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Abstract

This paper reviews the approaches adopted in the development of [female] entrepreneurship models, with specific reference to rural enterprise. It then questions the efficacy of some of the measurements applied to the contribution of these rural enterprises when matched against the family, social and community contributions of the owners.

Becker (1993) when looking at the family as an economic unit suggested that within the family there is a clearly delineated division of labour. This division of labour is focussed on the comparative advantages of efficient operation yielded by the biological differences between the sexes. His typically neo-classical (but not unsympathetic) approach was diametrically opposed to the approach adopted by Granovetter (1985), who argued that using a socio-economic as opposed to neo-classical approach better explained the reality of ‘economic action’ and associated economic behaviour. His critique provided a platform [of explanation] for developing theories of entrepreneurial behaviour that could go beyond the traditional under and over-socialised approaches to entrepreneurship (Aldrich and Zimmer, 1986). Importantly, because of the multiplicity of surrounding factors that women take into consideration it enabled further research on self-employed females to highlight that  “a woman’s decision to become self employed is less individually based and more dependent on her environment. She is more in need of the validation from her surrounding community” (Mistick, 1998 page 10).

Postal questionnaires were sent out to a purposive population of rural micro and small enterprise owners in England, which included female led farm based and owned diversification enterprises along with ‘in-migrant’ enterprises. Over 500 responses were received and analysed. The survey examined the social and economic make up of the rural enterprises and questioned business owners about their domestic involvement and contribution to the community in which they operated.

Many of the enterprises were what would be considered lifestyle businesses in terms of turnover. However, in terms of community sustainability their contribution was significant.

Policy Implications

In a culture that advocates the development of enterprise that incorporates social responsibility yet, implicitly, appears to devalue the lifestyle business, their contribution would seem something of a policy paradox. Similarly for those Female led rural enterprises (FLREs) more focused on growth there appears to be little comprehension of their sizeable contribution.

This paper then challenges the prevailing perception of the value and contribution of both the rural [lifestyle] and the growth enterprise and offers solid data to better inform policy for economic development and business support for female led enterprises in rural areas.

Introduction: Social Change

Becker (1993) highlighted that the number of households [in the UK] has increased in the last three decades, along with divorce rates and female participation in the labour force. Concomitant with this has been the decrease in the size of families. Coleman (2000) reviews the statistics of social change over the last century (Table 1). The table illustrates the radical change in domestic circumstances during the 20th Century. 

Table 1: Twentieth Century Economic and Social Change in England

	
	1911
	1931
	1951
	1971
	1991

	Women in the workforce (%)
	
	29.8
	30.8
	36.5
	43.2

	
	
	
	
	
	

	The Workforce:
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Professionals
	4.1
	4.6
	6.6
	11.1
	19.2

	Employers/Proprietors
	6.7
	6.7
	5.0
	4.2
	3.3

	Managers/Administrators
	3.4
	3.7
	5.5
	6.8
	15.1

	Clerical Staff
	4.5
	6.7
	10.4
	13.9
	15.4

	Supervisory Staff
	1.3
	1.5
	2.6
	3.9
	3.8

	Sales Staff
	5.4
	6.5
	5.7
	5.5
	5.6

	Manual Workers
	74.6
	70.3
	64.2
	54.7
	37.7

	Proportion of Households:
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Of 1 person
	5
	7
	11
	18
	26

	Of 2 persons
	16
	22
	28
	32
	34

	Of 3 persons
	19
	24
	25
	19
	17

	Of 4 persons
	18
	19
	19
	17
	16

	Of more than 4 persons
	42
	28
	17
	14
	7

	Proportion of People in Households:
	%
	%
	%
	%
	%

	Of 1 person
	1
	2
	3
	6
	11

	Of 2 persons
	7
	12
	17
	22
	27

	Of 3 persons
	13
	19
	24
	20
	20

	Of 4 persons
	17
	21
	24
	24
	25

	Of more than 4 persons
	62
	46
	32
	28
	17

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Youth dependency ratio
	48
	35
	33
	38
	29

	Aged dependency ratio
	8
	11
	17
	21
	24

	Overall dependency ratio
	56
	45
	50
	59
	54


(Source: Coleman, 2000)

Social and economic change in the form of smaller households, levels of education and the type of available work has changed the nature of domestic commitments and role of women within the family. Resulting changes in the patterns of social and economic responsibility have meant that there are both growing numbers of women needed and needing to be in the workplace. Similarly these changes have contributed to the rise in the number of female workers. Ironically some of these social changes have also presented barriers to women’s engagement in the workplace (e.g. the rise in the number of single parent households and caring commitments). However, the positive effect of this economically, has been a resultant increase in numbers of females starting their own enterprises, particularly in rural areas (Harding, 2006).

Despite these changes, there still exists what appears to be a disproportionately high number of difficulties/barriers that hinder the capitalisation of these opportunities, mainly in the form of finance and ‘progress’. Women in Less Developed Economies (LDEs), as in industrialised nations, are marginalised from accessing the sources of power and support provision that would most empower them, despite the contribution that they make. 

Gasson (1989) clearly identified and measured some of the contribution that farm based women make in her work, but acknowledged that it remained, as the title implied, hidden. Much of this stems from the way that the criteria for assessment are measured, applied and valued. Warren-Smith and Jackson (2004), found that 29% of female led rural enterprises (FLREs) contributed over 75% to the family farm income, yet the marginalisation of the contribution that is actually made, through its dismissal as ‘pin money’ highlights the apparently invidious nature of this problem. 

Current feminist critiques are providing new insights into organisational and expectancy theories, exploring the male orientated perspectives and contexts that women are currently operating within and attempting to create shifts in perspective and understanding. This revision of perspective, in time, could cause sufficient adjustment to the way that the current parameters that women operate within, are viewed.  Hurley (1999, p55), in her paper reviewing the incorporation of feminist theories into sociological theories of entrepreneurship, uses Stevenson’s broad definition of entrepreneurship as being “a process by which individuals – either on their own or inside organisations – pursue opportunities without regard to the resources they currently control” (i.e. they are risk takers). It is here that many female entrepreneurs face one of the fundamental barriers to progress insofar as equal access to finance is still not available, with female entrepreneurs still often facing financial barriers such as credit discrimination (Shaw et al, 2001; Carter et al, 2001; Hisrich, 1989). This is often even more complex in the case of farm based FLREs accessing finance, where the collateral of the ‘family’ farm still firmly placed in the hands of a spouses parents. The ‘risk taking’ element of opportunity in the entrepreneurial equation thus effectively being removed. In the same way, as women are usually undertaking several roles, profit maximisation is not always the driving force behind the business, and ‘growth’ is often slower than lenders would like. 

Other reasons concentrate around differing priorities. Female entrepreneurs stress personal expectancies rather than economic ones (Ljunggren and Kolvereid, 1996), which include wider family and community involvement, with greater emphasis being placed on the micro-enterprise fitting into personal and community requirements (Warren-Smith, 1997). The systems of finance and advice, that take no account of this, therefore remain firmly orientated in favour of the male entrepreneur and potentially undercapitalise the assets that exist to develop the rural economy more robustly. 

Security, Resilience and the Management of [Household] Risk

It has long been acknowledged that a substantial part of the economic and social infrastructure of rural areas in LDEs has been underpinned by women (Clarke, 1995; Alderson, 2001). As such, transfer of knowledge, information exchange and development work is geared towards them in ways that simply does not exist in industrialised economies. However women in LDEs, as in industrialised nations are marginalised from accessing the sources of power and support provision that would most empower them, despite the profound contribution that they make. Much of this stems from the way that these criteria for assessment are measured and applied.

Alderson’s work on household resilience and food security in sub Saharan Africa looked closely at the process of internal household management in times of crisis. He identified that tiers of household management follow well defined patterns of risk management in times of drought:

1. Draw on Savings

2. Cut back on non food items

3. Ration Food

4. Find cheaper alternatives

Alderson also discovered that the relationship between the proportion of income spent on food in relation to levels of resilience are proportional. His model clearly identified, that amongst the group of rural [subsistence] farming household interviewed that how the balance of conflicting demands required in order to survive were managed was crucial. 

The level and efficiency of the inter-household networks that the household had in tandem with activities outside the household were equally crucial to survival. Where any of the activities were out of balance, this resulted in an increase in the proportion of income spent on food ergo reduced resilience. Exogenous factors that supported and contributed (or not) to this resilience were access to markets and networks for trade.

Alderson, crucially, in his work identified the heavy reliance on the woman of the household in terms of responsibility for risk management and household survival. Managing (or negating) the effects of critical exogenous factors, combined with management of the household enterprises and inter household networking, was left to the female(s) of the household.

The implications in policy terms, for comparison with farming/rural households in a Developed Economy (DE) like the UK, become clear when aligned to the economic contribution made by females within households in rural areas. Closer inspection of the similarities between the two could yield important information for better resource management and focussed policy, not only to policy practitioners and private industry such as the Banks, but also individual stakeholders themselves.

Figure 1: Alderson’s Household Resilience Model:
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As such, with reference to overcoming specific barriers to enterprise development, fostering a participatory approach to rural regeneration is important in a general sense, but increasingly important when encouraging women into business. In more recent years there has been a move away from an exogenous or ‘top down’ and often individualistic approach to an endogenous or grass roots one. Rather than concentrating solely on economic considerations, this approach also looks at the importance of the social and cultural factors, as well as the economic, in development planning thus encompassing a wider perspective from within the community itself to assess its own needs (Whittaker et al, 1999). As Whittaker et al (p3), point out in their paper on fostering participatory approaches: 

”The need for a participatory approach can be based not only on the need to generate internal dynamism, but also from an appreciation that rural areas are diverse and there is no template solution to rural problems. Planning requires the engagement of the local population to gain an understanding of a local resource base and its potentialities. This is a lesson that has been learnt in developing countries and is now being appreciated in western economies”. 

The same could and should be applied to rural business support in rural areas for FLREs.A closer look at the philosophy behind the changes that have already been outlined and the changes that have as yet still not occurred, despite there being evidence to support the need to change them, is called for. Parker (1998, p32), documents examples of this participatory approach working in Europe, to the extent that ”Harnessing the spirit of the locality …….can be a powerful tool to revive declining communities and create new and sustainable employment opportunities”. The case for developing a participatory approach (where socio-economic factors as well as economic capital are assessed) is important for two reasons. The first is to identify the local potential that can be harnessed. Without this being undertaken, many of the local resources in the form of potential, as well as actual self employed females, are missed. Secondly, it is particularly important when encouraging self employed females, as substantiated by work done in the USA. Granovetter’s (1985) argument that using a socio-economic as opposed to neo-classical approach better explained the reality of ‘economic action’ and associated economic behaviour. His critique provided a platform [of explanation] for developing theories of entrepreneurial behaviour that could go beyond the traditional under and over-socialised approaches to entrepreneurship (Aldrich and Zimmer, 1986). Importantly, because of the multiplicity of surrounding factors that women take into consideration it enabled further research on self-employed females to highlight that  “a woman’s decision to become self employed is less individually based and more dependent on her environment. She is more in need of the validation from her surrounding community” (Mistick, 1998, p10).

Inclusion in the planning process, being taken seriously in her venture, support and mentorship leads to the success of women-owned businesses (Hisrich, 1989).  Mistick (1998, p1) notes: 

”In the aggregate, women owned entrepreneurial ventures are of increasing importance in the socio-economic development of the United States economy…….without recognition of the socio-economic factors affecting women business owners, women may be constrained in their capabilities to grow businesses and fully participate in job creation”.

In summary then, the national economy is becoming increasingly dependant on tertiary sector activity. Statistics (Office for National Statistics, 2006) show us that just under half the working population is now female, and the ‘traditional’ skills remit of the female workforce to date has been in the tertiary service sector. The group with fastest growth area for micro-business start up are self-employed women. In the rural context, indications are that there is a requirement to change our perception of the countryside, and what constitutes a rural area, not only socially and culturally but economically as well. Changing demographics and the decline of agriculture’s role as an employer of the rural population have left rural areas, particularly farms, with the need to change and adapt in order to survive. At the forefront of pioneering the change are a fast growing number of self employed females (Raynor, 1999; Harding, 2006). At present, neither policy nor methods of business support are keeping track with the speed of change as quickly as they should be, and business development policy is still firmly directed towards self-employed males in its approach. 

This is not to say that all policies should be directed towards the self employed females, but that statistics, if nothing else, indicate that there is a need for adaptation in order to capitalise on available resources towards national, let alone rural regeneration.

Measuring Change

There still, however, remains a need for some form of quantitative analysis of the FRE to be undertaken. There has, to date, has been relatively little analysis of the contribution to the economy made by female led enterprises, amply raised by Carter (1993, p151), who noted that “historically women have been left off the small business research agenda or made invisible by research practises or in other ways written out of the analysis of self-employment.” More recently work has been undertaken by Carter (2001), PROWESS (2005,) Rosa et al (1996) but the overall paucity of any such work has, to date, left little room for much more than anecdotal supposition. The debate surrounding the contribution of rural female self-employment or enterprise development, other than that made by Gasson (1989, 1996) Little et al (1991), Countryside Agency (2002) Warren-Smith (1999) and Warren-Smith and Jackson (2004), none of whom actually made any real comparative measures, is all but non existent. Research that concentrates on building partial models using primary and secondary data, taking into account, that ‘ignoring household labour distorts statistics and robs those who stay at home - mostly women – of self esteem’ (Becker,  1995), would go some way to alleviating this problem. 

In his ‘Treatise on the Family’ Becker (1993) produced an economic analysis of capital assets within the family, which accounted for the recurring theme of the tension and required balance between household and enterprise. Building on this approach would provide a better platform for analysis of the FLRE contribution. His work used an economic or rational choice approach to the family and he used the word treatise in the title as, he noted, “the use of the term ‘economic’ was invariably understood to mean that the analysis would be confined to material aspects [of family life]” (i.e. incomes and spending patterns). The rational choice approach assumes that individuals “maximise their utility from preferences that do not change rapidly over time and that the behaviour of different individuals is coordinated by explicit and implicit markets” (Becker, 1993, p.ix). Becker developed Jacob Mincer’s (1962) argument that labour force participation of married women is determined not only by their earnings potential but also by the earnings of their husbands, the number of children they have and other family characteristics. His work on household division of labour, within the context of a partnership with siblings, is based on relative efficiencies of each member of the household.  The biological comparative advantage that women have over men in the field of childbearing for example results in subsequent household labour specialisation. He holds that a woman’s human market capital will always be lower than that of men due to the investment into marketplace and human capital being superseded by these biological efficiencies. In a primary based economy (or relative to farm based FLREs, operating within a primary producing sector) or even a secondary manufacturing based economy, this would be reflected in market wage levels. This following section is a summary of Becker’s work that provides the basis for later observations regarding the relative efficiencies of FREs households in the context of running FLREs.  His model which looks at two types of investment (marketplace and household) into human capital and underlines the recurring tension between household and marketplace exposed through this study. His process of logic for analysis of the household begins with the situation of a single person household and is then further developed. In a single person household, assuming consumption is stationary, the allocation of remaining time to maximise consumption between market and household sectors where H (raises market wages) and H² (raises the effective amount of household time) have chosen an optimal path in the allocation of time, would result in the yearly aggregate consumption of Z and would be given by:

Figure 2


Z = Z (x,t’h) = Z [aĤ tw,  th Ψ (Ĥ²)]

                                               Px

(Source figure 2.1 Becker 1993)

where Ĥ and Ĥ² are optimal capital stocks, aH is the wage rate   th Ψ (Ĥ²),  is the effective amount of household time, and px is the price of market goods. The allocation of time is constrained by 

Figure 3


tw + th = t’,

(Source figure 2.2 Becker 1993)

where tw and th are the hours allocated to the market and household sectors respectively, and t’, is the total time available each year, after allowance for the time spent maintaining capital. Becker states that the allocation of time would be optimal if the marginal product of working time equalled the marginal product of household time: 

Figure 4

∂Z  =   ∂Z  ∂Ĥ¹ =  ∂Z =   ∂Z Ψ(Ĥ²)   

∂tw        ∂x    ρx       ath        ∂t’h

(Source figure 2.3 Becker 1993)

The model is developed and in multi person households there would, in order to maximise efficiency, need to be a situation where each person was working to their comparative or relative efficiencies. Assuming all other things were equal (all persons intrinsically identical, the receipt of an equal share of output) there would be a similar division of time between household and market. He goes on to say that the effective time of different members would be perfect substitutes even if they accumulated different times of household capital (H²) and vice versa with market capital (H¹). If Z was the optimal accumulation of capital and if each member accumulated the same capital, Z would depend on the aggregate of hours between household members supplied to each sector (figure 2.5). 

Figure 5

Z=Z (∑ xi, ∑ t’hi) = Z(∑aĤi twi ,   ∑ Ψ (Ĥ²i) thi)

                                                       Px

(Source figure 2.4 Becker 1993)

If the capital of members differed then the household (or market time) of some members would be more productive than that of other members, then Z would depend on the distribution of hours (if the capital of members differed) and output would only be maximized if marginal products in the household sector equaled marginal products in the market sector for members supplying time to both sectors:

Figure 6

∂Z  =   ∂Z  ∂Ĥj =  ∂Z =   ∂Z       Ψ(Ĥ²i)   when   twj,  thj > 0.

∂twj      ∂xj     ρx       ∂thj     ∂t’hj

(Source figure 2.5 Becker 1993)

Marginal products in the household sector must exceed those in the market sector for members supplying all their time to the household and the same applies for those supplying all their time to the market. The comparative advantage of a member can be defined by the relationship between the ratio of his marginal products in the market and household sectors and in relation to ratios of other members. Becker finalises this by showing that since a, px, ∂Z/∂xj, and ∂Z/∂t’hj, are the same for all members comparative advantage depends only on Ψ(H²) and H . 

This analysis of capital goes some way to better acknowledging the wider contribution of the female worker, but needs further contextualisation to fully acknowledge the contribution made by the FLRE and it is an assessment of the parameters that could be used with which this paper is concerned.

Methodology
Primary survey data was drawn from the Women in Rural Enterprise (WiRE) database held at Harper Adams University College (HAUC). WiRE is a national membership based networking organisation formed to help FLREs. It began primarily to help female led ‘non farm but on farm’ businesses but soon grew to incorporate a much wider ‘rural’ business target market. Its catchment is ‘rural’ and by its nature, is self selecting, although a small number of members, often producing what they would term as a ‘rural’ product or rurally targeted service, live in larger towns. 

A survey questionnaire was sent to the full national database of 3,569 current and previous members. Although sent to the full database, it was targeted at those members with businesses that had already started trading. Of those 3,569 members, 2,149 were at that point registered as having businesses and form the probable basis of those that would respond. Data from the 559 responses (response rate of 26.7%) were analysed using SPSS. 

The next section outlines some of the potential economic and non economic measures that were collected during the survey. A review of the division of labour within households, developed by Becker is undertaken.  Further analysis that inspects ‘utility’ and ‘value’ more closely, developing new parameters that would better contribute to measuring the total contribution of FLREs to the rural economy, is undertaken.

Results

The range of indicators, collected during the FLRE survey, with the purpose of measuring FLRE contribution are collated in Table 2. Indicators of ‘contribution’ in terms of what can be measured in monetary terms fall under the headings of income [generation] and figures of turnover and profit were collected. The indicators shown in the first column can be allocated with marginal utility, a price/value. The indicators that can only be valued in terms of calculating costs [of replacement] are in the second column and the third column represents identified benefits that are difficult to place an immediate value on, but that have some utility, evidenced by qualitative data.  

Table 2: Measurable and Non Measurable FRE Outputs

	Measurable in terms of ‘Value’ or ‘Price’

Marginal Utility 
	Measurable in terms of Cost

Some and Marginal Utility
	Outputs with no contingent value

Some Utility

	Turnover
	Community voluntary work
	Social cohesion



	VAT registration 
	Domestic labour


	Sense of community, creation of a sense of place

	Profit
	Care labour


	Spirituality – spirit that harnesses locality (Svedin) 

	Buying 
	
	Charity 

	Selling 
	
	Investment into children/family (long term output)

	Spending
	
	Investment into the social fabric of the community

	Employment generation


	
	Advice and Exchange of ideas

	Income supplementation


	
	

	Growth indicators, marketing
	
	


In terms of calculating the inputs and outputs to the rural economy the data collected (shown in more detail in Chapter Six), regarding the measurable outputs are summarised in Tables 3, 4, 5 and 6.

Identified ‘value’ based FRE Outputs

Table3: FLRE Turnover and Profit by Category

	
	Turnover %
	Profit %
	Employment %
	Income supplement %

	
	Up to 60K
	61-250
	>250K
	Up to 10K
	11-40K
	Up to 300K
	Full-time
	Part-time
	Less than 50%
	>51 %
	100 %

	NFOF FREs
	72
	19
	9
	54
	41
	5
	38
	68
	69
	25
	6

	Indigenous FREs
	76
	17
	7
	52
	40
	7
	42
	48
	63
	27
	10

	In-migrant FREs
	84
	12
	4
	59
	36
	6
	37
	39
	69
	20
	11

	% Total
	80
	15
	5
	56
	38
	6
	38
	54
	67
	23
	10


Table 4: Buying and Selling, Spending and Marketing Activity of FLREs by Category

	
	Buying %
	Selling %
	Spending%
	Marketing %

	
	L
	R
	N
	I
	L
	R
	N
	I
	L
	R
	N
	I
	L
	R
	N
	I

	NFOF FREs
	41
	18
	19
	10
	45
	26
	24
	9
	50
	28
	24
	12
	47
	27
	27
	7

	Indigenous FREs
	59
	27
	39
	18
	73
	49
	43
	19
	74
	41
	35
	10
	77
	55
	46
	18

	In-migrant FREs
	51
	31
	49
	15
	75
	54
	46
	18
	76
	35
	42
	21
	76
	54
	50
	19

	% Total
	51
	27
	39
	15
	68
	46
	40
	16
	70
	35
	36
	16
	70
	48
	44
	16


L: Local; R: Regional; N: National; I: International

Tables summarized from data analysis of FRE questionnaire

FRE Outputs that are Replacement Cost Based by Time 
Table 5: Voluntary Community Work 

	
	Voluntary work
	Domestic Time
	Care responsibilities**
	Unpaid Labour

	
	<4hrs
	4-6
	10
	
	Total* 
	4hrs
	8hrs
	>8hrs
	Total
	
	
	
	<15hr
	16-30
	Over 30
	

	NFOF FREs
	21
	8
	3
	32
	54
	3
	55
	
	58
	
	
	45
	30
	8
	16
	54

	Indigenous FREs
	18
	9
	4
	31
	27
	29
	-
	
	29
	
	
	47
	8
	4
	-
	12

	In-migrant FREs
	21
	6
	5
	32
	20
	32
	-
	
	32
	
	
	48
	5
	3
	-
	8

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


* Total being the total % involved in community work and the hours representing the % of that total involved for the stated period of time

** Time spent is not available. This will represent an area of FRE household labour efficiency as many roles will be multi- tasked e.g. incorporating shopping for/with an elderly neighbour with childcare etc. The total % shows level of FREs involved by category

Table 6: Indicative ‘Utility’ Measures

	
	Social Cohesion
	Economic
	Investment
	Networking

	
	Harnessing spirit of Locality
	Place
	Social Glue
	Local spending
	Lobbying for rural
	Environ-mental
	Children
	Wider Family
	Ideas Exchange
	Advice
	

	NFOF FREs
	+
	+
	+
	
	
	
	+
	++
	45.5
	36
	-

	Indigenous FREs
	+
	+
	+
	
	
	
	+
	+
	46
	41
	+-

	In-migrant FREs
	-
	-
	-
	
	
	
	+
	+
	50.5
	45.5
	+

	% Total
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Tables summarized from data analysis

Discussion

The Marxist feminism claim that the relationship between a woman’s domestic labour and her market labour is a key in understanding the disadvantaged economic position of women (Green and Greer, p8), is fundamental to unlocking some of the inequity that exists in the assessment of ‘value’ in many economic applications. Becker’s (1993) observation that the gender pay differential is inevitable and that ”a sizeable gap is expected when women have specialised in household activities, have invested little in market human capital and have allocated most of their energy to the household” (Becker, 1993, p78), has self evident implications for any assessment of Female Led Rural Enterprises (FLREs).

Any true assessment would need to encompass the divergence of labour roles, both domestic and marketplace and at the same time place some value on the unpaid voluntary community ‘labour’ undertaken.  Correspondingly, in Becker’s work on children within the family, he holds that ”through their decisions, environments and genetic constitutions, families transmit culture, abilities, education, earnings and assets from older to younger generations” (Becker, 1993, p4).  This too has implications for those FREs that have chosen to operate FLREs with the express purpose of also being able to execute family and care responsibilities. A valuation of investment also needs to be included in any analysis.
The data in Tables 2 – 6 show the relationship between the three main categories of FRE in terms of both monetary value and potential cost [replacement] based contribution. Table 6, based on qualitative data, shows potential areas for contributions of ‘total utility’ that should be included in any calculation, but that cannot readily be expressed in monetary terms. The percentage of FREs that acknowledged they were involved in networking activities (specifically ideas exchange and advice) is included in the table. However, more appropriate would be representative evidence of time allocated to networking which facilitates ideas exchange and advice that take place within each category. The areas of social cohesion might be reflected by the percentage involvement in voluntary and community work that takes place, but, not only would all these suggestions be value laden, they would also fall foul of the problem of representing only a ‘slice of time’ in the [enterprise] life cycle of the FRE. Similarly, using the philosophy of ‘total utility’ is contentious. Is the commodity the non measurable benefit of ‘social glue’, freely given in terms of time, that helps to hold a community together or is it the existence of the family and FRE herself? Is it the ‘sense of place’ that is created by NFOF and indigenous families and people in rural communities that has drawn the in-migrant FRE into rural areas for a ‘better quality of life? Or is it the process of the countryside having changed from a place of production to a place of consumption that has been capitalised upon, for one reason or another, by all categories of FRE? The question of how to encompass total utility into a measurement creates the time honoured problem of economics to provide a method of measurement for a resource that is allocated but cannot be measured. With respect to FREs the contribution made by both NFOF and indigenous FREs to the social fabric and ‘a sense of place’ which is embedded in rural communities is known and they could both be identified as net contributors in this respect. The in-migrant looking to benefit from this aspect of community life, but who arrives with urban expectations in terms of facilities and conditions, which is then translated into commuting back into these urban areas to access them, could be seen as a net drain on a rural community resource. Conversely, the willingness to share new ideas, skills and advice with established communities could be an asset. Notwithstanding, having identified the three types of measurement to be taken into account and which category of FRE was most productive by area, the information could be contextualised to produce an early regional indication of contribution. 

During the period of the collation of data, the inextricable nature of the relationship between family roles and responsibilities and the development of these female led enterprises began to be recognised as fundamentally important. 
The combination, then, of growth in rates of self-employment, recognition of the process of transition from self-employment to micro-enterprise and the growing number of women entering self-employment in rural areas, suggests that even greater focused activity placed on the role of enterprise development amongst women, alongside the current pro-active process of enterprise creation within the wider economy might be well-rewarded.

Summary

Rural areas remain characterised by the importance of the very small scale enterprise and self-employment. Farmers have faced further pressure on income in the latter years and change management as a means of survival for many farming families has become axiomatic. The social and economic effects of both macro and micro-economic adaptations within the economy have all subsequently played their part in the way those pressures have been managed. As a result, it has become difficult to see which has represented and exerted the greater force in shaping what has over the past 30 years, been a rural revolution that has gathered greater pace, particularly latterly. This paper has briefly presented some of those forces. It has touched on the social changes that have influenced the creation of opportunity for the development of self employment amongst women and it has highlighted the dearth of serious analysis in the area of female led rural enterprise development. Finally and most importantly, it has presented a case for the urgent need for some form of systematic measure of the contribution that is being made by these female led enterprises – not just economically but socially as well. Having suggested the limitations of a wholly quantitative approach, it has been concluded that a broader, more mutltidisciplinary approach needs to be developed. This analysis of socio-economic contribution needs to be undertaken not just for policy redirection to avoid the continued profligate waste of public resources through the inaccurate targeting of ‘agents of change’, but also to encourage the positive development of healthy rural economies. It is also required in order to more clearly point out the inequalities of systems that undermine one form of economic contribution at the expense of another, and to encourage a much more multidisciplinary approach to analysis that then precludes ‘poor performance and irrelevance.’
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