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ABSTRACT

This study investigates the status of female entrepreneurs in the Greek countryside as formed in the recent
years owed to the emergence of agritourism. Agritourism has provided opportunities for additional income
in localities through the utilization of knowledge of traditional customs, recipes, folk art. Women
entrepreneurs in the sector often function within a context of adverse circumstances, pertaining to their
multiple responsibilities at home and at work. Organization of women in producers’ cooperatives has
facilitated their endeavor with regard to commitment, mutual support and pooling knowledge. On the other
hand, major obstacles include lack of management education and insufficient marketing of local products.
Even though status of women has been upgraded to an extent due to their additional contribution to the
family income, conservative stereotypes about their role remain still intact in the countryside.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Employment in the agricultural sector is considered a
“male” profession (Berlan-Darque, 1988; Haugen, 1990;
Alston, 1995; Liepins, 1998), like the one of automobile
repairer and the heavy machinery operator. According to
long-standing, male-dominated  stercotypes, male
professions involve heavy work load and on the other
hand technical skills that are considered beyond the
biological limits of women. Nevertheless, the
agricultural sector employs masses of women
particularly in developing countries, e.g. in Southeast
Asia more than 90% of workers in rice fields, in Kenya
about 75%-89% in agricultural production, in Pakistan
more than 80% in stock breeding and 60% in farming
(Ahearn and Tempelman, 2010).

The vast majority of heads of agricultural properties
throughout the world are men. For example, USA is

considered the cradle of female entrepreneurship, since
more than 40% of entrepreneurs are women.
Nevertheless, according to the census of 2002, only 306,
209 principals of agricultural properties out of the total
2,100,000 were women. These women were on average
older than their male colleagues, a fact implying that a
number of them undertook the family property after the
death of their husband (Ahearn and Tempelman, 2010).
In Austria 30% of farms are led by women but only
14.6% of representatives in agricultural chambers are
female (Oedl-Wieser, 2005). Agricultural businesses run
by women are on average smaller and less productive than
those held by men. Nevertheless, differences in productivity
are eliminated when comparing rural enterprises of
equitable size and infrastructure (WBP, 2012).
Theoretically speaking, discriminations against
women in salaried work might orient a large portion of
them to an entrepreneurial career. Entrepreneurship
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entails independence and the capability on
determining one’s own working time and schedule.
Female presence in the entrepreneurship arena per se
constitutes an act of emancipation, entailing the
negation of conservative perceptions that place
women in house occupied with child-rearing, while
men eke to supply the family income. Nevertheless,
female entrepreneurship is not an easy path.

Ostensibly, the entrepreneur is capable of designing
her own program and timetable. In real life, however,
entrepreneurship usually requires excessive time and
exhaustive effort, thereby alienating women from their
family. Needless to say, protective legal devices for
salaried women (maternity leave, child bounty etc) are
not applicable to women entrepreneurs.

The financing system often does not trust women
entrepreneurs, thereupon they are likely to face problems
regarding approval of their investment proposals (Brush,
1992; Little and Jones, 2000). Research has shown that
on average female entrepreneurs start with less capital
than men, but they also create smaller debts than men
(Warren-Smith et al., 2001; Weiler and Bernasek, 2001;
Carter and Shaw, 2006).

Women entrepreneurs are confronted with prejudice
and stereotypes in their business transactions. They face
problems when attempting to establish relationships with
professional groups (Warren-Smith et al., 2001), as well
as in their effort to install sales networks (World Bank,
2012). On the other hand, a substantial number of
women entrepreneurs are home-based in order to take
care of children, a fact that might undermine their
professional status.

Self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Boyd and Vozikis,
1994; Zhao et al., 2005) and risk-taking (Knight, 1921;
Brockhaus, 1980; Carland et al., 1995; Wu and Knott,
2006) are fundamental traits of the entrepreneur. Research
has shown that women take fewer risks and reach to more
conservative decisions than men (Carter and Shaw, 2006;
Niederle and Vesterlund, 2007). Among other reasons,
inequitable presence of women in the entrepreneurship
arena is also attributed to the shattering of their self-
confidence from the predominant male stereotypes
(Brush et al., 2004).

A wide stream of research has focused on the
peculiarities of female entrepreneurship and the
comparison of traits and perceptions among female and
male entreprencurs (Marlow, 1997; Brush et al., 2004;
Minniti and Naude, 2010; WBP, 2012). Research has
pinpointed differences in perceptions regarding business
development, the social role of business and the balance
between work and family. According to the social
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feminism approach, the concept of business performance
may be perceived in different ways, emanating from the
different priorities of genders. Male entrepreneurs aim
most of all at achieving concrete objectives and at
maximizing profits. Female entrepreneurs, on the
other hand, wish most of all to achieve balance
between their professional and personal life (Marlow,
1997; Weiler and Bernasek, 2001). In this respect,
Brush (1992) alleged that women entrepreneurs are
more successful than men, since they are likely to
achieve their own goals more easily. Research has also
targeted the issue of business growth from the female
perspective (Dalborg ef al., 2011). Investigation of
paradigms of successful women entrepreneurs
demonstrated that their perception of business growth
includes at a great extent the element of personal growth.

2. THE SETTING

In the last decades a massive migration of inhabitants
of the countryside to cities had been witnessed in Greece.
However, women (particularly the younger and
unmarried ones) had been leaving their homeland at a
greater extent than men. Nowadays, amidst the crisis,
migration to cities has been discontinued. The following
reasons prompting women away from homeland have
been reported (Gidarakou-Kaffe, 1996).

Agricultural property in Greece is mostly segmented
into small, unproductive lots, since inheritance
follows the partibility pattern (Gidarakou et al., 2008;
Koutsou ef al., 2011). Work in cities used to be profitable,
at least in the years before the economic crisis.

In farm households women are occupied mostly as
non-salaried, auxiliary family members, meaning that they
are financially dependent upon the household leader.

Rural work is particularly hard, women farmers being
more encumbered than women of the city. Besides
working in the fields and looking after their household,
they also have to take care of the accommodation and
nutrition of non-family farm workers (Rosenfeld, 1985).

Younger women in particular tend to believe that
employment in agriculture is not rewarded enough and
lacks social status and recognition. Educational
opportunities in the recent years supplied women with
skills enabling them to find better jobs in cities.

Predominant perceptions in the countryside reside
on conservative roots, are particularly restrictive
toward women and promote gender discrimination
(Beggs et al., 1996).

Infrastructure in the countryside is occasionally
problematic concerning e.g. scarcity of public transport,
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defective road network, telecommunications problems,
intermittent electric power supply, lack of information,
low effectiveness of public services etc. Lack of welfare
institutions such as  healthcare facilities and
kindergartens may also be witnessed. Leisure and
recreation activities are usually totally absent.

The decision of a woman to leave countryside
depends both on intrinsic factors (age, education,
existence of children) as well as on extrinsic ones
(impact of the decision on the community, family
attitude) (Gidarakou-Kaffe, 1996). In the recent years,
migration to cities has largely subsided due to the
financial crisis. Moreover, a number of unemployed
people are in the process of turning back to their
ancestral villages disregarding deficient infrastructures.
Inadequate infrastructure explains also the lack of
interest on the part of big companies in investing in rural
areas, notwithstanding favorable legal devices and tax
incentives. Although there do exist samples of success
stories, there do exist business opportunities in the
countryside, their exploitation is not an easy task.
Unscheduled initiation of entrepreneurship in the
hinterland entails considerable risk.

3. LIFESTYLE ENTREPRENEURSHIP
AND MULTIPLE VOCATIONAL
IDENTITIES OF WOMEN

Multi-employment, or polyvalent employment, is a
common practice in Greek periphery. An individual may
hold simultaneously jobs that may be irrelevant, or may
be normally undertaken by different social strata, usually
in order to minimize risks (Patiniotis and Stavroulakis,
1997). For example, a farmer at the same time may deal
with agricultural property, run a small retail shop and let
rooms for tourists. Pluriactivity is not necessitated solely
due to the small size of lots that cannot provide substantial
income through ordinary agricultural works. It may stem
also from the fact that the farm is often inherited family
property. Particularly women heirs rarely do consider
farming as conscious vocational choice (Jervell, 1999),
therefore they attempt to diversify. Diversification of rural
activities through agritourism represents a radical change
particularly for women, since it entails a departure from
habitus and a transition to the contested terrain of
entrepreneurship  involving  competition, initiative,
uncertainty and toughness.

However, a substantial proportion of rural business
may be classified as lifestyle entrepreneurship, through
which farmers attempt to diversify activities in order to

,////4 Science Publications

131

obtain an extra income, while at the same time satisfying
needs of the family and retaining their own way of life.
Work in agriculture is seasonal, apparently facilitating
diversified activities around the clock. Lifestyle
entrepreneurship constitutes the opposite pole of the
Schumpeterian ~ paradigm, its  distinctive  traits
corresponding more to those of free-style self-employment
than to rational business (Ateljevic and Doorn, 2000;
Marcketti et al., 2006; Stavroulakis et al., 2008).

As happens also in other economic sectors, successful
rural entrepreneurs are likely to start having already set
concrete goals as well as possessing appropriate
infrastructure, while the less successful ones usually
become entrepreneurs out of necessity rather than
ambition. Research among Finnish farmers showed that
successful farmers/entrepreneurs had proceeded to the
following (McElwee, 2005):

e Renovation of and investments in production

e Continuous development of vocational skills

e Self-confidence and eagerness to work hard if
necessary

e Commitment to objectives and capability of goal-
setting, achieving goals and setting new ones

e Utilization of the latest information relevant to
business needs

e Networking and cooperation with professional groups

e  On the other hand, the following features of lifestyle
entrepreneurs have been reported (Peters er al,
2009)

e Motivation more by quality of life than growth.
Sectors of rural business and tourism have been
attracting a large number of small entrepreneurs
who are not oriented to growth. In a research
targeting Scottish farmers, about 86% declared that
they did not wish growth of their business
(Mochrie et al., 2006)

e Priority to lifestyle rather than to efficient customer

service, according to tradeoff between leisure and

workload

Questionable viability of business

Unwillingness to let go or sell the business

Lack of training in business issues

Distance from lobby organizations and power

centers of the sector

e Absence of managerial rationality, which may be
expressed among others through irrational decision-
making, limited marketing and product development
activities, underutilization of ICT technologies and
low of appreciation of quality issues
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Despite viability problems, the role of lifestyle
entrepreneurs in agritourism should not be downplayed.
Their presence facilitates sustenance of local population
to homeland, attracts tourists who wish to stay within a
homely environment instead of impersonal mass tourism
installations and contributes to the locality welfare.
Moreover, in certain cases growth may not be
undesirable if achieved e.g. through the establishment of
synergies with other entrepreneurs and professionals
(tour operators, contractors etc) (Irvine and Anderson,
2003), through participation in networks, as well as
through exploitation of favorable legal provisions and
absorption of EU subsidies (Peters et al., 2009).

Lifestyle entrepreneurs in agritourism are motivated
primarily by intrinsic incentives, including social
interaction between host and guests, providing
information on rural issues, demonstrating traditional
farming techniques to people of the city etc (Weaver and
Fennel, 1997). Women in agritourism are motivated
more by the need to aid their family, while profit is of
secondary priority. Women respondents in a U.K.
research stated that they started their business primarily
in order to combine work with home obligations, while
men did not report this reason at all (Marlow, 1997). The
question is, whether working in different sectors all year
long enables job holders to retain a single identity, or do
they develop an “identity bricolage” Carruthers and Uzzi
(2000), reported by Patiniotis and Prodromitis (2007)
formed through their variform occupations. Within the
context of family business, the boundaries between the
home sphere and the working environment are rather
confused. Ordinary work involves movement of the job
incumbent from the private, familial space, to the public
sphere of business. Consequently, especially in cases
where work of women takes place at home, it is not
perceived as “real work”™ either by male or female family
members (Ioannidou and Nazou, 2006). Research in the
island of Mykonos (Nazou, 2003) showed that women’s
entrepreneurial initiative in agritourism is often
perceived by themselves more as an extension of their
ordinary houschold duties that has to be carried out in
parallel and less as a conscious vocational selection. In
this respect, business and housekeeping rather
complement than conflict one another.

4. BUSINESS ACTIVITIES OF WOMEN
IN GREEK COUNTRY SIDE

Besides the ongoing economic crisis, another factor
aiding to retain women at homeland concerns the
emergence of new economic perspectives parallel to
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agriculture and stock-raising. These forms include the
development of small business in the sectors of organic
cultivations, floriculture, snails, agritourism and relevant
fields (folk art, local recipes, ecotourism etc). New
trends have appeared within the context of rejection of
mass tourism products by consumers and their
respective search for more healthy life patterns, e.g.
through their sojourn in rural accommodations, their
participation in traditional cultivation forms, their
occupation with athletic activities in areas of natural
beauties (horse-riding, kayak, hang-gliding) etc. (e.g.,
Hjalager, 1996; Butler, 1998; Karagiannis and Exarhos,
2006; Kizos and losifides, 2007).

Traditionally, Greek farmers had aimed first of all at
covering their household needs and at a second phase at
occasionally trading any product surplus. Therefore,
entrepreneurial activities of Greek farmers had been
underdeveloped, confined in selling their products to
intermediaries, without establishing any direct
connection with consumers. Farmers’ interest has been
rekindled recently due to the aforementioned business
alternatives, to the decrease of their income stemming
from agriculture and last but not least, to the curtailment
of CAP subsidies. According to Eurostat about 30.3% of
farm heads were women in Greece in 2007, compared to
25% in 2000 (reported by Koutsou ef al., 2011). Even
then, in many cases the woman’s name on the business
title is deceptive, applied in order to serve better the
household interests (pocketing CAP subsidies,
exploiting tax incentives, covering up for a male
relative working elsewhere) (Anthopoulou, 2006;
Gidarakou et al., 2006). In their research in the
prefecture of Kilkis, where according to official data
women in charge of their farm constitute 40% of the
total, Koutsou ef al. (2011) disclosed that from them
only 38.3% were really occupied with agriculture and
dealt with the management of their farm, the rest
having nothing to do with rural work at all.

Alternative sources of income have made an appeal
to a substantial number of women of the Greek
countryside. Women tend to develop a more positive
attitude towards entrepreneurship if they are capable of
working within their community, or even better, at home
(Anthopoulou and Koutsou, 2010; Breen and Karanasios,
2010). Consequently, demographic and social obstacles
(illiteracy, poverty, ageing etc) often hindering women
from pursuing a viable vocational career at the periphery
may be mitigated through their activation in agritourism.
Position of women has been upgraded through their
transition from non-salaried, auxiliary family members
to equitable business partners, who may be capable even
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of offering jobs to members of the wider family. In
certain cases, a shift of power from male family
members to female ones may be witnessed within the
context of family business (Anthopoulou, 2006). Indeed,
during peak seasons mobilization of the wider social
network under female leadership is possible in order to
respond to urgent orders (e.g. concerning preparation of
pastries, traditional delicacies, textiles etc).

Despite increased participation of women in the
family revenues and in decision-making, male-
dominated perceptions and stereotypes about their social
role have not subsided-and there exist no signs indicating
that they are going to (Ioannidou and Nazou, 2006;
Galani-Moutafi, 1994). Patrimonial space has been
imbibed by long-standing local customs and traditions
and has been largely hostile to new migrants, thereupon
has proved particularly recalcitrant to attempts for socio-
cultural change. In this respect, Anthopoulou and
Koutsou (2010: 1714) underlined that.

“We should not overlook that fact that the
professionalization of rural women’s traditional female
skills essentially reproduces gendered social stereotypes
of female roles (nurturers, cooks and guardians of
traditional values), in the final analysis undermining the
same social and economic emancipation that emerges
from active employment and a financial contribution to
the family budget.”

Intermittent process towards emancipation seems to
be a common element among patriarchal societies. For
example, in a research in rural Turkey Van Broeck
(2001) found out that even though women occasionally
were the ones who initiated the tourism venture, men
came afterwards to assume leadership, as profits grew
and business had to become more professional. The same
research witnessed that position of women had been
reinforced through their employment in tourism, but
invariably they had to hand over their salaries to males.

As expected, occupation of women with rural
entrepreneurship is possible only through low-risk
activities which do not require substantial capital.
Collective work in cooperatives (co-ops) is indicated due
to the socio-economic context of localities, as well as to
the demographic features of women. In 2008 had
functioned about 140 agritourism co-ops in Greece
employing about 3,000 women (Anthopoulou and
Koutsou, 2010) (20-25 members on average), located
mostly in mountainous areas and the islands; it is
unclear, however, how many of these are inactive. These
numbers are relatively small compared to the respective
of neighboring countries (Italy, Turkey, Slovenia).
Agritourism co-ops play an important role in improving
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quality of life in the countryside, since they contribute to
moderation of poverty, to preservation of cultural heritage,
to development of tourism, to increase of visitation and to
elevation of the fame of localities. Advantages of
women’s organization in co-ops include the following
(Kaldis et al., 2000; Theodoropoulou ef al., 2008):

e Commitment of women to the common effort and
dedication to success of their co-operative

e Provision of unpaid, overtime work according to
demands

e Moderation of risk and uncertainty (that usually
harasses private business) and mutual support of
members, which is particularly needed at the
beginning of the endeavor

e Combination of members’ skills and strengths

e Creation of a valuable data base, formed through the
accumulation of traditional knowledge on local
products, customs etc

Nevertheless, women’s co-ops, along with small
agritourism business, are pestered by an array of
problems, stemming often from absence of networking
and synergies (Kazakopoulos and Gidarakou, 2003;
Kizos and losifides, 2007), as well as from deficient
education in business management, accounting,
marketing and entrepreneurship principles (Gidarakou,
2005). There should be mentioned that marketing of
local products is of particular importance due to the
physical distance separating producers from consumers,
consequently appropriate utilization of web applications
and social media is of utmost priority (Kazakopoulos and
Gidarakou, 2003; Che et al., 2005; Vakoufaris et al.,
2007; Corinto and Curzi, 2010; Bouris et al., 2011;
Karagiannis and Stavroulakis, 2011; Abel et al., 2013).
In many cases agrifood products are not standardized,
they bear no informative labels about their mode of
production or origin of ingredients and they are not
linked to the knowledge and know-how of the co-op
(Vakoufaris et al., 2007).

In contrast to women entrepreneurs in urban centers
who wusually attend some preparatory seminars on
entrepreneurial issues before starting-up, women of the
countryside rarely had such an opportunity in the past
(Iakovidou et al., 1999; Kazakopoulos and Gidarakou,
2003). In a recent research (Apostolopoulos, 2005) the
majority of women members of agritourism co-ops
declared that they had attended some form of relevant
seminars, mostly through subsidized training programs
(Gidarakou et al., 2006; Gidarakou et al., 2008).
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Notably, tourism activities require different skills and
behaviors than those pertaining to farming (soft skills)
and these have also to be taught, e.g. quality of services,
politeness, communication, alacrity, negotiations and
leadership (Koutsouris et al., 2013).

The situation is further aggravated owed to absence
of co-ordination between agricultural, tourism and land
use policies (Kizos and losifides, 2007; Koutsouris et al.,
2013) -see also Dubois and Schmitz (2013) for similar
problems in Wallonia. Institutional support remains a
controversial issue regarding the Greek rural sector. In
many cases the institution of CAP subsidies did not
fulfill its purpose of renovating agricultural methods and
production. Rather, by providing an effortless income it
brought about inertia among farmers, flagging their
motivation to innovate. Kizos and Ilosifides (2007)
criticized the distributive character of variform financial
support programs on the grounds of providing financial
aid of questionable feasibility to eligible agritourism
units instead of being incorporated within a strategic plan
at the heart of a rural development policy. In the
previous decades, particularly in the 80s and 90s, an
effort had been made by the state to sustain non-viable
co-ops through protectionist measures, such as
guaranteeing prices of cereals, as well as determining
artificially low interest rates regarding bank loans. On
the other hand, till 2000 legislation had imposed state
interventions in major issues concerning co-ops (auditing
process, price-setting etc) thereby curtailing their
autonomy. These malfunctions have been amended by
law (Lamprinopoulou and Tregear, 2006).

The majority of members of women co-ops have no
previous experience on business. They belong mostly to
the age group between 36 and 55, are married with
children and have finished the Gymnasium or the
Lyceum (Gidarakou, 2005). Co-op members may be
employed either on a full-time, or on a part-time basis
(Vakoufaris et al., 2007). Comparative research between
women leading agritourism co-ops and women in charge
of private business in the tourism sector who participated
in the Leader project showed that the former were on
average elder and of lower educational background
(Koutsou et al, 2009). On the other hand, agritourism co-
ops are activated more in gastronomy and the culinary
sector (traditional nutrition) while private business is
more specialized in hospitality. Agritourism co-ops tend
to start with less capital than private firms of the sector, a
fact that besides the meager economic means of
members may also be attributed to their orientation,
presupposing different demands in capital
(Kazakopoulos and Gidarakou, 2003; Koutsou et al.,
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2009). Vakoufaris et al. (2007) pointed out that an
important reason for women to form agrifood co-ops lies
in the regulatory framework. While an ordinary food
enterprise has to comply with strict specifications as
regards to space, facilities, infrastructure, storage etc in
order to obtain the operations license, a co-op is
exempted from most of these prerequisites.

As happens in family business, in co-ops also
members prefer not to jeopardize their endeavor by
adopting hazardous strategies, out of insecurity and lack
of professional skills. Takovidou et al. (2006) found that
risk aversion of women renders them reluctant to invest
substantial personal capital in business as well as to
pursue bank loans in order to expand, aiming mostly at
exploiting subsidy programs (Kazakopoulos and
Gidarakou, 2003; Vakoufaris et al., 2007). Most often,
however, lack of capital is compensated through their
hard, overtime work (Anthopoulou, 2006), or through
utilization of heretofore unproductive property, e.g.
transformation of derelict ancestral mansions into tourist
installations (Galani-Moutafi, 1994). Women members
have been found to foster low ambitions and to be
satisfied even with a minimal profit, preferring to confine
business activities within their community rather than
assuming risks pertaining to strategic growth. Except
entrepreneurial risks, business growth often requires hiring
external specialized staff, a fact that might deteriorate
human relations within the co-op, since mentalities of co-
op members and technocrats are entirely different.

Coming now to the effectiveness of agritourism and
its impact to communities, diverse findings have been
reported. Kizos and losifides (2007) in their research in
the prefectures of Lesvos, Magnesia and Lefkada found
total abstention from agritourism activities that are
considered quite popular abroad (horse-riding, organized
walks, organized participation of tourists in traditional
agricultural and cattle-raising  activities).  They
pinpointed the lack of differentiation of services,
maintaining that small agrotourism units pertain more to
“tourism” than to “agrotourism”, by means of providing
a parody of the same services that are offered by mass
tourism providers. Another research in the North Aegean
islands (Vakoufaris ef al., 2007) stressed the dynamism
of agritourism co-ops and their contribution to local
economy, but also reported acute problems threating
their viability such as limited member participation, lack
of skills, insufficient marketing and amateurism.
Anthopoulou and Koutsou (2010) witnessed substantial
spread of agrifood co-op products among consumers. On
the other hand, Symeonidou (2009) in her research in
Central Macedonia observed neither worthwhile income
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increase of agrifood households, nor creation of new
work positions, nor any significant positive outcomes to
the economics of the community.

5. CONCLUDING REMARKS

Small-scale  entrepreneurship in the Greek
countryside has been rejuvenated to an extent due to the
shift of a large portion of consumers from mass tourism
products to a more healthy way of life. Since the
woman of the countryside is often the protagonist of
this endeavor, her status has been relatively upgraded,
taking into account her previous inferior situation
(Sinclair, 1997). She has embodied, among others, the
properties of caretaker, the continuator of cultural
heritage, the hostess, the conversant with traditional
techniques, the guardian of authenticity, the
housekeeper (Anthopoulou and Koutsou, 2010).

The latter property has multiple connotations in the
Greek context. Literally, “housekeeping”
(noikokyrosyne) encloses concepts like cleanness,
tidiness and order. On the other hand, figuratively it
refers to efficient administration of income yielded
through honest and laborious work, as well as to the
attaching family prosperity and prestige. In ordinary
agricultural activities women deal only with the first
dimension, as their contribution is confined in house.
The second dimension, however, presupposes a more
cooperative modus vivendi among genders within the
context of agritourism family business, where all
members have to contribute both skills and effort
(Ioannidou and Nazou, 2006)-“it takes two to operate
this kind of business” (Brandth and Haugen, 2007).

Women’s co-ops seem to cover sufficiently consumer
needs with regard to agritourism products. There should
be mentioned, however, that small businesses and co-ops
in the sector manage to survive within market niches
which are left over by big enterprises (Kazakopoulos and
Gidarakou, 2003; Dubois and Schmitz, 2013). Since the
latter may attempt anytime to cover market niches of
economic importance, small business ought to be prepared
to defend themselves. Fundamental success preconditions
for small rural business include promotion of their
products, establishment of brand names and retention of
high quality standards (Bouris et al., 2011).
Kazakopoulos and Gidarakou (2003) mentioned that
agritourism co-op venturing in market niches ought to
become a group thinking process, involving participation
of all stakeholders-women, youths, local authorities and
other interested groups.
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Differentiation of rural activities through agritourism
entails to an extent conjunction of “male activities”
(ploughing, digging) with “female” ones (cooking,
cleaning, weaving). Nevertheless, gender roles remain
distinct by and large in localities. Activation of women
in agritourism has been conducted within the context of
deep-rooted socio-cultural patterns in the direction of
perpetuating gender inequalities. Despite the contribution
of women to the household income, established
perceptions about their role and status have not been
negated so far. Therefore, opportunities for a radical
renegotiation of their role leading to concrete
emancipation through their occupation in agritourism
appear rather limited.
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