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Abstract

This thesis is phenomenon-driven research, starting with the Femtech phenomenon — a
feminine-coded context where women’s embodied experiences are central to almost all aspects
of Femtech ventures, from business ideas and user and market insights to innovations that may
influence their entrepreneurial practices. It examines how entrepreneurial actors do gender and
do entrepreneurship in this unconventional context. Gender and entrepreneurship research has
long shown that entrepreneurship is shaped by masculine norms, forming gendered
expectations of rationality, autonomy, growth, dissmbodiment, emotional control, and heroic
individualism. This thesis departs from this and asks: what happens when entrepreneurial
practice is organized around experiences that such norms have long treated as private,
vulnerable, and marginal? Rather than examining Femtech merely as an empirical background,
the thesis treats it as an analytically important context for understanding how masculine
entrepreneurship may be challenged, redirected, and potentially reconfigured.

The thesis is based on four qualitative studies that examine different angles of the same
phenomenon. Paper 1 provides a broad processual view by showing how women entrepreneurs
in Femtech move beyond evaluative dependency through processes of subverting, feminizing,
and two pathways of splintering and coalescing. Paper 2 examines how women entrepreneurs
mobilize narratives of embodied experiences to resist the discourse of invulnerability and
disembodiment in entrepreneurship. Paper 3 turns to emotional performance through a
multimodal approach, showing how women entrepreneurial actors navigate the double-bind
tension on LinkedIn, a masculine-enacted professional platform, by making feminine-coded
emotions visible, receivable, and legitimate. Since women’s embodied experiences become
foundational, Paper 4 examines male entrepreneurs in Femtech who are disconnected from the
experiences of the context, to explore how they perform authenticity, not drawing from
individual claims as in other masculinized contexts, but instead, construct contextual
authenticity.

The thesis develops the concept of doing otherwise to explain how entrepreneurial actors in
Femtech do gender and do entrepreneurship differently by working through the normative
tension between masculine entrepreneurship norms and women’s embodied experiences.
Doing otherwise does not imply a complete transformation of entrepreneurship or the
replacement of masculine norms with feminine ones. Instead, it refers to a partial, situated, and
relational process in which masculine norms persist yet are destabilized in the Femtech context
when entrepreneurial practices are organized around women’s embodied experiences. The
thesis further conceptualizes weaving otherwise as the broader process through which different
forms of doing otherwise become connected and mutually reinforcing. Together, they
contribute to the partial remaking of entrepreneurship within Femtech: women’s embodied
experiences become a foundation for entrepreneurial practice, alternative practices become
visible and actionable, and external actors must perform authenticity when they are
disconnected from the context’s experiential foundation.

The thesis contributes to gender and entrepreneurship research by showing how women’s
embodied experiences can serve as grounds for doing otherwise, thereby destabilizing
masculine norms within Femtech. It also contributes to contextual entrepreneurship by



identifying experiential foundation as an important dimension of context construction. Third,
it contributes to emerging research on Femtech entrepreneurship by conceptualizing Femtech
as an entrepreneurial field of normative redirection, rather than merely a stigmatized market,
social-change arena, or female-typed industry.

Keywords: Femtech, gender and entrepreneurship, doing otherwise, alternative practices,
embodied experiences, masculine norms, contextual entrepreneurship
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Sammanfattning

Denna avhandling dr fenomenbaserad och tar sin utgangspunkt i Femtech — ett femininkodat
sammanhang dir kvinnors kroppsliga erfarenheter dr centrala for nistan alla aspekter av
Femtech-foretag, fran affarsidéer och insikter om anviandare och marknader till innovationer
som kan paverka deras entreprendriella praktik. Avhandlingen undersdker hur entreprendriella
aktdrer gor genus och gor entreprendrskap 1 denna okonventionella kontext. Forskning om
genus och entreprendrskap har lidnge visat att entreprendrskap formas av maskulina normer,
som skapar genuspréiiglade forvintningar pa rationalitet, autonomi, tillvéxt, avkroppsligande,
emotionell kontroll och heroisk individualism. Mot denna bakgrund stéller avhandlingen
frdgan: vad hénder nidr entreprendriell praktik organiseras kring erfarenheter som sadana
normer ldnge har behandlat som privata, sarbara och marginella? I stéllet for att behandla
Femtech enbart som en empirisk bakgrund forstas Femtech som en analytiskt betydelsefull
kontext for att forstd hur maskulint entreprenorskap kan utmanas, omdirigeras och potentiellt
omformas.

Avhandlingen bygger pa fyra kvalitativa studier som belyser olika aspekter av samma
fenomen. Artikel 1 ger en bred processuell forstdelse genom att visa hur kvinnor som ar
entreprendrer inom Femtech ror sig bortom ett beroende av genuspriglad utvirdering genom
processerna subverting och feminizing samt genom tva végar: splintering och coalescing.
Artikel 2 undersoker hur kvinnliga entreprendrer mobiliserar beréttelser om kroppsliga
erfarenheter for att géra motstdnd mot entreprendrskapets diskurs om osarbarhet och
avkroppsligande. Artikel 3 fokuserar pd emotionella ageranden genom en multimodal ansats
och illustrerar hur kvinnliga entreprendriella aktorer navigerar en dubbelbindning pa LinkedIn,
en professionell plattform priglad av maskulint kodade normer, genom att gora feminint
kodade kédnslor synliga, mojliga att ta emot och legitima. Eftersom kvinnors kroppsliga
erfarenheter blir grundldggande i Femtech undersoker artikel 4 manliga entreprendrer i
Femtech som saknar direkt tillgang till kontextens grundliggande erfarenheter. Artikeln visar
hur de framfor autenticitet, inte frimst genom individuella ansprdk sdsom i manga
maskuliniserade kontexter, utan genom att konstruera kontextuell autenticitet.

Avhandlingen utvecklar begreppet doing otherwise for att forklara hur entreprenériella
aktorer i Femtech gor genus och entreprendrskap pa andra sétt genom att arbeta sig igenom den
normativa spanningen mellan maskulina entreprendrskapsnormer och kvinnors kroppsliga
erfarenheter. Doing otherwise innebér inte en fullstindig omvandling av entreprendrskap eller
att maskulina normer ersdtts av feminina. Snarare handlar det om partiella, situerade och
relationella former av alternativt gérande, ddr maskulina normer finns kvar men destabiliseras
inom Femtech ndr entreprendriella praktiker organiseras kring kvinnors kroppsliga
erfarenheter. Avhandlingen konceptualiserar vidare weaving otherwise som den bredare
process genom vilken olika former av doing otherwise kopplas samman och dmsesidigt
forstirker varandra. Tillsammans bidrar dessa former till en partiell omformning av
entreprendrskap inom Femtech: kvinnors kroppsliga erfarenheter blir en grund for
entreprendriell praktik, alternativa praktiker blir synliga och mojliga att handla utifran, och
externa aktorer behover framstilla sin autenticitet i relation till kontextens erfarenhetsgrund.
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Avhandlingen bidrar till forskning om genus och entreprendrskap genom att visa hur
kvinnors kroppsliga erfarenheter kan fungera som grund for doing otherwise och dirigenom
destabilisera maskulina normer inom Femtech. Den bidrar ocksé till forskning om kontextuellt
entreprendrskap genom att identifiera erfarenhetsgrund som en viktig dimension i
konstruktionen av entreprendriella kontexter. Slutligen bidrar avhandlingen till den
framvaxande forskningen om Femtech-entreprendrskap genom att konceptualisera Femtech
som ett entreprendriellt falt ddr normer omdirigeras, snarare dn enbart som en stigmatiserad
marknad, en arena for social fordndring eller en kvinnligt typad bransch.

Nyckelord: Femtech, genus och entreprendrskap, doing otherwise, alternativa praktiker,
kroppsliga erfarenheter, maskulina normer, kontextuellt entreprendrskap
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I. INTRODUCTION
“Those questions which are asked, how they are asked, and why they are asked
critically shape what we know and the value given to such knowledge.”
(Ahl & Marlow, 2012, p. 549)

1.1. A phenomenon-driven research: Femtech as a feminine-coded context

Menstruation, fertility, pregnancy, and menopause are among the most widely shared
embodied experiences, affecting roughly half the world’s population at different points across
their lifetime. However, these experiences are also among the least openly discussed topics in
public and, partly for this reason, may seem less attractive or less legitimate as an
entrepreneurial opportunity. Women’s embodied experiences have long been treated as private,
sensitive, or marginal to public discourse, including entrepreneurship discourse (Tsingou,
2025; Werner et al., 2024a). The emergence of Femtech challenges this silence. It opens an
opportunity to explore what happens when entrepreneurship not only starts with women and is
dominated by women, but also centers on women’s embodied experiences — those that have
long been excluded in masculine entrepreneurship.

The term “Femtech” refers to technologies, products, services, diagnostics, and platforms
developed to address women’s health across various subsectors, including menstrual and
reproductive health, fertility and pregnancy, menopause, pelvic floor and sexual health, and a
range of conditions, from endometriosis to maternal mental health. It was coined in 2016 by
Danish entrepreneur Ida Tin, founder of the menstruation-tracking app Clue. Her business was
not the first to address women’s health issues; rather, her coining of the term simply made
visible many ventures that had previously existed without a shared category name. By naming
it, Tin provided herself and a scattered group of Femtech founders “a word that people can
orient themselves around”. Nearly a decade later, Femtech has become a multi-billion-dollar
global market. By 2030, the global Femtech market is projected to exceed 97.25 billion dollars
(Grand View Research, 2025). Femtech is currently represented by a community of around
1,200 companies globally. Since 2020, Femtech startups have raised 5.4 billion across more
than 1,000 VC deals, and the top funding areas over the prior 12 months include period tracking
and virtual fertility platforms (Pitchbook, 2025).

The context does not just signal the tension between development potential and resistance
that many emerging sectors might face. Femtech represents a distinctive feminine-coded
context because it concentrates several layers of gender tension at once. First, it is a context in
which women’s embodied experiences form the foundation of almost all aspects, including
entrepreneurial opportunities, innovation, and insights into markets and users. Second, women
play a central role in naming, building, and legitimating the field, with around 85% of ventures
having at least one female founder (UNICEF Office of Innovation, 2025). Third, Femtech
offers relatively more freedom for women to make visible aspects that are often associated with
gendered and thus, often implicitly or explicitly recommended to be hidden in conventional
masculine contexts, for example, women’s bodies, emotions, vulnerability, stigma, and through
which they utilize embodied experience knowledge as part of their entrepreneurial journey
(Bojovic et al., 2025, 2026; Milanov et al., 2026a; Ruebottom & Toubiana, 2021). This thesis,



therefore, conceptualizes Femtech as a feminine-coded context, not with the assumption that
femininity is natural or fixed in this context, but that the context is socially organized around
women, from a shared understanding of their health that has long been ignored, the foundation
of women’s embodied experiences, and the type of knowledge that has long been coded as
feminine, private in masculine entrepreneurship.

For this reason, Femtech calls into question several assumptions that have implicitly
organized entrepreneurship research. First, it challenges the tendency to study women as
peripheral actors who must navigate contexts not originally built for them. In much gender and
entrepreneurship research, women are examined in male-dominated or masculinized contexts
— those contexts that are not naturally masculine but are constructed toward masculine bias,
where they must gain legitimacy, adapt to existing gender expectations, or manage their
difference (Essers et al., 2025; Kneip & Slavici, 2026; Marlow & Mcadam, 2015; McAdam et
al., 2020; Yousafzai et al., 2024). In Femtech, this framing does not fully hold. Women are the
majority, including founders, users/customers, Femtech supporters/activists, and an increasing
number of women investors, among other stakeholders. For once, women are not peripheral -
they are the driving force behind a growing global sector. Here, women started, led, and raised
the context themselves. Femtech offers an unusual context in which women’s numerical
dominance can be examined alongside structural and discursive constraints.

Second, Femtech challenges the disembodied and invulnerable assumptions of
entrepreneurship discourse. Mainstream entrepreneurship research has often constructed the
entrepreneur as a disembodied, rational, autonomous, and able-bodied subject whose body,
vulnerability, emotions, and dependencies are treated as irrelevant to entrepreneurial action
(Berglund et al., 2023; Kasperova & Kitching, 2014; Oliveira et al., 2024). This assumption
deepens the divide between the discourses of womanhood and entrepreneurship (Gherardi,
2015; Lewis, 2006; Lewis et al., 2022; Swail & Marlow, 2018). Femtech unsettles this
separation because women’s embodied experiences in this context cannot be ignored and
relegated to the background. They become the main sources of opportunity recognition, market
and user insights, product development, and entrepreneurial narrative. Accordingly, Femtech
also raises questions about what has counted as relevant entrepreneurial knowledge, whereas
opportunity recognition has often been theorized as a function of prior market, technological,
or managerial expertise (Shane, 2000).

Third, it also challenges the gendering of entrepreneurship itself. Entrepreneurship has long
been criticized for privileging masculine qualities such as risk-taking, aggressiveness,
independence, competitiveness, autonomy, and visionary leadership, thereby making
masculinity appear invisible and natural within entrepreneurship (Ahl, 2006b; Bruni et al.,
2004; Hytti et al., 2023). This gradually forms stubborn masculine expectations that require
women and other marginalized actors to conform and are judged based on these expectations.
Most importantly, since women represent a minority symbolic in masculine entrepreneurship,
women’s entrepreneurial practices are often channeled into individual responses; thus, no
matter how actively they seek to challenge masculine norms, it is difficult to budge these
structures or lead to structural changes (Boddington, 2024; Markowska et al., 2023; Vo3 &
Ettl, 2025). Accordingly, existing literature has criticized a paradox of visibility in which



women entrepreneurs are repeatedly foregrounded as gendered exceptions, deficits, role
models (Austin & Nauta, 2016; Christiansen et al., 2025), or symbols of diversity (Buttice et
al., 2023), while the masculine norms of entrepreneurship remain unmarked and structurally
protected (Byrne & Giuliani, 2025; Heizmann & Liu, 2022; Kneip & Slavici, 2026; Kwapisz
& Hechavarria, 2025). Women may therefore become hypervisible as women but insufficiently
visible as entrepreneurs. Femtech makes this paradox harder to conceal because the context is
naturally associated with women, their experiences, and values (Milanov et al., 2026a). As a
result, the gendering of entrepreneurship can no longer hide behind a claim to neutrality, and
masculine norms cannot be taken for granted in the same way.

Femtech, therefore, offers a paradoxical context. On the one hand, it appears to provide
unusual advantages for women: women are numerically central, women’s first-hand embodied
experiences can become entrepreneurial resources, and different aspects that are associated
with women, such as emotions and vulnerability, may be articulated more openly than in many
conventional contexts (Bojovic et al., 2025, 2026; Ruebottom & Toubiana, 2021). On the other
hand, the very features that make Femtech distinctive are also those that sit uneasily with
dominant entrepreneurship discourse: its opportunities are grounded in stigmatized embodied
experiences, its narratives are entangled with vulnerability, and its legitimacy remains
constrained by niche framing, funding inequalities, and masculine-coded expectations of
entrepreneurship. Femtech thus creates conditions in which entrepreneurs may narrate,
organize, and enact entrepreneurship differently, while still facing the structural and discursive
constraints of the broader entrepreneurial field.

Guided by the concepts of doing gender and doing entrepreneurship, I understand gender
and entrepreneurship not as fixed categories, but as intertwined social practices produced
through actors’ actions, interactions, narratives, and positioning in entrepreneurial contexts
(Bruni et al., 2004a). Accordingly, this thesis explores an underexplored empirical and
theoretical problem in a feminine-coded context: how do women entrepreneurs do gender and
do entrepreneurship when the context is both feminine-coded and still constrained by
masculinized entrepreneurial discourse? More specifically, it asks whether women’s numerical
centrality and embodied knowledge automatically translate into agential power; how women
in Femtech negotiate the tension between women’s embodied experiences that are central and
the masculine entrepreneurship that is embedded; what practices they may develop to make
women’s embodied experiences speakable and valuable; and what may emerge when these
practices accumulate over time. These initial empirical questions guide this thesis’s research
agenda.

1.2. From “What’s wrong?” to “What could be otherwise?”

Even within its relatively short history, the field of gender and entrepreneurship has provided
extensive insights into how women are treated differently in entrepreneurship (Ahl, 2006a;
Hughes et al., 2012; Jennings & Brush, 2013). Early research on women in entrepreneurship
was largely comparative, focusing on differences between men and women in psychological
traits, motivations, values, and entrepreneurial practices (e.g., Carland & Carland, 1991;
Cromie, 1987; Kwong et al., 2012; Verheul et al., 2009). Although this work increased women’s
visibility in entrepreneurship, it often leaves masculinity as the implicit dominant norm while



framing women in terms of similarity to or deviation from masculine expectations (Ahl, 2006a;
Brush, 1992; Fischer et al., 1993; Mirchandani, 1999). Later work shifted attention toward how
women challenge masculine norms (Yousafzai et al., 2025), negotiate between femininity and
masculinity (Alexandersson & Kalonaityte, 2021; Mavin & Grandy, 2016), perform identity
and legitimacy work (Diaz-Garcia & Welter, 2013; Essers et al., 2025; Swail & Marlow, 2018),
and sometimes create women-centered communities or safe spaces (Harrison et al., 2024; Roos,
2019). These studies have been crucial in showing that women’s marginalization in
entrepreneurship is not incidental but systematic (Bruni et al., 2004c; Jennings et al., 2023).
They have also shown that women are not passive subjects of gendered constraint, but active
agents who position themselves, negotiate expectations, and sometimes endeavor to rework
entrepreneurial norms.

However, a common pattern runs through many of the questions asked in the existing
literature: Gender and entrepreneurship research has been especially powerful in pointing out
“what’s wrong” that reveals women’s marginalized position in entrepreneurship. By doing that,
existing research questions have, on the one hand, deconstructed taken-for-granted categories
such as women, entrepreneurs, and legitimacy and examined how they are discursively and
socially constructed (Ahl, 2002, 2004). On the other hand, it becomes less clear when asked to
explain how alternative structures, practices, or contexts are constructed (Boddington, 2024;
Markowska et al., 2023). Feminist scholars have long called for critique to advance beyond
documenting discrimination or exclusion toward theorizing alternative practices and
possibilities for change (Boddington, 2024; Marlow, 2020). This requires moving beyond
women’s individual responses (Boddington, 2024) and expanding the contexts to encompass
complexity, heterogeneity, and plurality in entrepreneurial context(s) (Baker & Welter, 2020;
Welter et al., 2017). However, many empirical studies examining women’s entrepreneurial
practices have been situated in contexts where contexts are already masculinized: in male-
dominated industries such as technology and STEM (Adikaram & Razik, 2022; Kneip &
Slavici, 2026), in incubator settings that privilege masculine-coded legitimacy (Marlow &
Mcadam, 2015; Reyes & Neergaard, 2023), or within broader patriarchal and postfeminist
assumptions that require women to adapt to prevailing masculine norms (Althalathini & Tlaiss,
2023; Shastri et al., 2022; Ummiroh et al., 2022; Xheneti et al., 2019).

When women’s entrepreneurial practices are studied primarily in masculinized contexts,
these contexts often individualize women’s responses because dominant masculine norms
remain intact and women are made responsible for navigating or negotiating to sustain their
ventures within such contexts (Ahl & Marlow, 2021; Ozkazanc-Pan, 2019). These practices
are essential for understanding how women survive, persist, and challenge gendered
entrepreneurship. However, through these practices, women do gender and do entrepreneurship
within the frame of masculine expectations, such as growth orientation, technical authority,
emotional control, and many others, and thus, the reasons that suppress their practices remain
intact.

Bruni and colleagues’ (2004) formulation of “doing gender” and “doing entrepreneurship”
as intertwined practices helps explain this problem. Gender and entrepreneurship are not
separate domains that actors simply combine; they are mutually constituted through situated



practices (Bruni et al., 2004a). However, when the entrepreneurial context is strongly
masculinized, the practices recognized as “doing entrepreneurship” are already coded through
masculine expectations. As a result, women often have to manage, neutralize, conceal, or
strategically downplay experiences, practices, or aspects that are associated with femininity to
be recognized as legitimate entrepreneurs (Ahl & Marlow, 2012; Hechavarria & Ingram, 2016;
Swail & Marlow, 2018). This helps explain why so much gender and entrepreneurship research
has focused on identity conflict, legitimacy work, gendered tension, and women’s attempts to
negotiate the misalignment between the discourses of womanhood and entrepreneurship.

To move beyond this, feminist entrepreneurship scholars have argued for a shift from asking
only “what is wrong?” to asking “what could be otherwise?” (Calds & Bourne, 2009). This
shift requires moving the analytical burden away from individual women and toward the
structures that produce gendered dissonance in the first place (Markowska et al., 2023). Recent
work has accordingly called for attention to collective action, structural transformation, and
practices that not only help women adapt to masculinized entrepreneurship but may also
reconfigure the conditions of entrepreneurship itself (Boddington, 2024; Vo & Ettl, 2025).
These moves are necessary and important. However, many remain primarily conceptual or
suggestions. We still know less about how alternative gendered entrepreneurial practices
emerge empirically, how they accumulate, and under what contextual conditions they may
begin to reshape entrepreneurship. This thesis addresses this limitation by studying Femtech as
a feminine-coded context that both creates normative tension and offers possibilities for doing
otherwise. It is worth noting that Femtech is not treated as a purely feminine alternative to
entrepreneurship, nor as a context in which masculine norms disappear. Instead, it is a context
in which the dominant norms are placed in tension with women’s embodied experiences, which
are foundational to it.

1.3. Purpose and research questions

The aim of this thesis is to examine how gendered entrepreneurship may be challenged and
partially reconfigured when women’s embodied experiences organize entrepreneurial practice.
In this way, it moves beyond asking how women fare within masculine entrepreneurship
toward asking how they may do otherwise. Accordingly, the overall research questions are:

“How do entrepreneurial actors do gender and do entrepreneurship in the Femtech
context? How do the intertwined doings challenge and potentially reconfigure masculine
norms in entrepreneurship?”

By “entrepreneurial actors”, I refer to founders and other actors involved in the Femtech
context, such as investors, accelerator founders/managers, advisors, community
builders/Femtech activists, etc. Depending on their respective foci, each paper focuses on more
specific actors. The overarching research questions are therefore addressed through four sub-
questions that examine different aspects of how entrepreneurial actors do gender and do
entrepreneurship in Femtech. Together, these sub-questions move from women entrepreneurs’
relationship to gendered evaluation, to narratives of embodied experiences, emotional
performance, and male entrepreneurs’ authenticity performance in a context grounded in
women’s embodied experiences.



The first sub-question begins with one of the most prominent challenges for women in
entrepreneurship: that their practices are often pressured by masculine expectations and
evaluated against expectations that do not take their experiences into account. They often face
biased investor questioning and funding decisions, and are encouraged to adapt their identities,
pitches, and practices to fit dominant standards of legitimacy (Balachandra et al., 2019; Brooks
et al., 2014; Kanze et al., 2018a; Malmstrom et al., 2017; Swail & Marlow, 2018). Existing
literature has been important in demonstrating that women are disadvantaged by gendered
evaluation (Kanze et al., 2018b, 2020). Within the context of Femtech, this indicates that
women must negotiate and navigate to meet expectations that do not favor feminine stereotypes
and ventures rooted in women’s experiences. Even when gendered evaluation is criticized as
biased, it remains the primary reference point among entrepreneurial actors. Femtech makes
this assumption problematic. In this context, it is grounded in women’s embodied experiences,
those that masculine entrepreneurship has long treated as private, emotional, niche, or
commercially peripheral. On the one hand, these experiences may continue to expose women
entrepreneurs to gendered dismissal and biased evaluation. On the other hand, because these
experiences are central to Femtech, they may also provide a basis for women entrepreneurs to
question the gendered evaluation practices that were not built to recognize them. The issue is
therefore not simply whether women can gain more favorable evaluation within existing
masculine expectations, but whether and how Femtech may create conditions in which women
entrepreneurs may reduce their dependence on gendered evaluation in masculine
entrepreneurship. This leads to the first research question:

RQ1. How do women entrepreneurs move beyond evaluative dependency in the context of
Femtech?

Under the pressure of gendered evaluation, women in entrepreneurship are often advised to
craft narratives that align with masculine entrepreneurship discourse (Diaz-Garcia & Welter,
2011; Hamilton, 2006). Thus, even though entrepreneurship research has long recognized the
role of narratives in constructing entrepreneurial identity, gaining legitimacy, and acquiring
resources (Berglund, 2015; Diaz-Garcia & Welter, 2013; Hamilton, 2006; Jones & Clifton,
2018; Lounsbury & Glynn, 2001), the masculine entrepreneurship discourse prefers stories of
rationality, control, resilience, heroic individualism, and disembodied competence. Thus,
women’s embodied experiences, which have long been categorized as gendered, are more
easily rendered inappropriate or irrelevant (Ahl, 2006b; Hamilton, 2013; Kasperovd &
Kitching, 2014). For women entrepreneurs, this means that their embodied experiences must
be managed through silence, softening, or accommodation to maintain entrepreneurial
legitimacy. In Femtech, however, these experiences cannot simply be hidden, as they are central
to why the ventures exist and to what they want to make visible. This makes narratives of
embodied experiences crucial for women in Femtech, but how they mobilize these narratives
is, thus, the focus of the second research question:

RQ2. How do women entrepreneurs mobilize narratives of embodied experiences to resist
the discourse of invulnerability in entrepreneurship?

Embodied experiences are made visible not only through stories but also through emotions.
Entrepreneurship research has increasingly acknowledged that emotions matter for opportunity



recognition, decision-making, risk, uncertainty, passion, and entrepreneurial identity. However,
emotions are often treated as internal psychological states (Cardon et al., 2012; Foo, 2011)
rather than as performances shaped by gendered expectations. From a feminist perspective,
emotions are not simply felt and then expressed; they are rendered acceptable or unacceptable
by norms that determine who may show which emotions, in which spaces, and with what
consequences (Ahmed, 2014; Butler, 2014). Accordingly, emotions closely associated with
masculine norms, such as confidence, optimism, passion, composure, and control, are more
appreciated, while care, grief, shame, anger, vulnerability, bodily discomfort, or emotional
exposure may be dismissed as excessive or unprofessional (Barrett & Bliss-Moreau, 2009).
This produces a double bind: women entrepreneurs may be penalized for expressing feminine-
coded emotions, yet also penalized for failing to meet gendered expectations for women as
warmth, care, and relationality (Balachandra et al., 2019; Eagly & Karau, 2002). Femtech
intensifies this tension because women entrepreneurial actors cannot simply suppress the
emotions that their ventures exist to make visible. On LinkedlIn, a professional platform enacted
by masculine norms of self-promotion, credibility, achievement, and controlled professional
identity (Van Dijck, 2013), this tension becomes especially visible. The third paper, therefore,
examines how women in Femtech navigate the double bind by making embodied, feminine-
coded emotions visible, receivable, and legitimate through multimodal emotional performance.
Accordingly, it asks the following question:

RQ3. How do women entrepreneurial actors in Femtech navigate the double-bind tension
through emotional performance on a masculine-enacted digital platform?

If all the above research questions raise awareness of the possibility of doing gender and
doing entrepreneurship differently within Femtech, these doings should not be understood only
through women’s position but also through how other actors are positioned in this context.
Thus, the fourth paper turns to male entrepreneurs in Femtech. Gender and entrepreneurship
research has repeatedly shown that women are marked as gendered, while men and masculinity
often remain unmarked and normalized (Hamilton, 2013; Hytti et al., 2023; Kelan, 2010a).
However, if gender is socially constructed and contextually produced, men cannot be
understood as outside gender. Femtech makes this especially visible. In the broader
entrepreneurial field, male entrepreneurs may still benefit from masculine assumptions of
technical authority, rationality, confidence, and entrepreneurial fit. However, in the context of
Femtech, this general entrepreneurial fit does not automatically translate into the advantage of
the male imperative. Male entrepreneurs in Femtech, therefore, face a tension: they may fit the
generic masculine image of the entrepreneur, yet remain disconnected from the embodied
experiences that make the context meaningful. Thus, they must struggle with gender tension in
this context. Examining this tension allows the thesis to show that gendered advantage is not
fixed but contextually contingent upon how gender, embodiment, and context interact. It is
grounded in the concept of authenticity, and the main argument is that authenticity is not simply
an inner quality that entrepreneurs possess; it is performed and granted in relation to the norms,
audiences, and meanings of a particular context (Lehman et al., 2019; Liu et al., 2015). This
leads to the fourth research question:



RQ4. How do male entrepreneurs in Femtech perform authenticity when they are
disconnected from the contexts foundational experience?

All four studies are empirical qualitative studies that examine how entrepreneurial actors do
gender and do entrepreneurship across different aspects of Femtech, whether through their
narratives, their emotional performance, or their construction of authenticity in this context.
Since the thesis is guided by the concepts of doing gender and doing entrepreneurship to
establish the possibility of doing otherwise, it examines the ongoing progress of how these
intertwined doings unfold. Empirical insights also aim to clarify what these cumulative
processes and practices may become when woven together.

1.4. Contributions in brief

First, this thesis contributes to gender and entrepreneurship research by conceptualizing
doing otherwise as a way to understand how doing gender and doing entrepreneurship unfold
differently in a feminine-coded context grounded in women’s embodied experiences. Rather
than treating women’s entrepreneurial practices mainly as adaptation to, negotiation with, or
resistance against masculine entrepreneurship norms, the thesis shows how alternative
practices can be organized around experiences that have often been positioned as private,
vulnerable, or peripheral to entrepreneurship (Ahl, 2006b; Bruni et al., 2004a; Marlow &
Martinez Dy, 2018). By doing so, the thesis specifies how dominant masculine norms are put
in tension across various alternative practices. In doing so, it shows how masculine norms
persist but are destabilized in a feminine-coded context.

Second, the thesis contributes to contextual entrepreneurship research by identifying
experiential foundation as an important dimension of context construction. Accordingly,
context is not treated only as a social, spatial, institutional, cultural, or historical setting in
which entrepreneurship takes place (Baker & Welter, 2020; Welter, 2011; Welter et al., 2019);
it is also shaped by the experiences that organize entrepreneurial practices. In Femtech,
women’s embodied experiences shape how actors interact, what knowledge is relevant, how
authenticity is constructed, and which emotions can be performed.

Third, it also contributes to the emerging Femtech entrepreneurship literature by
conceptualizing Femtech as a powerful gendered context that redirects and reconfigures
masculine norms within the context, and reduces women’s dependence on the broader
masculine entrepreneurship. Femtech redirects gendered entrepreneurship from within by
working through the tension between dominant masculine norms and women’s embodied
experiences instead of giving up or escaping from masculine entrepreneurship as earlier
women-centric communities (Roos, 2019; Stoker et al., 2025). This positions Femtech
entrepreneurship as a theoretically important field for understanding how entrepreneurship may
be done otherwise within, rather than apart from, gendered entrepreneurial structures.

1.5. Structure of the thesis

The remainder of the thesis is organized as follows. Chapter 2 develops the theoretical
framework by reviewing gender and entrepreneurship research and by positioning the thesis
around doing gender, doing entrepreneurship, and establishing the understanding of doing
otherwise. Chapter 3 discusses my ontological and epistemological perspectives, as well as my



methodological choices. Next, I discuss research quality and ethical considerations,
emphasizing the role of reflexivity and the “ethics as a process” approach in this thesis. Chapter
4 summarizes the four appended papers and explains how they examine different analytical
angles of the same phenomenon. Chapter 5 discusses the emerging themes that address the
overall aim of this thesis, drawing on insights from the four studies, and Chapter 6 discusses
practical implications and how entrepreneurship may be pursued differently, taking
heterogeneity, multiplicity, and diversity seriously.



II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
2.1 The making of masculine-coded entrepreneurship

This section discusses how entrepreneurship is not naturally masculine but has historically,

discursively, and institutionally been made masculine. Specifically, how entrepreneurship is
theorized and evaluated rests on masculine-coded assumptions, so some entrepreneurial
subjects, practices, and forms of knowledge are deemed more legitimate than others. These
research streams are influenced by the ideal of the masculine entrepreneur and dominant
masculine discourse. This, in turn, shapes the norms against which entrepreneurial practices
are evaluated.

Across various traditions, entrepreneurship scholars have continually debated what
entrepreneurship is, who entrepreneurs are, and which conditions enable entrepreneurial action
(Gartner, 1988; Kuratko & Covin, 2025; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000), which gradually shape
what is recognized as entrepreneurial knowledge, which actors are treated as legitimate
entrepreneurs, and which practices and experiences become visible within the field. In this sense,
entrepreneurship research can be seen as a process through which categories, vocabularies, and
expectations are produced (and reproduced), and particular qualities and practices are favored
over others. On the contrary, other non-standard experiences or practices may be seen as
irrelevant.

This can be seen across the main influential entrepreneurship research streams. Specifically,
early research on entrepreneurial trait approaches sought to identify the personal characteristics
that characterize an entrepreneur, emphasizing qualities such as achievement motivation, risk-
taking, confidence, creativity, initiative, and competitiveness (Hoenaday et al., 1971,
McClelland, 1976). Later behavioral perspectives shifted attention from who entrepreneurs are
to what entrepreneurs do, arguing that entrepreneurship should be understood through actions,
behaviors, and processes rather than fixed personality traits (Bird, 1989; Gartner, 1988). The
next wave of opportunity-based approaches further redirected the field toward the discovery,
recognition, evaluation, and exploitation of opportunities, often emphasizing the role of prior
knowledge, alertness, cognition, and market or technological expertise (Baron, 2006; Lumpkin
& Lichtenstein, 2005; Shane, 2000; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000). Institutional
entrepreneurship, in turn, focuses on actors who can mobilize resources, networks, legitimacy,
and institutional position to transform fields, norms, and practices (Battilana, 2006; Battilana et
al., 2009; Greenwood & Suddaby, 2006; Hardy & Maguire, 2017). This literature emphasizes
the possibility of structural changes in individuals and individuals’ agential power; however, it
rests on individuals with privileged access to resources and networks, thus deepening the divide
among power, gender, and structure, since women are not typically these privileged actors.

Although these traditions differ in their focus, they share a pattern: each produces a template or
bullet-point list of what entrepreneurs and entrepreneurship are expected to look like. Together,
they established and strengthened masculine norms in entrepreneurship. As a result,
entrepreneurship becomes organized around a narrow set of recognizable qualities and practices,
promoting specific types of experiences that align with this set, while those that fall outside, such
as those related to embodiment, relationality, and vulnerability, are undervalued.
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In response, feminist entrepreneurship emerged, and it has long critiqued the deeply
gendered nature of entrepreneurship (Ahl, 2006a; Essers et al., 2025; Marlow et al., 2009).
Scholars point out that entrepreneurship discourse functions ideologically, reproducing
individualistic, market-oriented, ethnocentric, and gender-biased assumptions about
entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial action (Ogbor, 2000). Furthermore, entrepreneurship
research has often portrayed women as secondary to men and women’s businesses as less
significant, despite claiming to study entrepreneurship objectively (Ahl, 2004, 2006). Thus,
women receive overattention as gendered subjects who must compensate for their lack in many
ways, whether through negotiating their identities (Diaz-Garcia & Welter, 2013; Marlow &
Mcadam, 2015; Swail & Marlow, 2018), proving their legitimacy (Arshed et al., 2019; Essers
et al., 2025), or managing to conceal or negotiate different natural aspects of womanhood
(Jones & Clifton, 2018; Lewis, 2006). In this way, entrepreneurship becomes gendered not only
because women are marked differently, but because the very criteria of entrepreneurial
legitimacy have been built around a masculine ideal.

These criteria are clearly evident in different entrepreneurial practices, such as funding,
pitching, or legitimacy work. Accordingly, while seeking resources, entrepreneurs are expected
to demonstrate scalability, growth potential, confidence, credibility, and fit with field
expectations (Aldrich & Ruef, 2018; Swail & Marlow, 2018). This is because investors often
base their assessments on gendered assumptions when assessing entrepreneurs’ potential; for
example, they use gender-stereotyped language when evaluating men and women
entrepreneurs (Kanze et al., 2018a; Malmstrom et al., 2017). Such studies demonstrate that the
masculine expectations become consequential in practice: they shape what investors ask, what
they expect to hear, and whose experiences are seen as ‘relevant’ and whose entrepreneurial
potential is more appreciated.

The making of gendered entrepreneurship, therefore, operates through a reinforcing relation
between discourse and practice. In other words, what has been done in entrepreneurship
research has constantly reproduced women as secondary to men and women-owned businesses
as less significant, even when claiming to study entrepreneurship objectively (Ahl, 2004, 2006;
Bruni et al., 2004). The problem is not only that women are treated unequally in
entrepreneurship, but that what has been repeated over time in the discourse becomes
‘guidance’ through which entrepreneurs present or position themselves, learn how their
ventures are evaluated, and guide their entrepreneurial practices to fit within these criteria (Ahl,
2002; Bruni et al., 2004c¢). In other words, masculine norms become “rules of the game” that
structure what is intelligible and legitimate within entrepreneurship (Boddington, 2024).

Gradually, gender in entrepreneurship research has often been narrowly equated with
“women” (Kelan, 2010b). This obscures masculinity, rendering it invisible, while
simultaneously reinforcing and reproducing masculine norms, while victimizing women (Bruni
et al., 2004c). Accordingly, women’s entrepreneurship implicitly positions men as the default
or central role (Hytti et al., 2023), relegating women as “others” through gender critiques. More
importantly, it also assumes that men’s experiences are the natural ground of entrepreneurial
practices. These experiences often align with the ideal of disembodied entrepreneurs who
detach from bodily or relational dependence (Doshi et al., 2025; Kasperova & Kitching, 2014;
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McAdam et al., 2019; Oliveira et al., 2024), whose bodies, vulnerability, and emotional
exposure are irrelevant and need not be explained. By contrast, women’s experiences in
general, and women’s embodied experiences in particular, are seen as private and emotional,
and fall outside the scope of masculine entrepreneurship. In this sense, men’s experiences
remain unmarked and universalized, while women’s embodied experiences become visible as
difference. Taken together, all of these reveal a gender bias in the making of gendered
entrepreneurship. To understand how such gendered entrepreneurship persists, it is necessary
to move from the making of entrepreneurship to the enactment and persistence of gendered
entrepreneurship in everyday practices, which is the focus of the next section.

2.2.  The gendering of entrepreneurship

This section discusses how gendered entrepreneurship is enacted in everyday practice through
the intertwining of doing gender and doing entrepreneurship. It first develops an understanding
of gender as an ongoing accomplishment that is constrained by norms but also open to
possibilities for change. It then turns to how doing gender and doing entrepreneurship are
enacted in masculinized contexts, where the intertwined doings may be done differently, but are
interpreted through masculine-coded expectations.

2.2.1. Gender as doing: constraint and possibility

In this research, gender is seen from a social constructionist perspective, in which “Gender
is not simply an aspect of what one is, it is something that one does, and does recurrently in
interaction with others” (West & Zimmerman, 1987a, p. 140). Thus, it is understood as an
ongoing accomplishment through interactions that are embedded in everyday life and being
renegotiated (Mavin & Grandy, 2012; West & Zimmerman, 1987b). In so doing, gender is
studied in a way that helps explore how reality is constructed as an ongoing process rather than
“uncovering” what reality is (P. Berger & Luckmann, 1966a). Accordingly, the concept of
gender here highlights that masculinity and femininity are not fixed but rather flexible and vary
across time, place, and space (Nentwich & Kelan, 2014; West & Zimmerman, 1987b). It is also
suggested in feminist theories that we need new languages based on verb forms to capture how
inequality is “done” (Bacchi, 2017) and show that gender is done in interactions (Gherardi,
1994). Therefore, gender scholars have used various terms to represent gender dynamics and
emphasize the interactions, such as doing gender, gendering, performing, asserting, narrating,
mobilizing, and maneuvering (Martin, 2003). Accordingly, this research turns to the approach
of doing gender (Anggérd, 2005; Kelan, 2018; Pilgeram, 2007; West & Zimmerman, 1987,
2009). The expression “doing gender” refers to interactional practices that seek to define
particular aspects as expressions of masculine and feminine natures (West & Zimmerman,
1987b), and it must be examined from the perspective of everyday interactions (Bruni et al.,
2004b).

From this perspective, doing gender is a process in which constraint and possibility coexist.
Since doing gender is an ongoing accomplishment produced through situated social
interactions, actors do gender because their enactment is continuously interpreted and held
accountable in relation to normative expectations attached to sex category (West &
Zimmerman, 1987a). In this sense, doing gender is constraining because everyday interactions
make gender normatively accountable, in which some behaviors are seen as appropriate while
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others are seen as risky or excessive. For example, women are often expected to be caring,
modest, relational, warm, emotionally available, and not too aggressive, while men are
expected to be confident, rational, assertive, and controlled (Ahl, 2004). People may act
differently, but their actions will still be interpreted through available gendered expectations.

Many feminist scholars have built on this concept by adding the possibilities of “undoing
gender” (Connell, 2010; Deutsch, 2007a; Kelan, 2010b) and “redoing gender” (Connell, 2010)
(i.e., redefining qualities associated with femininity or masculinity). These views have been
incorporated in entrepreneurship to explain how entrepreneurs do and redo gender; for
example, Garcia and Welter (2011) suggest that doing gender refers to women applying
culturally available practices, while redoing gender refers to women challenging gender
differences. This later work suggests that since gender is continuously accomplished in
practice, it can also be unsettled, undone, or redone. For example, Deutsch (2007b)’s notion of
‘undoing gender’ shifts the attention from how interaction reproduces gender difference to
when and how interactions become gendered or interrupt gender inequality. In sum, doing
gender asserts that these gendering practices are neither fully fixed nor freely enacted. It is done
under constraint, but because it is continually accomplished through practices, it can also be
negotiated or challenged, thereby creating possibilities for change.

2.2.2. Doing gender and doing entrepreneurship in masculinized contexts

Aligning with the understanding of gender as accomplished through everyday interactions
(West & Zimmerman, 1987a), this thesis views entrepreneurship and gender as intertwined
processes that are enacted through everyday practices and interactions (Bruni et al., 2004a; Le
Loarne — Lemaire et al., 2024). It does not mean that entrepreneurship is first made, then later
gendered. Instead, it emphasizes that entrepreneurship is constructed as a gendered domain
through repeated doing gender and doing entrepreneurship. In this respect, the practices
through which entrepreneurship is done are also the practices through which gender is done,
and vice versa (Bruni et al., 2004a). These intertwined doings constitute a set of social practices
through which relations between men and women, and between masculinity and femininity,
are produced and maintained (Bruni et al., 2004a). In entrepreneurship research, this
development is important because entrepreneurial practices may reproduce masculine norms,
but they may also maintain, change, or transgress gendered norms as actors do gender and do
entrepreneurship differently across situated contexts.

From this perspective, doing entrepreneurship is always a gendered practice. Thus,
entrepreneurial activities such as gaining legitimacy, seeking funding, crafting narratives, or
engaging in identity work are not gender-neutral. These practices are enacted as situated
practices, emphasizing how the flexibility of doing gender and doing entrepreneurship varies
across contexts, as Bruni et al. (2004a) explain that through these practices, gendered identity
is “kept, changed, and transgressed by constantly sliding between different symbolic spaces”
(p. 406). This means people position themselves and others within situated interactions and
discourse; thus, these practices are 1) relational rather than individual, 2) situated in specific
organizational and social contexts, and 3) continuously accomplished through everyday
practices (Bruni et al., 2004a).
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This shows that these practices are not only flexible across situated contexts, but also that
both men and women are gendered subjects in entrepreneurship. However, women have
become highly visible as gendered subjects compared to men because of the figure of ideal
entrepreneurs and masculine stereotypes in entrepreneurship. Entering the entrepreneurial
sphere is already seen as a way of doing gender differently for women, given the clash between
entrepreneurial norms and gender expectations for women (Ahl, 2004; Gupta et al., 2009). As
a result, women are positioned as those who must explain, negotiate, or justify themselves
(Jennings & Brush, 2013; Lifian et al., 2020). Moreover, even existing studies call for
interrogating entrepreneurship and the complexity of gendered performances across various
entrepreneurial contexts (Al-Dajani & Marlow, 2013a); most contexts in existing empirical
studies are masculinized contexts. By masculinized contexts, this research indicates the
entrepreneurial contexts that have been made masculine over time through repeated discourses,
practices, masculine expectations, and taken-for-granted gendered assumptions. It indicates
that there is an underlying process that makes such contexts masculinized, not naturally or
inherently masculine (as if “masculine context” were a thing).

Within such contexts, women are symbolically minoritized because of the dominant
masculine norms and gendered structures, thus their entrepreneurial practices are often
individualized, whether by performing identity or legitimacy work (Chasserio et al., 2014;
Marlow & Mcadam, 2015; Swail & Marlow, 2018), managing femininity (Adikaram & Razik,
2022), rendering gender less visible (Jones & Clifton, 2018), or balancing competing
expectations between the discourse of womanhood and entrepreneurship. As Berglund et al.,
(2023) describe, women are positioned as gendered exceptions in a masculine field as “a lonely
individual who swims upstream” (p. 184). Postfeminist discourse compounds this by
suggesting that women treat the misfit as a personal responsibility, promoting a resilient, self-
disciplined “entrepreneurial self” through self-improvement rather than challenging the norms
(Ahl & Marlow, 2021; Berglund et al., 2018; Foss et al., 2019), so that each woman is held
responsible for her own lack of fit (Markowska et al., 2023).

In other words, in masculinized contexts, masculine expectations become embedded in
structures that automatically guide entrepreneurs to fit, thus implicitly asking them to adapt
rather than explicitly excluding them. Accordingly, women’s ways of doing gender and
entrepreneurship are judged against non-neutral expectations, even when they are presented as
such. For example, Marlow and Mcadam (2015) show that incubation does not merely support
early-stage ventures but also functions as a gendered induction process that encourages women
to reproduce masculinized norms to gain legitimacy. It is common that entrepreneurs are
advised not to engage with feminine behaviors when pitching (Balachandra et al., 2019) or that
gendered pitching practices are co-constructed backstage that encourage women to be more
confident, bold, and charismatic, which are associated with masculinity (Duong et al., 2024).
Masculine behavior is seen as more effective in pitching, though overly masculine language
can backfire for women (Balachandra et al., 2021). In many cases, even when women
deliberately adopt a feminized entrepreneurial identity, they still draw on a contrasting
masculine discourse (Lewis, 2013).
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Despite such structural constraints, instead of a single expected response from women that
requires them to conform to masculine norms, women may depart from or redefine the
expectations placed on them as women in entrepreneurship (Bruni et al., 2004a). Scholars
increasingly emphasize the variety of women’s responses, whether to adopt, reject, or modify
entrepreneurial practices in different contexts and identities (Le Loarne — Lemaire et al., 2024).
For example, identity work research shows that women may downplay gender by presenting
themselves simply as entrepreneurs rather than ‘women entrepreneurs’ (Lewis, 20006),
intentionally perform qualities that are recognized as entrepreneurial, switching identities
across situations (Chasserio et al., 2014), or challenging gendered expectations strategically
(Arshed et al., 2022; Essers & Benschop, 2007; Stead, 2017). Other studies show women
negotiating between femininity and masculinity, drawing selectively on care, relationality,
professionalism, or authority depending on audience and context (Diaz-Garcia & Welter, 2011;
Yousafzai et al., 2024). Women may also mobilize narratives of women’s experiences
strategically rather than simply concealing them (Karazi-Presler & Wasserman, 2024; Le
Loarne — Lemaire et al., 2024).

This shows that women are not only increasingly active in doing gender differently but also
strategically moving between doing gender and doing entrepreneurship. These studies
demonstrate that the possibility and tendency to do otherwise exist even in contexts where
masculine norms are strong. However, in these masculinized contexts, such doings are often
enacted under conditions that make them difficult and risky, hindering their potential to become
structural or normative change (Boddington, 2024; Vof3 & Ettl, 2025). Thus, existing literature
has provided much about how women do gender and do entrepreneurship in masculinized
contexts, and how they navigate, negotiate, resist, or redo gender where dominant
entrepreneurial norms remain largely intact. Less is known about how these intertwined doings
unfold differently in unconventional contexts where masculine norms are unsettled, or men’s
experiences are not foundational. The next section discusses the possibilities of how these
doings may unfold in a context that is grounded in women’s experiences, those that have long
been seen as private and as women'’s responsibility to conceal or deal with individually rather
than entrepreneurially.

2.3. Femtech and the possibilities of doing otherwise

As discussed in 2.2.1, from a doing gender perspective, norms are reproduced through
actors’ situated social interactions, but also allow possibilities for doing otherwise, whether
through redo/undo gender. Even without a specific gender focus, existing entrepreneurship
research has initially suggested different possibilities for doing otherwise. For example, Calas
and Bourne (2009) call for reframing entrepreneurship beyond positive economic activity
toward social change, while other scholars introduce the notion of entrepreneuring as
emancipation through which entrepreneurial actions go beyond creating new ideas, new things,
new institutions, new markets, to “a new set of possibilities for the entrepreneuring individual
or group and/or other actors in the environment” (Rindova et al., 2009, p. 478). Gender and
entrepreneurship research resonates with this call through studies of marginalized women’s
entrepreneurship, which show that home-based enterprises, traditional craft, care
responsibilities, migration, religion, and community knowledge can become socio-politically

15



meaningful grounds for entrepreneurial action rather than merely private constraints (Al-Dajani
& Marlow, 2013b; Duberley & Carrigan, 2013; Essers & Benschop, 2007).

Scholars suggest that since entrepreneurship can be both emancipatory and oppressive, the
otherwise cannot be assumed as progressive but must be examined in relation to the constraints,
exclusions, and power relations it seeks to disturb (Verduijn & and Essers, 2013). Doing
otherwise is therefore not possible to be a total departure from dominant norms, nor a simple
replacement of masculine dominance with feminine dominance. It refers to situated practices
that may disturb or redefine the norms guiding entrepreneurial practice.

Such disturbances have been initiated by women entrepreneurs, as discussed earlier in
section 2.2.2, when they endeavor to do gender and entrepreneurship differently, even in
masculinized contexts. Specifically, women may authorize alternative entrepreneurial
identities to challenge the assumption that entrepreneurial subjectivity must be organized
around masculine-coded ideals (Essers & Benschop, 2007; Stead, 2017). Motherhood has also
been mobilized as a way to challenge entrepreneurial identity, where women draw on the
experience of being mothers, having children, to construct opportunities and effective ways of
working, even though such identities may also reproduce gendered expectations if they remain
tied to postfeminist ideals of individual balance and responsibility (Duberley & Carrigan, 2013;
Ekinsmyth, 2014; Lewis et al., 2021; Richomme-Huet et al., 2013). Second, women are also
involved in doing otherwise by creating alternative spaces, whether as women-only networks,
communities, and support structures that provide solidarity, role models, and opportunities to
question masculine entrepreneurship discourse (Merino & Duchemin, 2022; Roos, 2019;
Villeseche & Josserand, 2017). However, these spaces are ambivalent: they may enable women
to build relationships and challenge gender structures when embedded in local contexts, but
they may also reproduce marginalization when they become gendered niches disconnected
from wider entrepreneurial structures (Huggins & Thompson, 2020; Stoker et al., 2025).

Placing greater emphasis on contextual possibility, the recent contextual turn in
entrepreneurship challenges the field’s excessive focus on growth-oriented, technology-driven,
and heroic entrepreneurship (Baker & Welter, 2020; Welter, 2011; Welter et al., 2017),
implicitly suggesting that doing otherwise may expand what is considered ‘entrepreneurial’.
Existing literature emphasizes that entrepreneurship may vary across historical, spatial,
institutional, social, and cultural contexts, and these dimensions, in turn, shape who becomes
involved, what activities are entrepreneurial, and which outcomes are valued (Baker & Welter,
2020; Welter et al., 2019). Doing otherwise may, thus, involve making visible those
unconventional contexts and experiences grounded in contexts long treated as marginal.
Accordingly, the otherwise concerns not only different actors but also different contexts and
experiences, which may enable alternatives in entrepreneurship.

Taken together, existing studies suggest that doing otherwise in entrepreneurship can take
various forms: reframing entrepreneurship’s purpose, expanding who and what experiences
count as entrepreneurial, authoring alternative identities, creating alternative spaces, or making
marginal knowledge and practices recognized as entrepreneurially relevant. However, the
current ‘doing otherwise’, whether in various individualized responses or in women-centric
communities that withdraw from masculine structures, rarely leads to significant changes that
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reduce structural barriers to women and other marginalized actors. Since norms and structures
are mutually reinforcing and embedded in masculine structures, alternatives are difficult to
achieve (Markowska et al., 2023). Doing otherwise, thus, tends to remain an isolated effort
rather than something that holds or accumulates, which calls for a context in which the excluded
is not marginal but foundational.

Accordingly, Femtech is not just empirically interesting but theoretically significant. It
gathers these possibilities into a context where women’s embodied experiences are
foundational. Femtech places masculine norms in tension with experiences that have often been
treated as private, taboo, vulnerable, or inappropriate for public entrepreneurial discourse.
Recent studies on Femtech entrepreneurship confirm that stigmatized experiences in this
context can generate entrepreneurial opportunities (Ruebottom & Toubiana, 2021), prompting
disruptive strategies of normalization and moralization (Werner et al., 2024a). Most
importantly, the context questions the taken-for-granted assumption about men’s imperative
because men’s experiences and the fact that men outnumber women is no longer the case in
Femtech (Milanov et al., 2026b). These studies suggest that women’s embodied experiences
are not merely individual experiences that women must manage to conceal, but, under certain
conditions, may become a new ground for entrepreneurship.

On the one hand, Femtech remains embedded in broader entrepreneurial structures and is
inevitably influenced by masculine entrepreneurship. On the other hand, it centers on women’s
embodied experiences, which have often been silenced or stigmatized in entrepreneurship
discourse. In many masculinized contexts, feminine-coded experiences and their vulnerability
may need to be contained in order to appear entrepreneurial. In Femtech, these experiences are
harder to exclude because they are central to various aspects of venture creation and
development. Doing otherwise in this thesis shifts the focus from how women deviate
individually within a masculinized context to how women’s doing gender and doing
entrepreneurship unfold in a feminine-coded context.

2.4. Concluding remarks

This chapter develops the theoretical ground for examining how women do gender and
entrepreneurship in the Femtech context, and how these intertwined doings may challenge and
potentially reconfigure masculine norms. It begins by showing that entrepreneurship has not
become naturally associated with masculinity, but rather has been shaped by historically
repeated discourses and practices that privilege the ideal masculine entrepreneur. It then
develops an understanding of gender as doing: gender as an ongoing, situated, and interactional
accomplishment for which people are held accountable to socially available expectations of
masculinity and femininity. It is constrained by norms but may also enable negotiation,
modification, and challenge to gendered expectations.

Building on this understanding, the chapter positioned gender and entrepreneurship as
intertwined social practices. Existing research on gender and entrepreneurship has shown that
women actively navigate this intertwinement through identity work, legitimacy work, or
strategic movement across audiences and contexts. However, in masculinized contexts, these
doings are often interpreted through masculine expectations. In this case, women can do
otherwise, but their alternatives hardly lead to meaningful change in the conditions that
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suppress them in entrepreneurship. This is where Femtech becomes theoretically significant. It
represents a context of normative tension: it remains connected to broader entrepreneurial
structures while also centering women’s embodied experiences. This makes Femtech a fruitful
context for examining how intertwined doings unfold and how they may potentially challenge
or redefine masculine norms.
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III. METHODOLOGY

This chapter outlines my position as a social science researcher, my philosophical
perspectives, and how these perspectives support my understanding of the main concepts of
this thesis: gender, entrepreneurship, and context. More specifically, doing gender and doing
entrepreneurship in an unconventional context outside of masculinized ones. Most importantly,
it also explains why I use specific methods to address each research question. Accordingly, the
general assumption underlying this research is that the world is socially constructed (Berger &
Luckmann, 1966b); in which I understand entrepreneurship as a constantly changing process
that involves actions and processes that go beyond creating wealth to reconfigure or reframe
existing social, institutional, and cultural structures (Rindova et al., 2009; Steyaert, 2007).
Thus, it is a diverse phenomenon that changes through interactions and over time (Lindgren &
Packendorff, 2009a). As presented in the theoretical framework, the thesis aims to examine
how doing gender and doing entrepreneurship unfold in a feminine-coded context, thereby
enabling possibilities for doing otherwise. These dimensions are pillars that guide me to
employ specific methods for each appended paper to address different angles of the same
phenomenon. In the following sections, I will present my research approach and choices,
starting with ontological and epistemological perspectives, and then the research method. Then
I will present the research setting, data collection, and data analysis, and finally discuss research
quality and ethical considerations.

3.1.  Ontological and epistemological positions

As Marsh and Furlong (2002) indicate, ontological and epistemological positions should
consistently reflect the researcher’s beliefs about the nature of reality (ontology), what we know
about the world, and how we can know it (epistemology). These are not like a “sweater” that
can be put on and taken off randomly, but are instead considered “skin” (Marsh & Furlong,
2002). Therefore, ontological and epistemological positions can be traced back to researchers’
backgrounds, experiences, and even their faith and beliefs (religion), thereby influencing their
outlook on the world and the methods they use to acquire knowledge.

Reflecting on that, my ontological position is a constructionist ontology. I assume that social
reality is not fixed, neutral, or naturally given, but is produced and reproduced through
narratives, interactions, practices, and institutionalized meanings (Berger & Luckmann, 1966b;
Burr, 2015; Morgan & Smircich, 1980a). This position is well-suited to a thesis examining
gender and entrepreneurship as social phenomena, as it allows me to study how meanings,
norms, and context are constructed through what actors say, do, and perform. From this
position, gender is not treated as a fixed attribute that individuals possess, but as something
accomplished through repeated social practices and interactions (West & Zimmerman, 1987a).
Similarly, entrepreneurship is not treated as universal with a fixed meaning. Rather, it is
understood as a socially constructed and situated process that becomes meaningful through
interaction, discourse, and practice (Lindgren & Packendorff, 2009b; Steyaert, 2007). This
means that what counts as entrepreneurial, legitimate, or authentic is not fixed but is examined
as something constantly constructed within a particular context.

This ontology aligns with the thesis’s focus: both the turn to an unconventional context that
diverts from commonly studied masculinized contexts, how doing gender and doing
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entrepreneurship unfold together in such a context, and how these intertwined doings enable
possibilities for doing otherwise. In this study, Femtech is not approached merely as a random
emerging sector or empirical background. It is understood as a socially constructed context that
may allow actors to enact alternative practices grounded in women’s embodied experiences. A
constructionist ontology therefore supports the thesis’s attention to the mutual constitution of
intertwined doings and context. Additionally, this ontological position also supports the thesis’s
understanding of masculine norms in entrepreneurship. Masculine norms are not treated as
fixed in entrepreneurship, but as socially produced expectations that gain authority through
repeated actions and interactions (Ahl, 2002; Bruni et al., 2004a; Hamilton, 2013). Because
these norms are constructed, they can also be questioned, redirected, and reconfigured. This is
central to the thesis’s argument: doing otherwise is not understood as a complete break from
existing structures, but as a situated process through which actors make alternative
entrepreneurial practices possible within an ongoing gendered context.

With the belief that the world cannot be known as it is but rather as a series of multiple
socially constructed realities (Sandu & Usurelu, 2012) in which social actors construct social
realities through language and communication (Burr & Mackay, 1997), and that social
phenomena are themselves products of human knowledge (Blundel, 2007), my epistemological
position is accordingly a social constructionist approach (Ahl, 2002; Morgan & Smircich,
1980b). Social constructionism considers that the subject and object are interdependent, in
which “people give meaning to their own experiences through constant interaction with the
environment” (Van der Haar, 2002, p. 26, as cited in Cojocaru et al., 2012). This perspective
emphasizes a relational style of thinking; it does not aim to specify objective and subjective
knowledge but rather to articulate relational realities as socially constructed in language and
other forms of interaction (Van Der Haar & Hosking, 2004). Several scholars refer to it as
“intersubjective social realities” (Cunliffe, 2008; Shotter, 2019). Man and reality are
inseparable; thoughts and actions are therefore the results of an ongoing process of interactions
and interpretation between entrepreneurs (Lindgren & Packendorff, 2009a).

Following this, I contend the world is socially or discursively constructed (Marsh &
Furlong, 2002), and knowledge is formed by social processes (Berger & Luckmann, 1966), in
which perceptions and experience are not a direct reflection of the world in which I live but the
products of active construction (Chen et al., 2011). A social constructionist perspective on
entrepreneurship holds that it is constructed through social interaction among individuals, and
the researcher’s responsibility is to enhance our understanding of these interactions (Lindgren
& Packendorff, 2009a; Steyaert, 1997). Using a social constructionist perspective is considered
to enhance the quality of research by bringing new and/or neglected phenomena to light
(Lindgren & Packendorff, 2009a) because it acknowledges multiple manifestations, elucidates
interaction processes, and explains complexity (Lindgren & Packendorff, 2009¢). Furthermore,
a social constructionist view of entrepreneurship is also in line with the understanding of the
process of becoming (Chia, 2016; Steyaert, 1997), including the possibility of doing otherwise
in this research. This epistemological approach is thoroughly shown in my research in the way
I view all the main concepts from a social constructionist perspective, such as gender as a social
construction (Lindgren & Packendorff, 2009a; West & Zimmerman, 1987b) in which
entrepreneurship is acknowledged as a future possibility for entrepreneurs of any gender, and
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I aim to capture the fluid, processual and contextual aspects of doing gender and doing
entrepreneurship with a concern about how this process evolves over time and context.

If gender, entrepreneurship, and context are understood as socially constructed, then
knowledge about them is produced by interpreting the meanings and practices through which
actors construct their social realities. The purpose of the research is therefore not to discover
an objective entrepreneurial reality independent of context, but to understand how
entrepreneurial actors construct, negotiate, and perform entrepreneurship in relation to
gendered norms. This philosophical position underpins the thesis’s qualitative approach.
Across the four appended papers, different qualitative methods are used to examine different
angles of the same phenomenon, including the whole processes and practices through actors’
actions and interactions, narratives, emotional performances, and authenticity claims, rather
than treating the papers as separate steps in a chronological sequence. The next section explains
this qualitative approach and the methodological choices in greater detail.

3.2. A qualitative approach to research

This thesis employs a qualitative research approach to examine an emerging and
theoretically underdeveloped phenomenon. There are reasons why the qualitative approach is
suitable for this research: first, it aligns with its purpose of exploring constructs that are difficult
to identify (Edmondson & McManus, 2007) and hard-to-measure entrepreneurial phenomena
(Van Burg et al., 2022a). This was necessary because the thesis examines a complex and
emerging phenomenon. Second, it allows researchers to develop a close understanding of
actors’ doings and to build concepts from empirical complexity rather than forcing the
phenomenon into a predetermined theoretical frame (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018a; Gioia et al.,
2013). Third, a qualitative approach is suitable for developing theories of emerging phenomena
that address the “how” question in depth, thereby contributing to theoretical development (Van
Burg et al., 2022a; Zahra, 2007). Fourth, qualitative research can “provide thick, detailed
descriptions of actual actions in real-life contexts” (Rynes & Gephart, 2004). The pluralization
of entrepreneurs’ experiences regarding gender differences has resulted from qualitative
methods (Neergaard & Ulhei, 2007). Lastly, although gender researchers do not prioritize or
prefer any particular research method, most have historically employed a qualitative approach
(May & Perry, 2015).

The design also responds to calls in entrepreneurship and gender research for more
methodologically plural and context-sensitive qualitative inquiry. Van Burg et al., (2022a)
argue that qualitative entrepreneurship research can make strong theoretical contributions when
it uses a plurality of methods that fit the phenomenon under study. Similarly, Henry et al.,
(2016a) call for gender and entrepreneurship research to move beyond narrow male/female
comparisons and engage more deeply with qualitative, feminist, discursive, and context-
sensitive methods.

21



3.2.1. Data collection

Though the Femtech phenomenon was relatively new when this research project started, it
had emerged over several years. Given the exploratory nature of phenomenon-driven research,
exploratory interviews and ethnographic observations were conducted first. This helps me
define the boundaries of the phenomenon with some precision and clarify its uniqueness, as
suggested by Zahra (2007) when exploring a new phenomenon with little or unknown
theoretical foundation.

The setting for my study is the emerging European Femtech ecosystem, with various actors,
including founders, investors, inventors, Femtech supporters, doctors, scientists, etc., in
European countries. The sector currently encompasses around 1,200 companies, with a
significant majority of female founders. Between 2017 and 2022, over 60 percent of Femtech
startups were established, accompanied by a substantial influx of new women entrepreneurs
(Gray, 2024). 85 percent of Femtech ventures have at least one woman as a (co) founder
(UNICEF Office of Innovation, 2025). Based on the regional distribution of Femtech
companies, North America accounts for nearly 55% of the total, while Europe comes in second
with 25%. Among European countries, Sweden ranks among the top six for Femtech startups
(the other five are Switzerland, the UK, Poland, Austria, and Hungary). The entrepreneurs and
involved actors in this study are from the most attractive markets for Femtech in Europe,
including Sweden, Switzerland, the UK, Barcelona, Berlin, and France.

Additionally, to gain a better understanding of Femtech, I first collected retrospective data
tracing its history, beginning in December 2021. I collected an extensive set of archival data
from newspapers, trade journals, press releases, blogs, newsletters, videos, podcasts, and
LinkedIn posts, among others. Paying close attention to the empirical context enabled me to
learn who the actors in Femtech are, whom they interact with, and for what purposes. To
enhance data credibility, a variety of data sources were used, including primary interviews,
informal conversations, ethnographic observations, documents, audio-visual materials, and
other archival records. Below, I will present each type of data source used in this thesis in more
detail.

Primary interviews. Semi-structured interviews were conducted since they provide
researchers with flexibility to explore participants’ experiences in depth while maintaining the
research focus (Bell et al., 2019). This approach is also suitable for the exploratory purpose of
an emerging phenomenon, allowing themes to emerge while maintaining a consistent structure
across interviews (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009). Moreover, it gives researchers more
opportunities to be visible as knowledge-producing participants in the process, in which they
make flexible decisions about what to focus on more or less (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018Db).
Meanwhile, it enables participants to articulate their actions and interactions in depth (Gioia et
al., 2013). The total number of primary interviews for this research is 65 semi-structured
interviews with a diverse range of Femtech actors: 45 entrepreneurs, 9 investors, 6 accelerator
founders or managers, and 5 Femtech advisors or startup leads at Femtech organizations, over
a period of 20 months.

I was introduced to a women-in-tech organization in Sweden, whose founders advocate for
advancing women in tech and investing in women’s ventures. They also expressed early interest
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in supporting Femtech ventures. Through which I began conducting both observations and
initial interviews over two years. Using purposive sampling (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) for the
first round of data collection, I also began searching for active Femtech entrepreneurs in
Sweden on LinkedIn and in Swedish tech news (such as Swedish Tech Weekly, the Sifted
newsletter, PitchBook, and the EdX Team). I contacted them and conducted interviews with 27
Swedish entrepreneurs, five investors, and four accelerator founders (in the first phase of data
collection). The first round of collecting primary data through interviews took place from
August 2022 to January 2023. Using snowball sampling (Heckathorn, 1997), I gathered
information from these interviews about the actors and organizations these participants
interacted with and included them as subsequent interviewees. These circles reveal that
Femtech entrepreneurs did not limit their interactions to their own geographies, leading to
interviews and observations with participants across Europe. These referrals and observations
led to 29 additional interviews, specifically 18 entrepreneurs, 4 investors, 2 accelerator
managers, and 5 Femtech advisors in Switzerland, France, Poland, Austria, Spain, and Berlin.
These additional interviews were collected from March 2023 to April 2024. The interviews
lasted between 45 and 90 minutes, with an average duration of 67 minutes. All interviews were
recorded and transcribed. To maintain a rigorous record of collected data, I created a log of
data collection activities, including key information for each data entry and the reasons for any
additional data collection (e.g., source, location, duration, analysis purpose), as suggested by
Creswell and Miller (2000).

The interview guide was carefully designed to capture the participants’ actions and
interactions since they started their Femtech businesses. The primary focus of the interviews
was to ask participants to describe their journeys into Femtech, the support they received,
whom they interacted with, and how they differentiated their approaches from any earlier
businesses they had undertaken. As the interviews unfolded, I recognized a pattern of
collaboration among women actors, such as among women founders or between founders and
investors. This prompted me to refine the interview questions to explore the nature of their
collaboration. I asked participants to identify the supporting networks, both within and outside
the Femtech sector, to which they belonged, describe their activities or contributions, and
explain how these networks facilitated or hindered their businesses. I also asked how they
navigated investor relations, particularly when addressing personal and gender-specific
questions from other stakeholders.

Interview process. The interviews were based on prepared interview guides. The interview
guides were continuously revised as more empirical data were collected, deepening my
understanding of the phenomenon. In the beginning, the interviews were mostly conducted
with Femtech founders and cofounders, so the goal was to understand how and why they started
working in Femtech, and with whom they interact most to get their businesses running. For
other participants, such as investors, accelerators, incubators, etc., the interview guides were
designed differently to capture their journeys within Femtech and their experiences with
Femtech startups and founders, which may differ from those in other sectors. Each interview
helped me refine and thereby construct a more relevant interview guide, which included
questions that followed the three main themes, namely 1) personal journey in Femtech
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(including how participants understand the term), 2) building networks and relationships in
Femtech (with whom they interact the most), and 3) challenges working in Femtech.

At the beginning of each interview, participants were encouraged to provide detailed,
comprehensive responses, as if telling a story, and they did not have to worry about the length
of their answers, so that I could investigate the depth of their responses. I often augmented
questions in areas where additional elaboration was deemed necessary. Given the focus of this
study on gendering dynamics, rather than using explicit keywords such as “gender”, “male”,
and “female” in the interview questions, which might inadvertently introduce bias or leading
questions, specific extra questions were added when the research participants narrated
situations or incidents that raised the issue of gender. As previously discussed, the scope of
gendering dynamics in this study extends beyond women; therefore, I also interviewed male
actors. Consequently, minor modifications were made to the interview guides tailored to each
participant category (this also applies to other Femtech actors, such as investors, incubators,
and accelerators), while still adhering to the three main themes. For instance, women often
placed considerable emphasis on their personal experiences of starting a business in Femtech,
prompting gender-related questions after their answers. On the contrary, male actors did not
focus on these aspects, prompting another approach to formulating the interview questions.
This helps ensure a comprehensive exploration of gender dynamics by including the voices of
all actors, regardless of gender.

Ethnographic observation. 1 conducted ethnographic observations at 26 Femtech
conferences, seminars, networking events, startup competitions, and pitching events from
December 2021 to April 2024. During these events, I observed participants actively interacting
with one another and discussing Femtech. A second primary data source consists of two
separate four-week field observations at the above-mentioned organization, conducted in
November 2022 and November 2023, during which I captured participants’ actions and
interactions in their natural settings. During the first year, I attended internal weekly and
monthly meetings. To learn more about their activities and interactions with other
entrepreneurial actors, I also engaged in informal conversations with the founding team,
attended the events they hosted, and observed their meetings and events. Throughout the
observation, I took detailed notes, often directly on a laptop or phone, and typed them into
NVivo diaries, which I used as data sources for the first and fourth papers. In total, I spent
approximately 2 months directly at the Femtech office on a working-hours basis, attending 104
hours of events, 96 hours of meetings, and 24 hours of training and social events, and engaging
in hundreds of informal conversations throughout these events, discussing their work in
Femtech. Additionally, when direct observations were not possible, I shadowed Femtech actors
consistently on LinkedIn to track their activities. While doing so, I took 284 screenshots and
made notes; this process allowed me to identify patterns in women's gender and emotional
performance on LinkedIn in Femtech, where they strategically perform emotions to resist
hegemonic masculine discourse. Accordingly, this becomes the primary data source for Paper
3.

Conversations. Participant observations are complemented by extensive conversations,
which are a valuable source of data. I actively engaged in conversations with Femtech

24



entrepreneurs and other actors, both online and offline, to gain deeper insights into actors—
actions—events (Chatterjee et al., 2019). Furthermore, my close interaction with participants
afforded me the privilege of attending their internal meetings and events, where numerous
conversations naturally unfolded. These conversations enabled me to trace the origin, micro-
activities, and outcomes, and keep up with the process of emergence. Chalmers and Shaw
(2017) also suggest that conversation analysis should be included in context-sensitive research.
To effectively harness the data from these conversations, I wrote detailed notes in NVivo
memos, alongside interview transcripts and observation notes. This comprehensive approach
ensured that all relevant data was meticulously documented and available for data analysis.
These notes were helpful for Paper 4, in which I studied how men perform authenticity when
they are disconnected from the context’s foundational experiences.

Secondary data. Secondary data play a crucial role in this study. The dominant secondary
data used were 347 podcast episodes from 9 exclusive channels on Spotify streaming about
Femtech, featuring conversational series with Femtech actors, including founders, investors,
inventors, Femtech supporters, doctors, scientists, etc., from 2020 to 2023. Since Femtech was
relatively new when I started, listening to these podcasts at the beginning of my doctoral study
provided me with a solid understanding of the Femtech landscape, and I came into contact with
many participants and research subjects. This dual engagement also provided valuable insights
into the backgrounds of research participants. It shed light on the specific contexts or situations
they had previously discussed in their public podcast interviews. Notably, many of the
questions posed in these Spotify podcasts closely align with the structured interview guides,
making them invaluable data sources that efficiently support primary interviews. Podcast
episodes were used as the primary data source in Paper 2, where I examined women’s narratives
of embodied experiences, which flowed naturally on podcast channels. Following the seven-
step guidance on leveraging podcasts as research data Kulkov et al., (2024), I established a
weighted scoring system to evaluate podcast channels and episodes for in-depth analysis across
four criteria: credibility, audience engagement, accessibility, and topic relevance. I also
conducted an extensive collection of secondary data from newspapers, trade journals, press
releases, blogs, newsletters, recorded videos, podcasts, and LinkedIn posts, among others. In
September 2021, I retrieved 3,600 English-language media articles published from 2016 to
2022 from the LexisNexis database by searching for the keyword “Femtech”. This helped me
in the beginning by providing an overview of Femtech and how it has been revolutionized.

Additionally, datasets such as recorded seminars/workshops/conferences/meetings of the
Femtech community, meeting minutes, Femtech’s annual reports, newsletters, social media
posts (Facebook, Instagram, LinkedIn, Twitter, etc.), and training materials were collected and
organized for data analysis. Since ‘visual elements’ help enrich the understanding of Femtech
actors’ interactions, I also collected archival materials from websites and social media posts,
including Facebook, Instagram, and LinkedIn. In addition, pictures taken at Femtech events
during observations were used. Besides, as an active member of several Femtech communities
in Sweden, I have been following conversations on their Slack channels, which are also helpful
sources for understanding the background of these actors’ interactions.
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3.2.2. Data Analysis

Data analysis started simultaneously with the first fieldwork and interviews to develop
initial assumptions that help refine and formulate research questions for each study in this
paper-based dissertation. To analyze the data, the interview transcripts were recorded and
transcribed in full. The transcribed interviews were imported into the qualitative data analysis
software NVivo, which facilitates efficient organization and coding of the data. All
conversation notes, observation notes, and archival data were also imported into NVivo for
analysis. The analysis required me to be strongly immersed in reading and re-reading the data.

Since this research began with an exploratory purpose regarding a new phenomenon, and I
had no clear theoretical concepts to shape the thesis and its appended papers, the analysis was
conducted in two layers. First, I conducted an initial analysis to gain an overall understanding
of the phenomenon, which helped me identify possible themes that might arise during the
analysis. The result of this first step provides me with several ideas about the main theoretical
concepts and the prominent themes of the participants’ actions, which align well with the initial
analytical focus, “actions and interactions”. Second, I defined the focus of each appended
paper, and from here I tried to cover a diversity of topic areas and methods that reflect different
aspects of the phenomenon.

For the first layer of data analysis, I coded the interviews, observation notes, and relevant
archival data at the open coding level (mostly paragraph-by-paragraph) using a grounded
theory approach. I did not analyze all the interview transcripts and archival data, but started
with a small, representative subset. During open coding, I developed some broad and some
specific codes. Before coding, I defined the unit of analysis as “actions and interactions of
entrepreneurial actors in Femtech”. Since the actions and interactions should convey the gender
dynamics within Femtech, there are two main themes of codes, including 1) Gender code
(gender-related codes) and 2) the Action and Interaction code (action- and interaction-related
codes). This round was repeated, alternating between broad and specific codes to confirm or
revise the initial themes. I finalized 300 first-order codes, capturing remarks about the actors’
activities since they began developing their business idea. Through early interviews,
observations, and archival materials, I noticed how Femtech actors created new collaborative
links, built specialized organizations, and engaged with existing entrepreneurial support
structures while also developing spaces not fully captured by conventional ecosystem accounts.
At this stage, concepts such as entrepreneurial ecosystem (EE), social and symbolic boundaries,
and gender helped me understand the field’s emerging structure. At this early stage, both Kappa
and the two papers center on gender and EE; for example, one focuses on EE’s emergence, and
the other on EE’s social and symbolic boundaries.

However, as additional interviews and observations were collected through the second stage
of data collection, the analysis showed that the central issue was not primarily how a new
entrepreneurial ecosystem emerged or how its boundaries changed. What became more
analytically significant was how actors used Femtech to develop alternative ways of
organizing, evaluating, narrating, and performing entrepreneurship. This shifted the analysis
toward women’s practices and active responses, especially the ways in which they splintered
into women-centric spaces to mature their practices while still engaging with broader
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entrepreneurial actors. At this stage, I leaned towards the concepts of women’s agency and
entrepreneurial structures, seeing how possible their agency may result in structural
transformation. Accordingly, each appended paper was reshaped around different forms of
entrepreneurial agency that together potentially reshape entrepreneurial structures. Though this
deviated from the earlier focus, it helped me become more critical when questioning and
conducting further data analysis into how much women’s agency influences the structure. Thus,
the focus did not change much; it only sharpened the thesis and its appended papers.

When this process went on, I continued analysis across additional interviews, observations,
field notes, and archival data, and recognized that the claim that women’s agency in Femtech
may lead to structural transformation was also insufficient because the empirical material did
not merely show women’s agency or practices, and the involvement with broader structural
transformation was both overly ambitious and out of scope for this empirical setting. What
remains unchanged across these stages of analysis is that Femtech presents itself as a context
that enables entrepreneurial actors in Femtech to do gender and entrepreneurship differently,
owing to their unique experiential foundation. It creates a paradox between women’s embodied
experiences and masculine entrepreneurship, putting masculine norms under tension. The
current framing of doing gender, doing entrepreneurship, and doing otherwise, therefore,
emerged from this iterative movement between empirical material and theoretical
interpretation. It allowed me to retain the early insight that Femtech actors created new link of
collaboration and their own women-centric spaces (or ecosystems), while sharpening the thesis
toward the more specific question of how entrepreneurship can be done otherwise in a
feminine-coded context grounded in women’s embodied experiences. This analytical shift is
consistent with exploratory qualitative research and a move from inductive to more abductive
research when the theory and data come together (Gehman et al., 2018), where initial
sensitizing concepts are refined as the I gained a deeper understanding of the phenomenon and
as empirical patterns demand a more suitable theoretical language (Dubois & Gadde, 2002;
Edmondson & Mcmanus, 2007b; Timmermans & Tavory, 2012).

A persistent outstanding pattern throughout all refined analysis stages was that women in
Femtech strongly emphasize their embodied experiences and are bold in discussing them,
regardless of whether these experiences are stigmatized in entrepreneurship discourse. The act
of speaking is not just to describe their experiences and raise awareness about the lack of
attention to their health issues, but rather to wake up the discourse that is constructed in ways
that exclude these experiences. Thus, it guided me to focus on narratives of embodied
experiences, grounded in poststructuralist feminist epistemology (Gherardi, 2015; Leavy,
2012) that explores how narratives are constructed, how narrators position themselves, and
how their narratives may reproduce or challenge dominant discourse. In this view, narratives
are performative acts; the analysis focuses not on how narrators position themselves, on the
discursive strategies they use to construct meaning, or on how their narratives intervene in the
dominant discourse (Bamberg, 2004; Mazzei, 2013). This becomes the focus of my second

paper.

While analyzing one of my field notes, I realized how impressed I was by a LinkedIn post
from a founder who responded to claims that her posts were too personal and inappropriate for
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the platform. Connecting this with the visual data I collected from LinkedIn during my
observation, I also noticed that women in Femtech boldly asserted their experiences both in
person and online, especially on LinkedIn. This professional platform promotes masculine
norms such as winning, celebration, success, competition, and overly optimistic posts;
however, the posts I have observed and collected over the years reveal another pattern: women
in Femtech have begun to break these ‘rules’. This, in turn, inspires my third paper. Another
pattern emerged from my analysis of interviews, observations, and informal conversations with
male founders in Femtech. From my observations, I recognized that male founders were present
in Femtech, but they faced a different kind of tension: they reported experiencing “reversed
discrimination” and felt doubted because they could not draw directly on the experiences that
shaped their ventures. This shifted from asking how men were positioned in Femtech to how
they perform authenticity when being disconnected from the context’s foundational
experiences. This becomes the focus of my fourth paper.

The chosen methods differ across the appended papers; however, they follow the same
approach: the first step in data analysis is to identify the unit of analysis. In the first paper, the
analysis focuses on participants’ actions and interactions, what they do, whom they interact
with, and the processes of these actions and interactions. Regarding the actions, I adopted the
understanding of actions as recursive and discursive (Dimov & Pistrui, 2020), which takes both
action and context into account, illustrating the sequential nature of the entrepreneurial process
and acknowledging the social context in which entrepreneurial actors interact. The second
paper focuses on narratives (as performance acts) - the unit of analysis was grounded in
investigating not what narrators say but what their narratives do, which makes it fundamentally
different from mere thematic narrative analysis. Thus, this paper employed two layers of
narrative analysis: thematic and structural. The unit of analysis for the third paper follows three
metafunctions of multimodal analysis (Jancsary et al., 2017): ideation, interpersonal, and
textual metafunctions, each of which focuses on a specific aspect of digital materials on
LinkedIn, whether textual, visual, interpersonal, or the relationship between internal and
external elements of visual representations. Lastly, the unit of analysis for the fourth paper is
the discursive account through which male entrepreneurs perform authenticity in relation to
Femtech’s foundational experience.

Depending on the research purpose and data collected for each paper, I employed different
methods. Overall, they were guided by a research purpose, collected data, and, most
importantly, must be consistent with the thesis’s ontological and epistemological perspectives.
The table below provides an overview of the method employed in each appended pape
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| II I v

Approach | Qualitative Qualitative Qualitative Qualitative
Empirics | Femtech actors, | Femtech actors, | Femtech actors, | Men
men and women | women men and women
Primary Secondary Secondary Primary interviews
interviews with male founders

. (Podcast interviews) | (LinkedIn posts and
(various actors)

reactions, Observations
Data
Secondary screenshots)
source | | .
interviews
Observations
Narrative  Inquiry | Multimodal Discursive
Narrative thematic | methodology Psychology Analysis

Analysis | Grounded theory .
analysis and

Narrative structural
analysis

Table 1. An overview of methodological choices

The process of data analysis involved a dynamic interplay between evolving theoretical
constructs and data collection. As the theoretical concepts became more vivid, I turned to
archives and contacted additional participants for interviews that could elaborate on my
emerging lines of sight. The analysis process was iterative, involving multiple revisions as the
papers were written. The level of engagement in the coding process varied across the papers,
whether single-author or co-authored. Across the appended papers, I took the leading role in
developing the research focus, designing the studies, collecting and organizing the empirical
material, and conducting the main stages of data analysis. I was responsible for identifying the
emerging empirical patterns, developing the analytical direction of each paper, and ensuring
that the methodological choices remained aligned with the overall thesis aim. In the co-
authored papers, the co-authors contributed as active writers and discussants, offering critical
feedback, theoretical input, and suggestions that strengthened the analysis and writing. The
papers were therefore developed collaboratively, but with my primary responsibility for the
empirical grounding, analytical development, and overall coherence of the studies.

3.2.3. The analytical relationship between the papers

The four appended papers in this thesis reflect various dimensions of a single phenomenon;
they complement each other to answer the thesis’s research question, rather than being seen as
stages in a linear process. The methodological design for each paper aligns with the overall
theoretical concepts of gender, entrepreneurship, and context. Specifically, gendered
entrepreneurship is not treated as a fixed structure that exists outside actors’ intertwined doings.
Rather, it is understood as continuously constructed through various practices, such as
narratives, emotional performance, and the construction of authenticity. To study such a
phenomenon through only one empirical entry point would risk reducing doing otherwise to
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one dimension. Thus, the methodological strength of this thesis lies in bringing different angles
together while keeping each paper analytically focused.

Thus, this thesis follows a zooming logic: Paper 1 maps the overall process and practices
through which doing otherwise emerges in Femtech, while Papers 2, 3, and 4 zoom in on
specific areas where this process becomes analytically more focused: narrative practice,
emotional performance, and contextual authenticity. This allows the thesis to offer both breadth
and depth (as discussed in more detail in section 4.1, Overviews of the papers). The four-paper
design is therefore designed to capture how the same tension operates across various practices
while preserving the phenomenon’s empirical complexity.

Methodologically, this means that each paper has its own unit of analysis and
methodological strategy while remaining coherent with the thesis as a whole. Paper 1 focuses
on actions, interactions, and processual patterns across the Femtech context. Paper 2 focuses
on narratives as performative acts and examines what narratives of embodied experiences do
within entrepreneurship discourse. Paper 3 focuses on multimodal emotional performance, and
Paper 4 focuses on authenticity as a context-specific accomplishment, examining how male
entrepreneurs discursively position themselves in relation to women’s embodied experiences.
Together, they produce a layered understanding of how entrepreneurship can be done otherwise
when women’s embodied experiences are foundational.

Paper Analytical role Unit of analysis Coherence to each other
Provide the wide-angle | Women entrepreneurs’ Establishes the overall
Paper 1 processual map of the actions and interactions architecture of doing
phenomenon through which evaluative otherwise through subverting,
dependency is challenged, | feminizing, splintering, and
redirected, and reorganized | coalescing.
in the Femtech context
Discursive close-up of | Narratives of embodied Shows how one key part of
Paper 2 how embodied experiences, analyzed as the broader process becomes
experiences become performative acts within visible through narrative
speakable entrepreneurship discourse
Affective and Multimodal emotional Shows how doing otherwise is
multimodal close-up of | performances in LinkedIn done through working through
how women navigate posts, including visual, double bind tension between
Paper 3 | the double bind tension | textual, and symbolic gender expectation and
elements through which emotional performance
emotions are made visible
Boundary-case close-up | Male entrepreneurs’ Shows the other side of the
of how the context authenticity performances | phenomenon: when women’s
unsettles masculine in interview accounts, embodied experiences
Paper 4 | 3dvantage particularly how they organize the context, generic
position themselves in masculine entrepreneurial fit
relation to Femtech’s becomes contextually
experiential foundation contingent.

Table 2. Analytical relationship between the papers
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3.3.  Research quality

In this research, Tracy (2010a)’s work is applied as one possible approach to demonstrate
the quality of the empirical study. Additionally, I take into consideration my background in
relation to theories and context, as well as my reflections on the privilege and challenges of
being an insider and an outsider simultaneously in specific research settings. These are my
efforts to be as authentic as possible, communicate transparently, and establish rigor through
sincerity and credibility, which are also two standards for qualitative research (Tracy, 2010a).
Establishing eight criteria for qualitative quality, including a worthy topic, strong rigor,
sincerity, credibility, resonance, significant contribution, ethical considerations, and
meaningful coherence, emphasizes that these criteria are flexible and depend on the specific
research goal and the researcher’s preferences. In my opinion, the main challenges involved in
presenting the empirical study are providing a rich complexity of abundance (rigor) and
achieving meaningful coherence (Tracy, 2010a). From my understanding, richness is not
limited to the amount of data but also to the extent of relevance, considering theoretical
constructs, data sources, contexts, and samples. Tracy (2010) noted that “a researcher with a
head full of theories, and a case full of abundant data, is best prepared to see nuance and
complexity.” However, I understand that this is not always the case when combinations of
theories and data lack relevance and meaningful coherence. Additionally, rich rigor is evident
in the data collection and analysis processes. For that reason, to achieve rigor in my research,
I conducted it through thick description of the data and transparency in the data collection and
analysis processes in each of the appended papers. The analysis should also align with the
theoretical constructs, which, once again, emphasizes the importance of their consistency.

The other two important criteria I found are closely interrelated and mutually supportive:
sincerity and credibility (two of the eight “Big-tent”) (Tracy, 2010a). That means that if the
study is characterized by researchers’ self-reflexivity and transparency about methods and
challenges (sincerity), it will give the researcher the opportunity to provide a thick description
with concrete detail, with triangulation or crystallization (credibility) as proof of the research.
Even though there are qualitative research approaches that require the researcher to be more
deeply immersed in the culture studies (Atkinson, 2007) than others, I still think the wide range
of methods in qualitative research traditions, ranging from the descriptive study, case study,
field research, life history, narratives, etc., (Yilmaz, 2013) share the common need to
observation, self-reflexivity, thick descriptions reflecting a good understanding of the context
or phenomenon that are being studied. Reflecting on my background as a woman, someone
who witnessed the gender divide in an entrepreneurial environment like a co-working space
and being an insider among the people with whom I interact for my research, I need to situate
myself, focus on my position as a researcher, and confront the challenges of keeping
“objective” eyes. This can be achieved through self-reflexivity, vulnerability, honesty,
transparency, and data auditing (Tracy, 2010a), which will be discussed in the next sections.

3.4. Positioning the self

In qualitative research, positionality is not a personal addendum to the research but part of
how knowledge is produced. Feminist epistemologies have long challenged the possibility of
a neutral ‘view from nowhere’ and instead argued that knowledge is situated, partial, and
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accountable to the position from which it is produced (Haraway, 1988; Harding, 1991).
Similarly, work on reflexivity in qualitative research emphasizes that researchers’ social
positions, intellectual commitments, experiences, and relationships to the field shape access,
interpretation, and the questions that become possible to ask (Berger, 2015; Finlay, 2002;
Holmes, 2020). In this thesis, positionality is therefore not treated as a bias that can be removed,
but as a condition that must be made visible and worked with reflexively.

Considering the interactions between researchers and the people who are studied, I followed
Lindgren and Packendorff (2009¢)’s suggestion to be real-time observers of social processes
and, therefore, to be part of the participants. At the beginning of my research proposal stage,
my previous main supervisor introduced me to the founder of a Femtech accelerator in Sweden,
and I was accepted as a volunteer member. This allowed me to establish trust and appreciation
between the two parties. For that reason, when I introduced my research and asked the
organization’s founder about the possibility of having interviews and observations at the
organization, she willingly agreed. As a feminist, my identity as a researcher and advocate for
women’s empowerment influenced my interactions within the Femtech community. As I have
been tracking the organization since the start of my Ph.D. journey, I have had the advantage of
knowing what they are working on and how the organization works. Though I was lucky to get
support from the gatekeeper (*'Reilly, 2012) by having meetings with the person to organize
how I would engage in their activities and collect data, I sometimes had to navigate the dual
roles of researcher and ‘comrade’ who is deeply invested in the mission they delivered. For
example, when I asked whether she had contacted any potential investors to learn about her
actions and interactions within EE, my feminist perspective led to an emotional response, and
I was inclined to share my insights and network connections to further her mission. In these
instances, I found it challenging to maintain the objective distance required for research, which
led me to contemplate whether I should continue being a “fly on the wall” or not. I have also
been an active member of different Femtech communities in the UK and the US. Thus, as a
member of a Femtech community, I am eligible to be considered as a part of the processes
where I can utilize the participative observation (Lindgren & Packendorff, 2009c), which
means I can flexibly move from “participant observer” to “observant participant” and vice
versa (Czarniawska, 2007), depending on different specific events. However, this can also
become a challenge of an “insider’s perspective” or the “nature of belonging” (Davies, 2012),
where the researcher does not just simply collect data about others and reflect on how the self’s
response to others, but possibly “becomes the other as well as the self of the researcher”
(Davies, 2012). For that reason, it is more challenging to detach the researcher from the familiar
group (Davies, 2012) and simultaneously to situate the self throughout the process of taking
notes on cultural happenings, on my part in them, and on others’ engagement with them (Ellis
etal., 2011).

Situating the self helps me acknowledge my identity, background, beliefs, and values, as
well as how these factors might influence my research. In my case, as a female researcher and
feminist in the Femtech field, I can offer a unique perspective that strongly influences how I
interact with participants and how I practice research ethics throughout the research process.
Knowing that the role of a researcher is not neutral and situating the self, if not a one-time
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activity, but an ongoing process throughout my research, on the other hand, helps me to enhance
reflexivity practices to ensure transparency and rigor in my work.

3.5. Reflexivity as a process

In this section, I reflect on my reflexivity practice as a process that unfolded in four
interconnected aspects: entering the field and negotiating closeness, handling emotional and
ethical tensions during data collection, questioning my interpretations during analysis, and
refining the thesis's theoretical focus.

Firstly, it concerns field entry and my changing role within the Femtech organization that I
had followed since the start of my studies. As I have been tracking the organization from
scratch, I learned what they were working on and how the organization worked. However, the
familiarity confused me at the beginning when I was indecisive about how I should act during
observations, whether as a “participative observer” or an “observant participant” (Czarniawska,
2007). In the beginning, I struggled with “make the familiar strange” and “make the strange
familiar” (Reilly, 2012); I encountered difficulties determining which questions should and
should not be asked and which answers should and should not be given. For example, during
an observation meeting, a participant asked if I could provide her with a list of Femtech startups
and founders I had interviewed (as I had interviewed many of these actors); [ was hesitant about
how to say “no” without making her feel “betrayed”. This situation made clear that closeness
to the field could not entail full participation in all forms of exchange. I could be supportive,
but I also had to protect participants’ information and the material collected from interviews
and observations.

Over time, I learned that the researcher cannot and should not attempt to be “a fly on the
wall”, which I read in several theses and was influenced to do the same in the beginning.
Instead, I reflected on my involvement with the participants and how it influenced the version
of “truth” I will reveal in my research. I helped my participants by providing information
relevant to their business, such as introducing them to people or organizations I knew or
providing the industry reports they needed. Meanwhile, I maintained clear boundaries around
confidential material and did not share information obtained from interviews or observations.
In this sense, reflexivity involved learning to be present in the field without conflating
participation with unrestricted access, and to remain ethically accountable while
acknowledging that my presence was part of the research process.

Second, my reflexivity practice also concerns the emotional and ethical tensions that
emerged during interviews and observations. As a feminist, my identity as both researcher and
advocate for women’s empowerment influences my thoughts and interactions with Femtech
actors, sometimes in challenging ways. When founders described difficult experiences during
interviews, whether related to their entrepreneurial journey, exclusion from existing support
structures, or the long-standing neglect of women’s issues in entrepreneurship, I occasionally
felt a strong impulse to respond with comfort, advice, or practical support. At the same time, |
was careful not to turn the interview into a space for collecting personal or sensitive information
beyond the research focus. When participants unexpectedly mentioned such details, I did not
ask follow-up questions unless they were directly relevant to the entrepreneurial process, and
details that were not analytically necessary were removed from notes, transcripts, or quotations
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used in the analysis. This helped me maintain the focus on how actors construct and navigate
Femtech as an entrepreneurial context, while also respecting participants’ boundaries and
minimizing the use of unnecessary sensitive information.

My emotional proximity to the field also shaped how I recorded and interpreted
observations. Through exploratory interviews and ethnographic observation, I came to
understand more about unique data: “data that we have collected as stored as memories
alongside sensory data and emotions” (O’Reilly, 2013, p. 99). In one of the conferences I
observed, some hackers tried to disrupt the meeting by abusing videos and doodles on the host’s
slide about the importance of developing digital health to address women’s health issues. The
meeting was ended by the hackers after 10 minutes had started. Both the hosts and attendees
were shocked. This incident became a source of my “sensory data” when I wrote down how I
witnessed the hardships women in Femtech faced due to societal taboos and discrimination, as
well as how deeply I shared their motivation to subvert masculine structures and construct new
practices through the feminizing process, and why they must act ‘relational” and ‘collaborative’
(in Paper 1). However, I was also careful not to let such moments become self-evident proof
of my argument.

Third, one of the challenges of conducting exploratory qualitative research for me was
identifying the thoughts in the field notes I took after each interview or observation, whether
from the participant or from me. Were they doing the analysis for me, or how would I use their
voices in my analysis? As I used to work in an entrepreneurial environment and understood the
setting quite well, I sometimes found myself biased and felt like I was “choosing sides”:
between men and women entrepreneurs, between men and women investors, and among other
stakeholders in the ecosystem. I could not help but agree with or show sympathy to my
participants quite obviously (though occasionally) during the interviews or informal
conversations. Thus, I tried to be as transparent as possible by recording all my thoughts and
implicit biases in my notes. While having lunch with the participants at their office, we
discussed the fragmentation of the Femtech ecosystem, and one of them asked me what I
thought. As I was about to answer, one of the board members quickly said, “It won’t be
fragmented for her because of her research topic.” That line triggered me starkly. I recognized
that, since I spent most of my time with Femtech and Femtech actors, I might view them
through a feminist lens and, accordingly, shape them into a cohesive community, whereas they
may be fragmented. Therefore, it is better to be rational when considering different points on
the spectrum. This also motivated me to integrate knowledge from related fields into my
analysis and to understand reflexivity not only as an individual practice, but also as a form of
collective reflexivity in which multiple literatures and research communities help challenge my
assumptions.

This process also shaped how I handled my own enthusiasm for the field. As I am
sympathetic to the critique of masculine entrepreneurship and to the effort to make women’s
embodied experiences visible, I at times felt as though I had become one of them. I realized
sometimes I spoke like a Femtech activist. This also influenced my interpretation of the data;
for example, at times, I tended to overestimate women’s agential power and the outcomes that
might reach ‘structural transformation’ when I turned the main theoretical concepts of this
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thesis toward women’s agency and structures. With greater caution regarding reflexivity
throughout the research process, I began to treat enthusiasm, solidarity, discomfort, and
recognition not as evidence in themselves but as signals that required further analytical
questioning. I asked whether what entrepreneurial actors in Femtech have done has challenged
dominant norms or reproduced them in new forms; whether women-centric spaces have offered
alternatives or risked separation; whether emotional and embodied narratives have conferred
authority or become new expectations imposed on women; and whether male participation has
disrupted or reproduced gendered norms.

Fourth, reflexivity practice also helped me with theoretical framing. When developing the
research proposal for this research during my first year, the main theoretical concepts of this
thesis were 1) Entrepreneurial Ecosystem (EE), 2) Gender, and 3) EE emergence as a process,
in which I wanted to study how women in Femtech, through their agency, would change the
understanding of EE, as well as change its structures and practices. At that time, [ was triggered
mainly by the definition of the entrepreneurial ecosystem (EE) in earlier research that framed
EE within a geographical place, such as Silicon Valley (local scale), London, Stockholm
(capital scale), or Israel (national scale), and how a regional cluster transforms itself into an
EE, which the authors called a process of EE emergence. Based on my empirical setting,
Femtech, my first assumption was that EE should not be framed within a territorial border, and
it is important to remember the possibility of its constant evolution through disruptive practices.

However, the more I immersed myself in data analysis and literature from different angles,
the more I realized the importance of reflexivity in building theoretical foundations and
defining my area of contribution. I started questioning the results of prior research papers and
the authors’ academic backgrounds (Davies, 2012), as well as my results and background, to
better understand how these factors influence different perspectives on a similar phenomenon.
I wondered, as an interdisciplinary researcher working on both gender and entrepreneurship,
whether my findings and discussions about the entrepreneurial ecosystem, aimed at challenging
its traditional understanding, would be considered worthy of inclusion in EE research and by
researchers.

Through continued analysis, I gradually recognized that the analytical issue was not limited
to the boundaries of the entrepreneurial ecosystem or to its emergence. While the early analysis
helped me see how Femtech actors created new collaborative links, organizations, and spaces,
the empirical material pointed to a broader and more specific phenomenon: actors were not
only building connections within or around an ecosystem but also enacting entrepreneurship
through practices that did not fully conform to dominant masculine norms. The focus, therefore,
shifted from asking how Femtech might change the boundaries of the entrepreneurial
ecosystem, or how women’s agency may change or transform the structures, to asking how
doing gender and doing entrepreneurship may be done otherwise in this context. This shift was
important because the most analytically relevant pattern was not simply that women responded
to exclusion, but that Femtech created conditions in which experiences usually treated as
private, vulnerable, or peripheral could become a foundation for alternative practices. The
current focus on doing otherwise, therefore, emerged from the data as a more precise way to
understand how Femtech actors navigate normative tensions, reduce dependence on dominant
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entrepreneurial expectations, and construct possibilities for doing gender and doing
entrepreneurship differently.

Reflexivity also shapes my understanding of emerging Femtech entrepreneurship. I have
been motivated by the growing scholarly interest in Femtech as the field gains attention and
women in Femtech receive the recognition they deserve. While these emerging studies share
quite similar empirical insights with my work, such as emphasize the potential of bringing
about changes, the opportunities that are grounded from challenges, turning what have been
stigmatized into resources (e.g., Bojovic et al., 2025; Ruebottom & Toubiana, 2021), in which
researchers refer to different concepts such as stigma entrepreneurship, social changes, etc
(Bojovic et al., 2026; Hendl & Jansky, 2022; Milanov et al., 2026b), my own analysis led me
to a related but different view. I understand Femtech as a context in which actors do gender and
do entrepreneurship in ways that depart from how women have often been studied in
entrepreneurship. I see Femtech as a context where women’s experiences and field-specific
practices gain authority and, when woven together, can reconfigure masculine norms, rather
than necessarily producing higher-level social change. This helped me position the thesis as
building on prior research rather than denying it.

Reflexivity also shaped how I position my research identity as an entrepreneurship
researcher whose studies investigate gender dynamics in entrepreneurship rather than women’s
entrepreneurship or female entrepreneurship. Thus, it influences my decision to also include
male founders and a variety of other entrepreneurial stakeholders in this research. Gender and
entrepreneurship research has long recognized that masculinity underpins the gendered norms
and expectations relating to entrepreneurship (Ahl, 2002; Gupta et al., 2009; Hytti, 2005;
Ogbor, 2000), simultaneously producing loads of articles showing women as “the other”, and
somehow the “victim” side (Ahl, 2004; Bruni et al., 2004c). As most of the interviews in these
studies were conducted with women, and most of the authors are women, male entrepreneurs’
voices were muted, and they somehow disappeared in this research field (thus, there was a
Special Issue named “In search for masculinities in entrepreneurship” in late 2023). While male
entrepreneurs may not fit the traditional definition of a “vulnerable group,” given that they
make up the majority in entrepreneurship and are considered “privileged” in entrepreneurship,
their voices have historically been unheard and ignored by many (women) researchers. Not all
men are privileged, and those who are may not experience such advantages in specific contexts;
in that sense, they can sometimes be regarded as vulnerable in gender and entrepreneurship
research. In other words, they become “unable” to speak for themselves because their
experiences, challenges, and perspectives have not been adequately represented in these
studies. Thus, while recruiting participants for the research, I acknowledged that I would study
not only women in Femtech but also men. Accordingly, I assume it is important to understand
the circumstances of male entrepreneurs within Femtech as much as those of women
entrepreneurs. It is crucial to know whether they encounter the same gender tension as women
within a male-dominant environment and how they respond to such tensions. Additionally, it
is equally important to practice reflexivity as a researcher so that I do not produce biased
findings as a woman researcher who shares many common experiences with most of the
research participants.
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Finally, I developed practical routines to keep reflexivity active throughout the research
process. One way of being consistent with reflexivity is to record field notes, including visual
and audio recordings, which are fundamental. I put this into practice. This was done in three
separate steps in my preparation for writing: before/during/after having interviews or
observations with my participants. Before each interview or observation, I prepared the main
objectives I aimed to achieve. During these events, I noted and mapped new, emerging ideas
that the participants discussed. Afterward, I started writing down my strongest impressions, my
feelings, and any “out of expectation” insights I gained from the interviews/observations. These
were recorded under memos in NVivo and are also used as sources for data analysis. It helped
me a lot in the next step; when I mapped all the involved actors and their interactions, it did
not merely explain the arrows that connect all the actors in a map, but also explained the
meaning of the arrows, which are the mechanisms that drive the phenomenon that I am
studying. The memos are divided into types, including methodological notes, theoretical notes,
and empirical notes, which help me save time when I start writing the paper without having to
go through all the materials from scratch.

Following Guillemin and Gillam (2004), while constructing interpretations of the data, I
took two steps back from the subject of the study and asked two questions: “What do I know?”
and “How do I know what I know?” The research’s findings should not just be a product of
reporting the facts, but also of the factors that influence my interpretation of the data and the
construction of knowledge. This is an ongoing process, so I keep a daily log in which I write
down all the “answers” to these two questions every time [ have interviews or observations,
listen to a podcast episode, analyze data, or write any part of this thesis.

3.6. Ethical considerations

Regarding ethical considerations, some of the above research quality criteria are part of
ethical standards. However, as emphasized by Tracy (2010a), “ethics is not just a means, but
rather constitutes a universal end goal of qualitative quality itself, despite paradigm” (p.846).
Validity and trustworthiness have always been questioned for qualitative research since it is
“saturated with moral and ethical issues” (Brinkmann & Kvale, 2005), which allows
researchers to access private, intimate, and sometimes untold thoughts that the participants may
have, especially when it concerns sensitive aspects such as gender and the researchers’
interpretation. Though my main research topic does not “directly pose a substantial threat to
those who are involved or have been involved in it” (Cohen et al., 2011), it may contain
“sensitive data” because the context research is all about women’s health issues which have
been long suffered from societal taboos and seen as a stigmatized topic and the participants
might mention about their health issues. Ethical issues should be considered at each stage of
the research process, from the research purpose, which considers the “costs/benefits ratio”
(Cohen et al., 2011), to data collection, analysis, interpretation, and reporting/presentation. In
this research, the European Code of Conduct for Research Integrity (Drenth, 2009), the
Swedish manual for Research Ethics committees (“Good Research Practice,” 2010), and
Recommendations for conduct, reporting, editing, and publication of scholarly work (Zhou,
2023) are used as the foundation of ethical practices.
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Data collection. The thesis uses different forms of empirical data across the four papers,
and each type of data has different ethical considerations. Paper 1 primarily draws on
interviews, observations, and supplementary archival material to examine women
entrepreneurs’ actions and interactions within Femtech. Paper 2 uses publicly available podcast
interviews (from Spotify) as its primary empirical material to analyze narratives of embodied
experience. Paper 3 uses public LinkedIn posts to examine multimodal emotional performance
in Femtech entrepreneurship. Paper 4 draws on interviews with male entrepreneurs to analyze
how they perform authenticity in relation to Femtech’s experiential foundation. The ethical
procedures were therefore not identical across papers, because the data sources, level of
identifiability, and sensitivity of the material differed.

For interviews and observations used mainly in Papers 1 and 4, I followed informed consent
and data protection procedures before collecting data. Before conducting any interviews and
observations, I sent out the informed consent and GDPR (which was prepared by me and my
supervisors after thorough discussions through revised versions to make it complete) that
explained 1) the research purpose, its procedure, how data will be processed and protected, 2)
why I contacted them as participants for the research, 3) rights and obligations to confidentiality
and non-disclosure of the research, 4) rights to ask questions about any aspect of the research,
5) possible risks, discomfort or consequence that may happen and how the research group will
deal with it, and 6) confirmation signature for participation. Besides, participants’ information
remains pseudonymized; they can verify their statements when their narratives are quoted in
the research articles, and they will receive a copy of the final research article.

Because the interviews focused on entrepreneurial journeys, venture development, support
structures, investor interactions, and experiences working in Femtech, the primary focus was
on professional and entrepreneurial matters rather than sensitive information about their
personal health or sexual wellness. However, some participants cited embodied or health-
related experiences in explaining why they founded or supported Femtech ventures. In such
cases, I did not ask follow-up questions unless the information was directly relevant to the
entrepreneurial process under discussion. Details that were not analytically necessary were
removed from fieldnotes, transcripts, or quotations used in the analysis. This was also
important for keeping the research focused on how actors construct and navigate Femtech as
an entrepreneurial context, while also minimizing the collection of unnecessary sensitive
information.

All interview participants were pseudonymized in the analysis and writing process. Names,
company names, and other identifying information were removed or replaced with participant
codes. When quotations could risk identifying a participant because of a distinctive venture,
role, or public profile, I either avoided using the quotation, shortened it, or removed contextual
details. Observation notes were handled in the same way. This is to ensure that participants
were not made unnecessarily identifiable through the thesis text.

Doing research through the internet (archival data). The thesis also uses archival and
online data, but these data sources were not used in the same way in each paper. In Paper 1,
archival materials such as websites, reports, public event recordings, newsletters, press
releases, and media materials were used mainly to contextualize Femtech, trace its
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developments, and triangulate interview and observation data. In Paper 3, public LinkedIn
posts were used as the main data source because the paper examines how emotional
performance is constructed on a professional digital platform. In Paper 2, publicly available
podcast episodes were used as the primary data source because the paper analyzes how women
entrepreneurs mobilize narratives of embodied experience. In line with ethical considerations
suggested by Granholm and Svedmark (2018) that “using openly published material means
that we as researchers have a greater responsibility to consider the ethics of how we refer to
and use quotes from the data we have collected” (p. 2), I therefore treated online materials
according to their context and use. For general archival materials used in Paper 1, I used them
primarily as contextual and supplementary sources. For LinkedIn posts in Paper 3, [ used only
publicly available posts at the time of collection and did not access closed groups, private
messages, or restricted content. Because LinkedIn is a professional yet personally identifiable
platform, I minimized unnecessary identifying information and focused on multimodal features
relevant to the analysis rather than on exposing individual users.

Paper 2 required particular ethical attention because the public podcast episodes often
contained detailed narratives of embodied experiences and women’s health-related issues.
Although these podcast episodes were already publicly available and the narrators had chosen
to speak in public interviews, the paper’s analytical focus made the data more ethically
sensitive than general archival data would be. The study does not equate publicness with
unlimited research use. Instead, I considered how quotations, descriptions, and contextual
details might make narrators identifiable or reveal sensitive experiences beyond the original
podcast context. For this reason, quotations were selected carefully, identifying details were
minimized, and the analysis focused on how narratives function discursively rather than on
evaluating narrators’ private lives or health experiences. Thus, a separate ethical review was
sought for Paper 2, and ethical approval was obtained from the Swedish Ethical Review
Authority to collect and analyze such data and to implement the research (reference number
2025-04604-01).

For the other papers, the empirical material was either collected directly through informed
consent procedures, as in the interviews and observations, or consisted of publicly available
professional online material analyzed without focusing on sensitive information. Based on
Section 6 of the Ethical Review Act, it does not fall under any subsection to which the law
applies. Thus, ethical vetting for the other three studies is not required. However, the research
strictly complies with the law when processing special categories of personal data (Article 9 of
the EU Regulation of the European Parliament and the Council; Article 13 of the Personal Data
Act (1998:204); and the European Code of Conduct for research integrity, among others).
Nevertheless, the same principles guided the whole thesis: confidentiality, careful quotation,
pseudonymization where appropriate, respect for participants’ boundaries, and attention to the
possible consequences of making actors identifiable in a relatively small and emerging field.

Research ethics as a process. There is a prevailing practice in which ethical considerations
often stop at data collection and participant consent. While these are undoubtedly essential
aspects of ethical research, it is equally imperative to recognize that a comprehensive ethical
approach should extend well beyond data collection and analysis. It should encompass a
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commitment to the responsible dissemination of findings and the long-term impact of our
research on policy, practice, and the communities we study. Regarding the responsibility for
disseminating the findings, it is not merely a procedural step but a moral obligation to
communicate research results to diverse audiences responsibly and effectively (Keen & Todres,
2007). These audiences include the academic community, policymakers, practitioners, and,
most crucially, the individuals and communities at the core of our research. To fulfill this
responsibility, transparency in the research process is paramount (Tracy, 2010b). Researchers
must communicate their findings accurately and responsibly, avoiding sensationalism and
exaggeration (Tracy, 2010b). Misleading or exaggerated reporting can inadvertently perpetuate
stereotypes and biases. Moreover, the long-term impact of our research should remain at the
forefront of our ethical considerations. The goal of gender and entrepreneurship research is not
merely to document disparities and challenges but to be a catalyst for change. This change must
reverberate through policy reforms that level the playing field, through practices that foster
inclusivity and equity, and through empowered communities that are not just subjects of study
but partners in progress.
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IV. THE SUMMARY OF THE PAPERS

This thesis comprises four appended papers, all of which are empirical studies. Table 3
provides an overview of the appended papers. Below, I will briefly discuss the focus of each
paper, including the research gap, the findings, and its contributions. Together, they explore
how entrepreneurial actors do gender and do entrepreneurship in the context of Femtech. The
chapter begins with an overview that situates the papers within the thesis’s broader analytical
trajectory and concludes with a table summarising their central contributions.

4.1. Paper 1 — When Rejection becomes Attraction: How Women entrepreneurs move
beyond evaluative dependency

The first paper provides an overview of the processes and practices of how women in
Femtech move beyond evaluative dependency. Rather than being judged by gendered
evaluations of entrepreneurship, especially given the context’s experiential foundation in
women’s embodied experiences, the paper asks what happens when women do gender and do
entrepreneurship in such a context.

The paper develops the concept of evaluative dependency to describe a condition in which
women’s entrepreneurial activity is organized through, assessed against, and constrained by
masculine-coded evaluation. Rather than focusing on biased evaluation, the paper examines
how women entrepreneurs reduce their dependence on gendered evaluations of
entrepreneurship. Empirically, the paper builds on a four-year qualitative study that includes
65 semi-structured interviews with entrepreneurs, investors, accelerator founders or managers,
advisors, and startup leads, complemented by ethnographic observations, informal
conversations, events, meetings, and archival material. The empirical material enables tracing
how women in Femtech act and interact with other stakeholders as they start, sustain, and
develop ventures grounded in women’s embodied experiences.

The findings show that women move beyond evaluative dependency through two
interrelated processes — which are subverting and feminizing, and two synergistic pathways —
which are splintering and coalescing. Through subverting, they challenge and redirect their
entrepreneurial activity away from gendered evaluations that undervalue what they do.
Through feminizing, they ground entrepreneurial practice in embodied experiences and
relational values, which reshape how expertise, collaboration, and investor relations are
understood. As these practices accumulate, splintering consolidates them within women-
centric spaces, such as Femtech accelerators, venture studios, and dedicated communities,
where women stabilize practices that could not yet survive easily within broader structures.
Coalescing then extends these practices outward by drawing in external actors while replacing
the ground of how Femtech is judged. The paper contributes to gender and entrepreneurship
research by reframing the relationship between women and gendered evaluation. The paper
shifts the question from how women adapt to dominant evaluation toward how women may
reduce their dependence on it. In doing so, it establishes the thesis’s broader concern with how
women’s embodied experiences become a foundation for doing otherwise, without suggesting
that gendered evaluation disappears entirely.
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4.2. Paper 2 — Speaking the unspeakable: Women’s embodied experiences as discursive
resistance in entrepreneurship

The second paper builds on the first paper’s concern with gendered evaluation by moving
from practice to discourse. It examines how women entrepreneurs mobilize narratives of
embodied experiences to resist the discourse of invulnerability in entrepreneurship. The paper
argues that dominant entrepreneurship discourse privileges disembodiment, rationality,
emotional neutrality, control, and heroic individualism, while women’s embodied experiences
are often rendered inappropriate, irrelevant, or too vulnerable for entrepreneurial narratives. In
Femtech, however, these experiences cannot simply be hidden, as they are central to why the
ventures exist and to what Femtech actors seek to be heard.

The paper draws on Butlerian understandings of vulnerability as a condition of resistance
rather than weakness (Butler, 2016; Gilson, 2011). Empirically, it analyses 78 selected podcast
interviews with Femtech entrepreneurial actors featured on specialized Femtech podcast
channels on Spotify between 2022 and 2024. These podcasts are public narratives in which
women’s embodied experiences are made speakable to wider publics, including other
entrepreneurs, investors, and other entrepreneurial actors. The findings identify three
interconnected discursive acts. First, women break the silence of the “epistemology of
ignorance” by exposing what dominant entrepreneurship discourse has rendered invisible.
Second, they authorize embodied experiences as entrepreneurial expertise by reframing
vulnerability, pain, and first-hand experience as qualifications for identifying problems. Third,
they assert discursive authority beyond accommodation by refusing to soften language,
avoiding euphemisms, and repositioning uncomfortable audiences as those who must learn and
accept their narratives.

The paper contributes to feminist entrepreneurship research by theorizing narratives of
embodied experiences as sites of discursive resistance. It shows that women do not resist
despite the vulnerability associated with embodied experience; rather, they resist through
embodied vulnerability. These repeated discursive acts constitute counternarratives that claim
authority over what can be spoken, to whom, and on whose terms. In the thesis as a whole, this
paper shows that doing otherwise is not only practical or organizational but also discursive: it
involves challenging the boundaries that define which experiences can count as ‘relevant’
entrepreneurial knowledge.

4.3.  Paper 3 — Damned if she does, Damned if she doesn’t: Multimodal Emotional
Performance in Femtech entrepreneurship

The third paper examines how women entrepreneurial actors in Femtech navigate the
double-bind tension through emotional performance on LinkedIn, a professional digital
platform shaped by masculine-coded expectations of credibility, self-promotion, achievement,
composure, and control. The paper starts from the tension that showing emotions associated
with femininity, such as care, vulnerability, grief, anger, or embodied experience, may align
with women’s role expectations but contradict entrepreneurial role expectations; yet,
suppressing these emotions can also invite penalties for failing to meet gendered expectations
of warmth and care.
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The paper draws on role congruity theory, feminist perspectives on emotions, and
multimodal analysis. It treats emotional performance as a situated accomplishment through
which emotions are made visible, meaningful, and legitimate under gendered constraints.
Empirically, it builds on longitudinal observation of LinkedIn activity by 49 women
entrepreneurial actors in Femtech from September 2022 to September 2025 and analyses 80
highly representative LinkedIn posts. The multimodal approach attends to images, captions,
colors, symbols, emojis, hashtags, layout, and interactional cues in order to understand how
emotions are performed across visual and textual elements. The findings identify three
strategies through which women in Femtech navigate the double bind. First, they make hidden
roles emotionally and entrepreneurially visible by showing bodies, domestic objects,
motherhood, patienthood, and exhaustion in ways that link women’s embodied experiences to
entrepreneurial legitimacy. Second, they make intense emotion receivable through aesthetic
juxtaposition, using humor, irony, playful visuals, color, or softened aesthetics to make painful,
angry, or disturbing content bearable for audiences. Third, they turn invisible emotional harm
into symbolic evidence by using objects such as dried flowers, pointing fingers, masks,
anatomical diagrams, or other symbols to materialize shame, exclusion, voicelessness, and
systemic neglect that cannot be shown directly through the body alone.

The paper contributes to gender and entrepreneurship research by showing that women are
not simply trapped by the double bind or forced to choose between conformity and violation.
Instead, they work through the double bind by making feminine-coded emotions visible,
receivable, and legitimate within gendered entrepreneurship discourse. In the broader thesis,
this paper demonstrates that doing otherwise also occurs through emotional performance,
thereby challenging the masculine norms of disembodiment and emotional neutrality.

44. Paper 4 — Beyond the Male imperative: Authenticity and Women’s embodied
experiences in Femtech entrepreneurship

The fourth paper examines how male entrepreneurs perform authenticity when they are
disconnected from the context’s foundational experience. The paper begins with a tension: in
the broader field of entrepreneurship, masculine norms privilege qualities such as rationality,
confidence, technical authority, and competence as necessary to judge entrepreneurial fit, and
male entrepreneurs largely appear to align with this fit. However, in Femtech, where
authenticity is closely tied to women’s embodied experiences, this generic entrepreneurial fit
does not automatically secure context-specific authenticity.

The paper conceptualizes authenticity as something entrepreneurs perform in relation to the
norms, audiences, and meanings of the context in which they seek recognition, rather than as a
fixed personal quality or universal gendered advantage. Empirically, the study analyses
interviews with eight male founders in Femtech. Drawing on discursive psychology analysis,
our findings show how male founders discursively construct authenticity when they lack the
embodied experiences that ground the context. The findings show that male founders initially
rely on individual authenticity claims favored by dominant entrepreneurship discourse, such as
technical expertise, entrepreneurial rationality, market knowledge, and professional
competence. However, these claims prove unstable in a context where legitimacy and
credibility are attached to women’s embodied experiences. In response, male founders narrate
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experiential proximity by decentering themselves and aligning their accounts with women’s
experiences and expertise. Through decentering the selves and transference, they shift authority
toward women users, partners, co-founders, or advisors whose embodied and technical
knowledge can make their participation appear more contextually accountable.

The paper contributes to research on gender and entrepreneurship by showing that the male
advantage is not fixed but contextually contingent. Men may be broadly recognized as
entrepreneurs, but they are not automatically recognized as authentic Femtech entrepreneurs.
The paper also contributes to authenticity research by theorizing authenticity as a context-
specific accomplishment shaped by the relationship between the entrepreneur and the field’s
experiential foundation. In the thesis as a whole, this paper shows that doing otherwise not only
concerns women'’s positioning within masculine entrepreneurship. It also reveals how the male
imperative becomes contextually contingent when authenticity depends on proximity to
women’s embodied experiences.
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Main
Findings

Women reduce evaluative
dependency through two
intertwined processes and two
synergistic pathways: they
subvert gendered evaluation,
feminize entrepreneurial practice
through embodied experience and
relational values, splinter to
stabilize women-centric practices,
and coalesce by drawing external
actors into these practices.

Women mobilize narratives of
embodied experiences through
three discursive acts: (1) breaking
the silence of an epistemology of
ignorance, (2) authorizing
embodied experiences as
entrepreneurial expertise, and (3)
asserting discursive authority
beyond accommodation.

Women in Femtech work through the
emotional double bind rather than
simply conforming to or escaping it: (1)
They make feminine-coded emotions
visible, receivable, and legitimate
through strategies such as making
hidden roles visible, (2) juxtaposing
affective intensity with accessible
aesthetics, and (3) turning invisible
emotional harm into symbolic evidence.

Male founders initially rely on
individual authenticity claims
grounded in technical and
entrepreneurial authority, but these
claims become unstable in Femtech.
They then move toward experiential
proximity by decentering the self and
aligning with women’s embodied
experiences. Contextual authenticity
emerges through the tension between
generic entrepreneurial fit and the
context’s experiential foundation.

Paper-level

Contribution

Reframes the relationship
between women and gendered
evaluation by showing that
women can reduce dependence
on dominant evaluative standards
rather than only adapt, negotiate,
or withdraw. It offers a
processual model of how
resistance and alternative practice
work together.

Extends feminist
entrepreneurship research by
theorizing vulnerability as a
means of discursive resistance
rather than an individual deficit
to conceal. It introduces
authority-claiming
counternarratives as a way to
challenge the discourse of
invulnerability.

Contributes to gender and
entrepreneurship research by showing
emotional performance as a gendered,
strategic, and multimodal
accomplishment. It shifts attention from
emotions as internal states to emotions
as publicly performed under platform-
specific and gendered constraints.

Contributes to authenticity and gender
in entrepreneurship research by
theorizing authenticity as a context-
specific accomplishment and by
recasting male advantage as
contingent rather than fixed.

Thesis-level

Contribution

Provides the overall architecture
of doing otherwise: Femtech
actors turn the inadequacy of
gendered evaluation into grounds
for alternative entrepreneurial
practices.

Shows how doing otherwise
operates discursively: embodied
vulnerability becomes a basis for
speaking, knowing, and claiming
authority in entrepreneurship.

Shows how doing otherwise operates
affectively and visually: the double bind
becomes a resource for legitimizing
emotions that entrepreneurship often
treats as excessive or unprofessional.

Shows how doing otherwise reshapes
criteria for participation: external
actors must relate to Femtech’s
experiential foundation rather than
rely only on generic masculine
entrepreneurial authority.

Table 3. Overview of the four appended papers.
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V. DISCUSSION

This chapter presents the emerging themes from the four appended papers, showing how
each of them addresses the thesis aim. As the thesis aims to examine how entrepreneurs do
gender and do entrepreneurship in the Femtech context, and how the intertwined doings
challenge and potentially reconfigure masculine norms in entrepreneurship, each paper focuses
on different aspects through which doing gender and doing entrepreneurship become visible in
Femtech.

5.1.  From excluded experience to experiential foundation for alternative practices

Gender and entrepreneurship research has long critiqued that entrepreneurship is organized
around masculine norms of rationality, invulnerability, and dissmbodiment (Ahl, 2006b; Ahl &
Marlow, 2012; Bruni et al., 2004a). Within such a discourse, certain experiences are more highly
valued, including technical expertise, market insights, leadership and managerial experience,
and growth ambition. By contrast, women’s embodied experiences have often been treated as
private, vulnerable, or irrelevant (Kasperova & Kitching, 2014; Lewis, 2006; Oliveira et al.,
2024; Swail & Marlow, 2018). Across the four studies, this thesis demonstrates that this is not
fixed across contexts. In the context of Femtech, women’s embodied experiences form the
foundation on which entrepreneurial actors can do gender and do entrepreneurship differently.
They shape how ventures are evaluated, authorize embodied vulnerability through narratives,
enable silenced emotions through multimodal performance, and also influence how
entrepreneurial actors perform authenticity.

When women’s embodied experiences become central to their entrepreneurial practices,
entrepreneurial actors in Femtech can reduce their dependence on masculine entrepreneurship
that rules what counts as entrepreneurial and often asks them to conform to fit masculine
expectations. In this sense, women’s embodied experiences enable the possibility of doing
otherwise: not by replacing masculine norms with a fixed feminine alternative, but by partially
reworking how entrepreneurship is evaluated, narrated, emotionally performed, and how
authenticity is constructed.

Specifically, Paper 1 shows how women entrepreneurs move beyond evaluative dependency,
redirecting their entrepreneurial activity away from gendered evaluation and grounding their
entrepreneurial practices in embodied experiences and relational values. In doing so, women
do not simply seek favorable evaluation by adopting masculine norms and concealing their
foundational experiences; they begin to construct alternative grounds. Paper 2 extends this
insight discursively by showing how women mobilize narratives of embodied experiences to
break silence, authorize embodied experience as entrepreneurial expertise, and assert discursive
authority beyond accommodation. Paper 3 further demonstrates that the foundational role of
embodied experience is not limited to narratives or alternative practices but also extends to
emotional performance. On LinkedIn, a masculine-enacted professional platform, women in
Femtech make hidden roles, bodies, emotional intensity, and invisible harms visible and
entrepreneurially receivable. In this way, emotions and vulnerability that might otherwise be
dismissed as too personal or unprofessional become part of how Femtech actors do
entrepreneurship. Paper 4 strengthens this argument as a boundary case. Examining male
entrepreneurs shows that generic entrepreneurial fit does not automatically translate into
contextual authenticity when the field is organized around women’s embodied experiences.
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Together, these papers respond to Ahl and Marlow's (2012) argument that women’s experiences
are excluded from masculine entrepreneurship because of gendered assumptions based on male-
centered aspects, so women’s experiences are not irrelevant or outside but seen as more or less
what is already assumed, and instead suggest that these experiences can broaden the
understanding of entrepreneurship, especially where the private and public spheres blur. What
has been treated as merely gendered can become entrepreneurial, as shown in various practices
in Femtech, all grounded in women’s embodied experiences. This lays the foundation for the
thesis’s broader movement from ‘what’s wrong’ to ‘what can be otherwise’, in which women
must employ individual adaptation or resistance to enact alternative practices, challenge
dominant masculine norms, and reduce their dependence on gendered structures.

5.2. Reduce dependence on existing gendered evaluation

A big part of gender and entrepreneurship research involves examining entrepreneurial
legitimacy and how women are evaluated against masculine-oriented standards (Essers et al.,
2025; Kanze et al., 2018a; Y. Liu et al., 2019; Malmstrom et al., 2017; Swail & Marlow, 2018;
Thompson-Whiteside et al., 2021). Accordingly, women’s legitimacy is often studied through
their efforts to fit, negotiate, or resist standards that were not built with their experiences in
mind. Paper 1 addresses this most directly through the concept of evaluative dependency. It
shows that women entrepreneurs in Femtech do not simply seek favorable evaluation from
masculine entrepreneurship, whether by conforming to, negotiating with, or withdrawing from
it. In most of these cases, it is challenging for them to engage in practices that are grounded in
women’s embodied experiences. Instead, through subverting, they redirect entrepreneurial
activity away from evaluators who cannot recognize what the context requires. Through
feminizing, they ground entrepreneurial practice in embodied experience and relational values.
These practices are consolidated through splintering and extended to broader entrepreneurship
structures through coalescing. This shows that moving beyond evaluative dependency does not
mean escaping the dominant gendered evaluation practices altogether. Rather, it means shifting
the basis of evaluation: from being assessed primarily against masculine expectations to
constructing their own grounds, deciding what they do, how they narrate it, and requiring actors
who are disconnected from the context to prove authenticity.

The other papers deepen this theme by showing that Femtech actors become more
independent of existing gendered evaluations through their narratives and emotional
performances. Paper 2 shows that women’s narratives of embodied experience do not merely
ask for acceptance within existing discourse. They break the silence, authorize embodied
experience as entrepreneurial expertise, and assert discursive authority beyond accommodation.
Paper 3 shows a parallel shift in emotional performance: feminine-coded emotions and
vulnerability are not simply suppressed to appear professional but made visible, receivable, and
legitimate through multimodal performances on LinkedIn. Paper 4 further strengthens this
argument by showing male founders may still benefit from broader masculine entrepreneurial
norms, but in Femtech, their legitimacy and authenticity are not automatic; they must narrate
their proximity to the embodied experiences that define the context. This theme addresses the
overarching thesis question by identifying how Femtech actors shifted what have been
undervalued in entrepreneurship, such as women’s embodied experience, vulnerability, and
emotion, into resources to initiate alternative practices that help them move away from
dominant gendered evaluations.

48



5.3.  Challenging discourse of invulnerability and disembodiment

The theme concerns how women in Femtech make embodied vulnerability speakable and
authoritative, thereby challenging entrepreneurship discourse that favors disembodiment and
invulnerability. Even though a lot of women’s experiences have been incorporated in
entrepreneurship research, including those that are alien to mainstream entrepreneurship, such
as motherhood, caring responsibilities, work-family balance, women’s career and wellbeing,
women’s entrepreneurial narratives remain shaped by the separation of the discourses of
womanhood and entrepreneurship (Ahl, 2002; Garcia & Welter, 2011; Gherardi, 2015; Lewis,
2006; Verduijn & and Essers, 2013). Accordingly, narratives as practices are still influenced by
which stories receive more attention and which stories are told (Bruni & Perrotta, 2014,
Hamilton, 2006; Hytti & Heinonen, 2013). Women may “redo gender” by challenging gendered
discourse and highlighting the values women bring to entrepreneurship, such as developing
family-friendly workplaces, creating women’s networks, and starting businesses while
managing families (Diaz-Garcia & Welter, 2011; Hamilton, 2006). However, whether engaging
in doing or redoing practices in this case, their effort is more about striking the right balance
between the gender and entrepreneurship sides of the dominant discourse than about expanding
their freedom to engage women’s experiences in their narratives.

In masculinized contexts, vulnerability is often positioned as weakness or lack of
entrepreneurial competence, and women are expected to manage, soften, or conceal it. In
Femtech, however, the context makes such concealment difficult and even counterproductive
because the ventures are built around experiences that have been silenced precisely because they
expose embodied vulnerability. Women in Femtech do not simply adapt their narratives to fit
the discourse of invulnerability; they mobilize narratives of women’s embodied experiences to
make vulnerability a means of challenging that discourse. Paper 2 extends this literature by
showing that women’s embodied experiences are not just ‘another story’. Instead, these
narratives are mobilized as discursive acts that challenge the discourse of invulnerability and
disembodiment. By breaking the silence of the epistemology of ignorance, authorizing embodied
experiences as entrepreneurial expertise, and asserting discursive authority beyond
accommodation, women narrate their embodied experiences not as private burdens but as
relevant knowledge. This extends scholarship on women’s alternative narratives in
entrepreneurship by theorizing counternarratives to claim discursive authority, accordingly
pushing discursive boundaries rather than merely negotiating within them. It also
reconceptualizes women’s embodied vulnerability by showing that when these embodied
experiences are exposed discursively, they enable discursive agency. Women resist through their
vulnerability, making their embodied experiences speakable and, over time, legitimate within
the discourse of entrepreneurship.

This theme also needs to be understood through the mutual reinforcing relation between
discourse and practice, as discussed in 2.1. The making of gendered entrepreneurship, in which
gendered entrepreneurship is produced (and reproduced) not only through what is said, but also
through the practices and expectations that remind actors about what should be done. Since
discourse and practices are mutually constitutive (Markowska et al., 2023), what actors can do
shapes what can be said, and what becomes speakable shapes what can be done. The other papers
support this theme by showing entrepreneurial actors in Femtech not only mobilize different
narratives to challenge the discourse that disfavors their foundational experiences, but also create
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spaces, alternative practices, and requirements for external actors when joining their discursive
or structural spaces. For example, Paper 3 shows the same mutual relation between discourse
and practice in a digital context, where the narratives of embodied vulnerability identified in
Paper 2 are extended through multimodal emotional performances that make emotions and
bodily discomfort visible and accessible on LinkedIn. Paper 4 adds a further implication: once
embodied experience becomes central to how Femtech is narrated and practiced, generic claims
of technical competence or entrepreneurial authority prove insufficient for male entrepreneurs.
They must narrate and position themselves in relation to the context’s experiential foundation.
This is where this theme is particularly strong since it demonstrates how ‘rules of the game’
(Boddington, 2024) are strongly challenged, where actors disturb the relation between what can
be said and what can be done.

5.4. Reworking visibility and navigating women’s double-bind in entrepreneurship

This theme builds on the previous theme regarding women’s experiences of being regulated
in masculine entrepreneurship to be individually concealed, but focuses more specifically on
emotions associated with femininity that are both suppressed and displayed in entrepreneurship.
Simultaneously, it discusses women’s visibility in entrepreneurship. In gender and
entrepreneurship research, visibility has often been treated as necessary for women, who need
to be ‘seen’ to access resources and challenge exclusion, which sometimes requires them to fit
into some ‘female role model’ to be recognized (Byrne et al., 2019; Christiansen et al., 2026;
Kneip & Slavici, 2026; Marks, 2021). Or they may endeavor to be seen through different
strategies, for example, identity or legitimacy work.

However, in masculinized contexts, these practices that increase women’s visibility come at
a cost: they can make women visible primarily through gendered difference or alignment with
gendered expectations. Existing research alerts us to how visibility may be reframed as an
individualized burden under postfeminist discourse (Kneip & Slavici, 2026; VoB & Ettl, 2025),
and increased visibility of all-female teams may intensify contrast, scrutiny, and pressure to
assimilate rather than reduce disadvantage (Byrne & Giuliani, 2025; Heizmann & Liu, 2022;
Kwapisz & Hechavarria, 2025). Visibility, in this sense, can easily become hypervisibility:
women are seen, but they are seen through gendered expectations that make their bodies,
emotions, and differences more scrutinized than their entrepreneurial identity.

This leads to a ‘double bind’ tension. In masculinized contexts, doing gender often requires
women to manage themselves so they won’t reveal various aspects of womanhood, including
emotions, which threaten their entrepreneurial identity (Balachandra et al., 2019). As a
consequence, women face a double bind when they perform femininity in entrepreneurial
settings: emotions associated with care, vulnerability, grief, anger, or bodily discomfort may
align with expectations of womanhood, but they also risk being read as excessive,
unprofessional, or incompatible with entrepreneurial competence (Balachandra et al., 2019;
Eagly & Karau, 2002; Malmstrom et al., 2017). Conversely, suppressing such emotions may
help women align with masculine-coded entrepreneurial expectations of confidence, rationality,
and control, but it contradicts gender expectations. This ‘double bind’ tension is especially
visible in the context of Femtech because neither conforming nor openly challenging offers a
stable solution in this case. If Femtech actors conform to the dominant norms, they risk
silencing the very experiences their ventures seek to address, yet if they make these experiences
visible, they risk violating ‘rules of the game’ and may be seen as insufficiently entrepreneurial.
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Paper 3 demonstrates that women in Femtech do not simply resolve the double bind by
choosing between emotional suppression and emotional exposure. Instead, they perform
emotions strategically in ways that make emotions visible, receivable, and recognizable as
entrepreneurial. Through blending hidden roles into entrepreneurial framing, they make bodies,
motherhood, exhaustion, care, and domestic responsibilities visible without detaching them
from entrepreneurial purpose. Through aesthetic juxtaposition, they make intense emotions
such as anger, grief, and frustration more receivable by combining painful content with humor,
visual softness, color, or irony. Through symbolic evidence, they render emotional harms that
cannot easily be shown through the body, such as shame, exclusion, voicelessness, or systemic
neglect, into visible signs and objects. These strategies show that emotional performance is a
situated practice through which women make suppressed emotions legitimate within
entrepreneurship.

The other studies support this theme, showing that the reworking of visibility is not limited
to emotional performance. Paper 2 shows how women make embodied experiences narratively
visible by breaking silence, authorizing embodied experience as entrepreneurial expertise, and
asserting discursive authority beyond accommodation. Here, visibility makes women’s
embodied experiences and their vulnerability visible, translating them into a means to challenge
the dominant discourse. Paper 1 elaborates on visibility by showing how women’s embodied
experiences serve as grounds for recognizing expertise, selecting investors, building trust,
organizing collaboration, and attracting external actors. Paper 4 extends this further by showing
that women’s embodied experiences become visible as a condition of authenticity for male
founders in Femtech. Across these studies, visibility becomes more than just being seen; it is a
condition through which entrepreneurship is done. Reworking visibility, therefore, answers the
overarching research question by showing one way in which women’s intertwined doings
challenge masculine norms. They challenge the norm that entrepreneurial visibility should be
disembodied, emotionally neutral, and detached from gendered experiences. In this sense,
visibility becomes part of doing otherwise: what has been hidden becomes visible as relevant
knowledge and foundation for alternative practices.

5.5. Recasting gendered advantage as contextually contingent

This theme extends the previous themes by discussing what happens to men in Femtech amid
various shifts in women’s entrepreneurial practices that challenge dominant norms and
gendered expectations. While women and other marginalized actors are often positioned as
those who must explain their fit, justify their legitimacy, or construct entrepreneurial identities
in masculinized contexts, men, conversely, are more likely to appear naturally legitimate simply
because they align with the ideal entrepreneurial stereotype (Ahl & Marlow, 2012; Gupta et al.,
2009; Hytti et al., 2023). In this sense, male advantage seems stable and portable across
contexts. Within masculinized contexts, not only do men dominate, but also masculine norms
guide entrepreneurial practices to fit masculine expectations. Gradually, they are seen as neutral
entrepreneurial expectations rather than gendered expectations; male advantage can appear
individually fixed, as if men naturally fit entrepreneurship while women must compensate for
a lack of fit (Kanze et al., 2020). This theme complicates this by showing that gendered
advantage is contextually constructed rather than individually oriented.

Paper 4 shows that male entrepreneurs’ individual claims to authenticity become unstable
when authenticity is tied to experiences they lack. Claims grounded in technical competence,
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entrepreneurial experience, scientific rationality, or market knowledge may still establish
competence as an entrepreneur, but they are insufficient to establish fit with the Femtech context
as a “Femtech entrepreneur”. Instead, male entrepreneurs decenter themselves, aligning with
women’s experiential knowledge, and showing how their role is connected to the context’s
experiential foundation. It once again emphasizes the importance of contextual heterogeneity,
in which various contexts grounded in specific experiences require entrepreneurs to construct
authenticity differently.

The theme does not indicate that Femtech turns men into the new outsiders or replaces
masculine advantage with feminine advantage. Such a reversal would leave the underlying logic
of fit and misfit intact. Rather, the theme shows that gendered advantage is relational, situated,
and contextually contingent. Masculine norms remain powerful, and male founders may
continue to return to narratives of technical authority, market opportunity, and individual
competence. However, Paper 4 shows that these qualities do not automatically secure male
advantage in Femtech. When women’s embodied experiences form the context’s experiential
foundation, masculine fit alone is insufficient. This advances the broader thesis by moving
beyond the individualist tendency to treat advantage as something entrepreneurs possess and
beyond the taken-for-granted male imperative. It shows that entrepreneurial advantage is
achieved through the relationship among the actor, the context, and the foundational
experiences within that context. This theme resonates with a recent study on men’s lack of fit
in Femtech entrepreneurship, which challenges the assumption that men have an industry-
invariant fit in professional equity fundraising by showing that male CEOs in Femtech raise
smaller deal amounts than female CEOs (Milanov et al., 2026b). However, this thesis extends
that insight beyond fundraising penalties and investor evaluation. While existing studies show
that men may be disadvantaged in Femtech because they are perceived as lacking fit, this thesis
examines how such contextual contingency is produced and managed in entrepreneurial
practice.

5.6. Weaving Otherwise and the Remaking of Entrepreneurship

The previous themes have shown that women’s embodied experiences are foundational to
how entrepreneurship is done in Femtech. Taken sepaas trately, these themes show different
aspects of doing gender and doing entrepreneurship in Femtech. Taken together, they reveal a
broader process by which what masculine entrepreneurship has long devalued becomes
foundational to Femtech. This section conceptualizes this process as weaving otherwise. The
process is presented in Figure 1 and begins with the reproduction pathway that gender and
entrepreneurship have long identified: in masculinized contexts, masculine expectations and
male-centered experiences are implicitly taken for granted and guide entrepreneurial practices,
while women’s embodied experiences are positioned as private and inappropriate (Ahl, 2006a;
Bruni et al., 2004a; Hamilton, 2013; Marlow & Martinez Dy, 2018). As a result, women are
often pressured to adapt to masculine expectations; the divide between womanhood and
entrepreneurship is reproduced.

Femtech interrupts this by introducing the remaking pathway. Within Femtech, the
experiences that were once devalued are put to use. Even though Femtech is still embedded in
masculine entrepreneurship that is in tension with women’s experiences, the normative tensions
function differently in Femtech. While women must often navigate normative tensions between
masculine norms and women’s experiences (Swail & Marlow, 2018), what makes Femtech
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different is that entrepreneurial actors in Femtech mobilize this tension to their advantage.
Specifically, Femtech actors do not see this tension as a constraint they must manage, nor as a
contradiction they must resolve by negotiating between conforming and challenging. Instead,
they work through the tension and use it as a generative condition or driving force for enacting
alternative practices. This is most evident in Paper 3 with the use of the term “double bind” that
resonates with all other papers where, instead of being bound and restricted by the double bind
between women’s embodied experiences and the masculine norms, entrepreneurial actors in
Femtech work through it to make these experiences visible and enable their alternative
practices. Figure 1 shows the movement from reproduction to remaking.

L use doing otherwise to describe this shift, in which entrepreneurial actors work through the
normative tension. Across the four studies, doing otherwise appears in different dimensions. It
appears as evaluative redirection when women entrepreneurs reduce dependence on gendered
evaluation as the main reference point for their entrepreneurial activity. It appears as discursive
agency when women mobilize narratives of embodied experiences to challenge the discourse
of vulnerability and disembodiment. It appears as a means to rework visibility and navigate
double-bind tension by making emotions, bodies, and vulnerability visible and receivable in
masculine entrepreneurship. It also appears as a transition from individual to contextual
authenticity, in which male entrepreneurs and other external actors cannot rely solely on generic
entrepreneurial fit but must position themselves in relation to Femtech’s experiential
foundation. These dimensions show that doing otherwise is not a single practice but a
multidimensional process that unfolds across different practices and processes.

1 use weaving otherwise to describe the overarching movement through which these forms
of doing otherwise become connected. The metaphor of ‘weaving otherwise” emphasizes that
four dimensions of doing otherwise do not operate as a linear sequence. As discussed in earlier
themes, each theme is the main theme in its paper, but it is supported by other papers. Thus,
each dimension strengthens the others. Women can mobilize their narratives of embodied
experiences because alternative practices or spaces supported them. Emotional performance
becomes a more strategic way to navigate a double bind because embodied experiences were
increasingly recognized as entrepreneurial knowledge. Male founders must perform
authenticity because Femtech has gradually developed a context-specific foundation against
which participation could be assessed. Weaving otherwise, therefore, indicates an accumulation
and mutual reinforcement of different forms of doing otherwise across alternative practices to
gendered evaluation, narratives, emotion, and authenticity.

This also distinguishes Femtech from some other women-centric spaces or communities
studied in the existing literature, which often result in women becoming isolated from broader
entrepreneurial structures and reproducing the gender divide if the alternative space remains
marginal to broader entrepreneurship (Kanze et al., 2020; LI, 2024; Stoker et al., 2025). Instead,
Femtech develops into women-centric spaces that splinter off to mature their practices and
values before coalescing and attracting external actors. This demonstrates the ‘structural
changes’ within a women-centric space, where they begin to independently construct the
context themselves — one that works for them, rooted in their experiences, developed through
their own practices, and legitimized by external actors. In other words, they construct the
conditions under which entrepreneurship is done and evaluated in Femtech. This is elaborated
in the coalescing pathway in Paper 1, where external actors are drawn into the field when they
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engage with the field’s experiential foundation without imposing masculine norms, and in Paper
4, where external actors cannot rely solely on generic individual entrepreneurial fit but must
engage with Femtech’s experiential foundation.

The result of weaving otherwise is the partial remaking of entrepreneurship in Femtech. By
remaking, I do not mean that Femtech creates an entirely new form of entrepreneurship that
replaces the conventional masculine one or that it transforms masculine entrepreneurship.
Rather, it refers to a situated process through which what masculine entrepreneurship has
devalued and treated as irrelevant becomes ‘ingredients’ that enable new grounds for women to
do gender and do entrepreneurship based on their experiences, thus enabling the ‘remaking’.
Masculine norms still dominate and are embedded in most entrepreneurial practices, such as
pitching, coaching, growth expectations, and investors' search for the right founders to invest
in. However, their authority is no longer taken for granted in the context of Femtech. Thus, the
remaking of entrepreneurship in this thesis is partial, situated, and relational. It is partial because
Femtech does not escape the broader structures of masculine entrepreneurship. It is situated
because the reworking occurs within a specific context organized around women’s embodied
experiences. It is relational because change does not come from individual women alone but
emerges from different entrepreneurial actors and their practices.

In short, entrepreneurial actors in Femtech do otherwise by working through the tension
between masculine entrepreneurship and women’s embodied experiences. As these different
doings are woven together, they begin to remake entrepreneurship from within: not by
transforming masculine entrepreneurship as a whole, but by constructing Femtech
entrepreneurship on foundations that masculine entrepreneurship has long devalued.

54



Reproduction pathway

Masculine
experiences are
treated as the
entrepreneurial
default

Entrepreneurial
practices are
evaluated through
masculine norms

Heroic
individualism,
invulnerability, and
disembodiment are
normalized

Women must
manage the
contradiction
between the
discourses of
womanhood and
entrepreneurship

Women's embodied
experiences becomes

Normative tension between masculine entrepreneurship and women's

embodied experiences

Remaking pathway

entrepreneurially
central in Femtech

Interrelated dimensions of doing otherwise

Reframing
women's embodied
experiences as
entrepreneurial
foundation

Enacting alternative
practices, narratives,
and emotional
performance

Recasting gendered
advantage as
contextually

contingent

Women's embodied
experiences are
excluded, privatized,
and treated as irrelevant

A4

Partial remaking of

entrepreneurship within

Femtech

Expand conditions for fiwther doing otherwise

55

Figure 1. Weaving otherwise: from gendered reproduction to the partial remaking of entrepreneurship in Femtech




VI. CONTRIBUTIONS

This chapter presents the main contributions of the thesis. Building on the findings discussed
in the previous chapter, it first outlines the theoretical contributions to three bodies of
literature: gender and entrepreneurship research, contextual entrepreneurship, and emerging
research on Femtech entrepreneurship. It then discusses the practical implications of the thesis
for entrepreneurial actors, support organizations, investors, and others engaging with
Femtech. Finally, the chapter reflects on the thesis's limitations and suggests directions for
future research.

6.1. Theoretical contributions
6.1.1. Contributions to gender and entrepreneurship

First, this thesis contributes to gender and entrepreneurship research by theorizing doing
otherwise as a set of alternative ways of doing gender and doing entrepreneurship that emerge
when entrepreneurial actors in Femtech work through the normative tension between masculine
entrepreneurship and women’s embodied experiences. It conceptualizes the process of weaving
otherwise as a broader process through which remaking entrepreneurship becomes possible
when experiences that masculine entrepreneurship has long devalued become foundational.

Second, it provides significant empirical and theoretical insights into the longstanding call
by feminist entrepreneurship scholars to include more women’s experiences, and suggests that
these diverse experiences may make meaningful contributions to entrepreneurship theory (Ahl,
2006a; Ahl, 2002; Ahl & Marlow, 2012). Third, it provides the underlying mechanism for
doing otherwise by working through, rather than hiding or concealing, the tension between
women’s experiences and masculine norms. Third, it demonstrates the result of weaving all
these doing otherwise together as the remaking.

In doing so, this thesis resonates with studies that call for moving beyond the individualist
tendency of heroic masculine entrepreneurs and the taken-for-granted male advantage in
entrepreneurial fit due to gender (Boddington, 2024; Bugaje et al., 2023; Hytti et al., 2023;
Markowska et al., 2023; VoB3 & Ettl, 2025). It shows that gendered advantage is not fixed at
the level of individual identity. It depends on the fit between the actor, the context, and the
experiences that organize that context. In this sense, the thesis moves the analysis beyond
questions of who fits the entrepreneurial ideal (Markowska et al., 2023) and shows how the
ideal itself becomes less universal when entrepreneurship is grounded in experiences that it has
long been excluded. Accordingly, the thesis contributes a more relational and contextual
understanding of gendered entrepreneurship, one that examines how gendered norms are
reproduced, disturbed, and partially reconfigured through practice.

6.1.2. Contributions to contextual entrepreneurship

This thesis contributes to contextual entrepreneurship research by identifying experiential
foundation as an important but underdeveloped dimension of context. Contextual
entrepreneurship has shown that entrepreneurship is shaped by social, spatial, institutional,
historical, and cultural dimensions, and that entrepreneurs do not simply operate within context
but also participate in constructing it (Baker & Welter, 2018, 2020; Welter, 2011). However,
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existing literature has paid less attention to less conventional experiences, such as women’s
embodied experiences, which may organize and construct contexts. More importantly, much
contextual entrepreneurship research recognizes that entrepreneurs and contexts are mutually
constitutive, but it often remains underspecified how this mutual constitution unfolds when
actors lack conventional authority, especially women (Henry & Lewis, 2023). In the context of
Femtech, women’s embodied experiences become part of how entrepreneurship is evaluated,
narrated, emotionally performed, and how authenticity is performed. In this sense, the context
enables doing otherwise, and doing otherwise also constructs the context.

Existing work on women’s entrepreneurship also asserts that gendered contexts are often
under-theorized and that women-centric spaces can both support women and risk reproducing
marginality if they remain isolated (Henry & Lewis, 2023; Roos, 2019). This thesis shows that
alternative contexts may develop through a movement between internal consolidation and
outward engagement, in which a feminine-coded context can become more than a protective
space where marginalized actors withdraw from masculine structures. It can also become a
context in which alternative practices are stabilized, legitimized, and extended, shaping how
broader actors engage with them.

6.1.3. Contributions to Femtech entrepreneurship

This thesis also contributes to emerging research on Femtech entrepreneurship. It resonates
with many empirical insights from existing studies but positions Femtech differently.
Specifically, existing studies show that Femtech is not a neutral sector, but is shaped by stigma
(Bojovic et al., 2026; Werner et al., 2024b), gendered evaluation (Milanov et al., 2026b), and
social movement roots (Bojovic et al., 2026; Hendl & Jansky, 2022). These studies tend to
frame Femtech as stigma entrepreneurship or a more subtle form of social entrepreneurship
(Bojovic et al., 2025, 2026) with specific missions, whether to effect social change or enhance
women’s empowerment (Facca et al., 2025; Hendl & Jansky, 2022) or overcome stigma within
masculinized contexts (Bojovic et al., 2026). In closer connection to this thesis, existing studies
emphasize the gender aspect and frame Femtech as a female-typed industry (Milanov et al.,
2026b). This thesis positions Femtech entrepreneurship as a novel gendered context that puts
masculine norms under tension, and through this normative tension, entrepreneurial actors can
work through it to enact alternative practices, which has not been the case for women’s
entrepreneurship in previous studies. Femtech broadens how entrepreneurship can be
understood and theorized across contexts and experiences that are not privileged in masculine
entrepreneurship. While appreciating existing studies that share empirical insights, this
understanding of Femtech differs in that it does not just see Femtech as a case of stigma
management, social change, or gendered market fit, but rather as significant changes in
entrepreneurial structures and practices.

6.2. Practical contributions

Practically, the thesis challenges entrepreneurship support systems that still adopt gendered
evaluation criteria that favor masculine norms and practices, thereby training women to meet
masculine expectations. Much support for women entrepreneurs still focuses on helping them
pitch more confidently, access dominant networks, adopt growth-oriented language, or become
more attractive to conventional investors. Such initiatives may be useful in the short term, but
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they risk reinforcing the assumption that existing evaluative standards are neutral and
competent. The findings of this thesis suggest that, in contexts such as Femtech, the problem
is not only that women are evaluated differently. It is also possible that evaluators may ignore
the experiential and contextual knowledge needed to assess ventures grounded in women’s
embodied experiences.

Thus, this thesis has direct implications for investors, accelerators, venture studios, and
policymakers, calling for a shift in the way Femtech ventures are recognized and evaluated.
This thesis suggests a more inclusive approach to accepting ventures rooted in unconventional
experiences, such as Femtech. This may involve engaging users, founders, health experts,
patients, and community actors as direct advisors to provide relevant knowledge on problem
definition, product development, market interpretation, and investment assessment.
Furthermore, this thesis also suggests improving the design of women-centric entrepreneurial
spaces. Support organizations should invest in specialized accelerators, investor education
programs, founder collectives, and collaborative platforms that allow women to build expertise,
resources, and evaluative criteria on their own terms. This will strengthen the conditions under
which they can engage with broader entrepreneurial structures without surrendering the
experiential foundation of their ventures.

For entrepreneurship educators and communication platforms, the thesis highlights the need
to broaden what is considered legitimate, both professionally and entrepreneurially. Narratives
of embodied vulnerability and emotional performance should not automatically be treated as
too personal, too emotional, or inappropriate for entrepreneurship. Teaching, mentoring, and
platform norms that equate professionalism with disembodiment and emotional control can
unintentionally reproduce masculine norms in entrepreneurship. A more inclusive approach
would help entrepreneurs, mentors, and students recognize how narratives and emotional
performance can function as sources of knowledge, legitimacy, and collective meaning-making.
For male founders and other external actors, the thesis cautions that participation in Femtech
cannot rely solely on technical competence, market opportunity, or generic masculine fit.
Instead, they must integrate relevant knowledge of women’s embodied experiences into
entrepreneurial practices.

6.3. Limitations and future research

As with all qualitative research, the contributions of this thesis are shaped by its empirical
context, theoretical focus, and methodological choices. First, the thesis is grounded in Femtech,
a context where women’s embodied experiences are unusually central to entrepreneurial
opportunities, products, narratives, and claims to authenticity. This makes Femtech analytically
powerful, but the findings do not indicate universal claims about all forms of women’s
entrepreneurship or all contexts of gendered entrepreneurship. Future research could therefore
examine whether and how doing otherwise unfolds in other contexts organized around
embodied, stigmatized, marginalized, or unequally distributed experiences, such as disability
entrepreneurship, LGBTQ+ health entrepreneurship, or men’s health contexts.

Second, the thesis shows how masculine norms are challenged and reconfigured, but it does
not fully trace whether these changes lead to durable transformation outcomes in funding flows
or policy changes. The thesis, therefore, treats reconfiguration carefully as partial and situated.
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Future research could follow Femtech actors, accelerators, investors, and policy initiatives
longitudinally to examine whether alternative practices may lead to broader structural changes
as Femtech grows. Such work could help identify when doing otherwise produces enduring
structural change and when it becomes diluted, appropriated, or retranslated into dominant
entrepreneurial norms.

Third, the focus on women’s embodied experiences carries the risk of reproducing
essentialist assumptions if not handled reflexively. This thesis treats women’s embodied
experiences as socially and discursively organized rather than as a universal biological essence.
Still, more research is needed on differences among women and on those who do not fit binary
gender categories. Future studies could examine how race, class, age, sexuality, disability,
migration, trans and non-binary experiences, and different relations to reproduction shape who
is recognized as an authentic or legitimate Femtech actor. Such research would deepen the
thesis’s intersectional implications and prevent women’s embodied experience from being
treated as singular or homogeneous. Finally, Paper 4 opens questions that this thesis can only
begin to address. It shows how male entrepreneurs perform authenticity when they are
disconnected from Femtech’s foundational embodied experiences, but it focuses primarily on
their own accounts. Future research could examine the audience side of contextual authenticity
by studying how the relevant audience evaluates men’s claims to authenticity in Femtech.
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