao, 2011). 

Concerning entrepreneurship, a personal network structure with a balanced mixture of strong and 

weak ties, i.e., a heterogeneous network, has been regarded as especially favorable to the 

founder’s economic success (Uzzi, 1999). 

In conclusion, this study sought to collect demographic, lifestyle, and business 

information on rural female entrepreneurs in North Carolina and evaluate their entrepreneurial 

support system by identifying sources and evaluating the provided support. The findings in this 

study provide an understanding of who these women are, what motivates their businesses, and 

how they can be better supported to grow and become change agents within their families and 

communities. 
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CHAPTER 6 Implications, Limitations, and Future Research 
 

This chapter concludes the study by summarizing the key research findings in relation to 

theoretical and managerial perspectives. It also reviews the study's limitations and proposes 

opportunities for future research.  

Theoretical and Managerial perspectives 
 

Often viewed through the lens of what they are lacking, rural and female entrepreneurs 

are known for having strong and dense social networks, community embeddedness (Atterton, 

2007; Jack & Anderson, 2002), and social cohesion (Jack & Anderson, 2002; Reimer, 2006; 

Shucksmith, 1996). Thus, they rely on various support types at a higher regularity (Miller et al., 

2007; (Neumeyer et al., 2019). So far, there has been limited research examining the supportive 

systems and connections between rural female entrepreneurs and their support providers. 

Therefore, this research study aimed to examine the support system for rural female 

entrepreneurs in North Carolina.  

The first objective of this study was to collect demographic, lifestyle, and business 

information on rural female entrepreneurs in North Carolina using a survey method. As 

previously mentioned in chapter two, literature tends to characterize rural and female 

entrepreneurs in a flat, one-sided narrative (Betters-Reed & Moore, 2007). Results of this study 

provide further insights that both support and refute certain broad-stroke depictions that previous 

research has placed on this group of entrepreneurs. For example, the standard literature 

perspective portrays rural female entrepreneurs as married, educated, with many caregiving 

responsibilities, and business ownership in specific industries. These variables were replicated in 

the current study and support the literature. Most of the participants had bachelor's degrees, were 

married, and had caregiving responsibilities to children and elderly family members. Many of the 
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businesses participants owned were in industries like Food and Beverage Manufacturing, 

Agriculture, Retail Trade, and Food and Accommodations.  

Results of the current study refute two commonly accepted perspectives that (1) rural 

female entrepreneurs experienced unfavorable circumstances that motivated them to start their 

businesses and (2) have low growth intentions. Most participants identified with a “pull- factor” 

realization that they needed to fulfill themselves by using their talent or ability to start a business. 

Additionally, participants in the study found that their need to provide for their community, gain 

independence and autonomy and flexibility for their lives influenced their business development. 

Push-oriented motivational factors were mentioned but made up a small percentage of 

participants.  

As previously mentioned in chapter five, several studies have found that female 

entrepreneurs have lower growth aspirations than their male counterparts. However, the results 

of this study differ from established literature by identifying a high majority of participants 

discussing the many ways they would like to grow their business. For certain demographic 

variables, this study supports some aspects of the typical rural female entrepreneur that is a 

product of her surroundings, community, culture, and values. However, as this study explores, 

literature and future researchers have a new opportunity to begin re-evaluating the limitations 

and assumptions placed on these entrepreneurs.  

Implications of this study center around Support Organizations focused on rural female 

entrepreneurs. Research over the last three decades has identified a positive relationship between 

levels of entrepreneurial activity and economic growth and has cited entrepreneurship as a vital 

mechanism in creating economic activity and growth in rural settings (Das, 2014; Fuller‐Love & 

Thomas, 2004; Goetz et al., 2010; Korsgaard et al., 2015; Lafuente et al., 2007; Wortman, 1990; 
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Zacharakis et al., 2001). Motivational factors discussed in chapters four and five identify an 

opportunity to champion female entrepreneurs as change agents. Many participants referenced a 

desire to provide a service, product, or development to benefit their community. By identifying 

and cultivating this passion, rural support organizations could help develop more community-

centric businesses. Additionally, creating opportunities to learn about the pull oriented 

motivational factors discussed in this study could provide an educational opportunity for rural 

youth, which could fill the gap between rural and urban economies by exposing rural youth to 

various avenues of entrepreneurship and promoting it as a career (Dabson, 2007; Das, 2014, 

Roundy, 2016). 

As previously discussed, there are specific industries within which rural female 

entrepreneurs commonly develop businesses. Although some of these industries are often 

considered 'low-growth,' entrepreneurs in the study aspire to grow their businesses. Support 

organizations could build road maps for business owners to understand better how to start a 

business in a specific industry. Additionally, the roadmaps could present practical steps for 

business owners interested in growing their income, number of employees, product offerings, 

network of suppliers, and more. Multiple local Chamber of Commerce could connect to provide 

the information to a broader audience across the state. Lastly, Support organizations could also 

establish mentoring opportunities for new businesses to learn from established partners in similar 

industries.  

The second objective of this study was to identify support sources in a rural female 

entrepreneur support system. As previously stated, family and business domains are highly 

intertwined for most small female business owners and play a significant role in the survival and 

growth of their businesses (Aldrich & Cliff, 2003; Imbaya, 2012; Teoh & Chong, 2008). Family 
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members represent essential resources that female entrepreneurs can depend on, especially when 

external support systems are limited (Greve & Salaff, 2003; Welsh et al., 2014). Findings of this 

study support and strengthen the overall theoretical and empirical results that family support is a 

primary source of support for female business owners in rural communities. Although some 

participants identified other nonfamily primary sources (friends, support organizations, mentors, 

local community, work colleagues, and complementary businesses), participants mentioned these 

nonfamily sources more often when discussing 'other' sources of support.  

By identifying the make-up of a rural female entrepreneur's primary and secondary 

support systems, support organizations can better understand essential provider characteristics 

such as a high level of trust and proximity to female entrepreneurs. Although support 

organizations may not provide the types of support families can, support organizations could 

involve family members in educational programming. By understanding these women's 

businesses, spouses and other family members could learn practical skills to better support 

female entrepreneurs.  

This study's third and final objective was to evaluate the support provided in a rural 

female entrepreneur support system. Results of this study contribute to the larger discussion that 

female entrepreneurs depend on specific family and nonfamily members for particular support 

(Chang et al, 2012; Dodd & Patra, 2002; Klyver et al., 2011; Newbert, Torniski & Quigley, 

2013; Pietarinen & Kiantoanother, 2020). Empirical research considers emotional and appraisal 

the main types of support from family members with strong tie relationships, whereas weak tie or 

nonfamily members provide more instrumental and informational support. Results also provide 

insight about how some female entrepreneurs regard nonfamily members as their primary source. 

Some participants identified sources like Local Community, Work Colleagues and Mentors as 
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providing them emotional and appraisal support, which is not common in literature. Literature 

encourages researchers to investigate the nuances of support systems and better understand 

examples like the one previously stated, that may refute the commonly accepted ‘provider to 

support type’ system (Greve & Salaff, 2003; Klyver et al., 2011).  

Literature suggests that female entrepreneurs' support networks could be more 

heterogeneous to access varied resources, information, encouragement, and advice. (Uzzi 1997, 

1999; Yao, 2011). Future research could determine the most effective delivery mechanism for 

educational and support opportunities from outside the family, which would provide support 

organizations with an optimal method of connection to meet the entrepreneurs where they 

currently are. Support organizations could develop educational opportunities that teach female 

entrepreneurs to identify the best source of support and cultivate an effective network that 

provides a range of emotional, instrumental, informational, and appraisal support. Additionally, 

support organizations could facilitate knowledge transfer opportunities between rural female 

entrepreneurs and nonfamily relationships (complementary businesses, local community 

members, etc.) with access to a broader range of instrumental and informational resources.  

Limitations and Recommendations  
 
As with any study, there are limitations that must be acknowledged. Limitations are presented 

with suggestions on how to address future research studies.  

 Sample size. The first limitation surrounds the small sample size (n=69) and its associated 

low statistical power, particularly in the case of multilevel variables Chi-Square analysis 

that resulted in small cell sizes. Steps such as category collapsing were taken to minimize 

the problems associated with a small sample. However, the low cell count issues 
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persisted. Future research could collect a larger sample size that might resolve such 

issues. 

 Racial and Ethnic Make-up of sample. Current U.S statistics and literature demonstrate 

that 50% of female entrepreneurs are minorities (State of Women-Owned Businesses Report, 

2019). However, the study's participant make-up was predominantly White, resulting in an 

ethnically and racially homogenous sample. The lack of diversity reveals gaps in the studies' 

understanding of rural minority female entrepreneur support systems. In the future, researchers 

should investigate the cause of the low participation rate for rural minority female business 

owners. 

 Geographic and cultural limitations. The geographic scope of this study was limited to 

rural communities in North Carolina; thus, presenting geographic and cultural limitations when 

generalizing findings to other rural populations within the United States. Therefore, future 

research could compare to other culturally similar rural communities in the southeast United 

States (US), and then expand the sample and perform comparisons with other rural populations 

within the U.S.  

Sample Recruitment. The recruitment planning of this study was curtailed due to the 

impact of the COVID-19 pandemic. The researcher was limited in the types of in-person 

recruitment events and instead relied heavily on the connective networks of local entrepreneur 

support organizations (such as community colleges, Chamber of Commerce listservs, and 

County Extension Agents) to distribute the online survey. Distributing digital materials leaves 

out portions of the population who do not have regular access to the internet. Additionally, there 

is no guarantee that the “gatekeeper” organizations are connected fully with the populations who 

need the support or have up-to-date contact information. Future research could build upon 
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current support connections and expand to include more in-person community opportunities for 

participant recruitment and provide physical copies of the survey in a variety of languages for 

participants that need it.  

Qualitative coding practices. Coding qualitative data is a subjective process, and despite 

practicing correct protocol, such as establishing inter-rater reliability through triangulation, its 

interpretation can lean towards bias. Data investigated with qualitative techniques are often 

already complex and subjective. Coding of complex variables and assessment of the dynamics 

between them can challenge objectivity and has the potential for coding errors (e.g., miscoding 

and bias). As mentioned, the researcher planned measures into the research design to allow as 

much as possible for objective data analysis, such as coding triangulation.  

Scale validity and reliability. Measurement scales are helpful tools to attribute scores in 

some numerical dimension to phenomena that cannot be measured directly. They consist of sets 

of items revealing levels of theoretical variables otherwise unobservable by direct means 

(DeVellis, 2003). However, Mahudin et al. (2012) clarified that the self-reporting nature of 

quantitative studies raises the possibility of participant bias, which affects the validity of the 

findings. The current study used n=69 for the exploratory factor analysis, which is very small. 

Future research should have a larger sample size. The current studies scale had to remove seven 

of the 22 statements due to double loading, survey item was correlated to more than one factor. 

Future research could incorporate other objective or independent measures to supplement the 

subjective evaluation of the variables studied in developing the new scale and improve the 

interpretation of findings (Mahudin et al., 2012). Lastly, the reliability of factor four 

(Instrumental/Appraisal) was low, further research could be conducted to improve the reliability 

to better understand item correlation.  



   117 

Future Research  
 

Future research could focus on the following ideas such as: 1) examine the network 

connections between entrepreneur support organization and female entrepreneur in rural western 

North Carolina 2) compare and contrast female entrepreneur profiles and support systems in 

different rural regions of the United States, 2) conduct focus groups and interviews of rural 

female entrepreneurs to provide a more in-depth understanding of their business's motivations 

and future aspirations, 3) continue to evaluate and examine an RFESS through other support 

dimensions of support, such as disposition direction, and lastly further, investigate the nuances 

surrounding strong and weak tie relationships that provide nontraditional support. 

Summary  
 

This study has shown that rural female entrepreneurs are much more than the limited 

picture literature depicts. They are resilient in the face of economic challenges because they 

could keep their businesses open while striving to become change agents in their communities by 

providing quality products and services. This research helped gain a deeper understanding of 

rural female entrepreneurs' personal and professional behaviors without placing preconceived 

limitations on this population, which aids in creating a more holistic theoretical lens to view rural 

female entrepreneurship. This study also moved the needle forward concerning rural female 

entrepreneurs' pull oriented motivations and business aspirations. These women had pull-

oriented motives for starting their businesses and had high aspirations for the future. Overall, this 

study found that a majority of the rural female business owners primarily rely on their family for 

emotional and appraisal support and other nonfamily sources as their secondary sources for 

informational and instrumental support. These findings contribute to the current literature and 

provide a jumping-off point to investigate rural female entrepreneurs' networks further.  
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APPENDIX A. IRB Letter of Approval 
 
Dear Dakota Batch: 
 
Date: July 23, 2021 
IRB Protocol 23995 has been assigned Exempt status 
Title: Exploring Support Systems of Rural Female Entrepreneurs in North Carolina 
PI: Annett-Hitchcock, Katherine Emma 
 
The research proposal named above has received administrative review and has been approved 
as exempt from the policy as outlined in the Code of Federal Regulations (Exemption: 46.101. 
Exempt d.2). Provided that the only participation of the subjects is as described in the proposal 
narrative, this project is exempt from further review. This approval does not expire, but any 
changes must be approved by the IRB prior to implementation. 
 

1. This committee complies with requirements found in Title 45 part 46 of The Code of 
Federal Regulations. For NCSU projects, the Assurance Number is: FWA00003429. 

2. Any changes to the protocol and supporting documents must be submitted and approved 
by the IRB prior to implementation. 

3. If any unanticipated problems or adverse events occur, they must be reported to the IRB 
office within 5 business days by completing and submitting the unanticipated problem 
form on the IRB website: http://research.ncsu.edu/sparcs/compliance/irb/submission-
guidance/. 

4. Any unapproved departure from your approved IRB protocol results in non-compliance. 
Please find information regarding non-compliance here: http://research.ncsu.edu/sparcs-
docs/irb/non-compliance_faq_sheet.pdf. 

Please let us know if you have any questions. 
 
************************************************** 
 
NCSU IRB Office 
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APPENDIX B. Informed Consent Form 
 
Title of Study:  Exploring Support Systems of Rural Female Entrepreneurs in North Carolina 
(eIRB # 23995) 
Principal Investigator(s): Dylan Dakota Batch, ddbatch@ncsu.edu, 919-515-6635 
Funding Source: Gift Account    
Faculty Point of Contact: Katherine Annett-Hitchcock, kate_annetthitch@ncsu.edu, 919-515-
0905 
 
 
What are some general things you should know about research studies? 
You are invited to take part in a research study.  Your participation in this study is voluntary. 
You have the right to be a part of this study, to choose not to participate, and to stop participating 
at any time without penalty. The purpose of this research study is to gain a better understanding 
of rural female business owner support systems. We will do this through asking you to 
participate in an online survey.  
 
You are not guaranteed any personal benefits from being in this study. Research studies also may 
pose risks to those who participate. You may want to participate in this research because you will 
be providing information to develop a more holistic profile of rural female business owners in 
North Carolina. You may not want to participate in this research because someone might be able 
to guess your identity based on the data you provide.  
 
Specific details about the research in which you are invited to participate are contained below. If 
you do not understand something in this form, please ask the researcher for clarification or more 
information. A copy of this consent form will be provided to you. Click on the link below 
labeled Consent Form, and it will provide you with a pdf of the information to download and 
keep for your records. If, at any time, you have questions about your participation in this 
research, do not hesitate to contact the researcher(s) named above or the NC State IRB office. 
The IRB office’s contact information is listed in the What if you have questions about your rights 
as a research participant? section of this form.  
 
What is the purpose of this study? 
The purpose of the study is to examine who or what supports North Carolina rural female 
business owners and in what ways they are supported.  
 
Am I eligible to be a participant in this study? 
There will be approximately 100-300 participants in this study. 
 
In order to be a participant in this study, you must agree to be in the study, are 18 years old or 
older, female, own a business, and live and/or operate their business(es) in a rural county of 
North Carolina.  
 
You cannot participate in this study if you do not meet the criteria above.  
 
What will happen if you take part in the study? 
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If you agree to participate in this study, you will be asked to take an online survey that will ask 
you some questions about yourself, your business(es), who supports you and how they support 
you. The survey will also ask you to rate statements on a scale of how much you agree or 
disagree with them. After you submit the survey, you will have a choice to enter your email in a 
second, separate survey for a chance to win a $100 e-Visa gift card.  
 
The total amount of time that you will be participating in this study is 30 minutes 
 
Risks and benefits 
There are minimal risks associated with participation in this research. The risks to you as a result 
of this research include potentially being re-identified through the data I collect and share with 
others. While there is a chance of re-identification, it is unlikely because of the number of 
participants and the manner in which the data will be stored and reported.  
 
There are no direct benefits to your participation in the research. The indirect benefits are that 
this information will help others learn about rural female business owners and who/what 
supports them.  
 
Right to withdraw your participation  
You can stop participating in this study at any time for any reason. In order to stop your 
participation, please contact the student researcher, Dakota Batch, at ddbatch@ncsu.edu and 919-
515-6635. You can also contact the faculty advisor for this research, Dr. Annett-Hitchcock, at 
kate_annetthitch@ncsu.edu and 919-515-0905. If you choose to withdraw your consent and to 
stop participating in this research, you can expect that the student researcher will redact your data 
from their data set, securely destroy your data, and prevent future uses of your data for research 
purposes wherever possible. This is possible in some, but not all, cases. 
Confidentiality, personal privacy, and data management 
Trust is the foundation of the participant/researcher relationship. Much of that principle of trust 
is tied to keeping your information private and in the manner that I have described to you in this 
form. The information that you share with me will be held in confidence to the fullest extent 
allowed by law.  
 
Protecting your privacy as related to this research is of utmost importance to me. There are very 
rare circumstances related to confidentiality where I may have to share information about you. 
Your information collected in this research study could be reviewed by representatives of the 
University, research sponsors, or government agencies (for example, the FDA) for purposes such 
as quality control or safety.  
 
How I manage, protect, and share your data are the principal ways that I protect your personal 
privacy. Data that will be shared with others about you will be re-identifiable and identifiable.  
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Re-identifiable. Re-identifiable data is your completed survey that I can identify you indirectly 
because of my access to information, role, skills, combination of information, and/or use of 
technology. In published reports, there is a small chance that others might identify you from 
what is reported; for example, if I quote a response from your submitted survey that is very 
specific. If your data is re-identifiable, I will report it in such a way that you are never directly 
identified in reports. Based on how I need to share the data, I cannot remove details from the 
report that would protect your identity from ever being figured out. This means that others may 
be able to re-identify you from the information reported from this research.   
 
Identifiable. Identifiable data is information you that directly links you to the data. This includes, 
but is not limited to, your name, e-mail, phone number, or other details that makes you easily 
recognizable to me and others. Identifiable data has your real identity directly on the information 
that are shared with me and other people. For the purposes of this study, the only identifiable 
data that I will share about you is your email address if you win the drawing for the gift card and 
it will be shared with Visa and the Wilson College of Textiles Financial Controller staff member.  
 
Future use of your research data 
Your information, even with identifiers removed, will not be stored or distributed for future 
research studies.  
 
To help maximize the benefits of your participation in this project, by further contributing to 
science and our community, your re-identifiable information will be stored for future research 
and may be shared with other people without additional consent from you. 
 
Compensation  
If you submit a complete survey and your email address, you will be entered into a drawing to 
win a $100 e-Visa gift card. The winner will be notified via email and the gift card will be 
received electronically. Those who don’t submit a complete survey, provide their email address, 
or choose to withdraw from the study prior to its completion will not be entered into the drawing 
to win a $100 e-Visa gift card. 
 
Sponsorship and Funding 
This research is funded by Dr. Katherine Annett-Hitchcock’s gift account. This means that the 
sponsor is paying for the compensation $100 e-Visa gift card. The researchers do not, however, 
have a direct financial interest with the sponsor or in the final results of the study. If you would 
like more information, please ask the researcher(s) listed in the first page of this form about the 
funding and sponsorship.  
 
What if you have questions about this study? 
If you have questions at any time about the study itself or the procedures implemented in this 
study, you may contact the student researcher, Dakota Batch, at ddbatch@ncsu.edu and 919-515-
6635. You can also contact the faculty advisor for this research, Dr. Annett-Hitchcock, at 
kate_annetthitch@ncsu.edu and 919-515-0905. 
 
What if you have questions about your rights as a research participant? 
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If you feel you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or your rights as 
a participant in research have been violated during the course of this project, you may contact the 
NC State IRB (Institutional Review Board) office. An IRB office helps participants if they have 
any issues regarding research activities. Please contact the NC State University IRB office at 
IRB-Director@ncsu.edu, 919-515-8754, or fill out this confidential form online. 
 
Consent To Participate 
I am affirming that I have read and understand the above information. All of the questions that I 
had about this research have been answered. I have chosen to participate in this study with the 
understanding that I may stop participating at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to 
which I am otherwise entitled. I am aware that I may revoke my consent at any time. 
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APPENDIX C. Broad Consent Addendum 
 
Title of Study where Broad Consent is Initially Sought: Exploring Support Systems of Rural 
Female Entrepreneurs in North Carolina (eIRB # 23995) 
Principal Investigator(s): Dylan Dakota Batch, ddbatch@ncsu.edu, 919-515-6635 
Funding Source: Gift Account    
Faculty Point of Contact: Katherine Annett-Hitchcock, kate_annetthitch@ncsu.edu, 919-515-
0905 
 
This form asks you to make an important choice about the use of your re-identifiable 
information. It asks you to decide if you are willing to give your consent to the use of your re-
identifiable information for future research. 
 
If you agree, researchers in the future may use your re-identifiable information many different 
research studies over an indefinite period of time without asking your permission again for any 
specific research study.  This could possibly help other people or contribute to science. If you do 
not agree to allow your re-identifiable information to be used for future research, your 
information will not be kept for future use by anyone.  
 
This form explains in more detail what saying “yes” or “no” to this use of your re-identifiable 
information means to you.   
  
If you say “Yes” on this form 
The researcher(s) will store, use and share your re-identifiable information and may do so for the 
purpose of medical, scientific, and other research, now and into the future, for as long as they are 
needed. This may include sharing your re-identifiable information with other research, academic, 
and medical institutions, as well as other researchers, drug and device companies, biotechnology 
companies, and others.  
 
If you say “yes”, there are no plans to tell you about any of the specific research that will be done 
with your re-identifiable information.  
 
By saying “yes,” your re-identifiable information may be used to create products or to deliver 
services, including some that may be sold and/or make money for others. If this happens, there 
are no plans to tell you, pay you, or give any compensation to you or your family. 
 
The main risk in saying “yes” is that your confidentiality could be breached. Through managing 
who has access to your re-identifiable information and through regularly updated data security 
plans, I will do my best to protect your re-identifiable from going to people who should not have 
it.  
 
Another risk is that if you say “yes,” your re-identifiable information be used in a research 
project to which you might not agree to if you were asked specifically about it. 
 
You will not personally benefit from saying “yes” in this form. Saying “yes” in this form is not a 
condition of participating in the Exploring Support Systems of Rural Female Entrepreneurs in 
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North Carolina study, nor of your enrollment or employment at/with any institution or 
organization. 
 
If you say “no” or do not complete this form 
The researcher(s) and institution(s) identified above will not store, use, or share your re-
identifiable information beyond the purposes stated in the previous consent form that you agreed 
to and signed for study Exploring Support Systems of Rural Female Entrepreneurs in North 
Carolina. 
 
If you want to withdraw your consent   
You can stop participating at any time for any reason. Please contact the student researcher, 
Dakota Batch, at ddbatch@ncsu.edu and 919-515-6635. You can also contact the faculty advisor 
for this research, Dr. Annett-Hitchcock, at kate_annetthitch@ncsu.edu and 919-515-0905. You 
can expect that the researcher will redact your re-identifiable information from their data set, 
securely destroy your data, and prevent future uses of your re-identifiable information for 
research purposes wherever possible. This is possible in some, but not all, cases. 
 
If you have questions 
Please contact the research team to explain anything in this form that you do not clearly 
understand. Please think about this broad consent and/or discuss it with family or friends before 
making the decision to say “Yes” or “No.”  
 
If you have any questions about this broad consent, please contact the student researcher, Dakota 
Batch, at ddbatch@ncsu.edu and 919-515-6635. You can also contact the faculty advisor for this 
research, Dr. Annett-Hitchcock, at kate_annetthitch@ncsu.edu and 919-515-0905. 
 
If you want to discuss your rights as a person who has agreed to, refused, or declined to respond 
to an offer of broad consent or believe that your rights were violated as a result of your agreeing 
to this broad consent, please contact the NC State IRB Director, at irb-director@ncsu.edu or via 
phone at (919) 515-8754. 
 
Please select one checkbox and enter your name and today’s date 
 
Statement of agreement 

  
I say yes. The future use of my data and consent has been explained to me, and I agree to 
give my consent to the future research uses of my re-identifiable information. My 
participation is voluntary, and I may withdraw my consent at any time without any 
penalty or loss of benefits to which I am otherwise entitled. 
___________________________________ 
Statement of agreement: Name 
_____________________________________ 
Statement of agreement: Today’s Date 
  
Statement of refusal 
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I say no. The consent has been explained to me and I do not agree to this consent. You 
can still participate in this research if you say no on this form. 
__________________________________ 
Statement of refusal: Name 
_____________________________________ 
Statement of refusal: Today’s Date 
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APPENDIX D. Group 1 Recruitment Email 
 
Communication for Group 1: email support organizations to forward emails to female 
entrepreneurs 
  
Dear [employee name],  
  
My name is Dakota Batch, I am a graduate student at Wilson College of Textiles at NC State. As 
part of my doctoral research, I am conducting a research study about support systems for female 
entrepreneurs living and/or operating their business(es) in a rural county of North Carolina. I am 
seeking assistance from rural support organizations to send out my survey link to female 
business owners on your email listserv OR post the attached marketing materials on your social 
media.  
The email below can be copied and pasted for ease of use to send to the target demographic of 
rural female entrepreneurs in your network. Thank you for your assistance! 
---------------------------------- 
[begin with a salutation normal to your organization] 
We are forwarding an email from an NC State graduate student named Dakota Batch. Dakota’s 
research examines rural female business owners' demographics, who or what supports them, and 
in what ways they are supported. Rural female business owners are considered an essential part 
of society and she believes that more research focus should be placed on better understanding 
rural female business owners' lifestyles and their communities of support.  
 
Anyone who is 18 years of age or older, female, owns a business, lives and/or operate their 
business(es) in a rural county of North Carolina, and agrees to be in this study can be a part of it, 
If you choose to participate in this research, you will take an online survey that might take up to 
30 minutes of your time.  
 
This research is minimal risk and there’s no direct benefit to you to participate in this research. 
Participating in this research is not an expectation nor requirement of your affiliation with our 
organization. We will not know if you choose to participate this research or not and if you do 
participate, what you said. Everyone who submits a complete survey and their email address will 
be entered into a drawing for a $100 e-Visa gift card. The survey will be open from July to 
December 31st, 2021. 
If you would like to participate, please click the link below.  
<Link to survey> 
In order for your responses to remain confidential, please only click this link when you’re in a 
private location, such as your home, on a private internet connection, with your internet browser 
in private or incognito mode.  
 
If you are interested in participating but have more questions please feel free to contact Dakota 
via email (ddbatch@ncsu.edu). You can also contact the faculty advisor for this research, Dr. 
Annett-Hitchcock, at kate_annetthitch@ncsu.edu and 919-515-0905. 
  
Thank you, 
[employee or support organization name] 
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APPENDIX E. Group 1 Recruitment Flyer 
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   163 

APPENDIX F. Group 2 Recruitment Email 
 
Hello [enter name of the person or business], 
 
My name is Dakota Batch, I am a graduate student at Wilson College of Textiles at NC State. As 
part of my doctoral research, I am conducting a research study about support systems for female 
business owners living and/or operating their business(es) in a rural county of North Carolina 
and would like to invite you to participate.  
 
My research examines rural female business owners demographics, who or what supports them, 
and in what ways they are supported. Rural female business owners are considered an essential 
part of society and I believe that more research focus should be placed on better understanding 
rural female business owners lifestyles and their communities of support.  
 
Anyone who is 18 years of age or older, female, owns a business, lives and/or operate their 
business(es) in a rural county of North Carolina, and agrees to be in this study can be a part of it.  
If you choose to participate in this research, you will take an online survey that might take up to 
30 minutes of your time. The survey will be open from July to September 2021. 
 
This research is minimal risk and there’s no direct benefit to you to participate in this research. 
Everyone who submits a complete survey and their email address will be entered into a drawing 
for a $100 e-Visa gift card.  
 
If you would like to participate, please click the link below.  
 
<Link to survey> 
 
In order for your responses to remain confidential, please only click this link when you’re in a 
private location, such as your home, on a private internet connection, with your internet browser 
in private or incognito mode. 
 
If you are interested in participating but have more questions please feel free to contact me via 
email (ddbatch@ncsu.edu). You can also contact my faculty advisor for this research, Dr. 
Annett-Hitchcock, at kate_annetthitch@ncsu.edu and 919-515-0905. 
  
Best, 
Dakota Batch 
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APPENDIX G. Group 3 In-person Recruitment Script 
 

[approach table of prospective participant]  
 
 
 [Prior to agreeing to participate] Script  
 
Hi! My name is Dakota and I am a graduate student at NC State studying female business 
owners in rural North Carolina counties to learn more about their demographic characteristics 
and their support systems. I am currently recruiting participants for my research study. At a later 
date, would you be interested in taking a 20-30 minute online survey? 
 
[if prospective participant says no]  
Alright, thank you! Have a great day. [leave vendor table] 
 
[if participant says yes] 
Great! Here is a piece of paper with instructions about how to access the online survey. The 
survey might take up to 30 minutes of your time to complete. You have the option of scanning 
the QR code with your phone, or using the link provided to access it as well.  
 
At the end you will have an opportunity to provide your email address. Everyone who provides 
an email and submits a complete survey will be entered into a drawing to win a $100 e-Visa gift 
card.  
 
If you have any other questions, my contact information is on the back of the paper.  
 
Thanks! Hope you have a great rest of your day.  
 
[leave vendor table] 
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APPENDIX H. Survey 
 

1. Do you identify as a female that currently owns and operates her own business(es)? 
Yes or No 

  
2. Do you live and/or operate your business(es) in a suburban or urban county in North 

Carolina? Suburban: Alamance, Buncombe, Cabarrus, Catawba, Cumberland, Davidson, 
Gaston, Henderson, Iredell, Lincoln, Orange, Pitt, Rowan, and Union Urban: Durham, 
Forsyth, Guilford, Mecklenburg, New Hanover, and Wake  

Yes or No 
  
3. From what rural county of North Carolina do you live in or operate your business(es)?  

Answer choices included all 80 rural counties 
 

4. In a couple of sentences, please describe your primary* business. *primary = business 
that is highest in importance or revenue generating. If you own multiple businesses, 
please briefly describe them as well.  

  
5. Please describe your motivation(s) for becoming a business owner. 

  
6. Please describe the current status of your business? 

Open for business on a consistent basis 
Open with reduced hours or other limitations (such as staff cutbacks etc.,) 
Closed with a specific re-opening date 
Closed with no specific re-opening, but planning to restart at a future point 
Business has been officially terminated 
Other ________________________________________________ 
 

7. Do you have plans for your business(es) in the future? If so, please describe.  
 

8. What is the length of time (years) you have spent operating your business(es)? If you 
own multiple businesses, what are the number of years you have had your businesses? *If 
you have stopped and started your primary business, please add together the total number 
of years of operation. 

Answer choices ranged from 1 -16+ 
 

9. How many employees are currently employed at your business(es)? 
Only Myself 
Less than 10 
10-50 
51-250 
250+ 
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10. What is your current employment status? 
Full-time business owner (you work between 35 hours or more per week for the 
business(es) you own)Part-time business owner (you work between 1-34 hours per week 
for the business(es) you own) 

  
11. Please select your age range below. 

18-20 
21-29 
30-39 
40-49 
50-59 
60-69 
70 years or older 

  
12. What category best describes you? (Select all that apply) 

American Indian or Alaska Native 
Asian 
Black or African American  
Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish Origin 
Middle Eastern or North African 
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
White 
Another race, ethnicity or origin not listed above, please specify:  
 

13. What is your highest level of education? 
Some high school, no diploma 

  High School Diploma or equivalent (e.g. GED) 
  Some college credit, no degree 
  Trade/Technical/Vocational Training 
  Associates Degree 
  Bachelors Degree 
  Masters Degree 
  Professional Degree (MD. DDS, DVM) 
    Doctoral Degree 
 

14.  What is your marital status?  
Single 
Married 

   Domestic Partnership 
  Partnership (not domestic) 
 

15. Do you have family caregiving responsibilities? 
   Children under 18 years old 
  Elderly family members 
   Both children and elderly family 
  None of the above 
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16. Please identify 1 primary source that has provided you and your business support. A 
primary source can be one you spend the most time with, receive the most gains from, or 
one you feel closest to. Please do not list a specific name but a general category the 
source might fall into. For example, “partner,” “husband,” “kid(s),” “best friend,” “online 
community,” “small business support organization,” “website,” etc. 

  
17. What other sources of support are important to you? 

 
18. In your own words, please describe how these other sources provide support for you and 

your business?  
 

(Questions 19-40) Please read the statements below and evaluate (using the liker scale below) the 
degree to which the statements apply to your primary support source.  
  A. Strongly Agree 

B. Agree 
C. Neither agree nor disagree 
D. Disagree 
E. Strongly Disagree 

  
19.  I can confide in this source 
20.  This source listens to my problems 
21.  This source gives me moral support 
22.  I value my relationship with this source       
23.  This source provides encouragement   
24.  This source helps me feel secure in business decisions 
25.  This source provides me with monetary assistance for my business 
26.  This source will take care of my family when I am busy with my business  
27.  This source assisted me with business plan development  
28.  This source helps me research products or services for my business 
29.  This source helps me brainstorm marketing ideas for my business 
30.  This source connected me with important business contacts  
31.  This source teaches me new business practices 
32.  This source offers useful financial information  
33.  This source shares what they did in a situation similar to mine 
34.  This source offers information about business topics I don't understand 
35.  This source offers information about how to scale my business 
36.  This source gives me honest feedback about my business performance 
37.  I feel this source provides reliable suggestions to improve my business 
38.  I trust this source’s assessment of my business performance 
39.  This source provides suggestions about important business decisions  
40.  I value this sources feedback 
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APPENDIX I. Full Table Exploratory Factor Analysis (6 Factors) 
 

 
Item  Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Factor 6 

Emotional 1 0.891 -0.016 -0.030 -0.001 0.064 0.072 
Emotional 3 0.867 0.157 0.086 0.015 -0.069 0.129 
Emotional 2 0.865 0.186 -0.100 0.087 -0.126 0.043 
Emotional 5 0.674 0.444 -0.069 0.074 0.079 -0.093 
Emotional 4 0.658 0.184 -0.187 0.005 -0.134 0.088 
Emotional 6 0.628 0.415 0.233 0.009 0.229 0.007 
Appraisal 2 0.212 0.827 0.334 0.057 0.035 0.038 
Appraisal 1 0.343 0.784 0.054 0.087 0.028 0.138 
Appraisal 3 0.233 0.680 0.199 0.192 0.088 -0.002 
Appraisal 5 0.580 0.593 0.024 0.156 -0.010 0.031 

Informational 4 0.052 0.004 0.839 0.223 -0.035 0.176 
Informational 1 -0.061 0.320 0.770 0.338 -0.024 -0.187 
Informational 2 -0.080 0.226 0.716 0.135 0.302 0.054 
Informational 5 -0.150 0.390 0.664 0.461 0.040 -0.031 
Instrumental 4 0.056 0.080 0.228 0.791 -0.001 0.322 
Instrumental 5 0.414 0.131 0.274 0.621 0.197 -0.076 
Instrumental 6 -0.016 0.298 0.283 0.620 0.051 -0.231 
Informational 3 -0.072 -0.033 0.477 0.548 -0.154 0.189 
Instrumental 1 -0.170 0.068 0.000 -0.064 0.865 0.228 
Instrumental 3 0.125 0.095 0.210 0.444 0.582 0.217 

Appr 4 0.146 0.223 0.221 0.304 0.091 0.709 
Inst 2 0.085 -0.048 -0.065 -0.060 0.329 0.668 
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APPENDIX J. Full Table Exploratory Factor Analysis (4 Factors) 
 

 

Row Factor 
1 

Factor 
2 

Factor 
3 

Factor 
4 

Emotional 2 0.892 -0.033 0.228 0.042 
Emotional 1 0.882 -0.057 0.067 0.038 
Emotional 3 0.836 0.102 0.186 0.069 
Emotional 4 0.646 -0.103 0.178 0.065 
Informational 1 -0.083 0.893 0.289 -0.196 
Informational 4 0.041 0.819 -0.002 0.106 

Informational 2 -0.142 0.660 0.239 0.072 
Instrumental 4 0.094 0.520 0.069 0.372 
Instrumental 6 -0.018 0.515 0.273 -0.131 
Appraisal 2 0.159 0.336 0.829 0.015 
Appraisal 1 0.312 0.099 0.821 0.160 
Appraisal 3 0.184 0.285 0.656 0.082 
Appraisal 4 0.155 0.363 0.189 0.885 
Instrumental 2 0.072 -0.122 -0.028 0.544 
Instrumental 1 -0.252 -0.029 0.109 0.275 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 


