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ABSTRACT

This thesis examines what it means to be a gendered subject in the context of organic
agriculture. Specifically, it considers the extent to which the ideological standpoint of the
organic agriculture movement facilitates the representation and construction of distinctive
gender roles, relations and identities within organic farming. Three particular features of
organic agriculture have been identified that could potentially impact upon gender roles,
relations and identities: firstly, the organic movement has non-agrarian roots and has
therefore attracted individuals who are not part of the traditional gendered heritage of
agriculture; secondly, the basis of the organic ideology suggests a fundamentally different
approach to society-nature relations to that which dominates the agro-industrial model;
and thirdly, the ideology of the organic agriculture movement makes explicit reference to
the social relations inherent to agriculture and the role that organic farming should take in
working towards a production process that is ‘socially just’. These three reasons suggest
that the construction and representation of gender roles, relations and identities within
organic farming may be distinct from agriculture more widely, in which highly
‘traditional’ hierarchical constructions of masculinity and femininity have been shown to

persist.

Intormed by perspectives within feminist geography, two phases of empirical research
were undertaken in order to address the research aim. The first phase involved a content
analysis of three publications drawn from the UK organic agriculture movement (and one
from conventional agriculture) and explored how gender roles, relations and identities
have been represented throughout its history. In the second phase the themes that emerged
from the textual analysis were explored in more detail through a series of in-depth, semi-
structured Interviews with forty-one men and women working on organic farms in the
county of Gloucestershire, UK, in order to critically assess the ongoing construction and
maintenance of gender roles, relations and identities within contemporary organic

e

farming.



The findings of the research show that organic agriculture is largely dominated by
‘traditional’ representations and constructions of gender roles, relations and 1dentities.
However, they also show that organic agriculture does provide a space for alternative
configurations of gender roles, relations and identities. Nevertheless, these pose a
challenge to feminist understandings of what constitutes ‘progressive’ gender roles,
relations and identities since, paradoxically, they draw upon highly traditional notions
which associate women and nature whilst at the same time enabling women and men to

assume gender roles and relations that transcend conventional boundaries.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

Conventional agriculture 1s an economic sector that has remained largely impervious to
more general societal shifts in gender roles, relations and identities. Consequently, highly
‘traditional’ hierarchical constructions of masculinity and femininity have been shown to
persist, in which men and women occupy distinctly gendered roles (Brandth 2002a).
However, non-conventional forms of agriculture, with distinct ideological underpinnings,
may open up spaces for the emergence of different gender roles, relations and identities.
As such, this thesis examines what it means to be a gendered subject in the context of
organic agriculture, one important form of non-conventional agriculture, and poses the
question: Does the ideological standpoint of organic farming facilitate the representation

and construction of distinctive gender roles, relations and identities within agriculture?

Research into the position of women in agriculture, in particular within family farming,
has a relatively long history within rural studies (Little 2002a). Therefore, the dominant
characteristics of gendered positions within family farms in Europe and elsewhere, have
been widely documented (Brandth 2002a). From these studies, and more recent research
concemned directly with masculine and feminine agricultural gender identities, it is
possible to 1dentify the agricultural gender identities that are hegemonic within
conventional farming. This research has shown that conventional agriculture is strongly
gendered, with women tending to be excluded from the occupation of ‘farmer’ whilst at
the same time their important contribution to the farm business and household has been

obscured and undervalued.

However, despite the considerable body of work, research in this field is of continuing
relevance and further research is required. For example, it has been identified that there is
a lack of work on the differences between rural women and that “rural research

specifically on men’s lives and the changing relationship between men and women’s



ruralities 1s...urgently required” (Little 2002a, p. 188). In specific relation to agricultural
gender 1dentities, Bennett (2005, p. 60) identifies “gaps and silences” in the research on
the gender 1dentities of women in agriculture whilst Brandth (2002a, p. 197) suggests the
need for research analysing the processes that sustain hegemonic agricultural gender
identities as well as the “counter-hegemonic possibilities”. This thesis identifies
alternative agricultural systems as potentially offering such possibilities yet, despite their
increasing prevalence, they have been largely neglected by feminist analyses of

agricultural gender identities.

In the wake of growing consumer unease about the safety of conventional production
systems, related to both individualised concerns regarding personal safety and health, and
altruistic concemns regarding environmental or social health (Lockie et al. 2002),
alternatives to mainstream agriculture have risen to the fore. These alternative strands
within agriculture originally developed from belief systems that are in opposition to
industrialised agriculture. Organic agriculture is one such alternative that, although still
marginalised, has significantly increased in prominence and is thus being accorded greater
significance by both academics and policy makers (Dabbert et al. 2004). Within the
academic literature organic farming has been the subject of recent debate, with social
science concerns focusing particularly upon the extent to which it represents a genuine
alternative to conventional production. However, within this work the impact of organic

farming upon agricultural gender roles, relations and identities has been neglected.

Organic agriculture can be seen as having the potential to challenge conceptualisations of
the rural environment within conventional agriculture, in which nature and culture are
seen as separate. Rather, the holistic approach of its ideological foundations, in which the
link between healthy soll, healthy plants and healthy people is explicitly fore grounded
(Baltour 1946), suggests a view of nature and culture as intertwined (Tovey 2002). The
modern-day organic ideology builds upon these historical roots in promoting working
alongside, rather than attempting to control, nature (Vos 2000). In this way organic
farming can be seen as challenging the conceptual separation of nature and (agri)culture
(Goodman 1999). Within this thﬁesis the interpretation of the organic agriculture

movement’s 1deological standpoint is critically assessed in order to determine its impact



upon the gender roles, relations and identities expressed within the space of organic

farming.

This study approaches the question of gender roles, relations and identities within organic
agriculture using a mixed-method approach, grounded in an epistemology predominantly
derived from feminist geography. The research is based upon a content analysis of
publications drawn from the organic agriculture movement and semi-structured interviews
with organic farmers. The data produced have been analysed relative to hegemonic
agricultural masculinity and femininity representing the dominant construction of gender
identities within conventional agriculture, derived from previous feminist scholarship.
Additionally, the notion of ‘third space’ has been engaged with in order to reach an

understanding of the outcomes of the research.
1.2 Research aims and objectives

The overall aim of this research is to critically examine whether the ideological standpoint
of the organic agriculture movement facilitates the representation and construction of
distinctive gender roles, relations and identities within agriculture. There are three specific

objectives associated with achieving this research aim:

e To explore how gender roles, relations and identities have been represented by the

organic agriculture movement throughout its history.

e To crtically assess the ongoing construction and maintenance of gender roles,

relations and 1dentities within organic farming.

e To consider to what extent the gender roles, relations and identities observed

contribute to the broad social objectives of the organic agriculture movement.
1.3  Structure of the thesis

Chapter Two provides the initial context and the theoretical framework for the research.

Previous research findings are explored from which the hegemonic gender roles, relations

and 1dentities expressed within ‘conventional’ agriculture are elucidated. This provides a



demonstration of the highly ‘traditional’ gender roles, relations and identities that have
been shown to dominate conventional agriculture. Furthermore, it is shown how the
construction of hegemonic agricultural gender roles, relations and identities can be linked

to dualistic understandings of masculinity and femininity.

Chapter Three continues the contextualisation and theoretical framing of the research.
Within this chapter organic farming 1s proposed as a form of agriculture within which
‘traditional’ agricultural gender roles, relations and identities may not dominate. This
argument 1s predicated upon particular features of the organic ideology that potentially
unsettle the separation of nature and culture conceptualised as being at the root of the
traditional constructions of gender roles, relations and identities found to be dominant
within conventional agriculture. The concept of a ‘third space’ 1s introduced as an

effective means of conceptualising this aspect of the organic ideology.

Chapter Four details the feminist research practice employed within this study,
encompassing the epistemological approach, the methodology and the choice of methods,
including a justification for using a mixed method approach. It describes in detail the
necessary steps that were involved in conducting the content analysis and semi-structured

interviews, and explains the methods of analysis employed.

Chapters Five to Seven outline, analyse and discuss the results of the research. Chapter
Five presents the data from a content analysis of the representation of gender identities
within publications drawh from the organic agriculture movement. Chapters Six and
Seven report upon data from interviews with organic farmers. Within Chapter Six the
different approaches adopted towards on-farm gender divisions of labour are explained,

whilst Chapter Seven elucidates the approach of the farmers to the organic ideology.

Chapter Eight draws together the research findings and summarises the conclusions of this
thesis. It focuses upon an analysis of gendered constructions of the organic ideology
within a conceptualisation of organic farming as a ‘third space’. It goes on to consider the
implications for the social agenda of the organic agriculture movement. Finally, it reflects
upon the potential of the research to inform new research agendas, and suggests specific

areas for future research.



Chapter 2

AGRICULTURAL GENDER ROLES, RELATIONS AND
IDENTITIES

2.1 Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to develop an understanding of the masculine and feminine
agricultural gender roles, relations and identities that are expressed within conventional
farming. In order to do so, this chapter draws upon research literature related to four
central themes. The resulting understanding of agricultural gender roles, relations and
identities will be employed as a heuristic device in subsequent chapters to explore the
notion that organic farming provides a space within agriculture for the representation and

construction of distinctive gender roles, relations and identities.

The first section of the chapter' will provide an overview of academic feminisms and
situate this thesis within feminist geography. The chapter will then go on to illustrate the
construction of agricultural - gender identities through the assimilation of four
interconnected, sequential themes, each of which will be discussed in tum. It will begin -
with a discussion of the foundational theme of how men and women are differentially
associated with nature, and how these associations support dominant understandings of
rurality. The second section is concerned with how dominant understandings of rurality
shape rural gender roles, relations and identities. The next section will discuss the third
theme of on-farm gender division of labour and gender relations. Fourthly, agricultural
gender identities will be discussed. The final section of the chapter examines how
individuals involved within agriculture have been shown to contest dominant
constructions of agricultural gender identity. However, it will conclude that despite these

contestations particular agricultural gender identities remain dominant.



2.2 Employing a feminist theoretical framework

Following an account of the development of feminist geographical theory, this section will

show how this thesis 1s situated within feminist geography.
2.2.1 Whatis feminist theory?
This thesis 1s informed by feminist theory, which is broadly understood as:

..seek[ing] to analyse the conditions which shape women’s lives and to
explore cultural understandings of what it means to be a woman. It was
initially guided by the political aims of the Women’s Movement - the need
fo understand women’s subordination and our exclusion from, or
marginalisation within, a variety of cultural and social arenas. Feminists
refuse to accept that inequalities between women and men are natural and
inevitable and insist that they should be questioned. Theory, for us, is not
an abstract intellectual activity divorced from women's lives, but seeks to
explain the conditions under which those lives are lived. Developing this
understanding has entailed looking at the material actualities of women’s
everyday experience and examining the ways in which we are represented
and represent ourselves within a range of cultural practices, such as the
arts and the media.

(Jackson and Jones 1998, p. 1)

This general, overarching definition usefully expresses the overall objectives of feminist
theory. However, despite the apparent political unity of the feminist project, there are
multiple academic feminisms encompassing a breadth of theoretical approaches; reflecting
that feminist theory is about numerous and potentially contradictory locations and
differences among, and within, different women (Braidotti 2005). The multi-stranded
nature of contemporary feminism evolved out of its ‘Second Wave’ (the resurgence of
political activism and feminist writing from the late 1960s in the United States (US) and
United Kingdom (UK)), which acted as a catalyst for rapid development within the field.
Feminism has since diversified, through a “constant process of debate, critique and
reflection” (Jackson and Jones 1998, p. 3), into a multi-faceted, inter-disciplinary area of
scholarship. The disciplinary area central to this thesis is feminist geography, which itself
is influenced by the various strands of feminist theory. The feminist geographical basis of

this thesis will be outlined below.



2.2.2 The development of feminist geographical theory

Early feminist geography was predominantly concermned with ‘making women visible’
within the discipline, both within geographical subject matter and within academic
departments (Little 2002a). For example, in one of the most significant early articles on
feminist geography (Paul Jones et al. 1997), Monk and Hanson (1982) identified sexist
bias 1n geographic research through:

...Inadequate specification of the research problem, construction of gender-
blind theory, the assumption that a population adheres to traditional
gender roles, avoidance of research themes that directly address women’s
lives, and denial of the significance of gender or of women'’s activities.

(Monk and Hanson 1982, p. 14)

Meanwhile, in her “path-breaking” (Duncan 2004, p. 363) book ‘Feminism and
Geography: the Limits of Geographical Knowledge’, Rose (1993) argued that women
“have been and continue to be marginalised as producers of geographical knowledge” (p.
2). Studies emanating from this initial phase in the development of feminist geography
described the details of womens’ lives, in particular their gender roles, gender divisions of
labour and inequitable gender relations. Within this body of work, men and women’s
differential use of space, particularly in relation to the public/private dichotomy, was
focused upon. However, descriptive studies of differences between men and women’s
behaviour and perceptions, although important, were not sufficient to explain why the
differences (and, crucially, the inequalities) arise (WGSG 1984). Therefore, mirroring the
developmental trends ot feminist scholarship more widely, feminist geography entered its
‘second phase’, whereby the focus shifted from description to explanation, and from a

focus on women to a focus on gender (Little 2002a).

This shift from women to an emphasis Upoﬁ the construction of gender relations is
described by Little (2002a, p. 18) in the following terms “[f]Jeminist theory prioritises the
study of gender relations in seeking to understand the nature of gender difference and the
production and operation of gender inequality”. Clearly, therefore, the concept of gender
1s central to theorising in feminist geography. However, the term has evolved into two

different, but interconnected usages: firstly in contrast to sex, and secondly as being



subsumable 1nto sex (McDowell 1999). In 1its first usage, gender describes the socially
constructed characternistics of masculinity and femininity and thus can be differentiated
from sex, which depicts biological differences. By means of this distinction between
sex/gender feminists have been able to challenge the ‘naturalness’ and universality of
gender divisions, thus enabling feminist geographers to theorise gendered characteristics
as spatially and temporally variable. The second perspective on gender differences
challenges the biological basis of the sex/gender distinction and its reliance upon a
universal conceptualisation of the body. In this view the body itself 1s theorised as

variable.

In the so called ‘second phase’ of feminist geography the sex/gender distinction was
predominantly drawn upon, and research emphasised the uncovering of variations in the
ways material social practices resulted in inequitable gender relations (McDowell 1999).
Feminist social theory and the concept of patriarchy were crucial to this work. Feminist
social theory 1s based on the premise that male dominance 1s derived from social,
economic and political societal arrangements. In their initial attempts to account for
women’s subordination, feminists drew upon reformulated versions of Marxism, giving
rise to the ‘patriarchy debates’, between those who saw 1t as arising from capitalism and
those who saw 1t as arising from patriarchy (Stacey 1993). Patriarchy, in the specific
feminist usage of the term, “refers to the system in which men as a group are assumed to
be superior to women as a group and so to have authority over them” (McDowell and
Sharp 1999, p. 196). In a key article, Foord and Gregson (1986) promoted the use of
patriarchy as a theoretical framework for feminist geographers. However, patriarchy has
remained a subject over which there is much debate. In particular, the concept has been
criticised for 1ts inability to account for historical and cross-cultural variations in gender
relations and in differences between women (Segal 1987). Despite these criticisms Walby
(1989) argued for its continued relevance and developed its flexibility by identifying six
causal structures of social relations that structure gender relations: the patriarchal mode of
production, patriarchal relations in waged labour, the patriarchal state, male violence,
patriarchal sexuality, and patriarchal culture. This overarching conceptualisation of
patrniarchy was also criticised for its ethnocentricity and for ignoring the interconnections

between gender relations and other social divisions (See Gottfried 1998; Pollert 1996).



More recent work has developed the conceptualisation of patriarchy in relation to gender
orders or regimes, emphasising the complexity and variety of the inequalities caused by
gender relations and in their ability to change (See Connell 1995; Duncan 1994; Walby
1997). Furthermore, Connell (1995) has developed the dichotomy of ‘hegemonic
masculinity’ and ‘emphasised femininity’ as a framework for exploring patriarchal gender
relations. The concept of ‘hegemonic masculinity’ (and the related term ‘emphasised
femininity’) has been used to understand the study of masculinity as a ‘critical adjunct’ to
feminist analyses (Campbell and Bell 2000). As stated by Connell (1995, p. 74):
‘;‘Hegemonic masculinity 1s not a fixed character type, always and everywhere the same. It
1s, rather, the masculinity that occupies the hegemonic position in a given pattern of
gender relations”. Thus, alongside hegemonic masculinity it is posited that there exists a
range of relationally empowered masculinities. Although its usage has not been without
critique, the concept of hegemonic masculinity has been successful in identifying forms of

domination by men, of women and of other men (Hearn 2004).

Despite the ongoing debates surrounding patriarchy, it remains influential within feminist
theorising and to the field of feminist geography. Moreover, as identified by Bennett
(2004), despite the focus of academic work having shifted from a direct confrontation with
the persistence of patriarchal structures, “plenty of academic work (often indirectly)
demonstrates their endurance” (p. 147). Therefore, although the ‘cultural turn’ in feminist
theory has led to a shift in emphasis from social science perspectives to approaches drawn
from literary and cultural theory, feminist social theory continues to play an important role

In understanding the material basis of male dominance (Jackson 1998).

Feminist geographers have increasingly engaged with the ‘cultural turn’ within geography,
which can be defined as the “meeting of social and cultural géography based upon a
shared interest in social, cultural, literary and psychoanalytic theories” (McDowell and
Sharp 1999, p. 183). Under the influence of the ‘cultural turn’ and the shifting focus of the
political aims of feminism, the dominant emphasis of feminist geography has changed
from a focus upon the material inequalities between men and women to a focus on
“language, symbolism, representatio;ls and meanings in the definition of gender, and on

questions about subjectivity, identity and the sexed body” (McDowell 1999, p. 7). This



has led to the recognition of difference, multiple locations and the instability of gendered
subjectivities (McDowell 1992). Post-structural, and specifically post-colonial, teminists
have been at the forefront of challenging the primacy of gender as an analytical category,
arguing that it is mutually constituted along with other social categories such as race and
sexuality (WGSG 1997). Therefore, the understanding of gender identity as fluid and
contingent has become central to feminist analyses. In this view gender i1s seen as being
constructed and maintained through discourse and everyday actions (McDowell 1999).
Discourses of femininity and masculinity refer to “sets of practices and 1deas that shape
appropriate behaviour, roles, appearance and aspirations for men and women” (McDowell
and Sharp 1999, p. 60-61) that vary over space and time, and the way 1n which spaces

themselves are discursively produced.

The shifts occurring within feminist scholarship to accommodate the issues discussed
above can be seen as paralleling those within postmodern theory more widely (McDowell
1992). However, as described by Haraway (1991, p. 147), for feminists this recognition of

difference and multiple subjectivities can be empowering rather than disabling:

While contributing fundamentally to the breakup of any master subject
location, the politics of ‘difference’ emerging from this and other complex
reconstructings of concepts of social subjectivity and their associated
writings is deeply opposed to levelling relativisms. Non-feminist theory has
tended to identify the breakup of ‘coherent’ or masterful subjectivity as the
‘death of the subject’. Like others in newly unstably subjugated positions,
many feminists resist this formulation of the project and question its
emergence just at the moment when raced/sexed/colonised speakers begin
for the first time’, that is, they claim an originary authority to represent
themselves in institutionalised publishing practices and other kinds of self-
constituting practice.

(Haraway 1991, p. 147)

Or 1n the words of Braidotti (2005, p. 204) “all deconstructions are equal but some are

more equal than others”: Feminism can be seen as having been deconstructed as “‘a

preclude to offering positive new values and effective ways of asserting political

presence’” (Braidotti 2005, p. 205).
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2.2.3 Drawing upon feminist geography

This thesis draws its framework from feminist geography and its engagement with
feminist social and cultural theories. Within this thesis gender 1s seen as being socially
constructed and distinct from sex. However, whilst gender is prioritised as the central
analytical category, the research framework is also informed by post-structuralist feminist
positions which recognisé ‘difference’ and challenge the ‘structure of othering’ central to
Western knowledge (WGSG 1997). In this view it is clearly untenable that there exists an
analytically separate gender identity specific to agriculture per se. However, while it i1s
accepted that there is no single ‘agricultural femininity’ or ‘agricultural masculinity’, the
remainder of this chapter will show that a hegemonic agricultural masculinity and
femininity can be identified that exist alongside other, less dominant forms. The following
section will argue that the relationship between gender and nature plays an important role
within the formation of rural gender identities, and in the related formation of hegemonic

agricultural gender 1dentity.

2.3 Gender and nature

As asserted by Little (2002a, p. 69) the relationship between gender and nature “underpins
many of the values, assumptions and attitudes” that shape men’s and women’s experiences
of rurality and as such this relationship is crucial to an understanding of gender 1dentities
expressed within agriculture. This section will explore how the pervasiveness of dualistic
thinking within Western society helps to legitimise patriarchy and influences the

construction of gendered relationships with nature.

2.3.1 Dualisms, gender and nature

Feminist theorists have claimed that the structure of Western thought is dualistic and
gendered as man/woman (Johnston 2005). This has enabled ““a focus on the ways in which
certain knowledge becomes aligned with masculinity (and privileged) and how other
knowledge becomes aligned with femininity (and devalued)” (Johnston 2005, p. 121).
Feminist geographers have adoptedﬁthis crifique of binary categories with regard to the

construction of knowledge and discourse within geography. Clearly, one of the most
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important aspects of binary categories for geographers is how they relate to the concepts
of space and place (WGSG 1997). Moreover, of particular relevance to feminist
geography and to this thesis, 1s how the man/woman binary influences gendered divisions
of labour and the associated binaries of production/reproduction, public/private and

home/work; and therefore, how it impacts upon the construction of gender identity.

One ot the most important dualisms in Western thought, and indeed one central to the
discipline of Geography, i1s that of nature/culture (Rose 1993). The association between
women and nature 1s a social construction that has prevailed “throughout culture, language
and history”, albeit in significantly different guises (Merchant 1990, p. xix). In recent
history the dominance of the mechanistic world view, developed through the western
philosophical and mathematical traditions, has led to the perception of a feminised nature
as wild and unruly and thus as something that needs to be controlled. As argued by
Merchant (1990, p. 2), the ideas “of mechanism and of the domination and mastery of
nature, became core concepts of the modern world” fundamental to industrialisation and

the development of commercialism:

...an organically oriented mentality in which female principles played an
important role was undermined and replaced by a mechanically oriented
mentality that either eliminated or used female principles in an exploitative
manner....The change in controlling imagery was directly related to
changes in human attitudes and behaviour toward the earth. Whereas the
nurturing earth image can be viewed as a cultural constraint restricting the
types of socially and morally sanctioned human actions allowable with
respect to the earth, the new images of mastery and domination functioned
as cultural sanctions jfor the denudation of nature.

(Merchant 1990, p. 2)

What is crucial within this argument is that the separation of nature from society is seen as
being linked to the dominance of patriarchal gender relations. The cultural association of
women with nature and men with society is a dualistic construction which is also linked to
numerous other pairs of dualisms that are legitimised within the mechanistic world view
and vertically conflated through the engendering of the nature/society opposition (Rose
1993). Moreover, as argued by Plumwood (1993), in dualistic constructions “the qualities

(actual or supposed), the culture, the values and the areas of life associated with the
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dualised other are systematically and pervasively constructed and depicted as inferior”
(Plumwood 1993, p. 47). Plumwood goes on to describe the influence of dualisms within

society and specifically how they act to naturalise the inferiority of the ‘othered’ groups:

A dualism is an intense, established and developed cultural expression
of....a hierarchical relationship, constructing central cultural concepts and
identities so as to make equality and mutuality literally unthinkable.
Dualism is a relation of separation and domination inscribed and
naturalised in culture and characterised by radical exclusion, distancing
and opposition between orders constructed as systematically higher and
lower, as inferior and superior, as ruler and ruled, which treats the
division as part of the natures of beings construed not merely as different
but as belonging to radically different orders or kinds, and hence as not
open to change.

(Plumwood 1993, p. 47-48)

Through the integration of dualisms into cultural norms, it is argued that the subjugated
groups Internalise the inferiorisation within their identity and thus “collude in this low

valuation, honouring the values of the centre, which form the dominant social values”

(Plumwood 1993, p. 47).

The importance of the cultural persistence of dualisms in maintaining patriarchal

dominance and hegemonic masculinity has been recognised by gender theorist Connell:

A familiar theme in patriarchal ideology is that men are rational while
women are emotional. This is a deep-seated assumption in European
philosophy....Science and technology, seen by the dominant ideology as the
motors of progress, are culturally defined as a masculine realm.
Hegemonic masculinity establishes its hegemony partly by its claim to
embody the power of reason, and thus represent the interests of whole
society.

(Connell 19935, p. 164)

Connell (1995) employs the dichotomy of hegemonic masculinity and emphasised
femininity as a framework for exploring gender relations and identities. This framework is
not itself conceived as a dualism. Instead, Connell recognises the pervasiveness of
dualisms within popular culture as~crucial to maintaining difference between men and

women, and thus for enabling hegemonic masculinities, and therefore patriarchy, to
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persist. Importantly, Connell conceives hegemonic masculinity as part of a configuration
of gender practice in which it is “the masculinity that occupies the hegemonic position in a
given pattern of gender relations, a position always contestable” (Connell 1995, p. 76).
Thus hegemonic masculinity is understood as varying spatially and temporally, and as

being defined in relation to femininity.

This thesis seeks to explore the contention that the persistence of dualistic thinking, and
the related cultural legitimacy of hegemonic masculinity and emphasised femininity,
shapes the relationship between gender and the production and consumption of the rural
landscape and environment. Whilst the control of nature resonates with traditional
hegemonic masculinity and men’s power over women, the perceived closeness of women
to nature resonates with traditional emphasised femininity and women’s related lack of
power (Little 2002a). Culturally pervasive dualisms, such as masculine/feminine,
culture/nature, rural/urban, public/private and production/reproduction, provide the
foundations for the rural ideology and its’ associated gendering ot rural spaces and power

relations:

...nature and the rural landscape incorporate and reflect gendered power
relations; power relations, moreover, that are not confined to the way we
experience nature and the rural landscape, but impinge on other social and
economic characteristics of the countryside through their role in
constructions of masculinity, femininity and rurality.

(Little 2002a, p. 70)

The following discussion will explore how the persistence of dualisms naturalises the
dominant hegemonic masculinity and emphasised femininity that shape gendered
relationships with the rural landscape and environment. Of particular significance to this
thesis is how the cultural sanctioning of the domination of nature informs and interacts
with the dominant constructions of agricultural masculinity and femininity that are argued
to persist within conventional farming, although this is a subject that will be considered

specifically in the later section on gender 1dentity 1n agriculture.
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2.3.2 Emphasised femininity: embedded within the rural landscape and

environment

It has been suggested above that there is a tradition within Western society of
understanding nature as feminine, and thus viewing femininity as being closer to nature
than masculinity. The association between women and nature, as explained by Little
(2002a), 1s linked to the gendering of the rural landscape as female: “Our ways of seeing
the landscape...embrace very powerful ideas about not only the position of women and the
relationship between men and women within the rural environment, but also the
association between femininity and nature” (p. 51). It can be shown how representations
of the landscape reveal these gendered associations. For example, Rose (1993) describes
how the representation of landscape within nineteenth century European and North
American landscape art not only feminised nature by drawing upon associations with the

female body, but also reflected the power relations of men over both women and nature:

The female figure represents landscape, and landscape a female torso,
visually in part through their pose: paintings of Woman and Nature often
share the same topography of passivity and stillness. The comparison is
also made through the association of both land and Woman with
reproduction, fertility and sexuality, fiee from the constraints of Culture.
Incorporating all of these associations, both Woman and Nature are
vulnerable to the desires of men.

(Rose 1993, p. 96)

Thus in such representations of the landscape, the ability of men to control women is
depicted as being linked to their ability to control nature, an association which influences

the wider gendering of the rural environment (Little 2002a).

However, visual representations of the landscape do not necessarily support patriarchal
gender relations, and therefore as argued by Nash (1996) “Rather than interpretation being
framed by a concentration on male visual pleasure in images of landscape or the female
body, interpretation needs to acknowledge the multiplication of contexts and relations of
reception and the diverse and contjngent meanings and effects of representations™ (p.
152). Indeed Nash shows how depictions of the male body as landscape deliberately

deconstruct assumptions about the male and female gaze and concludes that:
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Certain forms of visual representation may support patriarchal power
relations, but looking is never only or just masculine. To view body as land
or land as body has no essential meaning, yet neither can it ever be
innocent. Its politics are always contextual; there are different kinds of
looking.

(Nash 1996, p. 167)

Nevertheless, what 1s being argued here 1s not that there 1s an essential male gaze but that
a particular dominant masculinity has drawn upon the land/body metaphor in order to
legitimise the control of women and nature and that these power relations can be shown to

be depicted within representations of the landscape.

2.3.3 Hegemonic masculinity: control over the rural landscape and environment

As has been discussed above there 1s a long tradition within Western society of distancing
masculinity from a feminised nature, in a position of dominance and control. Indeed it can
be shown how the feminisation of the landscape and environment can be critical in the
production of particular forms of hegemonic masculinity. This notion will be explored
through several studies that consider the influence of the rural landscape upon the
construction of masculinity. These studies, although having different subject matters, have
in common that they each describe a hegemonic masculinity which, in order to persist,

requires the externalisation and control of nature.

The ‘othering’ of nature in the representation of a particular version of masculinity is
explored by Phillips (1995), who interprets the metaphorical femininity of the landscape
depicted in British Victorian juvenile adventure books as presenting “an other against

which the hero can define his masculine self” (p. 601):

When adventurers confront this metaphorical femininity, they do so from a
safe distance, admiring awesome rather than intimate scenes, and doing so
from the detached and commanding security of promontories. They never
get very close to nature, even when they have “penetrated” her. Their
relationship to the metaphorically feminine nature, as to the women left
behind in the settlement, is one of distance, detachment and difference.

(Phillips 1995, p. 601)

16



Phillips sees the literature as a “figurative expression of the more general mapping of
masculinity (including masculine culture, society) in relation to constructions of
femininity (landscape, nature)” (p. 601). In a similar way the modern day ‘mythopoetic
men’s movement’ uses the rural landscape and environment to provide the opportunity for
city men to redefine and reclaim their masculinity from the perceived threat of the

feminist movement and changing gender relations (Bonnett 1996).

The landscape and environment of rural Britain has been shown to be critical 1n producing
the British Army’s particular version of hegemonic masculinity, termed the ‘warrior hero’
by Woodward (Woodward 1998; Woodward 2000). The identity of the ‘warrior hero’ is
shaped during (male) army recruits training, crucial to which is its setting within the rural

landscape:

The recruits become exhausted, cold, wet, hungry, and injured, but still
they carry on. And throughout, while superior officers urge them on, their
identities as men are forged. The sheer physical challenge of route marches
and mountain running is presented as a test of one’s manhood. The warrior
hero must be fit enough to conquer landscapes; indeed he is literally made
in the landscape of the Army’s training areas.

(Woodward 2000, p. 651)

Woodward (2000) shows how the masculinity of the ‘warrior hero’ is defined iIn
opposition to femininity through the use of imagery that genders the landscape as temale,
claiming that: “the labelling of [landscape] attributes as female and the subsequent demal
of their place in the soldier’s lifeworld are key components of this model of military
masculinity” (p. 652). Thus the masculinity constructed within the British Army conquers

and dominates the (feminised) rural landscape and environment.

The performances of rural masculinity described above have in common with rural gay
masculinity the exploiting of associations between the rural landscape and the expression
of a dominant masculinity. Despite the exclusion of homosexual identities from dominant
constructions of rurality, the rural environment has been an important site within the ‘gay
imaginary’ (Bell 2000). Within homosexual imagery the dualism of rurality/urbanity 1s
drawn upon in order to idealise the rural landscape as a site in which to be(come) a man

opposed to the effeminising tendency of the city. In this way “a certain kind of rurality i1s
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powerfully erotised; it 1s remote, wild, and natural as are its people” and therefore “the
rural 1s eroticised and masculinity 1s naturalised in such a way that same-sex genital

activity can be accommodated without suggesting effeminacy” (Bell 2000, p. 559).

Jones (1999) argues that the disassociation of maleness from nature 1s a process that starts
in puberty. He demonstrates how cultural constructions associating maleness with nature
can be identified within idealised visions of childhood whereby the ‘natural’ state of
childhood 1s a ‘wild, innocent maleness’ embedded within rural space. In order to take
part in this construction it is argued that girls have to acquire the status of tomboy, a
resistance strategy which is, however, cut off by the on-set of puberty. In this way, as

argued by Jones:

...it seems that male children are seen as part of nature....and that they
grow from this into adult ‘cultural beings’. [As] the processes which
produce the masculine hyperseparated self, start in male childhood
through the differentiation from the mother and the feminine and from the
‘other’ more generally (including nature). Conversely, female children
seem to start out constructed as entities of culture....and then transform
into ‘natural beings’

(Jones 1999, p. 133)

2.3.4 Summary of section 2.3

This section has shown how dualistically gendered concepualisations of the relationship
between nature and culture influence the relationships of masculinity and femininity with
rurality. It demonstrated, in sub-section 2.3.1, how feminist theorists have argﬁed that the
structure of Western thought is dualistic and gendered as man/woman. In particular, the
association between women and nature was highlighted and its relationship to the
subordination of women within patriarchal gender relations. The related concepts of
emphasised femininity and hegemonic masculinity were drawn upon. Sub-section 2.3.2
discussed how °‘emphasised femininity’ 1s given legitimacy through associations of
women and nature and the following sub-section 2.3.3 showed how ‘hegemonic

masculinity’ legitimates the control of nature and the rural landscape.
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2.4 Rural ideology, rural community and rural gender identity

The construction of rurality is mediated through societal understandings of nature.
Theretfore the understanding of nature as gendered, as discussed above, is reflected and
reproduced within notions of rurality and rural community. Agricultural gender identities
are embedded within rural communities and influence the accepted norms of this cultural
concept. Whilst ‘rural gender identity’ i1s not being conflated with ‘agricultural gender
identity’ 1t is understood that they do share characteristics due to their geographical and
cultural position within rural spaces. The understanding of the term ‘rurality’ is itself
contested (See Halfacree 1993; Halfacree 1995; Hoggart 1988; Jones 1995; Murdoch and
Pratt 1993; Philo 1992; 1993). However, within this thesis a particular understanding of
rurality is employed, as will be outlined below, within which particular versions of rural
masculinity and femininity are legitimised; an understanding of rurality which draws
heavily upon the dualism of rurality/urbanity. This section of the chapter will consider the
social construction of the rural ideology and its influence upon rural gender roles,

relations, identities and sexuality.
2.4.1 The rural ideology

The prevailing cultural understanding of rurality is dominated by a particular
conceptualisation, which carries with it prescriptive and highly traditional notions of
acceptable gender roles, relations and identities. It is acknowledged that understandings of
‘rurality’ are fluid in so far as their construction “takes place over a range of different
spatial scales, shifting subtly in emphasis over time” (Little and Austin 1996, p. 102),
however, as asserted by Little and Austin (1996):

..there are clearly elements of the cultural representation of rurality that
endure, changed only minimally, over time and space. Indeed it is the very
sustainability of the ‘images’ and ‘myths’ of rural life that ensure their
importance not simply as reflections of people’s views and beliefs about
rurality but also as a force in the recreation of ‘place’ and associated
socio-spatial relations

(Little and Austin 1996, p. 102)
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One such enduring element of the cultural representation of rurality as identified by Little
and Austin (1996) i1s the naturalisation of patriarchal gender relations manifest in the
centrality of home and family and the positioning of women at the centre of both, and
conversely, the positioning of men as peripheral to both. This construction has emerged
from agriculture. Indeed it has been argued that the ‘traditional’, i.e. agrarian, nature of
rural gender relations 1s pivotal to the dominant construction of rurality within which the
notions of family and rural community are inextricably linked (Little 2004). The
importance of traditional and conventional gender relations to cultural constructions of
rurality was first conceptualised by Davidofif et al. (1976) who 1dentified the marriage of
the rural and domestic 1dylls during the eighteenth century (a concept which they termed

the ‘Beau Ideal’) into a pervasive, naturalised ideology which continues to persist today:

[The Beau Ideal] was adopted by a wide spectrum of social groups in all
parts of society, and through its physical manifestations as well as through
oral and written traditions it remains very much a part of our thinking
about the social and physical world.

(Davidoff et al. 1976, p. 1435)

Little (2004) 1dentified the following three aspects of Davidoff et al.’s argument that have
proven to be crucial in formulating an understanding of rural gender relations: the claim
that rural gender roles are governed by a set of patriarchal gender relations in which
women’s domestic and community roles are controlled by men; that these gender relations
form part of the social and cultural construction of rurality; and that a specifically rural
ideology persisted which acted to shape these rural gender relations in a particular manner.
There i1s evidence that these 1deas persist even in the face of contemporary changes in the
rural population as in-migrants “invest in established ideas of rural community and a
belief in the continuing relevance of what are seen as traditional rural values” (Little
2002a, p. 85). Thus dominant social and cultural understandings of what constitutes the
rural community sustain, and are sustained by, agrarian gender roles and relations (Little
2002a). For the purposes of this thesis it 1s important to understand how the dominant
rural 1deology, and its assumed gender identities, 1s reproduced in contemporary rural

society.
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2.4.2 Rurality, domesticity and the ‘rural woman’

It has been suggested that the dominant ‘rural ideology’ has a large influence upon the
positioning of women in rural areas and thus impacts their daily lives (Little 1986).
However, this historically specific construction of rural gender identities that makes the
natural link between womanhood, domesticity and community should be considered in the
light of more general feminist debates (Hughes 1997a). The ‘cultural turn’ disrupted the
idea of a stable, homogenous gender identity shared by all women, an understanding
which has been supplanted by the concept of difference; a concept which recognises the
importance of factors that act in conjunction with gender, such as race, class and sexuality,
to produce multiple identities (see Little (1999) for a review of work in rural geography).
Despite the importance of recognising difference, it has also been acknowledged that
aspects of gender identity may be shared by women in particular places at particular times
(Little 1997a). Therefore, although the °‘domestic woman’ found within ' popular
conceptualisations of rurality has been exposed as a social construction (Hughes 1997a),
recent research has nevertheless shown the prevailing influence of the dominant rural
ideology upon women living within contemporary rural England, and its impact upon their
everyday lives. It has been identified that this ideology encourages a number of
characteristics which are central to expectations regarding women’s identity in rural
communities. This has led to the development of a particular (dominant) construction of

rural femininity which links “women and domesticity with notions of the organic

community” (Hughes 1997a, p. 125):

There is an image of ‘the rural woman’ to which, clearly, not all women
conform - and to which, perhaps, no woman conforms totally - but which
nevertheless influences the behaviour, values and expectations of all rural
women and men, and hence becomes incorporated in a very real sense
within gender identities.

(Little 1997a, p. 155)

‘The rural woman’ identified by Little (1997a) prioritises childcare and family
reproduction over employment and takes an active role in sustaining the rural community
through engaging in a range of voluntary work. Research supporting this notion has

identified that the employment options for rural women are constrained not only by
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structural factors such as the scarcity and limited range of jobs, access to childcare and
transport (Little 1987; Little 1997b) but also “through the moral and social orders In
village life”” that position women in the home (Hughes 1997a, p. 131). Hughes (1997a)
found that these dominant constructions are sustained in part through the attitudes of
women themselves who openly disapprove and exclude others who do not conform to the
accepted vision of a ‘rural woman’. The degree of antipathy identified towards rural
women’s involvement in paid work 1s in contrast to attitudes towards rural women
undertaking voluntary work within the rural community. Indeed it has been shown that
women can incur hostility if they don’t partake in such voluntary activities. The
importance attributed to women’s voluntary work in sustaining rural communities 1s part
of the cultural construction of rurality in which women’s traditional roles are celebrated
and rewarded (Little 1997b). Thus 1t 1s evident that rural women’s lives are shaped not
only by their own perceptions of appropriate roles but also by pressure from the

expectations of others (Hughes 1997a).

However, more recently research has emerged which, through focusing on gender i1dentity,
highlights the diversity of rural women’s experiences and thus challenges the universality
of the domestic ‘rural woman’ (Little and Panelli 2003). This can be illustrated by
focusing upon research conducted into rural womens’ experiences of the labour market.
Research undertaken by Little and Morris (2005), for example, has indicated that the
contrast between rural women’s employment options and overall trends in the UK are
becoming less marked, and that a more tolerant attitude is evolving towards rural women
undertaking paid work. Furthermore it was found that there are significant variations
within rural womens’ experiences of the labour market, with class being of particular
influence. Yet, despite the clear changes and variations in rural womens’ experiences of
the labour market as revealed by this research, the authors note that other aspects of their

roles do not appear to be altering in line with these changes:
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Although it seems to be the case that it is now more acceptable for rural
women to undertake paid work, that working women are no longer so

contentious or in opposition to rural family and community life, this does
not appear to be impacting upon their other, more traditional roles, as
women are now doing both. Thus, the apparent changes in rural women's
employment experiences revealed by the data may be relatively superficial.

(Little and Morris 2005, p. 24)

As Little and Morris note this then raises questions about the implications of the changes
in the labour market upon rural gender identities and that perhaps women’s increasing
involvement 1n paid work 1is legitimised by their “continued contribution ....to domestic
and community life” (p. 25). Similar conclusions were drawn by Hughes and Nativel
(2005) from their research on (female) lone parents in rural areas of England. They found

that although there were variations i1n the womens’ experiences of paid work, for the

majority:

..family and work are inevitably interwoven with the majority combining
their caring responsibilities with part-time work....Paid work was viewed
as positive in so far as it benefited ‘the family’. As such, this research
ultimately confirms and supports earlier arguments put forward by feminist
rural geographers that rural women are not high-flying career women, but
primarily home-centred.

(Hughes and Nativel 2005, p. 41)

While the prioritisation of family over work 1s by no means unique to rural lone parents
what 1s interesting here 1s that the women understood the particular constraints upon their
labour opportunities caused by living within a rural area (particularly as lone parents) yet
continued to do so due to the strength of their values that understood country living to be
beneficial for family life, and especially for the well being of their children. Furthermore,
the research found that lone parents in rural areas actually had a higher than average
participation in the labour market (although not necessarily in work that fulfilled their
qualifications), a finding that Hughes and Nativel understood to be influenced by pressure
from the rural ideology that ‘“rejects social dependency and reliance on benefits and

‘government handouts’” (p. 41).
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In a recent paper, Henderson and Hoggart (2003) dispute the notion that the position of
rural women is “somehow special; that the forces of socialisation, opportunity and
constraint in some way bear more heavily on women in rural areas than in cities” (p. 371).
Whilst recognising the existence of a rural ideology that impacts upon gender relations,
they stress that it 1s not confined to rural locations. Therefore, they suggest that research
should turn to a consideration of particular ‘mind-sets’, rather than specific locations, in

order to understand rural culfures and their impacts upon gender relations.

As this section has shown, the dominant understanding of rural womanhood is open to
contestation and women “will, at different times of their lives, engage with, contest and
rework dominant conceptualisations of rurality and particularly the feminine identities
bound up within these constructions” (Hughes 1997b, p. 184). However, it is also clear
that the agrarian-based rural ideology and the expected roles of ‘rural woman’ continue to

be influential upon the gender identities of rural women.
2.4.3 Rurality, hegemonic masculinity and the ‘rural man’

Evidently the rural ideology also impacts upon men, in terms of their roles and the
expression of masculine gender identities within rural communities. Just as the rural
1deology positions women at the centre of home and family within the rural community, it
constructs men’s ‘natural’ position as outside of the domestic sphere. Hence the rural
1deology positions men as breadwinners engaged with the public domain. Furthermore,
although studies of womens’ roles within rural communities have shown that men do
‘help out’ with community activities, they are largely peripheral to their organisation and
do not experience the same pressure as women to undertake such voluntary work (Hughes
1997b). Thus the patriarchal structuring of rural society ensures the maintenance and
reproduction of a traditional hegemonic ‘rural man’. However, just as the idea of a ‘rural
woman’ has been unsettled by the cultural turn so the idea of a singular ‘rural man’ is also
untenable. Despite this, it is argued here that, just as the rural ideology has been shown to
have a pervasive influence upon rural women, so it must also continue to exert a
considerable influence upon the lrves of rural men. As with constructions of rural

femininity, conceptualisations of rurality and masculinity are mutually constituted, in
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other words masculinity 1s constructed within rural spaces and sites, and notions of
rurality help to constitute notions of masculinity (Campbell and Bell 2000). As such 1t is
suggested that a dominant conceptualisation of rural masculinity can be deduced. Studies
which show how hegemonic masculinity 1s reproduced within the society and culture of

rural communities will be discussed below.

A study by Campbell (2000), argues that rural pubs can operate as “a key site where
hegemonic forms of masculinity are constructed, reproduced, and successfully defended.”
(p. 563) through the performance of two characteristics of so called pub(lic) masculinity:
namely ‘conversational cockfighting’ and °‘disciplines of drinking’. This process of
constructing pub(lic) masculinity draws upon a binary categorisation of masculinity and
femininity, whereby the masculine ‘ideal’ remains an unacknowledged standard against

which femininity 1s acknowledged and derided:

Physical performance was gendered: spilling or slopping beer, leaving
beer unconsumed in a glass, and an inability to “hold you piss”, were
characteristic of women and children. Such gendering involved both the
embodied disciplines of drinking and a wider assessment of men’s skills
outside the pub. Occupations outside the acceptable range of manual
labouring, agriculturally related activities were also feminised derisively.

(Campbell 2000, p. 576)

Crucial to the negation of femininity within this hegemonic masculine performance 1s the
importance of being able to act “symbolically unmarried” and to deny the tie of domestic
responsibilities. As such, Campbell showed how the rural pub is a site in which rural men
are able to demonstrate their power through the pertormance and legitimising of a specific
form of hegemonic masculinity which draws upon the ideological separation of masculine
and feminine spheres. Similarly, Leyshon (1995), in his study of the performance of
young people’s 1dentity in English pubs, 1dentifies that the process of learmning to enact a
specific hegemonic masculinity associated with drinking enables young men to gain
power and legitimacy within their rural community whilst also acting to marginalise

young women and ‘other’ young men to “bit parts in the performance of rurality” (p. 120).

Little and Jones (2000) also show, albeit 1n a rather different context, how rural structures

can both reflect and reproduce male power through drawing upon a particular set of
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hegemonic masculine values and assumptions, legitimised through their construction in
opposition to feminine values and assumptions. Using their case study of the English
‘Rural Challenge’ rural regeneration policy they argue that hegemonic male power is
reproduced within the rural policy making process through “...the emphasis on direct
competition, the priority given to the private sector and the preference for large-scale,
flagship, style projects”, all of which, they argue, favour “particular masculine working

practices and values” (Little and Jones 2000, p. 19).

However, despite the demonstrable persistence of hegemonic masculinity in rural areas, it
has also been highlighted that rural restructuring is acting to threaten this form of rural
masculinity within some groups of rural men. This is a particular issue for men whose
sense of masculine identity is associated with traditional rural industries, the decline of
which 1s leading to their increasing marginalisation. In particular, men involved within
agriculture are reported to be increasingly undergoing a crisis in their masculinity because,
as suggested by Peter et al. (2000), the struggle to survive in farming is also a struggle to

retain ones identity as a man. Ni Laoire (2001) describes the situation as follows:

As farming undergoes radical change, rural masculinities, as traditionally
defined, are under threat. This is not to suggest that the power of men in
rural society is necessarily under threat, rather that the power of certain
groups of rural men is undermined through processes of agricultural
rationalisation and the discursive power of the mobility ethos. While
hegemonic masculinities are undergoing transformation, certain groups of
rural men, such as the marginal farmers and the isolated, may be most
affected by challenges to hegemonic masculinities. It is those men whose
livelihoods and very identities are affected by rural restructuring for whom
a crisis of masculinity may be a reality.

(Ni Laoire 2001, p. 232)

This marginalisation is attested by the rising levels of stress within farming households
and, 1n 1ts most extreme manifestation, the increasing rates of suicide amongst male (and
temale) farmers (Ni Laoire 2001; Price and Evans 2005). This can be partially understood
as a demonstration of the strength of the pressure to maintain the idealistic notion of the
tarming ‘way of life’, which itself is entwined within a dominant rural ideology and the

gendered associations that this concept embodies (Price and Evans 2005).
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A rather different expression of male marginalisation within rural areas is the rise of right

wing militias in rural North America related to the farming crisis which has persisted since

the 1980s:

..for many the continuing farm crisis is a gender crisis: a crisis of
masculinity....Many white, rural American men feel under siege and
vulnerable, unsure of their manhood. They are furious and are looking for
someone to blame. Some direct their rage inward, even to the point of
suicidal thoughts and actions. Others direct their anger outward.

(Kimmel and Ferber 2000, p. 585)

The rhetoric of the militia’s anger i1s highly gendered and aimed at restoring their own
(hegemonic) masculinity through the violent subjugation of what 1s conceived as the

emasculating power of feminists and numerous ‘others’.

The two previous examples, namely the rise of rural suicide rates in the UK and the rise of
right wing militias in rural America, are extreme manifestations of the marginalisation of
hegemonic rural masculinity. However, they nevertheless provide an insight into the
power of the dominant conceptualisation of rural masculinity as a legitimising ideology
through which rural men express their own gender identities. In this respect these two
extreme examples of responses that can occur in part due to the challenging of this
hegemonic masculinity, are highly revealing of its pervasiveness and persistence in the

lives of rural men.
2.4.4 Rurality and sexuality

The dominant emphasis upon the family and community that has been shown to persist
within rural spaces carries with it the presumption of heterosexuality which is translated
into the expression of rural gender identities (Little 2002b). Drawing upon geographies of
the body, Little (2002b) argues that representations of rural bodies as ‘“non-sexual,
unerotic and unthreatening underpins the highly conventional gender identities - including
the assumptions of heterosexuality and the emphasis on the family - found in rural
society” (p. 4). Thus the particular ¢onstruction of sexuality that dominates rural society

draws upon highly conventional gender relations and identities in which the perceived
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‘naturalness’ of heterosexuality is pivotal; thus (dominant) constructions of rural gender

identity and heterosexuality are shown to be inextricably linked (Little 2003).

However, some aspects of the rural idyll have also been appropriated by homosexuals in
order to forge their own space within the countryside community; revealing how the
dominant construction of rural sexuality can be challenged whilst maintaining aspects of
the dominant 1dea of rural community. Valentine (1997, p. 111) shows how the imagined
rural of US lesbian separatist communities shared with traditional constructions of rurality
the 1dea that rural space was “healthy, simple, peaceful [and] safe” whilst also acting to
marginalise and exclude ‘other’ groups. Their idea of rurality also drew heavily upon the
dualism of rural/urban, whereby the communities saw themselves as being protected by
nature in their rural community separated from the ‘heteropatriarchal’ ‘man-made’ space
of the city. Similarly, as discussed previously, Bell (2000) shows how the rural/urban
dualism and aspects of traditional rural masculinity are drawn upon by homosexual men in
their use of the rural in the ‘gay imaginary’. In this conceptualisation the location of rural
communities within the rural landscape facilitates the expression of a natural
(homosexual) masculinity compared to the influence of the urban environment and

community which is seen as effeminising gay men.
2.4.5 Summary of section 2.4

This section has discussed the relationship between gendered conceptualisations of nature
and the dominant gender roles, relations and identities expressed within rural areas. Sub-
section 2.4.1 presented the notion of a rural ideology, derived from agrarianism, which is
argued to persist within rural areas, showing how emphasised femininity and hegemonic
masculinity are central to this i1deology. The following sub-sections, 2.4.2 and 2.4.3,
demonstrated the impacts of the rural ideology upon the lives of women and men living
within rural areas; showing how the rural ideology emphasises traditional gender roles,
relations and identities. Sub-section 2.4.4 discussed the relationship between the rural
1deology and sexuality, showing how, despite the emphasis upon heterosexuality in rural
areas, homosexual groups have appropriated the rural ideology in order to create their own

subversive constructions.
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2.5 Agricultural gender roles and relations

Through the practice of agriculture, humans directly engage with nature and shape the
landscape. Furthermore agriculture is central to popular understandings of rurality. As
such agriculture can be viewed as a specific case in which the themes discussed above,
namely the gendered relationship of society and nature and the related expression of rural

gender relations and 1dentities can be seen to converge and interact.

Research conducted into conventional agriculture has shown the numerous ways in which
farming is a highly gendered occupation. It has been found that within family farming
women typically undertake a range of roles all of which are important to the maintenance
of the farming household and farming business. However, this work undertaken by
women on family farms is not officially recognised and neither is it highly valued. Family
farming 1s understood here, following Gasson and Errington (1993), as farming that

displays the following six elements to some degree:

e Business ownership i1s combined with managerial control in the hands of business

principals.
e These principals are related by kinship or marriage.

e Family members (including these business principals) provide capital to the

business.
e Family members including business principals do farm work.

e Business ownership and managerial control are transferred between the

generations with the passage of time.

e The family lives on the farm.

Fundamental to maintaining the subordinate position of women within family farms are
the patrilineal inheritance norms which act to perpetuate and maintain patriarchal control
of farm ownership. Furthermore, within capitalised agriculture, women have been shown

to be largely absent from productive work apart from in traditionally feminised roles such
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as farm secretaries and within low status seasonal work. In the wider public agricultural
arenas of education, training and agri-politics women are also under repr§sented. The
following section will discuss this situation in more detail, primarily concentrating upon
family farming in the context of developed countries within Europe, North America,

Australia and New Zealand.

It 1s the aim of this section to elucidate the dominant gender roles and relations in
agriculture. It should also be noted that although this thesis is concerned with women and
men within agriculture, due to the nature of the available literature the discussion on
gender roles within agriculture will be largely restricted to a focus upon women; a specific
consideration of men within agriculture will be undertaken in the subsequent section

concerning the construction of agricultural gender identities.
2.5.1 Agricultural gender roles

Farm women remained largely unacknowledged in early academic studies of farming

families as the following critique of research undertaken in the UK describes:

The role of women in British agriculture has been neglected by
agricultural economists and rural sociologists alike.... While agricultural
economists recognise that most farms are run by families, little attempt has
been made to measure systematically the nature of the wife’s contribution
fo the business. Rural sociologists writing about farm families in Britain
have tended to emphasise women’s marital roles, to the exclusion of any
other....Despite its neglect by academics, the important contribution which
women make in agriculture by maintaining and reproducing the labour
Jorce, assisting in farm production and business management and
supporting rural communities, is self evident.

(Gasson 1980, p. 165)

Following this critique by Gasson, feminist researchers set out to render visible the roles
performed by women in agriculture and subsequently the on-farm gender relations that
underpinned and explained those roles, predominantly within the context of family
farming. These initial studies were concerned with describing the tasks undertaken by
farm women, their access to property or occupational resources, and their involvement in

decision-making on the farms (Brandth 1994). The highly gendered nature of agricultural
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households was revealed and the roles of the women within them were shown to be
largely obscured and undervalued. O’Hara’s (1998) description of farm women as being at
the “heart of family farming” and her subsequent summary of their work, describes the

womens’ roles highlighted by this body of research:

The process of family formation, of bearing and rearing children, through
which family farming is established and continues inter-generationally,
intimately involves [farm women]. In addition, many farm women
contribute substantially to farm production for the market and for home
consumption and, almost invariably, undertake all of the domestic work in
the farm household in addition to childcare and (sometimes) elder-care.
When they work off the farm, their income is often essential to the family’s
well being. Through engaging in voluntary work, they make a major
contribution to the quality of rural life, and they are increasingly
participating in locally based rural development initiatives. Women's
actions are therefore essential to the survival of family farming and to the
quality of rural life, but their position in farming is distinctly different from,
and unequal to, that of men.

(O’Hara 1996, p. 2)

Early research predominantly focused upon the gender divisions of family labour and
decision making on family farms (Whatmore 1988) and documented the under-
representation of women in non-domestic farm work (O’Hara 1998). The numerous
publications by Gasson and Whatmore detailed the situation in the UK (Gasson 1980;
Gasson 1989; Gasson 1992; Gasson and Errington 1993; Whatmore 1991a; Whatmore
1991b) while other studies documented the situation internationally (See Alston 1995;
Ashton 1991; Fink 1991; Haugen 1990; Keating and Little 1994; O’Hara 1998). These
studies i1dentified that most farm women do some amount of manual farm work, however
the majority of their time is spent in and around the farmhouse in more domestic roles.
Alston (1995) identifies four factors that she considers critical in governing the level of
women’s manual farm work: structural family arrangements; presence or absence of hired
labour; the woman’s farming background; and the woman’s availability. Research has also
1dentified the interaction between the level of modernisation of a farm and its dependence
on hired labour as being important in determining the role of women (Shaver 1991).
However, whether or not they perfol;'m manual work, a universal finding of these studies

was that the majority of farm women work long hours, combining an array of roles that
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are “primarily a complex of unrelated and disembodied tasks” (de Rooyy 1994, p. 73). The

following diary entry from a study by Ashton (1991) provides an example of one woman’s

experience at a “non-busy”’ time on her Welsh hill farm:

Up at six, breakfast for the family (six in all), do dishes and put laundry in
machine to hang out later. Tidy and Hoover downstairs and make sure
Jather (in-law) is right for the morning. Answer phone three times before
9.00am - all to do with the farm. ‘Ministry’ arrived at 9.30am to scan
‘Chernobyl’ sheep - help husband drive and catch these. Finished at
2.30pm - but made lunch for everyone in between and got washing on the

line. Went food shopping (15 miles away) and called in at the vet’s and
Jarmers co-op to pick things up for the farm. Did banking and called in at
the accountants to sort out some business problems. Home,got dinner for

everybody and washing off the line. Husband and son off to (rented)
lowland to check stock there, so I fed the dogs (5), washed dishes and
helped other children with homework. Did some ironing and went to
village for carnival committee meeting (fundraising for community centre).

Home around 10.30pm supper for family then did some work on accounts
before bed at 12.00 midnight.

(Ashton 1991, p. 124-5)

Clearly the traditional interpretation of farm labour that regards commercial production as
the defining factor would, by definition, appear to exclude or devalue the majority of work
that 1s performed by farm women (Alston 1995). This is despite the fact that many of the
tasks are necessary for the production and reproduction of the family farm (Garcia-Ramon
and Canoves 1988). The narrow definition of farm labour is normalised to the extent that
those living and working alongside active farm women are unable to recognise their
activities as being work, and rather their roles are regarded as a ‘natural’ extension of their
domestic duties (Gasson 1992). Fink (1991) recalls a farmer’s wife describing a

conversation with her husband:

She remarked to [her husband] that she had not decided what she would do
when she retired; maybe she would continue to keep a few chickens. He
replied that she did not need to think about retirement as she had never
really worked! She laughed and thought he was joking, later she came to
understand that he had meant what he said.

(Fink 1991, p. 20-21)
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In addition to revealing the gender division of agricultural labour the early studies were
framed by the wider theoretical debate surrounding production and reproduction (Little
2004). As identified by Little (2004), the under-valuing of farm women’s labour was
linked to the wider lack of recognition for women’s work and its association with
reproductive activity. The definition of ‘work’ tends to be “narrow and ideologically
Joaded towards paid employment on or off-farm” (Price and Evans 2005, p. 48). However,
within this thesis, 1n line with Price and Evans (2005), the term ‘work’ is used broadly and
understood as encompassing the unremunerated on-farm activities of women. This
conceptualisation recognises the worth of work that is otherwise undervalued, conducted
mainly, but not exclusively, by women; on farms this would include, for example, child
care, cooking, running errands and taking telephone messages. It is also accepted that the
definition of work should extend beyond public-private distinctions to encompass
voluntary work, 1n rural areas this 1s often a vital role that 1s normally executed by women
(including farm women) (Little 1997b). Frequently, however, farm women themselves
accept the normative definitions of farm work, and therefore underestimate their own
actions, either by not defining them as work at all or by blurmng the distinction between
work and leisure; manifest in the use of phrases such as farming being ‘a way of life’
rather than a job in the conventional sense (O’Hara 1998). Methods of collecting and
reporting official statistics have also been shown to reinforce these ideas. For example,
Gasson and Errington (1993) reported that the Irish farm management survey, at the time
of writing, counted the labour of a woman as being two thirds of a man, even where the
woman actually ran the farm. Furthermore, the wording of the current Agricultural and
Horticultural Census and the Labour Force Survey in Northern Ireland report women in

relation to their family status and not as working individuals (Shortall 2005).

2.5.2 Agricultural restructuring and the gender division of agricultural labour

In the face of agricultural restructuring off-farm work has become an economic necessity
for some farm households. Furthermore it has been suggested that farm women can
“escape from redundancy” on highly mechanised farms, where their labour has been
displaced, by obtaining alternative e;nployment on or off the farm (Symes 1991, p. 87). It

1s possible that on either spouse entering off farm work or developing on-farm diversified

33



enterprises the power relations within the farm household shift, possibly leading to a
renegotiation of roles. However, as a number of studies have shown, this is not necessarily

the case.

A study by Deseran and Neller (1991) in Louisiana, USA, found that women’s off-farm
work did not impact significantly on their responsibility for domestic tasks, neither did the
type ot ofi-farm work have any effect. Similarly, Gasson and Winter (1992) found that
women’s pluriactivity did not necessarily affect gender roles and power relations within
family farms in Devon. Indeed they question whether off-farm work signifies new
independent economic roles for farm women or an exploitation of their willingness to
work long hours for low returns in order to support their families, thus acting to reinforce
the unequal distribution of power. In research designed to build upon the findings of
Gasson and Winter, Evans and Ilbery (1996) considered the impacts of on-farm
diversification into farm-based accommodation upon the degree of power in the household
held by farm wives (sic). Their findings suggest that responsibility for farm-based
accommodation increased farm women’s workload without necessarily increasing their
power within the farm business structure. This is echoed in the results of an Irish study on
farm women who undertake off farm work as part of family farm survival strategies
(Shortall 2002). It was found that the farm women did not experience changes in their on-

farm roles and gender relations despite the importance of their wages in sustaining the

farm:

There is little evidence to suggest that women'’s off farm work has led to
any renegotiation of childcare roles, household work or on farm
responsibilities....While there is ostensibly potential for women’s off-farm
work to provide the means to negotiate more favourable gender relations
within the farm household, the weight of traditional gender ideology
restricts the extent to which this happens.

(Shortall 2002, p. 167)

Despite off-farm work and work associated with diversification enterprises leading to an
Increase in the work load of farm women, it can also be a way to increase their
independence, status and improve their personal identity; thus it can be Interpreted as a

means of escaping their subordinate position within farming. Symes (1991) concurs with

34



this position, arguing that the status of farm women must increase upon their participation
in work dissociated from farming, helping to move away from the ‘“‘uncritical
legitimisation of women’s undeveloped status” in the countryside (p. 89). Indeed, it has
been suggested that the development of on-farm food processing enterprises is influential
in terms of the gender division of labour and women’s wider participation in farm
businesses (Little 2002a). Moreover, research by Bennett on farm women in Northern
England (2004, p. 161) has found that declining farm incomes have “roused new
opportunities for some women”, with many undertaking paid work off-farm and some

establishing their own businesses.

However, these new roles do not necessarily challenge existing patriarchal structures and
associated gender relations (Bennett 2004). Moreover it does not address the issue of why
the work that women undertake within family farming does not provide recognition and
status itself, and 1t also does not challenge why, when off-farm work is undertaken, the
women are not able to negotiate more equitable on-farm gender relations (Shortall 1992).
Furthermore 1t has been 1dentified that by working off-farm in order to sustain family
farms during economic crisis women are effectively subsidising the farm and ‘keeping it
male’ (Price and Evans 2005). Thus their “career aspirations are subordinate to both the
farming ‘way of life’ and their roles as ‘farmer’s wife’ and mother” (Price and Evans
2005, p. 56). It therefore appears that the strongly gendered ideology underpinning
agriculture can negate the potentially liberating potential of off-farm employment for farm

WOINcCIl.

2.5.3 Gender relations, the patrilineal transfer of land and gendered knowledge

acquisition

It 1s evident that what farm women do, and what they control, are separate issues. As
stated by Gasson (1988, p. 302), even if women’s farm roles change “nothing has really
changed” if they are not able to exert power within the farm business. Therefore trying to
understand how rural structures and situations create a less powerful position for farm
women, and why this status quo is rarely challenged, i1s highly significant. Crucial in this

regard are the traditional inheritance laws and norms which have, on the whole, excluded
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females from inheriting farmland and thus the occupational status of farmer (Leckie
1996). Indeed, as argued by Shortall, the patrilineal line of inheritance 1s fundamental 1n

reproducing women'’s lack of status within agricuiture:

Women's whole relationship to farming is shaped by their route of entry
and position within the farm family. It affects women’s role in farming
organisations and in the politics of farming. The protection of this gender
discriminatory practice of land transfer by the state is the single greatest
barrier to women’s equality in farming.

(Shortall 2005, p. 101)

Patrilineal inheritance “embodies the transfer of social and gender relationships” and thus
gender equality for farm women will remain limited for as long as the state protects this
social custom (Shortall 2005, p. 91). The transfer of social and gender relationships
within families is particularly influential upon the maintenance of conventional gender
relations within the practice of agriculture due to the high degree of ‘occupational
inheritance’ that occurs within farming (Leckie 1996) whereby knowledge transfer is

intimately linked to the transfer of land:

The resources of information and expertise exist within a socially
constructed agricultural system. Within this system women have largely
been excluded from the occupational inheritance of farming, in part
because they are not expected to, and usually do not, own farmland. Since
women do not directly own this basic factor of production, they have very
often been discouraged from learning anything further about the
occupation that depends on it, except the minimal amount that they need to
know to provide their labour to the male landowner.

(Leckie 1996, p. 310)

A central aspect of the reproduction of social and gender relationships is sex stereotyping
and socialisation. Through words and action the family unit plays a crucial role in
transferring occupational information to children (Leckie 1996). For example, career
ambitions of young females in rural Greece have been shown to bear a “remarkably close
correspondence” to those expressed for them by their mothers (Gidarakou 1999, p. 154).
Indeed it has been found that Greek farm women, due to the problems they encountered 1n
their own farm roles, actively discouraged their daughters from pursuing a career In

farming (Gourdomichalis 1991). Further research conducted in Greece a decade later
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found the attitude of young women towards farming “continued to be exceptionally
negative” (Gidarakou 1999, p. 155). A similar situation was observed within the Republic
of Ireland by O’Hara (1994), who found that farm women encourage their daughters to
achieve a good education in order to improve their career prospects. This is described as
“an 1deology of autonomy...through ensuring that by having a ‘career’ [their daughters]
will never be ﬁnanéially dependent” (O’Hara 1994, p. 63). Within the UK there has never
been widespread encouragement to daughters to become farmers (Gasson and Errington
1993) and 1n individual farm families this support is even less likely to be forthcoming 1f
the daughter/s also have male siblings (Leckie 1996). Inheritance norms and related sex
stereotyping and socialisation therefore contribute towards the perpetuation of the
gendered division of agricultural labour, and the consequent positioning of men and

women within family farming.

The marginalisation of women within family farming is also reflected within public
agricultural arenas. It has been shown, for example, that the gendering of knowledge
acquisition extends beyond the familial networks into the sphere of formal agricultural
education and training, which is primarily targeted towards males (Shortall 1996). This
has also been shown to be true of the training of young people in other rural industries
such as forestry (See Follo 2002). Furthermore, it has been found that when attempting to
gain access to both formal and informal networks of information and expertise, the
legitimacy of female farmers can often be challenged, forcing them to develop “specific
information channels and contacts, thus circumventing those who believe that such
resources are the domain of male farmers™ (Leckie 1996, p. 323). Similarly, despite their
manifold roles within agriculture, women are markedly absent from mainstream agri-
political leadership (Alston and Wilkinson 1998; Liepins 1998a; Pini 2002; Shortall
1992). Despite this there has been a recent emergence, as examples from Australia, New
Zealand, Canada and the US show, of groups of farm women mobilising their resources in
attempts to influence policy and decision-making (Haney and Clancy Miller 1991; Liepins
1998a; Mackenzie 1992; 1994; Wells 1998). In particular, times of farming crisis and need
have acted as catalysts for farm wemen’s involvement in agricultural politics, as they
struggle to protect their family farms and rural communities (Liepins 1998a). In doing so

they have drawn upon conventional understandings of the roles of farm women within the
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family farm in order to gain legitimacy and are keen to “avoid being labelled as radical
and disruptive” (Teather 1996, p. 5). As identified by Shortall (1994), these groups defy
academic categorisation due to their seemingly contradictory aims of promoting the
maintenance of rural community life and the family farm, whilst at the same time

advocating the increased representation of women within public agricultural institutions.

2.5.4 Summary of section 2.5

This section has considered the gender roles and relations that are central to the
persistence of the rural ideology. The first sub-section, 2.5.1, described the traditional
gender roles that have been demonstrated to persist within agriculture. Sub-section 2.5.2
discussed the impacts of agricultural restructuring, and in particular off-farm work and on-
farm diversification, upon gender roles and relations. The final sub-section, 2.5.3,

considered how the patrilineal transfer of land impacts gender relations within family farm

businesses.
2.6 Agricultural gender identity

Theoretical and conceptual discussions of rural gender identities are sparse, and this is
particularly true of work that has considered the expression of femininity in the context of
agriculture. However, studies of masculinities within agriculture initiated this area of work
and as such are slightly more numerous, although by no means comprehensive (Little
2002c¢). Despite this, it is possible to extract the characteristics of gendered identities from
the numerous studies describing gender roles and relations on family farms (Brandth
2002a). These characteristics, as have been described in the preceding sections, are neatly

summarised by the following paragraph:
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...men’s identity as farmers is tied to their land ownership, occupational
position as farmer and the productive work they are seen doing. It is
publicly recognised, awarding income and status. Men’s masculine identity
is also defined by their position as head of the family workforce and farm
business. The position of farm women 1is tied to their marital
contract....assuming the identity of ‘farmers’ wives’. They have no
independent status, thus their occupational identity is weak and hardly
recognised. Homemaking also defines women as mothers, tying the
definitions of social roles to their biological functions.

(Brandth 2002a, p. 184)

However, this section of the chapter will draw upon the literature that is concerned
directly with agricultural gender identities in order to show how the dominant versions of
femininity and masculinity are expressed within agriculture. It will then go on to show
how these constructions are reproduced in representations of men and women within the
agricultural press. The final section will explore research that has shown that these

dominant gender identities within conventional agriculture can be contested.
2.6.1 Agricultural femininities

This sub-section will show how agricultural femininities are constructed by drawing upon
traditional conceptualisations of femininity related to physiology and biology. It has been
argued by Saugeres (2002a) that within the conventional understanding of agricultural
femininity women are seen as unable to have a natural embodied relationship to farming
by virtue of their gender, despite their perceived closeness to nature. This is the case even
1T a woman 1s from a farming background or has inherited a farm. Therefore, whereas men
are seen to represent farming through their dominant relationship over nature and the land,
it 1s suggested that women construct their farming identity as ‘marginalised others’

through their relationship with their husbands or other male family members.

There are other related patriarchal 1ideologies based upon physiology and biology that also
contribute to the narrow construction of femininity within agriculture. In a study of young
women 1In tertiary agricultural education in Australia, it was found that this ideology
marginalises women from more traditional areas of agriculture because they are seen as
more able to use their “heads and not their bodies” (Bryant 1999a, p. 9). Therefore young

women “construct occupations in agriculture in management, administration or research to
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maintain aspects of traditional femininity and dominant forms of heterosexual
masculinity” (Bryant 1999a, p. 8). Despite changes in shifting perceptions of acceptable
masculine and feminine work (Bryant 1999b) it is argued that traditionally gendered body

images still operate to restrict female tasks and thus constructions of femininity:

There remains among younger women from family farms an understanding
about farming and gender that is embodied in traditional masculinity and
femininity even though feminism has expanded the modes of acceptable
femininity....But no matter how removed young women see themselves from
notions of traditional femininity in farming (e.g. homemakers, not farmers
but farmers’ wives) their understanding of their bodily self disallows
particular constructions of femininity.

(Bryant 1999a, p. 8, emphasis in original)

In order to compensate for their perceived lack of masculine strength the young women
essentialised womanhood, positioning themselves in opposition to men’s qualities and
capabilities and emphasising stereotypical feminine traits such as communication, team
work and compassion (Bryant 1999a). In a similar way Australian farm women involved
In environmental activism have been shown to draw upon their social positioning of

mothering and caring in order to gain legitimacy for their standpoint (Liepins 1998b).

Research from Norway has shown that farm women choosing to work as primary farmers
are reconstructing femininity by entering a position traditionally associated with men and
at the same time rejecting the traditionally subordinate position of women on family farms
(Brandth 1994). New aspects of femininity are constructed by these women in relation to
‘masculinity: “they want to be paid for their work, they want to be visible and respected,
and they want the same authority and freedom of decisions as men have as farmers”
(Brandth 1994, p. 146). However, despite these demands, they also maintain aspects of
traditional femininity such as performing reproductive work and traditional activities such
as flower arranging and knitting. Therefore, Brandth argues that ‘“they are both
dissociating themselves from and associating themselves with traditional femininities”
(Brandth 1994, p. 147). In this way, it is claimed that femininity is being reconstructed in

a way that maintains the gendered hierarchy.
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As these international examples have shown, women use traditional constructions of
femininity in order to advance their position within agriculture and therefore the “core of

the gender system 1s maintained” (Brandth 1994, p. 147).
2.6.2 Agricultural masculinities

This sub-section will demonstrate how hegemonic agricultural masculinities are
constructed and reaffirmed through their dominant relationship to the land and nature
(Saugeres 2002a). Central to this relationship to the land, as with rural masculinities more
widely, 1s the 1deal of control. Following this, the performance of hegemonic masculinity
in agriculture relies upon employing stereotypical physical attributes to control nature.
Therefore the successful (male) farmer is considered “tough and strong, able to endure
long hours, arduous labour and extreme weather” (Little 2002¢, p. 666). Likewise, notions
of strength and battle have been identified as crucial to dominant forms of masculine
agricultural 1dentity (Liepins 2000). The use of combative and dominant images within

agricultural advertisements can be seen as a reflection of this dominant masculine

ideology (Brandth 1995; Kroma 2002).

In order to succeed in controlling nature male farmers not only perform certain
‘masculine’ traits but also rely upon the use of powerful machinery. The tractor in
parti-cular has been shown as an important symbol of masculine 1dentity and power within
agriculture, used to define masculine identity in opposition to women and nature
(Saugeres 2002b). In this way the ideal of masculine control over nature and the two main
attributes upheld as necessary to maintain this dominance, namely the ability to display
strength and a “natural aptitude’ for technology, can be seen as acting to naturalise the

construction of agriculture as a male space.

Furthermore, it can also be argued that the naturalisation of heterosexuality in agriculture
1s linked to masculine dominance over the land. Saugéres (2002a) suggests that although
the earth itself 1s feminised it is men who are seen within farming communities as having
a closer relationship to the land than women, a finding echoed by Modelmog (1998). Male
farmers are seen as possessing an essential embodied (physical and biological) connection

to farming and the land, dominating nature due to their characteristics of strength, energy
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and vitality. This association is manifest in the imagery which relates male biological
functions to farming operations such as ploughing, through which they are seen as
“penetrating and fertilising the land” (Saugeéres 2002a, p. 380). Therefore despite being
positioned as close to nature and the land, agricultural masculinity retains control and

dominance over both the land and women:

...these hwo tendencies are not opposed, they are both part of the same
patriarchal ideology....there is a need for the farmer to feel part of the
land. He takes pleasure in feeling this connection. At the same time, this
unity seems to be only possible if the farmer separates himself from the
(mother)land. In the process of distanciation, the farmer sees the land as a
sexualised object that he owns and which can respond to his needs. The
land becomes an other against which the farmer defines himself.

(Saugeres 2002a, p. 378)

2.6.3 Gendered representations in the agricultural print media

Agricultural power relations are constructed in words and images by the agricultural press
(Liepins 1996), which can therefore be seen as both a product and (re)producer of
agricultural gender identities and inequality (Kroma 2002). It has contributed to and
reflects the dominant ideological construction of farm women by marginalising them
within accounts of farming and, where they do appear, by emphasising their reproductive
roles and relationship to the (male) farmer. At the same time the dominant ideological

construction of farm men is reproduced. Indeed Kroma (2002) argues that:

The construction of hegemonic masculinity is nowhere more evident than
in the rural agricultural landscape where a taken-for-granted, normal
notion of the farmer as white, heterosexual and male, is constantly
reproduced and reflexively perpetuated in mainstream agricultural media.

(Kroma 2002, p. 5)

This sub-section explores how these dominant representations of farming men and women

have been shown to prevail within the conventional farming press.

An analysis of American farming magazines published from 1934 to 1991 found that
representations of farming women focused upon their positioning within a ‘traditional

domestic ideology’, thus reinforcing the gendered dualism of reproduction and production:
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It has reinforced the view that farm and household are under normal
circumstances separate Spheres of activity joined only by women'’s
occasional forays into farm labour. In this picture of farming, men have
been the primary decision-makers and women have been at most minor and
occasional contributors to farming success.

(Walter and Wilson 1996, p. 245)

Dualistic representations were also i1dentified by Morris and Evans (2001) in their analysis
of articles from 1976 and 1996 issues of ‘Farmers Weekly’, the leading agricultural
publication 1n the UK. Using Connell’s conceptual framework of emphasised femininity
and hegemonic masculinity, Morris and Evans show that despite “fragmented and
competing versions of femininity” evolving over the 20 year period “emphasised
femininity persists implicitly within the[se] representations” whilst the representation of
hegemonic masculinity remained explicit (2001, p. 388, emphasis in original). Similarly,
narrow representations of farming men and women that dichotomise their roles and
identities have been 1dentified by Liepins (1996) in a discourse analysis of the Australian
agricultural press. The publications were found to overwhelmingly focus upon a particular

hegemonic masculinity and hegemonic agriculfure to the exclusion of alternatives:

..discourse surrounding a hegemonic white masculine subject is
incorporated in rural texts as certain qualities, work and politics are
portrayed as ‘truly’ masculine, thereby excluding or limiting alternative
masculinities and femininities in agriculture. Likewise....a hegemonic
discourse of agriculture is constantly referred to in individual texts. This
discourse constructs agriculture as an activity based on scientific
knowledge, productivity and market oriented economics, and physical
labour.

(Liepins 1996, p. 5)

The publications constr<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>