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ABSTRACT 

The goal of this research is to understand student perceptions of agricultural feminism in 

the College of Agriculture at Kansas State University. This research will reveal insights into the 

state of students' education concerning disenfranchised groups in agriculture and may provide 

future recommendations for agricultural education at Kansas State University. Current research 

in the College of Agriculture at K-State says that agricultural students are open to diversity. The 

objective of this research is to understand student perceptions of agricultural feminism at Kansas 

State University and infer insights to improve the current state of agricultural education. In this 

thesis, my main inquiry is that if students are open to diversity, will they want to express their 

perspectives of agricultural feminism the gender gap, mentoring, and intersectionality in 

agriculture? I am interested in learning how farmer identity is perceived within different sects of 

agriculture. I believe that the field of communication studies should do more work in agriculture, 

because it would improve the relationship between these two fields and enhance research in both 

fields as well. There is little communication studies scholarship in the field of agriculture and 

education, and my hopes with this research is to bridge these two fields. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Curriculum, Literature Review and Methodology 

 

Introduction  

Gendered and racialized forms of social organization in agriculture affect the everyday 

lives of those in the agricultural field (Mandell, 2009; Farhall & Rickards, 2021). These 

gendered and racialized forms of social organization in agriculture are driven by colonial norms, 

because “agricultural research is steeped in colonial attitudes in many ways” (Gewin, 2022, p. 

177). There are sequestered narratives of what agriculture is, and what it should look like. These 

expectations dictate how gender and sexuality should be performed in agriculture, what racial 

identities are excluded from agricultural communities, and how farmer identity should be 

performed and modeled after. The norms in agriculture are modeled after heterosexual norms 

through discourse, communication network accessibility, and institutions by the cis-

heteropatriarchy and settler colonialism. These norms privilege some and render others 

disposable from heteropatriarchy, which frame heterosexual culture as the pinnacle of society 

and an “elemental form of human association, as the very model of intergender relations, as the 

indivisible basis of all community, and as the means of reproduction without which society 

wouldn’t exist” (Warner, 1993, p. xxi). Gendered and racialized forms of social organization in 

agricultural education must be researched.  

This thesis seeks student perceptions of agriculture, and if they are on par with how 

agriculture is changing due to agricultural feminism in the view of communication studies. 

Multiple perspectives, experiences, views, and practices of agriculture are necessary to improve 

the field, and student views should also be taken into consideration by researchers. Agricultural 

feminism is the structural understanding of different matrices of power in the cis-hetero capitalist 
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patriarchy, which shape our conceptions of land, knowledge, farmer identity, and privilege. I am 

specifically focusing on student views of land, knowledge, farmer identity, and privilege, and 

how those views affect their perceptions of intersectionality, gendered organizing, and 

mentoring. More Black farmers are re-entering the agricultural field, and there have been 

programs like “Southeastern African American Farmers’ Organic Network (SAFFON), a 

nonprofit that supports black farming, culture, and history” (Boyd, 2019) which goes against 

agricultural expectations. Disenfranchised groups face obstacles in agricultural education 

pertaining to racism, homophobia, sexism, lack of representation, heteronormativity, financial 

restrictions, identity, stereotyping, microaggressions, and power. Within these student 

perceptions of agriculture, I will be focusing on intersectionality, gendered organizing, and 

mentoring. Holding agricultural education more robustly accountable towards education on 

intersectionality, queer and gender studies, and settler colonialism is important. Introduction of 

agricultural feminism might help alleviate the harm from the obstacles that disenfranchised 

students and faculty face in agricultural education.   

Analysis of these views and perceptions of agricultural students will be accomplished 

through interviewing students in the College of Agriculture (CoA) at Kansas State University 

(KSU). The students who participated in the study were recruited through a purposive sampling 

strategy. The interview was set up in a photoelectation style, where participants were provided a 

figure to interpret at the beginning of each section of questions. I will be a feminist standpoint 

theory interpretation of organizational socialization in a decolonial feminist approach. I will be 

defining any key terms associated with my research. The disenfranchised groups that I am 

focusing on in this research are women, Black Indigenous People of Color (BIPOC), Lesbian 

Gay Bisexual Transgender Queer Two-Spirit (LGBTQ2S+, or Queer), and lower socioeconomic 
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folks. In the rest of this introduction, I will be discussing agricultural feminism, identity, 

heteropatriarchy and settler colonialism, intersectionality, intervention of communication studies, 

and providing a roadmap of the chapter.  

Participant views of intersectionality, gendered organizing, and mentoring combined with 

their conceptions of land, knowledge, farmer identity, and privilege, presented a unique situation 

for me when choosing which definition of feminism to include within my research. Throughout 

preliminary research different types of feminisms like rural feminism, ecofeminism, 

agroecology, etc. were brought to my attention. As I furthered investigation into these 

feminisms, I realized that they did not fit the goals I had laid out for this study. I laid out a term 

that I thought would best fit my goals of the research and the demographics that I am specifically 

interested in: agricultural feminism. Rural feminism would not fit due to some of the participants 

upbringings in urban areas. Ecofeminism encourages thinking about the relationships between 

humans and the natural world, as well as the pursuit of sustainable agriculture. Layman & Civita 

(2020) explain how “the pursuit of “sustainable agriculture” within the same heteropatriarchal 

power structures and exploitative systems of so-called “conventional agriculture”—and without 

restoration of situated Indigenous knowledges—risks sustaining the wrong things” (p. 970). Due 

to this pursuit, I opted to not use ecofeminism. I do mention participants’ relationships to the 

land, and decolonial thought about viewing land as property, but it is not the main focus of my 

research. Zaremba et al. (2021) says that agroecology “encompasses a normative commitment to 

redressing unequal power dynamics in the food system” and my research doesn’t focus on food 

systems (p. 3). Agroecological literature also has commanded relatively little attention to “issues 

related to gender and other intersectional inequalities (i.e., those produced at the intersection of 

different axes of discrimination, such as gender, age, socio-economic status, caste, etc.)” 

https://encyclopedia.pub/entry/33283
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(Zaremba et al., 2021, p. 1). My definition of agricultural feminism is the structural 

understanding of different matrices of power in the cis-hetero capitalist patriarchy, which shape 

our conceptions of land, knowledge, farmer identity, and privilege. Agricultural feminism also 

means understanding and addressing the myriad ways in which gender, race, sexuality, and 

socioeconomic status intersects with, influences, and is impacted by all aspects of agricultural 

education as power relations underpin agricultural students and faculty in their entirety, not just 

their patently social dimensions.  

The concept of intersectionality originates in Black feminist thought, coined by Crenshaw 

(1989) is defined “as the interaction between gender, race, and other categories of difference in 

individual lives, social practices, institutional arrangements, and cultural ideologies and the 

outcomes of these interactions in terms of power” (Tavenner et al., 2022, p. 388). I chose to 

apply intersectionality to agricultural education due to the interaction between gender, race, 

sexuality, and socioeconomic status in the lives of disenfranchised students and faculty. The 

social practices, institutional arrangements, and cultural ideologies of agricultural education 

impacts disenfranchised students and faculty negatively through power. Mack (2021) explains 

how intersectionality “theorizes that we need to consider the social location and embodied 

standpoint of those that experience multiple axes of domination simultaneously” (p. x). The 

specific social location in my research is agricultural education, and looking at those who 

experience multiple axes of domination at the same time. 

Identity is extremely important in agricultural communities, and this farmer identity 

might contain rigid expectations that define what it means to be a farmer, but the idea of what a 

farmer is can be expanded. The identity of a farmer intersects with gender, race, sexuality, and 
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socioeconomic backgrounds. in agriculture might clash with these rigid expectations, but the face 

of agriculture is becoming more diverse. I am defining a farmer as someone with high 

occupational identity, strong work ethic, and a sense of duty to the land (can be in numerous 

ways) that produces product(s) to sell or distribute. This product can be numerous things like 

flowers, honey, crops, dairy from different animals, cattle, etc. Selling these products might 

include a partnership with a commercial company or a stand at a farmer’s market. Distributing 

might be bartering with other people and giving products to food banks or those in need.  

Heteropatriarchy impacts how agricultural students, faculty, and colleges view 

agriculture. Leslie, Wypler, & Bell (2019) found that “heteropatriarchy captured the beast of 

capitalist agriculture and used it to enforce, and reinforce, its power inequalities… envisioning 

food and agriculture as pure matters of production and consumption, not as social, economic, and 

ecologic arrangements” (p. 868). These power inequalities enforce and reinforce 

heteropatriarchal norms like viewing men as farmers, diverse mentoring, idealization of the rural 

idyll, and rejection of Black and Indigenous agricultural practices. Even the “USDA worked to 

promote the idea of the white heteronormative family farm via 4-H camps” (Layman & Civita, 

2020, p. 971). 4-H is still a predominant program that students participate in their elementary, 

middle, and high school years. These heteronormative norms are reproduced in programs like 4-

H and FFA.  

Settler colonialism still effects how patriarchy structures heteronormativity, whiteness, 

and land ownership in agricultural education. The narratives of land ownership and whiteness 

can be come intrinsic to farmer identity. The majority of farmland is owned by white farmers, 

who closely tie to their sense of identity and community. The narratives of land ownership and 
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whiteness can reinforce a sense of entitlement to and natural resources. Arvin, Tuck, & Morrill 

(2013) explain how “settler colonialism refers to the structure of a society and cannot be reduced 

to, as many nationalist ideologies would have it, the merely unfortunate birth pangs of its 

establishment that remain in the distant past; settler colonialism and patriarchy are structures, not 

events” (p. 12). Rotz (2017) explains how settler colonialism centralizes the patriarchy within 

agriculture, because “land rights were unilaterally seized from Indigenous peoples and 

distributed to incoming white European families, was the patriarchally structured ‘family farm’ 

able to emerge (Friedmann, 1978, 2005)” (p. 159). Settler Colonial Studies makes the argument 

that colonization is a structure, not an event. There is some desire in my research expand the 

representation of diverse groups in agriculture. There is a tension in my research that deals with 

land and producing food. People need food to survive, and due to modern day populations and 

globalization, there needs to be agricultural operations that can support their community and 

surrounding areas. Farmers and agriculturalists can access land without ownership and 

contributing to settler colonialism, which looks like leasing land from Indigenous people. 

Penniman (2018) recognizes that land access is a major barrier for many aspiring farmers, 

particularly those from historically marginalized communities. They discuss the importance of 

developing alternative land tenure models, including leasing land from Indigenous people, as a 

way to support more diverse and equitable agricultural practices. Penniman and other scholars 

must acknowledge the need to approach this issue with sensitivity and respect for Indigenous 

sovereignty and self-determination. There needs to be an emphasis on building authentic 

relationships with Indigenous communities and engaging in meaningful dialogue and 

collaboration to ensure that these practices are developed in a way that is mutually beneficial and 

respectful. It may not be possible to completely overcome settler colonialism, there are action 
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that can be taken to address its ongoing impacts and work towards a more just future for 

Indigenous people. Along with sensitivity and respect, there must be support for the repatriation 

of land and resources to Indigenous people. Penniman was able to repatriate the Indigenous land 

that Soul Fire Farms rests on by entering into a land trust with the surrounding Tribal Councils, 

in which they benefit from. 

 

Communication studies should inquire on socialization in agriculture and agricultural 

education, due to the obstacles that intersectional identities face in agricultural spaces. 

Communication is the way the world is constructed. This inquiry in communication studies, 

warrants the investigation of discourses in agriculture, narratives, messages, and everyday ways 

of talking. Current discourses in agriculture on who is constituted as a “farmer”, calls for 

communication studies to deconstruct the occupational identity of a farmer beyond the 

prototypical white cis-heterosexual man. I argue that the communication studies theoretical 

grounding offers useful resources for advancing intersectional and decolonial approaches in 

agriculture, much like it has done in STEM fields. Feminist perspectives in agriculture have been 

proposed throughout the years, but the cis-heteropatriarchal culture of agriculture still seems to 

affect agricultural education.  Research on feminist perspectives in agriculture is focused on 

Women in agriculture, the need for Women to be involved in the advancement of agroecology 

(Nelson et al., 2012), and the gender gap (Tavenner & Crane, 2022; Fremstad & Paul, 2020). 

Despite the growing body of scholarship that looks at the gender gap in agriculture (Tavenner & 

Crane, 2022; Fremstad & Paul, 2020; Nelson et al., 2012), communication studies would be able 

to move beyond scholarship on the gender gap. Moving beyond scholarship on the gender gap, 

communication studies would focus on the constructed world-making in agriculture including 

occupational identity, narratives, messages, and ways of communicating. I chose to conduct 
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communication research on agricultural students because agriculture is underrepresented in 

communication studies, KSU has one of the top CoA in the country, and to know if student 

perceptions of agriculture keeping pace with the changing face of agriculture. Are student 

perceptions of agriculture keeping pace with the changing face of agriculture? My research 

focuses on how communication studies should inquire on student perceptions of intersectionality, 

the gender gap, and mentoring agriculture and agricultural education, due to the obstacles that 

disenfranchised students and faculty face in agricultural spaces. 

 Communication is the way the world is constructed. This inquiry in communication 

studies, warrants the investigation of discourses in agriculture, narratives, messages, and 

everyday ways of talking. Current discourses in agriculture on who is constituted as a “farmer”, 

calls for communication studies to deconstruct the occupational identity of a farmer beyond the 

prototypical white cis-heterosexual man. Communication studies would look at how knowledges 

are constructed in agricultural education, and how those knowledges affect different narratives 

and messages in agricultural education. I argue that the communication studies theoretical 

grounding offers useful resources for advancing intersectional and decolonial approaches in 

agriculture, much like it has done in STEM fields.  

Communication studies has failed to adequately address settler colonialism, because it 

requires a significant departure from how communication studies is regularly understood and 

taught. Engagement with settler colonialism involves different frameworks from traditional 

research and theorizing in communication studies. Often times Indigenous peoples, people of 

color, and queer communities are included “(whether by choice, coercion, or force) in whiteness” 

which takes “part in the settling processes that dispossess just such "other-ed" peoples globally” 

(Arvin, Tuck, & Morrill, 2013, p. 10). Situating these disenfranchised identities within whiteness 
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furthers colonization in communication studies and gender and women’s studies. 

Communication studies must pay closer attention to both heteropatriarchy and settler 

colonialism, which would activate the decolonial feminist approach “could produce liberatory 

scholarship and activism for Indigenous women, non-Indigenous women, and, ultimately, all 

peoples” (Arvin, Tuck, & Morrill, 2013, p. 17). Arvin, Tuck, & Morrill (2013) urge researchers 

to question the discursive and material practices within their disciplines and “the academy writ 

large may participate in the dispossession of Indigenous peoples' lands, livelihoods, and futures, 

and to then divest from these practices” (p. 25). One of the major struggles of agriculture places 

value on land ownership, which doesn’t support the land back movement for Indigenous peoples. 

Agricultural studies participants in this, and I think that communication studies is a site for 

divestment. 

In the rest of this chapter, I will review my curriculum and standpoint. The literature 

review will include several sections such as intersectionality, agricultural feminism, 

empowerment, gendered organizing, mentoring, and problems within agricultural education. 

After I have finished discussing the literature review, I will move onto my method and theory, 

sampling and recruitment, data collection, interview process, and data assumptions.  

Curriculum 

My previous work in this area was to build a curriculum to integrate agricultural feminist 

principles into Agricultural education at KSU. This curriculum will inform the interview 

questions I plan to ask students. This curriculum was designed to be used in small groups like in 

classroom settings. I have identified six different sections of the curriculum, which outline 

different areas that should be studied by students in the CoA. The six different sections are as 

follows: power dynamics in small groups, agricultural and intersectional feminism, responses to 
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disenfranchised authority, mentorship, gender gap, and the history of Blackness and Indigeneity 

in agriculture. Key terms within the curriculum improved questions for interviews and identified 

areas of importance within this realm of study.  

My Standpoint   

I grew up on a small farm in southeast Kansas, which was purchased with my Aunt 

Becky’s life insurance money in 2003. Our farm was located in a rural area, that was a 30-minute 

drive to school and an hour to the nearest decent grocery store that didn’t have rotting 

vegetables. When I was younger, I thought it was normal to search through all of the produce at 

the grocery store to make sure nothing was rotten or molding. We raised around 10 cows 

continuously for 15 years. My love for the land and agriculture began when we would cut the 

grass to make into hay bales, I remember the smell of the grass, open sky, and sunlight. I 

remember playing with my cow, Two Socks, who loved apples and getting pets. I remember 

working on the land, and changing the channel of a small stream on the land using a shovel and 

my bare hands. I remember waking up on early mornings to feed the cattle on snow covered 

ground before I got on the bus. I remember mixing manure with topsoil to use for our garden 

which had green beans, peppers, asparagus, tomatoes, etc. and loving tending the garden. I 

remember making “potions” by our small pond which the cattle would frequent for water. I 

remember walking barefoot all throughout the land, completely oblivious to the snakes that 

might lie underfoot. These beautiful memories are painful to think about, because they are 

tainted with the rejection from my community. I became aware of my Queerness in elementary 

school, but did not explore it until high school. Me not wanting to explore my Queerness was 

due to my socialization within my family and in school. My father often used hateful slurs 

towards different groups of people, and I learned the words “dyke” and “fa*****” before I 
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learned how to write. I vividly remember my grandmother telling me that LGBTQ2S+ people 

were “disgusting” and that Queer people didn’t exist when she was growing up. She specifically 

said that lesbians were “gross” and “unnatural.” I attended the same school that my grandmother 

taught at, and the same school that my father attended. At school, many kids were bullied 

because they were queer, which made me afraid to tell anyone about my identity. When a girl in 

my grade was accused of being a lesbian, she was bullied immensely from it. I made the decision 

to reject my identity, due to the treatment that Queer people faced in my school, and the 

repercussions that I would face if my grandmother got word of it. My upbringing has 

dramatically affected my identity as a non-binary lesbian and a former farmer, which is why I am 

so interested in this research.  

I completed my undergraduate degree at KSU, and I am working on my masters at KSU. 

Due to my time and work here at KSU, I have formed ties with multiple departments and 

colleges. I have connected with a faculty member and student in the CoA, who have mentored 

me throughout this research process. This faculty member holds several important roles at KSU. 

I met with the faculty member and the student in September 2022 to discuss how we could help 

each other with research, and share information. From this meeting, I learned that diversity rates 

are falling due to the enrollment decline at KSU. I also conducted an informal focus group with 

students outside of the CoA at KSU, and found that they were aware of agricultural feminism, 

the gender gap, and farmer identity. Issues of diverse mentoring and agricultural feminism 

haven’t been adequately addressed at K-State. KSU does have a CoA Diversity Programs Office 

and a club, Minorities in Agriculture, Natural Resources and Related Sciences (MANRRS) to 

help students seeking diverse mentoring, opportunities, and community. Despite the efforts of 
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the Diversity Programs Office and MANRRS, disenfranchised agricultural students still are not 

receiving the support that they need.  

Literature Review  

There is an urgent need to study agricultural feminism in the context of higher education. 

My review of literature is divided into six sections: intersectionality, defining agricultural 

feminism and empowerment, the gender gap, mentoring, and problems within agricultural 

education. I discuss capital and income, resources, education, landownership, and occupational 

segregation in my section on the gender gap. This literature informs my thesis by demonstrating 

how gender, race, intersecting identities, and sexuality impact disenfranchised individuals in 

agriculture negatively. These negative impacts manifest through students’ lack of resources and 

social capital, acceptance/participation in colleges of agriculture, patriarchal norms, whiteness 

and rural idyll, and myths on feminization of agriculture. My goal for the literature review is to 

show the need for my research and importance of the different camps of literature.  

Intersectionality  

Within the intersectional camp of literature, several authors find that intersectionality is 

important in agricultural education, which mostly focuses on BIPOC and LGBTQ2S+ groups. 

The roles of disenfranchised agricultural professionals in historical events like the civil rights 

movement, are often not taught in higher education. Leah Penniman (2018) discusses “the 

central role that Black farmers played during the civil rights movement, coordinating campaigns 

for desegregation and voting rights as well as providing food, housing, bail money, and safe 

haven for other organizers” (p. 21). Penniman also states how she learned about African-

Indigenous farming systems revived by Dr. George Washington Carver, which she states that her 

learning experience was through Black farmers in the Northeast United States, not in traditional 

higher education. Tavenner & Crane (2019) state that intersectionality should be applied in 
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agricultural education, because there is a lack of diverse agricultural educators included in 

academic research and the needs of disenfranchised agricultural students are not met due to 

hidden groups. Application of this intersectionality should look like increased funding 

opportunities for disenfranchised researchers/educators, feminism curriculum, and well-

established diversity programs. Intersectionality in agriculture warrants the inclusion of 

disenfranchised folks, and it should be applied to mentoring to identify “hidden groups,” which 

“can be used to better understand the factors that shape vulnerability” (Tavenner & Crane, 2019, 

p. 322). Vulnerabilities like stereotypes and lack of sense of belonging can create difficulties for 

diverse agricultural educators in higher education. Along with the vulnerabilities that BIPOC and 

LGBTQ2S+ agricultural educators face, white agricultural educators are not equipped to mentor 

and engage minority groups, and “this lack of engagement plays a major role in the recruitment 

of racial/ethnic minority students into the field of agriculture” (Moss, 2021, p. 8). Many BIPOC 

and LGBTQ2S+ agricultural students experience higher levels of stereotyping and 

microaggressions in colleges old agriculture, so Moss (2021) recommends that “college[s of 

agriculture] should increase the amount of cultural competence training for students, faculty, and 

staff within the college” (p. 30). This cultural competence training could look like education on 

the role that Black farmers played during the civil rights movement, Indigenous farming systems, 

intersectionality, identifying hidden groups and vulnerabilities, and addressing and 

deconstructing stereotypes and microaggressions.  

These vulnerabilities towards “hidden groups” like Women, BIPOC, and LGBTQ2S+, 

may cause discomfort among these groups. Discomfort, stereotypes, and lacking a sense of 

belonging may decrease the chances of filling intersectional gaps in agriculture. Filling 

intersectional gaps resembles inclusive and affirming environments for diverse educators, and 
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more knowledge for agricultural educators and students on Women, BIPOC, and LGBTQ2S+ 

agricultural issues. BIPOC applicants to colleges of agriculture note “facing additional 

challenges relating directly to their BIPOC status that hindered their entrance to and participation 

in colleges of agriculture” (Moss, 2021, p. 27). Even when BIPOC applicants are accepted into 

colleges of agriculture, they face other challenges like racism, microaggression, and stereotypes, 

because of the high percentages of white students in colleges of agriculture (Moss, 2021). Martin 

& Hartman (2022) conducted qualitative research on white agricultural students’ perceptions on 

whiteness and how they viewed race and sexuality. Martin & Hartman (2022) state that 

“researchers need to explore how to complicate Whiteness by viewing power and privilege 

structures through an intersectional lens and apply those findings to applied settings” (p. 88). 

Intersectionality within agriculture improves the lives of disenfranchised people in agriculture. 

Agricultural Feminism 

 There are several areas within agricultural feminism that should be mentioned in 

conjunction with this research including: farmer identity, feminization of agriculture, and 

empowerment. Conversations of feminization of agriculture and empowerment lead to questions 

like “what is a farmer?” An example of this comes from one of the authors herself, Leah 

Penniman (Ya/She/He) writes “Farming While Black” from the perspective as an activist farmer. 

Although this book is written from the Black farmer perspective, Penniman (2018) also identifies 

“as a multiracial, light-skinned, raised-rural, northeastern, college-educated, cisgender, able-

bodied, Jewish-Vodun-practicing biological mother who grew up working class” (p. 25). I think 

that is important that Penniman mentions her multiple intersecting identities. A farmer’s identity 

encompasses components from their past, present, and their future aspirations. Every farmer has 

multiple identities, and those identities do impact their identity as a farmer. Abrams et al. (2013) 

as cited in King & Settle (2021) say that “Agricultural producers, more so than most other 
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occupations, have a deeply entrenched occupational identity” (p. 1). Past and present 

experiences, along with future aspirations and multiple identities, all impact the deeply 

entrenched occupational identities of farmers.  

 Some of the themes within farmer identity are “occupation, connection to family, duty to 

land, and work ethic” (King & Settle, 2021, p. 6). Occupation refers to the connection between 

the farmer and their occupational identity; their specializations reflect on their identity. Some 

specializations might include: livestock, sustainable and/or small farming, dairy farming, flower 

farming, etc. Connection to family is deeply entrenched in farmer identity, whether it be 

biological or chosen family. Connection to family can also be interpreted as connection to 

community, as many farmers also feel community pride. Farmers have connected their identity 

to caring for the land.. Land care can look like depositing organic matter in soil to change the pH 

which improve the soil’s health, no-till farming which conserves the topsoil, introducing crop 

diversity, etc. Work ethic is something that is very valued by those in agricultural profession; it is 

often intertwined in farmer identity.  

 Within these themes of farmer identity, there is the complication of whiteness and how 

whiteness affects farmer identity. Penniman discusses how his love for nature began at a young 

age, which preempted ya’s involvement in farming during high school and evolved to her 

working at multiple farms, before ultimately co-purchasing Soul Fire Farm in 2006. Penniman 

mentions how before founding Soul Fire Farm, he felt confusion concerning the agricultural 

environment around him and personal identity as a Black farmer. Penniman noticed that any 

farms she was employed at were owned by white people, and that usually cisgender white men 

were keynote speakers at agricultural conferences. Penniman founded Soul Fire Farm as an Afro-

Indigenous centered community farm with the intent of uprooting racism and seeding 



  16 

sovereignty in the food system. Traditional expectations of farmer identity are overwhelmingly 

white and heteronormative, and tend to be monolithic. Penniman’s establishment of her multiple 

identities contradicts these traditional expectations. In “Farming While Black”, Penniman 

describes her connection to her partner and children, but also the Black, Latinx, and Indigenous 

agricultural communities surrounding her. Penniman’s connection to the land runs deep due to 

her ancestry and appreciation for African and Indigenous agricultural practices. Hard work is 

very much valued by Penniman, who revitalized the soil on an eighty-acre plot of land, built 

water and septic system, driveway, house, barn, and installed sustainable sources of energy like 

solar panels. Penniman’s identity as a Black farmer is antithetical to hegemonic visions of race, 

gender, and sexuality in rural idyll. Pilgeram, Dentzman, & Lewin (2022) says that this “rural 

idyll culturally center the white, married, heterosexual farming couple with their children as 

natural food cultivators” (p. 2). The identity of farmers can be caught up in whiteness and local 

parochialism.  

 The concept of feminization of agriculture appears throughout multiple articles from the 

literature. “The ‘Feminization of Agriculture’ tends to mark a distinct demographic shift in rural, 

agrarian communities in terms of gender. With an unclear definition, it refers vaguely to 

Women’s increased participation in agricultural labor or decision-making, as a result of male 

out-migration and livelihood diversification” (Leder, 2022, p. 157). Something that I have 

noticed concerning literature on the feminization of agriculture, is that is it mainly focused on 

Women, and leaves out intersecting identities like BIPOC and Queer folks. The authors have 

also noted this in their future recommendations for research. Due to the unclear definition of 

feminization of agriculture, there are several myths about this trend. Kawarazuka et al. (2022) 

address four different myths about feminization of agriculture: (1) feminization of agriculture is 
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predominant global trend in global agriculture, (2) Women are passive victims of the changes in 

rural economies, (3) feminization of bad for agriculture, and (4) Women farmers all face the 

same challenges. Feminization of agriculture is something that does not happen homogenously, 

because there are regional differences and patterns. Women’s participation in agriculture is 

different across countries, cultures, and regions. Women are not passive victims of changes in 

rural economies, because Women are active agents in decision making roles depending on the 

region. Feminization is not bad for agriculture, due to the systemic obstacles that Women 

experience in becoming more productive farmers. Women farmers face different challenges. The 

diverse experiences of rural Women justify the need for intersectional approaches. These four 

myths highlight that empowerment among disenfranchised groups varies from different regions, 

countries, and cultures. 

Empowerment 

 Measuring empowerment among disenfranchised groups is important in agriculture. 

There are pre-conceived notions of what empowerment looks like and how it is constructed in 

agriculture. These notions are endogenous within communities, and they vary from individual to 

individual. This endogenous concept refers “to notions of Women’s empowerment that are 

‘derived internally’—locally defned and relevant to Women’s lived realities” (Tavenner & 

Crane, 2022, p. 850). Pre-conceived notions of empowerment can look like the four myths that 

Kawarazuka et al. (2022) identify. Some of these pre-conceived notions are based in the 

experiences that individuals identify in the environment around them, so if their worldview is 

limited, their pre-conceived notions of empowerment in agriculture will also be limited. 

Researchers Maltitz & Bahta (2021) found that “there was a significant relationship between the 

farming experience of the Women and their empowerment status, which implied that experience 



  18 

added to knowledge and resilience” (p. 622). Empowerment of farmers means they have land 

access/ownership, access to resources and education, social capital, and credit. Not all Women 

farmers face the same challenges, as shown through the perspectives of farmers of color and 

Queer farmers. The perspectives from farmers of color show that BIPOC farmers face specific 

challenges in agriculture like racial stereotyping, financial restrictions, and lack of representation 

in the field. The perspectives from Queer farmers explain the specific challenges in agriculture 

like homophobia, heteronormativity, and financial restrictions. BIPOC and Queer farmers often 

face financial restrictions. As Kawarazuka et al. (2022) address in their fourth myth, Women 

face different challenges in agriculture. Because of Women’s different challenges in agriculture, 

levels of empowerment also vary. Due to internally derived lived realities of Women’s 

empowerment, Tavenner & Crane (2022) say that measuring ‘Women’s empowerment’ to 

diverse local contexts risks prioritizing practical expedience over scientifc accuracy and societal 

relevance. The authors say that applications such as measuring ‘Women’s empowerment’ in 

agriculture “risks creating the impression that programmatic “gender targets” are being achieved, 

while simultaneously undermining substantive gender transformative goals” (p. 849). This means 

that certain gender minorities are left out of agricultural research, like transgender and gender 

non-conforming folks.   

Gendered and Racialized Organizing  

 Gendered and racialized organizing affects disenfranchised folks (students, faculty, and 

farmers/agriculturalists) within their capital and income, resources, education, and 

landownership. Gendered and racialized organizing doesn’t only affect the above-mentioned 

areas, but also includes inherent barriers like occupational segregation. Gender organizing is “the 

idea that gender is a foundational element of organizational structure and work life, present in its 
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processes, practices, images and ideologies, and distributions of power” (Britton, 2000, p. 419). 

Mentions of the gender gap also intersect with gendered organizing in research on agricultural 

socialization. Huyer (2016) identifies several gender gaps in agriculture which include land, 

labor, credit, information, extension, and technology. These gaps not only affect gendered 

groups, but also Queer folks, BIPOC, and Queer BIPOC. Whenever these hidden groups have 

been identified, researchers have found that LGBTQ2S+ and BIPOC agricultural educators “lack 

of sense of belonging, stereotype threat, and poor relationships with faculty members” (Allen, 

Knobloch, & Esters, 2019, p. 34). Agricultural students also face a similar challenge of 

educators: stereotyping. There are specific challenges that BIPOC agricultural students 

specifically face, which includes financial restrictions and lack of minority representation in the 

field (Moss, 2021, p. 4). This vulnerability in hidden groups creates tension in relations between 

students, white cisgender heterosexual faculty, and diverse educators. 

 One of the components of gendered organizing in agriculture concerns pay and capital. 

Scrutiny of gendered organizing also identifies different farming practices used by Women, 

BIPOC, and Queer led farms compared to their counterparts. Sustainable and organic farming 

practices are used by these groups. Sustainability is often talked about in literature surrounding 

agriculture and disenfranchised groups including Women, Black folk, Latinx folk, LGBTQ2S+ 

folk and intersecting identities. Sustainable agriculture “is seen as more feminine than 

conventional agriculture, it may be undervalued by society” (Fremstad & Paul, 2020, p. 129). 

Penniman (2018) “learned that “organic farming” was an African-indigenous system developed 

over millennia and first revived in the United States by a Black farmer, Dr. George Washington 

Carver, of Tuskeegee University in the early 1900s” (p. 18). The United States Department of 

Agriculture (2012) as cited in Shisler & Sbicca (2019, p. 2) says that Women, BIPOC, and Queer 
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led farms “tend to be smaller, more diversified, and disproportionately use sustainable and 

organic farming practices.” Commercial agricultural industry tends to undervalue sustainable and 

organic farming, and this may be due to Women, BIPOC, and LGBTQ2S+ farmers within these 

sectors. Farms operated by Women also “earn forty percent less farm income than farms 

operated by men after introducing an array of controls.” (Fremstad & Paul, 2020, p. 125). These 

controls included “farmer” rhetoric, farm knowledge, decision making roles, and patrilineal 

inheritance rights. Fremstad & Paul (2020) highlight how discourse surrounding gender in 

agriculture, focuses on men as “farmers”. The rhetoric behind the word “farmer” is interesting, 

due to the associations that my focus group made. The participants in the group described that 

when they think of a farmer, they picture an elderly white cisgender heterosexual man with a 

wife, and assume that the farmer’s wife is a “farmwife”. This mental image may be due to the 

painting American Gothic painting by Grant Wood, that is a very popular image used in several 

forms of media. Some family farms depend on Women’s work for economic and physical 

survival, and despite this dependence, Women may be excluded from gaining farm knowledge 

and decision-making roles. Women’s primary access to farmland depends on marrying into a 

farm or inheritance. Although, inheritance is usually not likely because of patrilineal inheritance 

rights which tend to favor male inheritance members. A part of farm knowledge and decision-

making roles is access to agricultural networks and critical social capital. “Women also require 

better access to agricultural trade networks and critical social capital, in both of which they are 

significantly disadvantaged relative to men” (Asadullah & Kambhampati, 2021, p. 3). Due to 

undervaluing of sustainable and organic farming practices by commercial agriculture, 

disenfranchised groups like Women, BIPOC, and LGBTQ2S+ folk, tend to hold less social 

capital and income in the agricultural industry. Agriculture is a field that is very identity based, 
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and social capital and income is gained off identities that fit within the view of commercial 

farming.  

Access to resources is one of the barriers upholding gendered organizing in the 

agricultural industry. The agricultural industry is underperforming partly “because Women do 

not have equal access to the resources and opportunities they need to be more productive” 

(Nelson et al., 2012, p. 26). Access to resources is needed for Women in agriculture, because 

without access, Women in agriculture are more likely to be unprofitable and unable to provide 

for themselves and their families. Women’s roles in agriculture vary from culture to culture, 

region to region, and household to household; Women’s roles in agriculture are constantly 

changing. It is not a “one size fits all” situation. Generalizations about Women’s roles in 

agriculture are not helpful for the goals of agricultural feminism. Nelson et al. (2012) do find that 

“one fact is strikingly consistent across countries and contexts: Women have less access than 

men to agricultural assets” (pgs. 26-27). Women also have trouble finding rural agricultural 

employment opportunities. Some of the agricultural assets include land, water, fertilizer, 

livestock, mechanical equipment, credit, and education. The authors also find that “If Women 

had the same access to productive resources as men, they could increase yields on their farms by 

20–30 per cent” (Nelson et al., 2012, p. 27). Due to the unequal access of agricultural resources, 

Women are not seen as productive in the scape of the agricultural industry.  

Sexism towards disenfranchised students and faculty is one of the causes for problems 

concerning gendered organizing in agricultural education. I have identified these problems in 

several areas including resentment from students and community, proving their worth, and 

funding. Baxter, Stephens, & Thayer-Bacon (2011) identify three sub-themes from their research 

on experiences of Women faculty teaching agricultural education: “proving Women can perform 
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agricultural education duties, sexism, and resentment from students and community” (p. 17). 

Male faculty members in agricultural departments push Women to prove their worth as 

agricultural educators, which alienates and creates tension for Women faculty members. “Many 

female agriculture teachers perceive they must prove to their fellow teachers, students, parents, 

and administrators that they are competent in their job skills” (Baxter, Stephens, & Thayer-

Bacon, 2011, p. 13). This push for “proving your worth” stems from sexist thought that Women 

do not belong in the agricultural field and/or that Women do not know what they are talking 

about concerning agriculture. “Proving your worth” in agriculture may also stem from identity 

issues, the farmer identity is heavily dependent on hard work. The sexist misconception that 

Women do not work hard combined with farmer identity, might be one of the reasons that male 

faculty members lean on “proving your worth” towards Women in agriculture. Educators in the 

agricultural field also are affected by the gender gap though funding projects, and research from 

Crowe & Goldberger (2009) “indicate[s] female faculty are significantly less likely to receive 

industry funding and engage in private industry consulting compared to their male colleagues” 

(p. 518). Less funding and engagement in the private industry becomes a barrier for female 

faculty in the agricultural industry. The funding and engagement barrier prevents research from 

Women to be found by students and other researchers, thus creating a gap in agricultural 

education. Sexism in agricultural education creates resentment from students and community, 

Women faculty members must “prove their worth”, and less funding opportunities for Women. 

 Landownership is a consistent barrier in the agricultural gender gap. Women, BIPOC, 

and LGBTQ2S+ are less likely to own land, more likely to own smaller and/or sustainable farms, 

and less likely to receive credit and membership in farmer’s unions. In the study that Layman & 

Civita (2020) conducted, “Nearly every farmer said that the greatest barrier to farming was land 
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access, specifically having the capital to purchase or lease land, and that without their partners 

they would not have a property to farm” (p. 974). Accessing land is needed to conduct larger 

scale agriculture operations, but land ownership often takes away Indigenous land. Accessing 

land can be done without contributing to settler colonialism, through seed carrying and other 

methods. Seed carrying gives farmers and agriculturalists opportunities to listen to Indigenous 

peoples, land, and ecosystems to develop better practices.  

Straight cisgender married Women are also less likely to have decision making authority 

concerning land and crops. These barriers within landownership contribute to agricultural 

gendered organizing. Nelson et al. (2012) found that compared to their male counterparts, 

Women “are much less likely to own land then men and, when they do, operate smaller farms, on 

average only half to two-thirds as large” (p. 27). This is a common trend among Women, 

BIPOC, and LGBTQ2S+ farmers to own smaller farms. Even if Women do not own the farm, 

they still perform significant portions of agricultural labor. Despite their significant contributions 

to agricultural labor, Women are still not given “the decision regarding what crops to grow lies 

with the men within the patriarchal structures of agricultural households” (Dutta & Thacker, 

2020, p. 135). Patriarchal structures of agricultural households prevent Women from picking 

what crops to grow, although Women are the working the land and the books. Due to Women’s 

contributions to agricultural labor, they might have more knowledge of the land and what would 

be best for growth during that season than their counterparts. One way to combat barriers like 

decision making authority, credit, membership, and smaller farms is through landownership by 

gender minorities. Landownership can help promote Women’s empowerment and enhance well-

being (Panda and Agarwal, 2005; Mishra and Sam, 2016). There is a disconnection between the 

findings of these authors (Nelson et al., 2012; Panda and Agarwal, 2005; Mishra and Sam, 2016) 
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and Indigenous thought on land ownership. Viewing land as property is a colonial attitude, thus 

rejecting decolonial thoughts on agriculture. There have been research efforts in urban 

agriculture (Fisher, 2022) and farming practices/techniques (Layman & Civita, 2022) to 

decolonize, but not as much research on decolonial efforts in rural agriculture and land 

ownership. 

Hoffelmeyer (2019) finds that “the dominant heteronormativity of rural areas (Gray 

2009; Sachs 2014) makes rural queer farmers largely invisible to farm-related organizations, 

researchers, and the public” (p. 3). The way current societies in the world are structured, we rely 

on agriculture to maintain how food is distributed and maintain food systems. Community 

gardens have proven to be great sites for folks in urban areas to obtain food, but the gardens 

cannot provide for the entire population. People will usually resort to their local grocery stores or 

farmers markets to supplement what they can’t find in the community gardens. This resort relies 

on other people producing food, and these producers will either own or rent the land they are 

producing on. Land ownership might help elevate people’s economic statuses if they are food 

producers. In order to decolonize settler colonialism and normativities in agriculture, researchers 

must ask what it means for agricultural feminists to get land. Although land ownership elevates 

people’s economic statuses, it may erase indigenous stories and relationships to land. Because 

land ownership falls in line with settler colonialism, how can we dismantle agricultural settler 

colonialism and cis-heteropatriarchal norms while maintaining food systems? Owning property 

or land is a colonial concept. This can be circumvented through land access, and “land access is a 

key factor in determining the extent to which our food system can be socially and ecologically 

transformed. Diversifying what we grow, how we grow it, and for whom, also requires 

diversifying who gets access to arable land in the first place—a territorial struggle to be sure” 
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(Rotz, 2017, p. 168). In agricultural education and industry, Women are being empowered but 

lack ownership and land ownership is a colonial concept, so there is a disconnection.  

 Another issue for gender minorities concerning land ownership is transgender and gender 

non-conforming folks often navigate heteronormative limits and economic barriers when 

organizing land access. Due to these heteronormative limits and economic barriers, “Queer 

populations are likely disadvantaged in farming, which in many cases requires high start-up 

capital for land and equipment” (Hoffelmeyer, 2019, p. 74). Along with barriers to social and 

economic capital in agriculture, Hoffelmeyer (2019) explains that Queer farmers express 

uncertainty about living rurally due to fears of safety and hostility towards Queer identities. 

Living rurally as Queer farmers can present difficulties gaining social capital, considering 

hostility towards Queer identities in rural areas. Sexism in agriculture is not only limited to 

Women, but affects individuals whose bodies might be read as feminized, and Hoffelmeyer 

(2019) says that “some Queer Women, transgender, and non-binary farmers, in particular, felt 

the visibility of gender made this aspect of their identity a much more significant barrier” (p. 

127). Most agricultural operations typically run in rural areas, where land is available for 

purchase. The closer you move to urban areas means there is less farmland is available for 

purchase and it is usually more expensive. Some Queer farmers prefer to live in more rural areas, 

but some prefer to live closer to urban areas. Because of economic disadvantages among Queer 

farmers, it is difficult to purchase or access farmland closer to urban areas. Land access and 

secure land rights can increase Women, BIPOC, and Queer farmers economic security (Yokying 

& Lambrecht, 2020). I have shown that Women, BIPOC, and Queer farmers experience 

difficulties when obtaining land ownership when using credit. Gender organizing in agriculture 

doesn’t only apply to Women, but to Queer folks and intersecting identities.  
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Some members of the Women’s farmers union are impacted by occupational segregation, 

which also appears in the literature. Occupational segregation is where positions in multiple 

professions pass down businesses through patrilineal lines. Some modern institutions like law 

and medical schools have largely replaced these patrilineal transfers, reducing occupational 

segregation. Fremstad & Paul (2020) say that “in the case of farming, the inheritance of the farm 

includes a valuable commodity—the farmland itself” (p. 127). Occupational segregation is still 

used in agriculture, particularly on family farms, where the farmland is usually passed down to 

sons. This practice is used in in many other countries, examples being northern Ghana, UK, and 

Canada. In northern Ghana, “Women customarily do not have the right to inherit family land but 

obtain use rights to this land through their husbands or sons” (Yokying & Lambrecht, 2020, p. 

3). According to northern Ghanaian customs, women inherently do not have the right to land. 

Although in other countries like the UK and Canada, this custom is not practiced, but patrilineal 

lines still structure family farms. Patrilineal culture still dominates family farming in both the 

UK and Canada, in fact there is major support for this culture in both countries. Price (2012) 

explains this this support for patrilineal culture in the UK and Canada emerged from perceived 

threats to patrilineal life. Occupational segregation is a worldwide issue in agriculture. 

Mentoring 

 Allen, Knobloch, & Esters (2019) state that mentoring in agriculture studies contains 

important issues such as the inclusion of diverse faculty and the ability to mentor a diverse 

population. The authors also find that mentoring helps disenfranchised students with academic 

and career achievement. Structural barriers like “low number of minority mentors on campus and 

little minority culture and/or support services” (McGovney-Ingram, Rutherford, & Larke, 2011, 

p. 2). Additionally, to the structural barriers, there are also the vulnerabilities I defined in the 
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intersectionality section. Due to these vulnerabilities and structural barriers, there is a lack of 

diverse mentors in agricultural departments. There is a need for mentoring and diversity within 

agriculture because there is no direct approach to mentoring for diverse populations. Buzzanell et 

al. (2015) found in their study that diverse mentoring leads “to greater understandings of 

mentoring processes as well as difference and inclusion in STEM academic workplaces” (p.453). 

Diverse mentoring is lacking in education, despite these findings. Although this research focuses 

in STEM fields, the understandings of mentoring processes can be applied to the agricultural 

field. Effective promotion of diversity in agriculture disciplines requires a more direct approach 

to mentoring.  

 There are several ways that agricultural programs can improve diversity through 

mentoring. Allen, Knobloch, & Esters (2019) states that “If we are to effectively promote 

diversity within the Ag+STEM disciplines, a more direct approach to mentoring is needed that 

includes training for mentoring diverse populations, a commitment from leadership to establish 

mentoring programs, and added support for Women and URM in Ag+STEM disciplines” (p. 34). 

Implementing diverse mentoring is made even more difficult when the faculty is primarily 

composed of white Women and men. Buzzanell et al., (2015) find that “unless different 

emplotments, authorial voices, and subject positions are celebrated, recognized for their 

contradictory and ambiguous episodes, and nested within narratives of mentoring for inclusion 

for, by, and with Women faculty of color in male-dominated occupations, there likely will be 

little change in the policies and practices of professorial careers and academe as a whole” 

(p.453). Allen, Knobloch, & Esters (2019) discuss the importance of an educational institution’s 

ability to mentor a diverse population. Within these institutions there are vulnerabilities and 

structural barriers that inhibit the growth of Women, BIPOC, and LGBTQ2S+. Both Buzzanell 
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et al. (2015) and Allen, Knobloch, & Esters (2019) agree that mentoring diverse populations is 

important. A direct approach to mentoring diverse populations in conjunction with celebrating 

subject positions, emplotments, and authorial voices is needed in agricultural education.  

Problems in Agricultural Education 

 There are several problems within agricultural education that should be addressed: 

whiteness, patriarchal norms, heteronormativity, racism, and homophobia. One of the areas that 

deserves more academic exploration is how white agricultural students explore their whiteness 

“and the privileges afforded to them” (Martin & Hartman, 2022, p. 88). Although white 

agricultural students are aware of their whiteness, they tend to resist claims of their privilege. 

Martin & Hartman (2022) conducted a study on white agricultural students, which described 

upbringings of heteronormative and white-centric racial ideals in white agricultural students’ 

families. These ideals subjected onto youth create an intersectionality of bigotry. This bigotry 

affects BIPOC and Queer students and educators, in negative ways like color-blind ideology, 

prejudice, and discriminatory language. The authors, Martin & Hartman (2022) explain the that 

the connection between masculinity and the patriarchy was apparent in the experiences of the 

students who participated in the study. From the results in the Martin & Hartman (2022) 

research, a link “to the role of toxic masculinity in the formation of heteronormative ideals 

within the students’ learned Whiteness. Students’ stories of White identity formation were often 

connected to the male adults in their lives” (p. 88). Students often mentioned that the 

heteronormative ideals instilled in whiteness were often learned through fathers, uncles, and 

grandfathers in their lives. Along with agricultural student perspectives of whiteness, patriarchal 

norms, and heteronormativity, racism and homophobia also play a large role in this bigotry. 

Sexuality and racism are discussed within students’ families, and how their families’ 
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conservative values were instilled in them. But these discussions often contain bigoted 

conceptions, “Many of their parents referred to sexual identity using the same discriminatory 

language they used as race or ethnicity” (Martin & Hartman, 2022, p. 83). Patriarchal norms, 

heteronormativity, racism, and homophobia negatively affect agricultural education through the 

learned whiteness of white students and educators.  

 In analyzing those authors within the key terms, I find that gender, race, intersecting 

identities, and sexuality impact individuals in agriculture negatively through their lack of 

resources. Several authors have identified that access to resources remains a common problem 

for Women and gender non-conforming folks in agriculture. If disenfranchised groups are to be 

empowered within agriculture, then attempts should be made (Maltitz & Bahta, 2021) to improve 

their access to resources. This includes land, credit, extension services, and markets. Including 

access to resources for disenfranchised groups, there needs to be another resource, which is 

culturally sensitive, gender inclusive, and Queer aligned education. Women and Queer farmers 

remain underrepresented in land ownership, markets, trade networks, and social capital. They are 

overrepresented in credit targeting and the representation of these groups that the authors have 

identified results in a significant disadvantage compared to men.   

Methodology 

In this thesis, I contribute to the growing body of literature that accepts the invitation to 

conduct feminist studies of organizational communication in agricultural education. I present the 

case for using a feminist standpoint interpretation of organizational socialization through a 

decolonial feminist approach to situate participant perspectives of intersectionality, gendered 

organizing, and mentoring in the context of KSU and linking them to broader social and 

institutional relations, which would challenge the epistemic frameworks of mentoring. This 
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challenge would provide practical insight to affect positive change in agricultural education 

concerning mentoring disenfranchised groups.  

A decolonial feminist approach is the most appropriate in this study, because it 

encourages epistemic and ontological moves towards embracing different constructions of 

knowledge and worldviews through plurality. I choose to work with feminist standpoint theory 

applied through an analysis of organizational socialization to analyze student perceptions of 

intersectionality, gendered organizing, and mentoring to identify different frameworks in 

agricultural education, and how students construct knowledge and deepen and extend traditional 

perspectives of organizational socialization in agriculture. This thesis engages in decolonial 

methodology because I identify settler colonial ideals within agricultural education. These ideals 

include rejection of African and Indigenous agricultural practices and knowledges (Bertazzini, 

2022), influence of dominant groups on mentoring (Linabary et al., 2020), positioning of 

heterosexuality in agriculture (Leslie, Wypler, & Bell, 2019), and viewing land as property 

(Rotz, 2017). Settler colonialism implemented in agriculture through white knowledges frames 

these knowledges as valid and legitimate, which ostracizes other knowledges that do not fit 

within the white cis-heteronormative frameworks of agriculture. The white heterosexual couple 

is positioned as the ideal within U.S. agriculture, and this ideal was implemented by settler 

colonialism. Agricultural education emphasizes and highlights land ownership as an important 

function of agriculture, which is pushed by the settler colonial ideal of viewing land as property 

and not as an extension of the body (Rotz, 2017). I chose KSU as the site of my research, 

because it is a predominately white institution, it has a nationally ranked college of agriculture, 

and it is in the state where I grew up.  
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My onto-epistemological grounding for doing decolonizing feminist research lies in the 

settler colonial ideals that effects different areas of agricultural education like mentoring, 

networking, heteronormativity, curriculum, and land ownership. Investigating these ideals entails 

examining the effects of settler colonialism on African and Indigenous farming practices, 

establishment of gendered and racialized hierarchies by dominant groups, and increased labor on 

disenfranchised faculty. One example of the effects of settler farming on Indigenous practices 

begins during the 1930s in Libya, where “Italian farming triggered a substantial drop in 

productivity in villages neighbouring Italian farmer, likely due to a drain on labour via factor 

markets. This relocation of workers caused a drop in yields and output that was only partially 

compensated by the adoption of land-extensive techniques by the locals and monetary wages 

earned on Italian farms” (Bertazzini, 2022, p. 56). Settler farming changes the landscape of 

Indigenous lands, resulting in white settler domination. Nearly all farmland today is managed by 

people with white settler ancestry (Rotz, 2017). The establishment of gendered and racialized 

hierarchies by white settlers’ position organizations like predominately white universities as 

neoliberal institutions that “consolidate different identities are similar to diversity, multicultural, 

and inclusivity politics in settler colonial liberal societies: all allow settler society to evade 

accountability” (Rotz, 2017, p. 164). Evasion of accountability furthers the domination by these 

hierarchies without needing to answer for the hierarchies formed and increased labor on BIPOC.  

Due to my site of research which is a predominately white institution, I am called to 

investigate the organizational socialization of the CoA through a feminist decolonial approach 

because authors Linabary et al. (2020) urge for a focus “on higher education as a site of 

oppression and a place where we can effect lasting change” and the authors describe how sharing 

the efforts, implications, and outcomes of formal and informal work with other scholars “and 



  32 

disseminate to audiences who might benefit from the information” (p. 159). Feminist 

organizational communication scholarship has been slow to implement intersectional 

perspectives, which is why I have chosen to use questions on intersectionality in the interviews 

and usage of intersectionality throughout the research. Linabary et al. (2020) encourage “future 

feminist organizational communication work ensures that the work and labour of BIPOC are not 

sidelined or mined in extractive ways, amid current conversations concerning anti-racism and 

intersectionality” (pgs. 147-148). Some of the work and labor of BIPOC faculty, specifically 

Black women are mined in extractive ways in the CoA. Intersectional perspectives of feminist 

organizational scholarship would allow me to interrogate the extractive ways that the work and 

labor of Black women are mined in the CoA. In some feminist organizational scholarship, gender 

is discussed in a way that “perpetuates a dualistic binary opposition that denies the gender 

realities and experiences of many different people” (Linabary et al., 2020, p. 152). The authors 

also look forward to a future in which feminist organizational communication studies involves 

more work that addresses gender with care (Linabary et al., 2020; Manning, 2021; Lugones, 

2010). I have chosen KSU as a site for research to interview students in the CoA about their 

perspectives on intersectionality, work and labor of BIPOC faculty, and gendered binaries.  

The goal of this research is to understand participants’ perceptions of agricultural 

feminism at Kansas State University and how those perceptions interact with settler colonialism 

that affects gendered and racialized gaps, mentoring, and intersectionality in agriculture. I also 

want to understand participants’ perspectives on identity, rhetoric, and discourse within 

agricultural spaces. Lastly, this research on understanding these participants’ perspectives will 

bring communication studies into this inquiry due to my analysis on identity, rhetoric, and 

discourse.  
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Allen (1996) says that “some scholars already have begun work that connects standpoint 

with socialization (see for example, Allen, 1995; Bullis, 1993; Englebrecht, 1994)” (p. 257). I am 

drawing from the work of Brenda J. Allen (1996) to define feminist standpoint theory, challenge 

frameworks of organizational socialization in agriculture, and contextualize participants' 

experiences in the context of KSU in the CoA. Allen (1996) defines feminist standpoint theory as 

an “interpretative framework dedicated to explicating how knowledge remains central to 

maintaining and changing unjust systems of power” that “also challenges traditional epistemic 

frameworks that tend to essentialize and marginalize women” (p. 259). For the purposes of this 

research, my usage of feminist standpoint theory will specifically challenge the normative 

frameworks that tend to essentialize and marginalize disenfranchised groups in agriculture. Some 

of these frameworks include capitalism, coloniality/modernity, and patriarchy (Manning, 2021). 

Feminist standpoint theory encourages me as a communication researcher to hear marginalized 

groups' quashed voices, emphasize the multiplicity of contexts that those groups encounter, and 

situate participant experiences in the context of KSU in the CoA and link them to broader social 

and institutional relations.  

I also choose Allen’s feminist standpoint interpretation of organizational socialization 

because it represents a reoccurring aspect of organizational communication: standpoint is an 

element of organizing. Race, gender, sexuality, and socioeconomic status are all organizing 

elements. The lived experiences of agricultural students can help communication researchers 

respond to criticism and strengthen academic inquiry between communication and agricultural 

studies. Disenfranchised groups are often excluded from informal socialization networks in the 

agricultural industry and education, although this exclusion may be perceived differently from 

participants. Looking at perspectives from students in the CoA through feminist standpoint 
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theory would provide a way to deepen and extend student perspectives of organizational 

socialization.  

I choose to use feminist standpoint interpretation of organizational socialization through a 

decolonial feminist approach, because of how the literature and student perspectives framed land 

ownership and knowledge construction. McLaren (2017) says that a decolonial feminist 

philosophy “calls for further rethinking of our concept of knowledge in a way that challenges the 

assumed individualism of knowledge, but, instead, allows for “knowing across borders” and 

includes the ways that knowledge is constructed, including its basis in material labor and bodily 

practices” (p. 2). Decolonial feminist philosophy prompts me to pair a decolonial feminist 

approach with feminist standpoint’s interpretation of organizational socialization in agricultural 

education. Gerlach et al. (2020) defines a decolonial feminist approach which attempts “to 

bridge, or rather to bypass, the insider–outsider conundrum, centreperiphery asymmetries, 

hegemonic discourses and practices within national as well as international academic knowledge 

productions” (p. 178). Throughout my research, participants expressed different ways they 

participated in networks and socializing, which helped me identify different ways they 

experienced insider-outsider situations, discourse, and practices in the CoA. The approach allows 

me to access landownership construction within student perspectives, which say that owning 

land elevates economic statuses of farmers. I believe that this approach would be the best route, 

because it helps keep my own scholarship accountable, but also contributes to the field of 

communication studies.  

Sampling and Recruitment 

 

 I have decided to utilize a purposive sampling strategy, defined as the “selection of 

participants based on the researchers’ judgment about what potential participants will be most 
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informative” (Moser and Korstjens, 2017, p. 2). My purposive sample was used to locate 

students in the CoA by contacting known students and various graduate and doctoral students in 

the CoA. My purposive sample also included advertising in K-State Today, and contacting 

different clubs. The clubs that I contacted at KSU include: ¼ Scale Tractor Club, Agribusiness 

Club, Agronomy Graduate Student Club, Black Student Union, Young Democrats, Dairy 

Science Club, Delta Alpha Sigma Multicultural Sorority, Hispanic American Leadership 

Organization, Gender Collective, Hot Girl Walk Club, Intercollegiate Meat Judging, Swine Club, 

Wool Judging, Livestock Judging Team, Minorities in Agriculture, Natural Resources and 

Related Sciences, Sexuality and Gender Alliance, and Rodeo Club. I anticipated that 10 students 

will participate in the study. I was able to collect 6 participants. I told contacts I was interested in 

studying “the perceptions of students in the College of Agriculture at Kansas State University in 

regards to agricultural feminism, which include discussions of intersectionality, gendered 

organizing, and mentoring” and that I was particularly interested in interviewing students in the 

CoA. Initial contacts distributed a letter about my research to others, who notified me if 

interested. My approach has been to collect and categorize research so that issues could emerge 

from the research itself and provide solid ground for identifying commonalities and differences 

between student perceptions of feminism in agriculture concerning the three areas: gender gap, 

intersectionality, and mentoring.  

Data Collection 

Data will be collected through a photo-elicitation strategy that allows students to respond 

to figures [See list of figures on P. 5] at the beginning of each section of questions. I use a figure 

at the beginning of each section to help the participant visualize their experiences with a physical 

symbol. A photo-elicitation strategy is the most appropriate method to use within these 



  36 

interviews, because it displays my knowledge of farming despite me not being a student in the 

CoA and provides the participants with images that they might be familiar with. Humans have 

complex behavior, and some understandings might be lost in a basic interview. Bhattacharya 

(2009) says that “given the complexity of human behavior, photo-elicitation can take 

understanding to a place that may not be possible within the limits of using text (p. 129). In 

interviews, people won’t automatically remember every single detail of their background, there 

will always be something that is forgotten when engaging in traditional interviews. Using images 

can help remind the participant of something that they may have not remembered without the 

image. I have also included a list of interview questions below. In the rapport-building section of 

the interview questions, I wanted to know some basic agricultural background of the participants. 

The agricultural feminism section of the interview featured questions on how students defined 

agricultural feminism and their thoughts on who would represent it. The first figure features the 

Severy Co-op [See list of figures on P. 5], which is in Greenwood County. I chose this figure 

because it is representative of agricultural backgrounds. The second figure features Leah 

Penniman working at Finca Conciencia on Vieques Island in Puetro Rico. I chose this figure 

because Penniman appears multiple times throughout this thesis. Penniman uses a hoe axe to 

plow the field, where banana trees will be planted. The third figure depicts two individuals 

talking with one another in a greenhouse. I chose this to represent mentoring in agriculture. The 

fourth figure features a wagon with produce and pride flags inside. I chose this to represent a 

disenfranchised group in agriculture, and to find out participants’ thoughts on it. The fifth figure 

is a graph with different statistics about extension services and who makes up those services.  

Audio recordings of the interviews were collected and transcribed using a third-party 

transcription service (e.g., Rev.com). Transcriptions were cleaned, and all identifiable 
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information omitted from future manuscripts. Participants were given pseudonyms. Photographic 

data blurred and/or obscure any identifiable information (e.g., university logos, faces, specific 

references to location). Data is stored on university computers in the Department of 

Communication Studies at Kansas State Universities. After data was cleaned and all identifiable 

information removed, transcripts and photographic data are stored on a secure Dropbox account. 

All recordings and photographs have been transcribed and all participant information has been 

anonymized (identifying information removed), all audio initial data will be immediately 

destroyed. Only the principle investigator and research personnel will have access to the data.  

Interview Questions 

• Rapport-building: 

o Tell me about how you got involved in agriculture? 

o What inspired you to get involved in agriculture? 

o Why did you choose Kansas State University? 

o Who encouraged you to attend Kansas State University? 

o Tell me about the culture of the College of Agriculture.  

o Regarding [Figure 1], tell me about this photo. What does it remind you of?  

• Agricultural Feminism 

o Regarding [Figure 2], tell me about this photo. How does it represent agricultural 

feminism? 

o What do you think about women, gender non-conforming folks, Black, 

Indigenous, and People of Color getting involved in agriculture? 

o What do you think about individuals like Dr. Temple Grandin, Leah Penniman, 

etc using their platform to engage in agricultural feminism? 

o What does the term, “agricultural feminism” mean to you? How would you define 

it? 

o When did you first learn about agricultural feminism? 

o Tell me about a time when you first understood feminism. What was it about this 

time that stood out to you? 

o Who do you think of as being a strong supporter of agricultural feminism? Why? 

• Mentorship 

o Regarding [Figure 3], tell me about this photo. How does it represent mentorship? 

o What does the term “mentorship” mean to you? In your own words, how would 

you define it? 

o What are some examples of mentorship that occur in the College of Agriculture? 

What about mentorship as it pertains to feminism and agriculture? 

o Tell me about a time when you were a mentor to another student in the college.  
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o Tell me about a time when you were mentored by another student/instructor. 

• Intersectionality 

o Regarding [Figure 4], tell me about this photo. How does it represent 

intersectionality? 

o What are some examples of intersectionality in agriculture? What makes them 

intersectional? 

o When you witness/learn about intersectionality in agriculture, how do you feel 

like a student? 

▪ What are some examples that are important to you? 

o Are there times when you feel discouraged from learning about intersectionality 

in agriculture? 

▪ Tell me about them. 

▪ If you were to post a discussion comment about intersectionality in 

agriculture, how would your classmates and teachers respond? Why? 

o If you were to design a curriculum regarding intersectionality in agriculture, what 

would that look like? Why? 

• Gender Gap 

o Regarding [Figuring 5], tell me about this photo. How does it represent the gender 

gap in agriculture? 

o What metaphor would you use to describe the term, “farmer”? Why? 

o Who are examples of “farmers”? What makes them so? 

o What does it mean to “use your voice” as a student in agriculture? 

o Clearinghouse Probe: Is there anything else that you'd like to cover? Is there 

anything else that you wish that I'd have asked you? 

Interview Process 

 

This research included 6 separate interviews of students who have a major/minor in the 

College of Agriculture at Kanas State University. Sessions lasted between 45 minutes to an hour. 

They were conducted on Zoom or in person. The material covered in sessions may be sensitive 

including questions on the underrepresentation of women, Queer folks, Black folks, and 

undocumented people with resources in agriculture. Subjects might be upset with the content 

matter of this study, or might not know what it means. This is reduced through the debriefing 

process, and the matter of the material will be worded in a way that makes sense to everyone. 

The debriefing process included an explanation for the study, comment on confidentiality, a copy 

of the final report, and citations used in the research.  
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My research will involve interviews with students in the College of Agriculture to better 

understand student perceptions of agricultural feminism. I was able to gather 6 participants for 

this research: Leah, Alice, Daphne, Victoria, Rosa, and Ozzie. Leah is a white woman in animal 

science who has networking connections through 4-H and working as a first-generation farmer 

with her family. Alice is a queer white woman in dairy science doctoral program who grew up on 

a generational farm, and was involved in FFA and 4-H in high school. Daphne is a white lesbian 

in animal science who was involved in FFA in high school. Victoria is a Black woman in animal 

science who volunteers at animal shelters and interns at veterinary clinics. Rosa is a white 

woman who became involved in agriculture because of climate change and her passion for 

horticulture. Ozzie is a white man in agronomy who grew up on a generational farm, where he 

works for his dad. In the interviews, I asked agricultural students about intersectionality, 

mentoring, and the gender gap in agriculture. I anticipated that the interviews will explore 

whether internal biases that students possess will influence their perception of what a farmer is, 

and what agriculture is supposed to look like. I'm was interested in understanding how students 

perceive the act of farming and the identity of farmers. There is a discrepancy between our 

stereotypes about who farmers are and the diverse communities that engage in agriculture. 

 This analysis lent itself to generating the themes of organizational socialization that I 

mention in chapters two and four, which include racialized and gendered social organization, 

heteropatriarchal ideals, and settler colonial norms of whiteness. I am drawing from the analysis 

that Bhattacharya (2009) conducted in her research, and applying it to the interviews that I 

conducted. She identified key themes in the interviews that she conducted, but she used a 

software program that helped with her analysis. I did not use a software program in the analysis 

of the interviews that I conducted. To analyze the data from the interviews I identify key themes 



  40 

(how participants view identity, land, and intersectionality), which I analyzed and interpret. The 

analysis is conducted by taking the transcripts of interviews and comparing it to the 

predetermined themes that I have established in the literature (intersectionality, gendered and 

racialized organizing, and mentoring) and seeing if there are commonalities between the two. 

The interpretation of the data draws conclusions that arise in my results section. These 

conclusions identify what KSU is lacking in the CoA, what structures currently influence the 

CoA, and how whiteness is a part of the culture in the CoA. The figures used in the interviews 

stimulated discussion and uncovered how participants think about farmer identity, land 

ownership, and dominance within the CoA. This information may have not been revealed 

through other research methods.  

Data Assumptions  

 

 There are several assumptions that I think the data might show: 1) insights into how to 

affect positive change for disenfranchised groups in agriculture, 2) student assumptions of 

agricultural feminism, and 3) influence of the rural idyll in agricultural education. Benefits from 

this study might include a better understanding of what students in the College of Agriculture 

know about agricultural feminism. This study could also inform future research about 

agricultural feminism in the educational curriculum. I think the rural idyll will have a big 

influence on participants perspectives on agriculture.  

For my study, I have identified four different variables within my population: race, 

sexuality, and gender. My chosen population is students in the CoA at KSU. I chose to study this 

specific population for several reasons: my association with KSU, my upbringing being mostly 

in the state of Kansas, and KSU agriculture students’ openness to diversity. These different 

variables represent the different information that I am collecting about my participants. Race is 



  41 

one of my variables due to the lessened opportunities within income, mentoring, and inclusion 

that non-white groups face within agriculture. Sexuality is one of the variables due to the 

exclusion of Queer farmers, bigoted preconceptions of Queer farmers, and homophobia. Gender 

is a variable, because of the income and social capital disparity, exclusion in agricultural 

education, and Women and gender non-conforming folks in agriculture having to “prove 

themselves” in the field. These three groups should be studied more in agriculture.  

My research questions are:  

1. How do students define what a “farmer” is?  

2. What do participants think agricultural feminism is?  

3. Will students want to express their perspectives of agricultural feminist issues such as the 

gender gap, mentoring, and intersectionality in agriculture? 

4. How will participants interpret the interview figures? 
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Chapter 2: Intersectionality 

 

This chapter addresses research questions #1, #2, and #4. Whiteness is identified from 

participant perspectives as a descriptor for dominant groups in agricultural education which 

utilize generalizations drawing from heteropatriarchal and colonial norms to exclude 

disenfranchised students. The actions and rhetoric of generational farmers affects 

disenfranchised individuals’ acceptance into informal networks in agricultural education. In 

agriculture, there are gendered and racialized forms of social organization. These forms of 

social organization have formed narratives that dictate how gender, sexuality, and race should 

be performed in agriculture. The narratives and social organization of agriculture are driven 

by normativities set up by heteropatriarchal and colonial standards, which have been 

reinforced through institutions like the USDA through promotion of 4-H camps (Layman & 

Civita, 2020). By analyzing these interviews, I discover that participants’ perspective contains 

heteropatriarchal ideals that dictate how gender, sexuality, and race should be performed in 

agriculture. I will be analyzing student perceptions of agriculture using feminist standpoint 

theory with organizational socialization through a decolonial feminist methodology. I am 

building off decolonial feminism and feminist organizational socialization to theorize 

intersectionality in agricultural education through teaching philosophies and curriculum, 

mentoring, and diversity programs. Analyzing organizational socialization through feminist 

standpoint theory informs researchers on patriarchy and power within these division of labor. 

Patriarchal norms help continue gendered organizing, thus continuing power held by 

dominant groups by excluding groups like women from knowledge production in agriculture. 

Feminist standpoint theorists encourage linking how knowledge remains central to 

maintaining and changing unjust systems of power within agriculture, to broader social and 
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institutional settings. If these sites of knowledge are to be divided on the basis of gender, then 

agricultural knowledge remains aligned with colonial narratives. The authors within the 

literature review identified how intersectionality is important in agricultural education. 

Teaching philosophies, curriculum, mentoring, and diversity programs are sites for the 

implementation of intersectionality in agricultural education. Intersectionality in agricultural 

education can also look like increased funding for disenfranchised researchers and educators. 

Agricultural feminism and problems in agricultural education will help with analyzing the 

data from the interviews in this chapter, because the perspectives of participants in other 

research from these sections informs me on other colleges of agriculture, and what they have 

seen. This chapter includes several sections: participant introductions, what intersectionality 

currently looks like in the CoA at KSU, student perceptions of intersectionality in agriculture, 

intersectional teaching philosophies and curriculum, hidden groups and vulnerabilities, 

queering agriculture, and whiteness and power. In these interviewees' perspectives evidence 

of how whiteness structures narratives of agriculture and erases the perspectives of 

marginalized farmers. Participants offered their perspectives of intersectionality in 

agriculture, and what they thought it looked like in agricultural education. Participants also 

explained what they thought an intersectional curriculum might be in the CoA, and how that 

would function. Several hidden groups were identified from both the interviews and the 

literature review. In the queering agriculture section, I discuss the perspectives of Queer and 

non-Queer participants in regards to how they network, build community, and construct their 

personal farmer identities. I am also introducing participant interpretations of the first and 

second figures. In addition to the questions asked in the rapport building and intersectionality 

sections of the interviews, I also used a photo-elicitation strategy to provide visual 
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representations of what my research focusses on. In each section of the interviews, I asked 

participants about their interpretations of the figures. In 2022, there were 1,911 students in the 

CoA and 1,642 of the students are white. Demographics for sexualities and other genders 

were not included in any student reports or historical information from KSU.  

Participant Introductions 

There were six respondents from CoA at KSU who participated in my study on student 

perceptions of agricultural feminism. I have chosen pseudonyms for the participants to maintain 

their anonymity. Participants self-identified in several ways including their year in school, race, 

gender, sexuality, and area of study. Participants come from different backgrounds, areas of 

study in agriculture, and upbringings. This section will describe how participants became 

involved in agriculture and their inspiration for involvement, and why they chose K-State. I will 

also examine participant perceptions of the culture at KSU in the CoA, their responses to the first 

figure used in the rapport building section of the interview, and their views on agricultural 

feminism from how they interpreted the second figure. I have included both figures below. The 

first figure is of the Severy co-op, which is in southeast Kansas. A co-op is a type of organization 

that is owned and operated by its’ members who share common needs and goals, specifically 

catering to farmers and agriculturalists in their respective communities. This is the co-op I would 

go to every weekend to get feed for my cattle, dog food, and occasionally chat with other people 

that were in the co-op at the time. The second figure is Leah Penniman, lifting a pickaxe to 

loosen the ground.  
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Figure 1 

 
This figure features the Severy Co-op, which is located in Greenwood County (Fitzgerald, 2014).  

Figure 2  
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The second figure features Leah Penniman working at Finca Conciencia on Vieques Island in 

Puerto Rico (Penniman, 2018).  

 

Leah is a senior in animal science and she identifies as a white woman, and was raised in 

Kansas. Leah’s involvement with agriculture started in 4-H while she was living in the city. She 

mainly focused on rabbits when she first started 4-H. Her mom’s dream was to raise goats, and 

Leah and her family were able to move onto a small 10-acre farm during middle school, and 

began to raise dairy goats. She states that she wanted to be a veterinarian, which lead to her 

involvement at K-State, which funds 4-H programs. For Leah, agriculture was a way for her and 

her mom to bond. While on the farm, she was able to build community with others in 4-H and 

surrounding farmers. This allowed her to start networking in agriculture at a young age. Many of 

her experiences in agriculture were on K-State’s campus, where she competed during 4-H 

competitions and events. She already had established traditions in Manhattan, like visiting 

Varsity Donuts. Part of her community already had connections to K-State, as some of her peers 

from 4-H attended the CoA as well. She chose to attend K-State, because of her history with the 

university, love for the campus, and interest in the animal science program. Leah associated the 

first figure with the co-op that she frequents. She also described the first figure as a smaller 

operation to the co-op she frequents, and frames it as a family co-op.  

Alice is a doctoral student in dairy science, and she identifies as a queer woman. Alice 

was raised on a farm in Missouri. The farm she lived on cultivated row crops and raised livestock 

like cattle and pigs. She also was involved in 4-H, showing animals and participated in 

agriculture technology projects. This led to her joining the FFA club in high school. Alice stated 

that she could have left agriculture if she wanted to, but enjoys the agricultural community. She 

describes agriculture as family oriented, which is something that she enjoys about it. Alice chose 

to attend K-State based on who she was going to work with in the program. Several faculty 
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members at her former university encouraged Alice to apply to K-State and prompted her to 

contact the faculty member that she currently works under. Alice interprets the first figure as a 

co-op, and it reminds her of the town her mom grew up in and small-town America. She 

describes it as the center of a community, because row crop farmers frequent the co-op as well as 

local veterinarians, and other agriculturalists. She also mentioned how the co-op is a good place 

to drink coffee.  

Daphne is a freshman in animal science, and she identifies as a white lesbian. Daphne 

also participated in an FFA program in high school during her freshman and senior years, and 

grew up in Kansas. She became interested in working with animals after getting a dog and 

enrolling in agility and obedience classes. Her FFA program inspired her involvement in 

agriculture, stating that “it's [agriculture] more about my own wellbeing”. She chose K-State to 

study in the animal science program, because she wanted to go to veterinary school. She toured 

K-State, which introduced her to the campus. Daphne’s interpretation of the first figure makes 

her think of her elementary school. Her school shared a property line with an old dairy farm, 

where they sourced their milk for the school.  

Victoria is a freshman in animal science, and she identifies as a Black woman. Victoria 

grew up in Texas, and became involved in agriculture by volunteering at animal shelters and 

interning at veterinary clinics. She is specifically interested in animal science, specifically 

veterinary medicine. She did not grow up around traditional row crop farming and livestock. She 

was a very curious child when it came to the veterinary field, so what is what inspired her to 

become involved in agriculture. When she was a senior in high school, she applied to a program 

that guarantees acceptance in the veterinary medicine program at K-State. Several veterinarians 

that she worked with at the animal shelter encouraged her to attend K-State, and offered to write 
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her letters of recommendation. Her parents wanted her to attend an HBCU (Historically Black 

Colleges and Universities). Victoria interpreted the second figure as an agricultural plant where 

they process grain and animals. It reminds her of the countryside in western Kansas, and also her 

drive up from Texas.  

Rosa is a sophomore in horticulture, and she identifies as a white woman who is a 

feminist and politically moderate. Rosa’s involvement in agriculture began with her love of 

plants. She didn’t think that horticulture could be an option for a future career due to “the 

stereotype for an old man farmer and overalls”. Rosa’s inspiration for her agriculture 

involvement is because of climate change and her passion for plants. She grew up in Nebraska, 

and chose K-State due to financial reasons and her interest in the horticulture program. She also 

chose K-State, because she “wanted to find other people who freak out about plants”. Her dad 

also attended K-State, and wanted her education to be affordable since they are middle class. Her 

family pushed her to stay closer to home, versus farther universities. Rosa interprets the first 

figure as a place in the country that caters to the landscape side of agriculture, which she relates 

back to her horticulture degree.  

Ozzie is a sophomore in agronomy, and he identifies as a white man. Ozzie grew up on 

“a very small farm, about 2000 acres” which produced mainly alfalfa and little bit of grain crops. 

He has been working for his dad who owns a crop consulting company, for around 13 years. He 

says that he has gained a lot of experience during this time, resulting in knowledge of pesticides, 

business transactions, and interacting with other farmers. Ozzie chose K-State because of in-state 

tuition, closeness to home, and to continue the K-Stater legacy since his dad also attended K-

State. He works as a lab tech in the CoA. Ozzie says that the first figure reminds him of his 
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hometown co-op, but with a few more offices than his hometown co-op. Similar to Alice, Ozzie 

mentions how farmers sit around and drink coffee together in the co-op.  

Participants described their experiences with the culture in the CoA, where they 

expressed different perspectives on inclusivity and exclusivity in agriculture. Some of these 

perspectives went onto conversations on farmer identities, and what those look like in 

agricultural education (Leah, Victoria, and Rosa). Some of the participants who self-identify as 

women talked about their experiences with men in CoA at KSU. These participants also 

mentioned a livestock divide within these discussions on their experiences with men in 

agriculture, where those who study or work with bigger livestock like cattle will look down upon 

everyone else in agriculture. Participants also expressed different perspectives on inclusivity and 

exclusivity in agriculture relating to opportunity, whiteness, and attire. Leah and Rosa expressed 

how areas of study in the CoA like horticulture are more inclusive of different identities. Leah 

expressed how “horticulture and food science, and the smaller majors of the College of Ag are 

much more inclusive and a little bit more diverse,” which Rosa also expressed similar sentiment 

to horticulture. Leah also commented on how the CoA does a good job with recruitment of 

women, because she has had “more female classmates than male.” She also notes on the 

feminization of agriculture, due to the number of women in agriculture as both professors and 

students. Exclusivity was discussed in the interview with Leah concerning how even in spaces of 

dairy goat farmers, inclusivity is hard to see. She mentions how this is made even more apparent 

in larger majors within the CoA. Leah has noticed negative comments about dairy goats, and 

questioning her involvement in agriculture, and assume that she doesn’t know anything about 

agriculture. Other students in the CoA think that dairy goats are not real livestock. She has also 



  50 

noted negative experiences with men in the CoA, which she describes how they have “very old-

fashioned thought processes.”  

Leah and Victoria identify a divide in the culture at CoA concerning livestock. Leah says 

that agriculturalists that specialize in larger livestock consider themselves more valuable and 

important in the agricultural industry. She wishes for more support in the industry for operations 

of all sizes. Leah explains this livestock divide caused one of her friends to drop out of K-State, 

because of how poorly she was treated because she owned dairy goats. Victoria also notes on the 

culture in the CoA is largely focused on larger livestock, and not as much focus on smaller 

animals. Alice says that the culture in the CoA is influenced by the agricultural industry, which 

includes staying involved and relevant in production agriculture. Daphne reflects on the 

opportunities given to her from professors, which helps guide her in the right path. Analyzing 

this divide in students helps identity where dominant groups might gravitate to in regards to their 

areas of study, and how these groups discount the knowledge constructions, identities, and 

experiences of other majors and disenfranchised students.  

I have identified whiteness as a part of the culture in the CoA. Victoria perceives the CoA 

as not diverse, she notes that there are majority white and cisgender people in her classes. The 

absence of BIPOC in Victoria’s classes shows one area that KSU is lacking, because there is less 

opportunity for BIPOC students to engage in knowledge construction in an institutional setting. 

The current constructions of individuals farming from the participant perspectives might show 

how participants form images of farmers in their minds. Leah’s interpretation of the second 

figure shows how she forms images of farmers through whiteness. Leah says that the second 

figure is not representative of American agriculture, and “seems like it's another culture.” This 
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interpretation frames “traditional hoe-in-a-row work” as a technique used outside of American 

agriculture. 

Student perspectives of agricultural feminism are offered by their interpretations of the 

second figure. Some of the participants (Daphne, Victoria, Rosa, and Ozzie) framed agricultural 

feminism as representing women in agriculture and how women perform labor. These 

participants assumed that Penniman is a woman. Why do participants assume Penniman’s gender 

identity as a woman, and why do they associate the second figure with agricultural feminism? 

Daphne explains that the second figure represents agricultural feminism because “it's a woman 

putting in the effort and putting in the work.” Daphne assumes Penniman’s gender, due to the 

attire that Penniman is wearing: skirt and tank top. This interpretation assumes that gendered 

articles of clothing would dictate the gender of an individual, which stems from 

heteronormativity. Victoria might have also used the same assumption that Daphne used in 

regard to gendered clothing, because she states that the figure “looks maybe female, I guess 

female presenting, say a woman presenting person.” Rosa views the figure as women driving 

agriculture and how the figure represents “her power.” 

 Ozzie’s view on the second figure and agricultural feminism stems from his personal 

experiences working in agriculture. He describes gendered organization and how that effected 

the roles women assumed while working on a “husband and wife operation.” He discussed how 

the wives would not be working in the fields, but instead they would run bookkeeping, 

purchasing seed, driving people around, and engage in less visible roles. He also stated that some 

of the wives he has encountered in his personal experiences do not work on the farm at all, and 

pursue a different career path. Ozzie says that the second figure represents agricultural feminism, 
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because it shows “women's parts of the operation” either working in the fields or books behind 

the scenes. He states that there are:  

very few women in my area who are actually out in the fields. I do know a few, and they 

are very good farmers. But most women just don't want to. Putting the hours of driving a 

combine, because I'm gonna be honest, I don't really like it much either. It's tough and it 

just gets monotonous. In my opinion, but simply just not something [women] wanna do. 

 

This view assumes women’s interests in agriculture, and generalizes a large population of 

agricultural workers as being uninterested in agriculture, because they don’t want to “put in the 

hours.” Hard work is very much valued by Penniman, who revitalized the soil on an eighty-acre 

plot of land, built water and septic system, driveway, house, barn, and installed sustainable 

sources of energy like solar panels. 

Finally, student perspectives of the culture in the CoA, involved how students presented 

themselves through attire. Rosa and Ozzie connect the attire worn by students in the CoA as 

being part of the culture. When Rosa came to K-State, she expected “stereotypical country boy 

that wears jeans, boots, shirt, and baseball cap every day” and that is what she has encountered in 

the CoA. Ozzie states that “everyone on the ag side of campus, 80% of them always carries 

knives” as part of the cultural attire in the CoA. He explains that this is how students in 

agriculture were brought up. The attire of jeans, boots, and baseball caps might stem from how 

students dressed when they were growing up in rural areas, or how attire was dawned when 

working on farms or participating in rodeos, 4-H shows, etc. Carrying knives as a part of the 

cultural attire in the CoA was mentioned by Ozzie, which reflects on my personal experiences 

growing up in a rural area and attending a school in Eureka, Kansas. Many people who grow up 

in agriculture tend to carry around a knife for practical purposes on the farm, but I am not sure 

why there was a need to carry it around in schools. Ozzie did not explain why carrying knifes is a 

part of the cultural attire in the CoA, but I can assume it might be due to several reasons. 
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Carrying a knife around on KSU’s campus might signal to others about your agricultural 

background, and be there for aesthetic purposes. One might need it to do school projects, or 

maybe they take it to work after or before classes. It might be a symbol of masculinity or power. 

These are all speculations as to why students carry knifes in the CoA. I showed how these 

students’ views embodied inclusivity and exclusivity, farmer identity, whiteness, and the 

livestock divide. I have also examined participant interpretations of figures 1 and 2. These views 

and interpretations lead us into the next section, intersectionality in the CoA at KSU.  

Intersectionality in the CoA at KSU 

Within institutions like the USDA, the normativities set up by heteropatriarchy and settler 

colonialism were racist and sexist, and these practices “made it more difficult for BIPOC, 

women, and queer farmers to gain land access, receive agricultural loans and US Farm Bill 

allocations, attend land grant universities, access farm worker healthcare, and be assured safe 

working conditions” (Layman & Civita, 2020, p. 971).  

 In the interviews that I conducted, I posed the question “If you were to post a discussion 

comment about intersectionality in agriculture, how would your classmates and teachers respond 

to it?” to the participants. The responses varied from negating that intersectionality exists in 

agriculture, questioning the importance, and open-minded responses. Leah and Victoria share the 

same concern that students and teachers would think that intersectionality does not exist in 

agriculture. Victoria states that some students might question her on why she is bringing up 

intersectionality in agriculture. Rosa has a different perception of what might happen.  

Rosa - Teachers would respond open mindedly. I don't know about the students. I don't 

know how everybody's background, I don't know about everybody. I know there's some 

people who would respond open-mindedly. Teachers, especially like [one of her 

professors] especially, would be like, “yes, let's ask these questions. Let's have these 

conversations. Let's talk about this because it's something that's worth talking about and 

it's something worth discussing and it's important”.   
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Rosa’s view helps should us what discussions on intersectionality would look like in the CoA, 

and how teachers might respond. She provides an example of an educator in the CoA who would 

provide an open space for discussions on intersectionality. Leah and Victoria both have concern 

for Queer and BIPOC students due to the lack of discussion surrounding intersectionality and 

what that would look like in agricultural education. This concern stems from possible harm that 

other students in the CoA might inflict on this groups. I believe that this concern comes from a 

valid perspective, because of the predominance of white students in the CoA. Demographics of 

students and faculty within the CoA at KSU show the predominance of white men within the 

college, therefore those demographics would also be reflected in mentoring relationships. All of 

the participants had different perceptions about intersectionality in agriculture, and these 

concepts are types of farming, acceptance, upholding beliefs, gendered organizing, intersecting 

identities and quantifying identities. Framing intersectionality through quantifying identities 

prevents telling stories of injustice. Intersectionality is not about how many identities are 

included in agriculture, but being able to tell your story at that intersection.  

Student Perceptions of Intersectionality in Agriculture  

 

The participants expressed what they thought intersectionality in agriculture looks like. I 

asked the question: “What are some examples of intersectionality in agriculture?” to all 

participants so I could gain a baseline understanding for the general perception of 

intersectionality from students, and how it is perceived in agricultural education. This question 

also helped gauge how students viewed intersectional identities in agriculture and identifying 

hidden groups.  

The concept of intersecting identities received the most overlap between five different 

participants: Rosa, Victoria, Alice, Leah, and Daphne. This same sentiment is also shared by 
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Rosa who states that intersectionality is the “different parts of your personality can still coexist” 

and how “people having parts of their personality exist” simultaneously. Leah mentions different 

demographics in agriculture like women and queer dairy goat farmers, but also brings up 

generational farmers as an intersection of agriculture. She discusses how “if you're not a fifth-

generation farmer and you're a female, it's much more difficult on you. If you are a generational 

farmer and a male, and then don't have to work as hard for anything. I think the generation aspect 

of it would be the biggest interaction I see in ag”. Participants like Alice, explain how more 

people with disenfranchised identities are making their way into agriculture, but are still facing 

difficulties with acceptance from the agricultural community. Alice says that this might be 

because intersectionality in agriculture is “a story that [the agricultural community] don’t tell. 

It’s not because the story’s not there” but is simply isn’t a main concern of the broader 

community. Rosa, Victoria, Alice, Leah, and Daphne all recognize multiple identities within 

agriculture, and how intersectionality might look like in agriculture. These multiple identities in 

agriculture influences how agriculturalists connect their personal identities (race, gender, 

sexuality, socioeconomic status, etc.) to their identity as a farmer.  

A farmer’s identity encompasses components from their past, present, and their future 

aspirations. The agricultural community’s past and present can also impact how farmers view 

and express their identity. Leah and Alice explained how agriculture’s past and present effects 

disenfranchised individuals’ acceptance into the community. Participant’s perceptions of 

intersectionality in agriculture included disenfranchised identities and how these individuals 

would be able to navigate the CoA. These intersecting identities were described coexisting 

identities, women and dairy goat farmers, and generational farmers. The intersecting identities 

explained by the participants were based on how they identified intersectionality in agriculture. 
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An example of how participants viewed intersectionality as identifying with a few different 

identities, would be an individual who is Black but is also a woman. Participants took this view 

and discussed how identities like a Black woman intersect and how those two identities coexist 

together. Leah discussed how intersecting identities might also be related to a disenfranchised 

identity relating to gender, race, sexuality, could also be paired with their specialty in agriculture. 

In Leah’s personal experience, her being a woman and a dairy goat farmer presented obstacles 

like stereotypes and being accepted into the agricultural community. The participants also 

discussed how the actions and rhetoric of generational farmers affected disenfranchised 

individuals’ acceptance into the community. Some of the perceptions from participants on what 

is a farmer is revolves around how much land that farmer owns and how much capital the farmer 

holds. Generational farmers often inherit their land through family ties. Participants said that 

generational farmers would look down upon them, because they either didn’t know enough land 

to be considered a farmer or they didn’t any land at all. The perspectives of these participants 

help tell the narratives of disenfranchised individuals in agriculture, which show that dominant 

groups will exclude them if they do not fit into the perimeters of what a farmer is from standards 

set by dominant groups.  

The participants’ perceptions of intersectionality in agriculture did not mention exploited 

identities within agriculture like migrant farm works and indigenous peoples. My sampling of 

participants is overwhelmingly white, with the exception of Victoria. The perspectives of 

participants help explain how white narratives exploit disenfranchised agriculturalists in the 

CoA. White narratives of agriculture situate agricultural knowledge as based primarily on the 

lives of men in dominant races, classes, and cultures. Within the United States, white narratives 

position the knowledge and perspectives of higher classed white men as the basis for agriculture. 
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The term “white narrative” refers to the dominant cultural and historical perspectives and stories 

that are typically presented by people who are white or from white-dominated cultures. White 

narratives often center on the experiences and perspectives of white people, and ignores and 

marginalizes the experiences of BIPOC. Layman & Civita (2022) discuss how the dominant 

white male agricultural narrative has colonized, exploited, and appropriated the agricultural 

practices of women and BIPOC. Challenging white narratives in agriculture involves recognizing 

and valuing diverse knowledge constructions, practices, and techniques which would promote 

more equitable approaches to agriculture that prioritize the needs and perspectives of 

disenfranchised farmers and agriculturalists. Feminist standpoint theory challenges these 

frameworks within agriculture that tend to essentialize and marginalize disenfranchised groups, 

like in the case of Alice and Leah’s perspectives. Specifically, feminist standpoint theory would 

challenge white narratives of agriculture by telling narratives that have remained invisible under 

the dominance of the white male agricultural narrative. Feminist standpoint theory would also 

recognize these disenfranchised narratives by bringing them to the forefront. The perspective of 

Leah brings attention to the livestock divide and how disenfranchised students are viewed and 

treated by the perspectives of white men in the CoA. Alice’s perspective shows her treatment 

from farmers outside of the CoA, and also from dominant groups in the CoA. The farmers 

outside of the CoA and the dominant groups within the CoA have told Alice that she won’t be 

good enough to make it in agriculture because of her identity as a queer woman. Feminist 

standpoint theory brings both Alice and Leah’s perspectives into the agricultural narrative.  

 The concept of quantifying identities was brought up by Rosa and Daphne. Quantifying 

identities refers to essentializing people with intersecting identities in agriculture into a 

numerical category. This might look like meeting a diversity hiring/enrollment quota. Rosa 
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describes intersectionality in agriculture as “anybody who is a minority or LGBTQ. Anybody 

who is just a little different, and I know someone who has autism and they're an ag”. Daphne 

describes intersectionality in agriculture as a quantifier as well, and she states that “LGBTQ plus, 

women, people of color in agriculture, and queer people of color in agriculture” as represent 

intersectionality. Alice’s comment on how the story of intersectionality is not told in agriculture 

highlights that. Quantifying intersectional identities does not bridge the hegemonic discourses 

and practices in agriculture, because it does not challenge the knowledge production. This 

quantification does not challenge the traditional epistemic frameworks that tend to essentialize 

and marginalize disenfranchised groups. The organizational socialization of agriculture relies on 

organizing identities, whether it be race, gender, sexuality, socioeconomic status, etc. 

Quantifying does not emphasize the multiplicity of contexts that disenfranchised groups 

encounter. Quantifying only tells us the number of individuals with disenfranchised identities, 

not the standpoints of those intersecting identities.  

Another concept that I have identified in participants perceptions of intersectionality in 

agriculture is gendered organizing, which was exemplified by Ozzie. Ozzie’s view on gendered 

organizing relies on expressing certain aspects of the rural idyll. Rural idyll “culturally center[s] 

the white, married, heterosexual farming couple with their children as natural food cultivators” 

(Pilgeram, Dentzman, & Lewin, 2022, p. 1342). The rural idyll is situated in hegemonic visions 

of race, gender, and sexuality. Situating gendered roles in modern agriculture results in divisions 

of labor between field work and home. The home in modern agriculture represents labor 

concerning marketing, some financial work, etc. Divisions of labor between field work and the 

home is based in rural idyll, which situates white, married, heterosexual couples and their 

children as farmers and food cultivators. In this heterosexual farming couple, the husband and 
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wife (often referred to as farmwife) divide labor. This labor divide results in the farmwife having 

a less visible role in the work of farming. The rural idyll portrays farmwives in roles within the 

home.  Pilgeram, Dentzman, & Lewin (2022) explain how under the vision of the rural idyll, 

“(white) men are the farmers, and their (white) wives are their helpmates. When the time comes, 

the farmer’s son inherits the land, and their daughter either disappears from the imagination or is 

expected to marry a (male) farmer or rancher if she wants to stay in agriculture” (p. 1342). 

Traditional portrayals of farmwives include tending to the children, household work like 

cooking, cleaning, and laundry, and martial emotional labor. Although these actions may still 

occur in modern agriculture, farmwife labor has transitioned to invisible farm operating. In the 

interview with Ozzie, perceptions of intersectionality focused on the less visible role of women 

in farm labor. He explains how women are typically not involved in any operations out in the 

fields, and that they wouldn’t even know what to do, “they leave that to their husbands, the 

husbands know exactly what they need to do in the equipment, how to set it, where to go, when 

to water, what rotation they need to have.” Ozzie assumes that women are not interested in 

working in the fields, nor do they have any knowledge about field operations. He does not 

question the hegemonic discourses and practices that enforces this division of labor between the 

field and the home. Gendered organizing upholds the traditional epistemic frameworks in 

agriculture that tend to essentialize and marginalize women through rural idyll and gendered 

divisions of labor. He accepts rural idyll as a structure of agriculture, which is white and 

heteronormative.  

I propose that a decolonial feminist approach would challenge the rural idyll, by bridging 

the gap between these two areas of labor. This would look like sharing knowledge about 

equipment, watering schedules, crop rotation, etc. with the farmwife, which would bypass the 
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insider-outsider conundrum within agriculture knowledge production. This challenge would 

require agricultural students and faculty to address heteronormativity within the CoA, as well as 

internalized heteronormativity and misogyny.  

The last three concepts I have identified in participants perceptions of intersectionality in 

agriculture is upholding beliefs, acceptance, and types of farming. Victoria states that 

intersectionality means “standing up for what they believe in.” Leah describes how 

intersectionality would be a mechanism for acceptance within the agricultural community. Alice 

discusses types of farming within agriculture, and how that would relate to intersectionality. 

Standing up for what you believe in could challenge the knowledge production sites in 

agriculture, which would bridge the hegemonic discourses and practices within in agriculture. 

Disenfranchised agricultural students and faculty beliefs in agriculture has the potential to 

change how knowledge is formed, and bring issues like intersectionality into the forefront of 

agricultural knowledge production. Identifying how patriarchy and power has infiltrated 

knowledge production, and pushed out Indigenous and African sites of agricultural knowledge. 

Indigenous and Black agricultural knowledges can be made into the core narrative of agriculture 

by including them within agricultural curriculum. Some students mentioned practices like 

sustainability in agriculture, but did not mention how Indigenous and African sites of agricultural 

knowledge influence and formulate sustainable agriculture.  

Intersectional Teaching Philosophies and Curriculum 

 

In this section, I will first discuss participant experiences with intersectional knowledge 

production in agriculture, then explain intersectional curriculum. The curriculum that I created 

should be administered through an intersectional teaching pedagogy. It includes education on 

African and Indigenous farming practices and knowledges, agricultural history, diverse figures in 
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and outside of agriculture, and intracategorical framework. I am using a decolonial feminist 

approach that will be used with feminist standpoint theory applied through an analysis of 

organizational socialization throughout this section. The decolonial feminist approach will be 

used to establish the agricultural knowledges of Black and Indigenous peoples.  

One part of my curriculum that I introduced in the first chapter, is knowledge sharing and 

education on African and Indigenous farming practices. This part of my curriculum is related to 

the interview that I conducted with Alice, who discussed sustainable agriculture. The knowledge 

shared through my curriculum perhaps would contain information on Indigenous farming 

practices like burying fish carcasses under crops or Afro-Indigenous farming systems. As 

mentioned in the literature review, Leah Penniman learned about Afro-Indigenous farming 

systems from Black farmers in the Northeast United States. Sustainable and organic farming has 

become more popular in modern agriculture, which Alice discusses could be part of a curriculum 

in agricultural education that could be “a safe place for people in those intersectional 

communities to have a home. They feel more welcome there than maybe they do in other 

places.” Although sustainable agriculture is more ecologically conscious, Layman & Civita 

(2020) explain how “the pursuit of “sustainable agriculture” within the same heteropatriarchal 

power structures and exploitative systems of so-called “conventional agriculture”—and without 

restoration of situated Indigenous knowledges—risks sustaining the wrong things” (p. 970). 

Without the restoration of situated Indigenous knowledges, agriculture risks maintaining unjust 

systems of power in sustainable agriculture.  

Dominant groups discourage others from learning about intersectionality in agricultural 

education through the diminishment of intersectionality. Another part of the curriculum is on 

agricultural history, which might include knowledge sharing on Black farmers roles in the Civil 
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Rights Movement, contributions of Black and Indigenous farmers post-Reconstruction, 

systematic racism in agriculture, and highlighting knowledge of disenfranchised agriculturalists. 

Rosa mentioned the undeniable connection between agriculture and slavery. Many contributions 

of Black farmers were diminished post-abolition of slavery. Despite this diminishment, Black 

knowledges “continue to underpin major portions of American agriculture” (Layman & Civita, 

2020, p. 970). In the interviews with the participants I asked the question, “are there times where 

you feel discouraged from learning about intersectionality in agriculture?” The way this 

diminishment is perceived by some participants as discouragement from learning about 

intersectionality in agriculture. Victoria, Leah, and Alice share about the discouragement of 

gaining knowledge and having conversations on intersectionality in the CoA.  

Victoria - I feel discouraged whenever professors bring in opinions that say that 

[diversity and intersectionality] doesn’t matter. For example, in my class, the professor 

was bringing in religion as a part of the beliefs of [agriculture]. And I was like, really? 

That was kind of discouraging. Or whenever they don't talk about diversity, which 

happens often, they oftentimes don't talk about at all.  

 

Victoria’s experiences show how professors in the CoA discourage discussions of 

intersectionality and how professors bring in religion as a part of agricultural beliefs. 

Agricultural educators bringing in religion as a part of agricultural beliefs furthers the goals of 

colonization, which is harmful because it imposes beliefs on students without their consent. 

Bringing in religion to education can hinder critical thinking and rational inquiry. Discouraging 

discussions on intersectionality can contribute to the marginalization and erasure of individuals 

and groups who experience multiple forms of oppression. Dominant groups who discourage 

discussions on intersectionality can perpetuate systemic discrimination and inequality by 

ignoring the ways in which agricultural students’ identities interact and intersect to shape 
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students’ experiences. Leah says that there is a “lack of effort in learning about [intersectionality] 

because it's so non-existent in ag.”  

 

Leah’s experiences in the CoA led her to believe that students and teachers wouldn’t 

want to have discussions on intersectionality, due to their lack of effort in learning about 

intersectionality. From Leah’s view, discussions on intersectionality are non-existent, because 

students and teachers are not willing to learn about it.  

Alice - I would say there's times that it's probably more challenging than others. I think 

it's changing. I think it's gotten better in some places. I think it's also something we just 

kind of don't talk about intentionally. It is dismissed by some parties. It's kind of keeping 

things quiet. I think there's some of the older generations of, as far as like faculty goes, or 

the older generation of people out in industry maybe have a different mindset than the 

younger generation. I think the mindset's really changing because of the younger ag 

community, either they may be passionate about certain things or they may like just some 

of the things that maybe wouldn't be like maybe more queer issues. This older community 

that's on top that still has a problem with some of those things. I think the younger 

generation is just not established enough, maybe in a lot of ways that it hasn't turned 

over yet. 

 

Alice states that discussions on intersectionality in the CoA would be challenging, because it is 

dismissed by some and the mindset of the older generation in agriculture doesn’t allow for these 

types of conversations. She states that this mindset from the older generation inhibits discussions 

on intersectionality, because of their views on the Queer community and wanting to maintain the 

status quo in agriculture. She believes that once the younger generation in agriculture starts 

rising up the social ranks, then discussions on intersectionality might become more normalized in 

agricultural education. Rosa states that the CoA, in her experience, is an environment where you 

can ask questions like “how does your culture interact with this,” etc. Ozzie says that 

intersectionality is not discussed in the CoA, because “crops don't care what gender you are, 

they'll grow the same way either way.” Discouragement of discussions on intersectionality 

within agricultural education can be addressed through a decolonial feminist approach. A 
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decolonial feminist approach would allow students to bypass hegemonic discourses and practices 

within agricultural education that hinder discussions on intersectionality. Some of these 

hegemonic discourses and practices in agriculture concern patriarchy and power. Hegemonic 

practices of heterosexuality in agriculture are upheld through broader social and institutional 

relations like organizational socialization and heteropatriarchy. Disenfranchised participants’ 

perspectives on intersectional knowledge production remains central in liberatory efforts to 

change unjust systems of power within organizational settings like the CoA at KSU.  

The rejection of cis-heteronormativity and capitalism in agriculture which would look 

like taking classes like intercultural communication, transformative thought, moral philosophy, 

feminist thought, etc. Classes like these are usually not taught in high school, so I believe that it 

is the university’s responsibility to include such classes within agricultural curriculum. These 

classes enhance students’ worldviews, how they perceive knowledges, and provide different 

perspectives from those that they have been socialized in. Some students in the CoA are resistant 

to such classes. Rejection of classes like these has been identified by Leah:  

“people don't really wanna learn about other cultures in ag. Our study abroad trips 

seemed to be very small or very easy to get into. My old roommate was in College of Ag 

as well, and her family basically forced her to go to Ireland and she was freaking out 

because of the culture shock from Ireland. She didn't wanna go to a different country 

because she didn't wanna have to try and learn a different language. My friend 

roommate, fifth generation farmer, she had to take an intercultural communication class. 

She was really upset about it. She couldn't find the value in learning about it and she was 

really bothered by it the entire semester that she even had to take it. That's great that 

they're requiring you to take that. I think that's something very valuable for everyone to 

learn about. It was really interesting to see like how reluctant and upset she was to be 

told she had to think about that stuff.”  

 

Even in the graduate level, classes like intercultural communication are not required. This 

effects students’ education negatively, and doing them a disservice. Alice commented on how 

she didn’t know a lot about feminism, and hasn’t taken a gender, women’s, sexuality course 
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before. A decolonial feminist approach prompts me as a researcher to suggest that classes like 

the ones I listed above, should be required course material for those in agricultural studies to 

increase academic knowledge productions.  

Participants offered some examples on who they thought would be supporters of 

feminism in agriculture or feminism in general. Lessons on important figures in and outside of 

agriculture should also be a part of the curriculum. Some examples of these figures might be Dr. 

George Washington Carver, Dr. Temple Grandin, Fannie Lou Hamer, Dr. Evangelina Villegas, 

Ruth Bader Ginsberg, Malala Yousafzai, and Leah Penniman. I provided the examples of Dr. 

George Washington Carver, Dr. Temple Grandin, Fannie Lou Hamer, Dr. Evangelina Villegas, 

and Leah Penniman. Participants brought up Ruth Bader Ginsberg, Malala Yousafzai, and Dr. 

Temple Grandin as important figures that should be a part of agricultural curriculum. These 

figures can also look like extension agents. Dr. George Washington Carver revived African-

Indigenous farming practices, which helped many farmers in their crop production. Alice 

discussed how Grandin’s… 

“perspective is really valuable, because she has a combination of understanding that it 

[agriculture] is going to be harder for us [women] than it would have been for a white 

man that doesn’t have any intellectual difference. She’s autistic, and said that it would be 

“harder for me” but she had a combination of “hey I’m still going to do it”. That takes a 

lot of grit, not everybody would be able to jump over those barriers.”  

 

Alice attended a conference that Grandin was presenting at on a panel discussion, where she was 

able to witness the perspectives of one of her idols, Grandin. She was able to relate to Grandin, 

because Alice has also had to work harder than others (example: white men) despite not having 

any intellectual differences. Alice’s work has allowed her to jump over those barriers.  

Figures outside of agriculture that participants mentioned include Malala Yousafzai and 

Ruth Bader Ginsberg, which participants mentioned the importance of their work within 
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feminism and schooling. Leah praised her extension agent who supported many young women in 

the 4-H program, and never backing down from her beliefs. Agricultural knowledge production 

is typically centered around white narratives and knowledges. Including narratives from these 

important figures bridge these hegemonic discourses, and bring in new agricultural knowledge 

production. Inclusion of these narratives in agricultural education would show their stories at the 

intersection of their identities. Because agricultural knowledge has been maintained by white 

narratives, it has continued colonization and unjust systems of power. Teaching different sites of 

agricultural knowledge production might be able to change the broader social and institutional 

relations between intersectionality and agriculture.  

Participants (Victoria and Leah) discuss the importance of intersectionality in agricultural 

curriculum, and how agricultural education can benefit from standpoints from intersecting 

identities. I argue that the intracategorical framework can help implement discussions on 

generational farming, heteronormativity, knowledge construction, settler colonialism, and hidden 

groups in agricultural education. The last section of intersectional agricultural curriculum is 

intracategorical framework. This framework refers to how intersectionality utilizes intersecting 

identities to organize groups on the basis of identity. Daphne mentioned how an intersectional 

curriculum could be comparable to venn diagrams, “there's queer people and there's farmers and 

there's always a middle ground.” Telling stories from the perspectives of individuals within the 

middle ground, teaches how intersectional narratives from that point of the intersection. This 

might look like teaching the historical contributions of women, Queer folks, and BIPOC in 

agriculture, and how those contributions have lasting effects. Layman & Civita (2020) explain 

how “the contributions of Black farmers and farm workers post-Reconstruction have been 

severely undermined by systemic racism following the abolition (though arguably not the end) of 
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slavery, Black knowledges—alongside extraordinary sacrifices and exertion—continue to 

underpin major portions of American agriculture” (p. 970). Victoria and Leah mentioned how 

intersectionality in agricultural education could utilize the intracategorical framework to benefit 

and strengthen curriculum. Utilizing the intracategorical framework to teach intersectionality in 

agriculture might involve lessons on important figures within agriculture and education. Another 

portion of intracategorical framework was brought up by Leah, who thinks that agricultural 

education could benefit from including discussions on occupational segregation and rural idyll in 

organizational settings within agricultural education. Some of these discussions would involve 

themes surrounding generational farming, heteronormativity, knowledge construction, settler 

colonialism, and hidden groups in agriculture through the intracategorical framework.  

Hidden Groups and Vulnerabilities  

In this section on hidden groups and vulnerabilities, I will be discussing how stereotypes, 

challenges, and lack of representation hinder hidden groups from engaging in agricultural 

education in relation to the interviews. Hidden groups in agriculture are disenfranchised groups 

such as women, Queer folks, and BIPOC. Stereotypes about these hidden groups within 

agricultural education are utilized by those in power and dominant groups on the basis of the 

identities of individuals within the hidden groups. Challenges such as racism, microaggressions, 

homophobia, and transphobia all present struggles for these hidden groups in agriculture. Lack of 

representation of disenfranchised groups might create isolating experiences for students 

navigating social life in the CoA. The stereotypes, challenges, and lack of representation that 

hidden groups experience in agricultural education will be approached through decolonial 

feminism and analyzed through a feminist standpoint theory interpretation of organizational 

socialization. Elliott-Engel et al. (2019) explain how colleges of agriculture create unsafe 

environments for disenfranchised students, the authors found that the participants within their 
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study feared for “their physical and emotional safety when talking about agriculture spaces on 

campus. In the specific case of Virginia Tech, an incident was referred to underlining the risk, 

e.g. frat incident of burning a rainbow flag; and promotion posters being torn down” (p. 108). 

Stereotypes, challenges, and a lack of representation may decrease chances of disenfranchised 

students entering colleges of agriculture.  

Leah and Victoria identify some challenges that BIPOC and Queer students face in 

agriculture include entrance and participation in CoA, as well as racism, homophobia, and 

microaggressions. BIPOC applicants to colleges of agriculture note “facing additional challenges 

relating directly to their BIPOC status that hindered their entrance to and participation in colleges 

of agriculture” (Moss, 2021, p. 27). Even when BIPOC applicants are accepted into colleges of 

agriculture, they face other challenges like racism, microaggression, and stereotypes, because of 

the high percentages of white students in colleges of agriculture (Moss, 2021). Disenfranchised 

students in agriculture also experiences specific vulnerabilities, due to their marginalized status. 

Leah is very concerned for queer folks, and how they would be treated in the CoA. Leah’s view 

is backed up by Elliott-Engel et al. (2019), whose research participants expressed concern for 

their physical and mental safety. Some of these challenges might also look like stereotypes and 

microaggressions that disenfranchised students experience in colleges of agriculture. Many 

BIPOC and LGBTQ2S+ agricultural students experience higher levels of stereotyping and 

microaggressions in colleges of agriculture (Moss, 2021). Stereotyping and microaggressions 

towards disenfranchised groups create environments that are damaging to the educational 

experiences of these groups. These experiences for disenfranchised groups are magnified when 

the dominant group makes up the majority of their peers in classrooms, which Leah and Victoria 

have both noted.  
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Representation in agriculture has been increased in the terms of increasing binary level 

genders, like women, in places of power within agriculture. Representation for BIPOC, Queer 

folks, people in lower socioeconomic statuses, and disabled folks still remains low or invisible in 

agriculture. Representation in agriculture matters, because disenfranchised students need to see 

people that they are can relate to in positions of power and within their peer groups. Leah and 

Victoria find that the majority of the peers in their classes are heterosexual white men. Victoria 

states that representation is: 

fantastic thing because you don't see any people that are like that in the college of 

agriculture. You really don't see it. I'm pretty sure in most of my classes, my ag classes 

specifically, that are like 150 people, there are very few people of color.  

Victoria finds there isn’t much representation in the CoA for BIPOC within the peers in her 

classes. This creates an environment that harbors an insider-outsider conundrum, because 

disenfranchised students are considered the outsiders in the CoA, and those who fit within 

dominant groups are the insiders.  

Agriculture is a space where there is an insider–outsider conundrum, but the decolonial 

feminist approach seeks to bypass this conundrum in agriculture, which would help with 

representation in the CoA. Leah discussed how her area of study has a running joke that:  

when you walk through Call Hall, it's up until like the late 1980s, it's just the walls filled 

with older white men. This looks horrible for us. Can we take this down? They had some 

great achievements, but every frame we have in here is an old white man. It's not until 

like the late eighties where you see like one girl on a team. I know we're a lot different 

than that now, but it's just shocking to see.  

 

 This shock of the lack of historical representation might steer disenfranchised students 

away from entering into agricultural spaces. I have walked down this exact hall in Call Hall with 

all the pictures of former department heads, deans, and others with special accolades. It’s a 

jarring experience to walk through that hall, and I was taken aback when I first saw it. Leah 
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asked if the CoA could take down the photos. She acknowledged the contributions that those 

men pictured in the halls of Call Hall, but noticed how the pictures were not representative of 

other groups like women until the late 1980’s. Dominant groups in agricultural education (white 

men) will push out or disregard the knowledges of other groups, to push the knowledge 

constructions that the dominant groups create. By pushing the dominant narrative in agriculture, 

the knowledges of disenfranchised groups are not told. Because these knowledges are not told 

within agricultural education, disenfranchised students feel deterred from joining and/or 

engaging in agricultural education. It shows students that hegemonic discourses and practices 

still exist in agricultural spaces due to the dominance of white narratives in agriculture. Increased 

representation might entice marginalized students to contribute to agricultural knowledge 

production.  

Queering Agriculture  

 

Participants offer their interpretations of the fourth figure to explain how intersectionality 

functions to help queer agriculture. To queer agriculture is to build community, reject cis-

heteronormativity and capitalism, implement radical empathy, diversifying farming techniques, 

and collective farming. Building queer communities in agriculture constitutes engagement either 

in online or in-person settings, thus building their own knowledges and rejecting 

heteronormative narratives of agriculture. Many farmers and agriculturalists internalize rural 

identity. Elliott-Engel et al. (2019) find that “LGBTQ+ identity is predominantly urban. During 

postsecondary education, individuals are coming to terms with their personal and professional 

identities. LGBTQ+ individuals in agriculture are positioned at a unique confluence of identity” 

(p. 103). The intersection of Queer identity with farmer identity are positioned between rural and 

urban. There are many students in the CoA who come from rural communities, where they are 
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typically not exposed to many Queer people in agriculture. This might affect their perspectives 

on Queer folks in agriculture. In this section I will be utilizing the fourth figure to explain how 

queering agriculture occurs through community building, how students perceive Queer folks in 

agriculture, and how Queer students view intersectionality in agriculture.  

During the interviews I asked participants to interpret the fourth figure (see below) and 

how it represented intersectionality. The fourth figure is an image of a small wagon filled with 

vegetables that had a pride flag stuck in the middle of it. The sign on the side of the wagon says 

“GROW QUEER FARMERS.” I chose this image, because it reflects my personal Queer 

identity, and it represents one of the groups that I am focusing on in this research. I also thought 

it would be thought provoking for the participants, and shows a visual representation which helps 

participants further contextualize how Queer folks fit into agriculture.  

Figure 4 

 

 

Figure four features a wagon with produce and pride flags inside (Tretick & Tretick, 2014).  
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One way to queer agriculture is through community building. Alice discussed how an 

individual who disseminated a series for Pride Month on Instagram, that focused on pride and 

agriculture. This helps Queer folks in agriculture build a community through online platforms 

Daphne’s interpretation of the fourth figure explains how Queer farmers are a part of the growth 

in agriculture. This view frames Queer folks in agriculture as a new group. Historically, Queer 

folks have always been a part of agriculture. There is well documented evidence of Queer folks 

engaging in agriculture. For example, “Nancy C. Unger, Catriona Sandilands, and many others 

have chronicled the significant contributions to queer identity, ecology, and agriculture by 

lesbians through the development of intentional communities and separatist communes in North 

America” (Edward, 2018, p. 36). Queer folks have built their own agricultural communities due 

to the unique confluence of their rural and urban identities. Alice has built her community 

through networking with the LGBT Resource Center and with her fellow PhD peers, and she also 

reflects on her rural identity. Another part of community building is advocacy for Queer farmers. 

Victoria interpreted the fourth figure by referring to the individual towing the wagon as someone 

who is advocating for Queer farmers and trying to sell their goods. Advocacy for Queer farmers 

allows for community building through Queer farmers’ introspection of their rural and urban 

identities. The rural and urban identities of Queer farmers “butt heads” because of the relation of 

farmers internalization of rural identity and the association of Queerness in urban identity. The 

introspection of Queer farmers creates a space for deconstructing rural and urban identities.  

Queering agriculture through community building can also be facilitated through the 

support of allies. Rosa is a self-identified ally to the Queer community. Rosa discussed how she 

supported one of her Queer friends who is also an agricultural student during national coming 

out day. To celebrate, they gathered different flags related to Queer pride and stuck them inside 
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potted plants, similarly to what was done in the fourth figure. Receiving support from Queer 

allies in agricultural education can create a positive and welcoming environment for Queer 

agricultural students who are building community.  

The participants’ perceptions of non-Queer students in agriculture cover safe spaces for 

Queer students in the CoA, how Queer students might be treated, and cost of success for farmers. 

How non-Queer students view Queer students in the CoA stems from how rural and urban 

identities are constructed. Leah states that it is unusual for Queer people to be in colleges of 

agriculture. She hasn’t witnessed any outwardly Queer students in the CoA. But she says that she 

likes to think that the group of people involved with dairy goats is a safe place for everyone. 

Leah is also concerned for the safety and treatment of Queer folks in agricultural education, 

because she thinks that non-Queer people would judge harshly against the fourth figure and 

would make it difficult for Queer folks to enter in non-Queer agricultural spaces. Queerness is 

situated as an urban identity which is the opposite of how farmers internalize their rural 

identities. Historical examples of Queer folks in agriculture and current experiences of Queer 

folks are “suppressed not only by the dominant heteronormative culture, but also within the 

patriarchal and capitalist culture that dictates the terms for urban queerness” (Edward, 2018, p. 

41). The dictation of the terms for urban Queerness frames Queer folks as only existing and 

thriving in agriculture in urban settings, therefore Queer folks are not framed within rural 

identities. Alice reflects on her identity as a queer woman, and how she was told by dominant 

groups that she would not succeed in agriculture based on her identities. Ozzie discusses the cost 

of success for Queer farmers. Despite the heteronormative, patriarchal, and capitalist barriers that 

Queer folks must navigate in agriculture, Ozzie says that “if you're not making the pay that you 

want, it's your own fault.” Placing the fault on Queer folks for not making a certain pay, 
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dismisses the inherent barriers and obstacles that Queer folks face concerning social capital, 

income, and access to resources. This view might be perceived as hostile towards Queer 

individuals and communities. Edward (2018) discusses how “agriculture may be synonymous 

with small-town conservatism and provincial mindsets that engender distrust, hostility towards 

queer individuals and communities, and the perception of an omnipresent risk of violence 

towards queer individuals” (p. 28). The fault of not making a certain income is not on Queer 

farmers, but on heteronormative, patriarchal, and capitalist norms within agriculture and 

agricultural education.  

Lastly, in this section of Queering agriculture, I will be looking at the perspective from 

Alice and how she views intersectionality in agriculture 

Alice - I haven't never thought of my experience with intersectionality. I've never really 

thought about its interweaving with like agriculture. We've got this kind of more 

traditional agriculture that people in the past have been either pushed out of or have had 

no interest in getting into. I think it's now we have different groups like say the queer 

community or different ethnic communities are trying to make their way into agriculture 

or trying to stay in agriculture. I think a lot of people in those communities that maybe 

grow up in, end up leaving because they don't feel welcome there. It's a really good thing 

if those people need, can stay because you know, if you lose everybody, they grew up and 

it, it's great for people to find agriculture later in life as well. I think there should be a 

place for everybody to be in the agricultural community if they want to be. 

 

Alice’s discussion on how dominant groups have pushed out disenfranchised farmers or have 

deterred these groups from engaging in agriculture. Queer and BIPOC farmers are trying to make 

their own place within agriculture and stay in agriculture, despite the multiple barriers that 

inhibit them from doing so. She discussed how people in disenfranchised communities end up 

leaving agriculture, because they feel ostracized and unwelcome in agriculture, specifically in 

more rural areas. This view is echoed in Edward (2018) through the author’s experiences with 

growing up in rural Montana as a Queer man, and he decided to leave the agricultural 
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community he grew up in because it was unsafe for him to be there. The views of Queer folks 

should be referred to and uplifted when discussing how to queer agriculture.  

Whiteness, Power, Privilege  

I argue that participants’ perspectives on whiteness exemplify how dominant groups 

exclude others, viewing land as property, and discount Indigenous and Black agricultural 

knowledges. Martin & Hartman (2022) state that “researchers need to explore how to complicate 

Whiteness by viewing power and privilege structures through an intersectional lens and apply 

those findings to applied settings” (p. 88). There is a complication of whiteness and how 

whiteness affects farmer identity. Rural expectations of farmer identity are overwhelmingly 

white and heteronormative, and tend to be monolithic. White narratives are enforced through 

patriarchal norms, heteronormativity, racism, and homophobia. Patriarchal norms were identified 

by Alice, because she explains how “a lot of the “good ol’ boys” think that it [agriculture] is a 

man’s world.” This bigotry affects BIPOC and Queer students and educators, in negative ways 

like color-blind ideology, prejudice, and discriminatory language. Layman & Civita (2020) 

highlight how white men in agriculture are resistant to change and did not view knowledges 

(African, Indigenous, Queer) of agriculture as positive additions to agriculture. Ozzie explains 

how there is not a lot of diversity in the area he grew up in, and that he doesn’t have a problem 

with BIPOC and Queer folks in agriculture “as long as they know what they're doing and they 

are being respectful, not only to the land, but to other people.” The contributions of African, 

Indigenous, and Queer agriculturalists and farmers are not viewed as legitimate agricultural 

practices, because Ozzie frames that these groups might not know what they are doing. Respect 

for the land comes from Indigenous knowledges, and viewing land as poverty is a colonial 

thought. Ozzie views the land as poverty, so his view of land care might be distorted for 

Indigenous knowledges on respecting the land. He also notes that these groups should be 



  76 

respectful of other people. I do not think that the problem lies in disenfranchised groups 

respecting dominant groups, but that dominant groups do not respect disenfranchised groups 

(Edward, 2018; Layman & Civita, 2020; Elliott-Engel et al., 2019).  

Conclusion  

At the beginning of this chapter, I introduced the participants and explained their views 

on farmer identity, experiences with men in the CoA at KSU, agricultural feminism, livestock 

divide, whiteness, and attire. Student perspectives of agricultural feminism are informed by their 

interpretations of the second figure, where they frame the goals of agricultural feminism as the 

upliftment of women in agriculture. These introductions allowed me to frame the rest of the 

chapter. In the section on what intersectionality currently looks like in the CoA at KSU, I 

examined the different perspectives that participants held on types of farming, acceptance, 

upholding beliefs, gendered organizing, intersecting identities and quantifying identities. 

Participants mentioned the livestock divide, in which dominant groups discount other specialties 

in agriculture, as “not real agriculture.” This discounting from dominant groups frames white 

cisgender heterosexual people who engage in traditional row crop and cattle farming as “real 

farmers,” which excludes disenfranchised folks from farmer identity. This is accomplished 

through heteronormativity, gendered and racialized organizing, and exclusion. Also, within this 

section, I analyzed participants views on generational farming and gendered organizing, which 

upholds the traditional epistemic frameworks in agriculture that tend to essentialize and 

marginalize women through rural idyll and gendered divisions of labor. I also posed the question 

“If you were to post a discussion comment about intersectionality in agriculture, how would your 

classmates and teachers respond to it?” to the participants. The responses varied from negating 

that intersectionality exists in agriculture, questioning the importance, and open-minded 
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responses. Because KSU is a predominately white institution, dominant groups often hold 

generalizations and stereotypes about different disenfranchised groups, which results in 

resistance to intersectional teachings.  

In the section on intersectional teaching philosophies and curriculum, participants 

discussed how they felt discouraged from discussions on intersectionality in their classes. Some 

participants thought that their peers and professors would say that intersectionality in agriculture 

is non-existent. Another participant found that professors would bring in religion within their 

lessons and teaching. I also discussed how an intersectional curriculum would focus on 

agricultural history: Black farmers roles in the Civil Rights Movement, contributions of Black 

and Indigenous farmers post-Reconstruction, systematic racism in agriculture, and highlighting 

knowledge of disenfranchised agriculturalists. Leah mentioned how some students in the CoA 

would want to learn components of this curriculum, and some would be resistant to it. The last 

section of intersectional agricultural curriculum is intracategorical framework. This framework 

refers to how intersectionality utilizes intersecting identities to organize groups on the basis of 

identity. Intersectional knowledge production remains central in liberatory efforts to change 

unjust systems of power within organizational settings like the CoA at KSU. Teaching different 

sites of agricultural knowledge production might be able to change the broader social and 

institutional relations between intersectionality and agriculture.  

In the section on hidden groups and vulnerabilities, I analyzed how the representation in 

Call Hall, stereotyping, and microaggressions towards disenfranchised groups in the CoA is 

harmful, because it creates environments that are damaging to the educational experiences of 

these groups. These experiences for disenfranchised groups are magnified when the dominant 

group makes up the majority of their peers in classrooms, which Leah and Victoria have both 
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noted. It shows students that hegemonic discourses and practices still exist in agricultural spaces 

due to the dominance of white narratives in agriculture. Increased representation might entice 

marginalized students to contribute to agricultural knowledge production. In my interviews, I 

have found problems concerning curricular changes, integrating black and indigenous cultural 

knowledge, and supporting diverse mentors. To address those, I propose the implementation of 

an intersectional curriculum, listening to the standpoints of disenfranchised students and faculty, 

and valuing the contributions of Indigenous and Black agricultural practices.  

I used the fourth figure in the Queering agriculture section to explain how queering 

agriculture occurs through community building, how students perceive Queer folks in 

agriculture, and how Queer students view intersectionality in agriculture. Building community 

would look like telling the histories of Queer folks in agriculture and their contributions, support 

from allies, and advocacy. The participants’ perceptions of non-Queer students in agriculture 

cover safe spaces for Queer students in the CoA, how Queer students might be treated, and cost 

of success for farmers. The views of Queer folks should be referred to and uplifted when 

discussing how to queer agriculture. A decolonial feminist approach prompts me as a researcher 

to suggest that classes like the ones I listed above, should be required course material for those in 

agricultural studies to increase academic knowledge productions. I discussed how universities 

should include this training to prevent dominant groups from creating unsafe environments for 

disenfranchised students and faculty. Cultural competence training in agricultural education 

should not use disenfranchised professors and/or faculty to bridge dominant identities to 

consciousness.  
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Chapter 3: Gendered and Racialized Gaps 

 
This chapter addresses research question #3 and #4. Some students viewed the 

contributions of African, Indigenous, and Queer agriculturalists and farmers as illegitimate. 

Participants view landownership as a part of farmer identity. This chapter explores gendered 

and racialized gaps in agriculture using a feminist standpoint theory with organizational 

socialization through a decolonial feminist methodology to examine student perspectives on 

heteronormativity and patriarchal impacts in agriculture. In this examination, I discover how 

heteronormativity and patriarchal norms influence the perspectives of participants on 

gendered and racialized socialization in the CoA at KSU. In my interviews with KSU College 

of Agriculture students, we explored what students' notions of farmer identity are, and how 

these images of farmers and farming are shaped by stereotypes and influenced by 

heteronormativity, patriarchy, and colonialism. I argue that heteronormativity and patriarchal 

norms in agricultural education create gendered and racialized gaps which reinforce the 

farmer/farmwife dichotomy, generalizations and stereotypes about disenfranchised 

agriculturalists, and whiteness in agriculture. The farmer/farmwife dichotomy refers to the 

traditional gender role division in agriculture where men are typically seen as the primary 

operators of the farm, responsible for production and business decisions, while women are 

relegated to the role of supporting their husbands and managing household tasks. I will 

discuss heteronormative norms, patriarchal impacts on agriculture, occupational segregation, 

resources, and landownership. I argue that heteronormative socialization of agriculture 

position gendered norms of labor within the rural idyll, which reinforces the patriarchal ideal 

of white heterosexual cisgender men as farmers. This reinforcement of patriarchal ideals 

pushes disenfranchised individuals away from farming. In the gender gap section of the 
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interviews I asked participants “what metaphor would you use to describe the term farmer and 

why?” I am drawing upon the answers to this question to analyze how patriarchy influences 

participants’ perspectives on who/what a farmer is. Some of the patriarchal impacts on 

agricultural education involve occupational segregation, resources, and landownership. 

Occupational segregation refers to how farms, land, resources, and social capital are passed 

down through patrilineal lines, which benefits dominant groups and further marginalize 

disenfranchised groups by limiting their access to farms, land, resources, and social capital.  

The authors in the literature review explain how gendered and racialized gaps in 

agriculture effect disenfranchised groups, because there is an “emphasis towards larger, 

industrialized, and more capitalized farms” (Horst & Marion, 2018, p. 1). Hidden voices from 

disenfranchised groups should be heard and listened to. Horst & Marion (2018) found that 

“centuries of structural discrimination in US agriculture contribute to current significant 

disparities in farming by race, ethnicity and gender” (Horst & Marion, 2018, p. 2). There is 

already an existing body of scholarship on the gender gap agriculture, as well as other fields. 

Moving beyond typical discussions of the gender gap in agriculture, I will be specifically looking 

at the gendered and racialized gaps that continue to effect agriculture. This specific focus looks 

at world-making from agriculturalists in the CoA at KSU. World-making in agriculture includes 

how their identity, narratives, messages, and ways of communicating influence their experiences 

in agriculture. In this chapter I will use the information discussed in the literature review in 

relation to the interviews about the gendered and racialize gaps in agriculture. These gendered 

and racialized issues in agriculture will help me analyze the data from the interviews, identify 

trends, and make connections between the interviews and literature. There are several points of 

interest that I will be discussing: hidden groups, men as farmers, farmer identity, social capital, 
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generalizations, sustainability, land ownership, information, and advocacy. Organizational 

socialization in agriculture utilizes heteronormative gendered roles to position men as farmers in 

decision-making roles and women as farmwives engaging in gendered labor known as women’s 

work. Patriarchal influence on agricultural education pushes the colonial ideology to view land 

as property, thus positioning land ownership as a part of farmer identity. This positioning of land 

ownership as a part of farmer identity also influences the sustainability movement, which focuses 

on land care, and land ownership does not mesh with decolonial agricultural strategies. 

Generalizations and stereotypes about disenfranchised farmers from dominant groups position 

these farmers into hidden groups in agricultural education, which limits their access to social 

capital and information. Heteronormativity, patriarchal norms, and whiteness all present barriers 

and obstacles for disenfranchised agricultural students to advocate for themselves.  

In the interviews, participants have identified several hidden groups in agriculture, which 

include women, BIPOC, and the LGBTQ2S+ community. Hidden groups can experience lack of 

sense of belonging, stereotype threat, and poor relationships within the agricultural community. 

Hidden groups can also look like niche areas in agriculture including dairy goat and flower 

farming. Hidden groups in agriculture struggle with representation in media outlets like the 

Kansas State Agriculturalist Magazine, which releases an issue every semester. Sustainable, 

organic farming practices, and small-scale farming are often used by these hidden groups: 

women, BIPOC, and LGBTQ2S+ folk. Hidden groups that engage in sustainable and organic 

farming practices are sometimes undervalued in the agricultural industry. Farmer rhetoric might 

take part in the undervaluing of these alterative farming practices due to the characterization of 

small-scale farming as “hobby” farming. Farmer rhetoric refers to the language and arguments 

that are exclusionary or discriminatory towards certain groups of people, including those who are 
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disenfranchised or marginalized. This rhetoric might also stem from discourse surrounding 

gender in agriculture, which focuses on men as “farmers” and women as “farmwives.” Those 

who do not fit into this heteronormative binary are assumed to not want to participate in 

agriculture. Even within the heteronormative farmer/farmwife dichotomy, women are often 

excluded from gaining farm knowledge and inclusion into decision-making roles. Straight 

cisgender married women are also less likely to have decision making authority concerning land 

and crops. Disenfranchised groups like Women, BIPOC, and LGBTQ2S+ folk, tend to hold less 

social and financial capital in the agricultural industry. Generalizations about disenfranchised 

groups in agriculture are spread through farmer discourse and rhetoric, which pushes back on the 

goals of agricultural feminism.  

Heteronormative Norms  

 In this section, I will be focusing on interviews from Leah and Ozzie and how their 

perspectives of gendered labor and heteronormativity interact with the areas of interest I have 

outlined above. Leah discussed her experiences in a sorority, where members idealized being a 

farmwife and having their future husband work on the farm. Ozzie discussed how women and 

Queer folks would not want to engage in agriculture or be a farmer. I will also analyze these 

perspectives in a decolonial feminist method through the feminist standpoint interpretation of 

organizational socialization. I have identified several points of interest in this section to help with 

the analysis of these two participants perspectives, which include hidden groups, gendered labor, 

farmer identity, decision-making roles, men as farmers, and generalizations.  

Leah discussed the idolization of the farmer/farmwife dichotomy within agricultural 

education which included mentions of gendered labor and men as farmers. One of the hidden 
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groups that Leah identified is women. Her perspective comes from previous participation in a 

sorority, where her fellow sorority sisters were “glamorizing ag and the girls in [her] sorority 

wanting to be farmwives, they don't wanna do the farm work. There's nothing wrong with that, 

but it was just interesting that [her sorority sisters] saw that their only way of being on a farm 

was through being a wife.” Leah’s perspective of her sorority sisters wishes to become 

farmwives further reinforces the patriarchal ideal of men as farmers. Part of Leah’s farmer 

identity places emphasis on labor as a personal attribute, which created frustration for her due to 

her sorority sister’s treatment towards herself. Leah’s experiences with gendered notions of labor 

make her feel ostracized in the CoA, and positioning her as an outsider. They treated her 

differently due to her personal identification with farm labor, which they looked down upon. 

Through a decolonial feminist approach, a way to bridge this insider-outsider conundrum of 

gendered labor would be to focus on the academic knowledge productions produced through 

heteronormative patriarchal discourse and rhetoric. Approaching gendered labor in agriculture 

via decolonial feminism would require scrutiny on gendered notions of labor in agricultural 

education and inquiry on students’ socialization within families, educational programs, and 

social groups. Leah’s perspective on gendered organizing in agriculture shows her perspective on 

how agricultural frameworks essentialize and marginalize women within agriculture. The 

organizational socialization of women in agriculture essentializes this disenfranchised group, 

because it tends to enforce the narrative that women should become “farmwives.” This narrative 

of socialization in agriculture creates heteronormative and gendered roles for women. These 

roles look like staying within the home, non-physical labor, and marrying into a farm. Leah’s 

perspective critiques these roles, which occur in multiple contexts. Leah personally identifies 

with farmer identity, specifically focusing on labor. She wants to do laborious work on her farm, 



  84 

and doesn’t want to participant in the home with non-physical labor. She also doesn’t prescribe 

to the farmer/farmwife dichotomy, and nor would she identify as a farmwife. She asserts herself 

as a farmer, and critiques the idolization and glamorization of being a farmwife.  

Ozzie’s perspective on gendered labor reinforces the heteronormative and gendered roles 

in the organizational socialization of agriculture. I am drawing from his perspectives on the 5th 

figure and his comments on the clearinghouse question. He states that women have “less visible 

roles or they don't want to be a farmer.” This perspective coincides with the heteronormative 

socialization of agriculture, because it assumes that women do not want to participant in physical 

labor. He commented on farmer rhetoric and how there’s a mindset among older farmers who are 

“old-fashioned,” which pushes those in the LGBTQ2S+ community away from farming. This 

discussion on farmer rhetoric evolved into generalizations about this disenfranchised community. 

Ozzie explained his history/experiences with Queer kids at his high school, which was dismal 

since he attended a rural school. His impression from these experiences lead to generalizations 

about Queer folks in agriculture, stated that the LGBTQ2S+ community doesn’t “want to do 

[agriculture], [and] they are not willing to either sink in several hundred thousand dollars, which 

is probably the biggest factor, or go work a 16 hour [day].” The generalization that LGBTQ+ 

students are not present in agriculture stems from “the lack of representation of LGBTQ+ 

agriculture students in postsecondary education may reflect the cultural assumption these youths 

are not present in agricultural or rural communities” (Elliott-Engel et al., 2019, p. 103). This 

cultural assumption might create an apprehensive environment for Queer students who want to 

become involved in agriculture or continue their involvement.  

This perspective essentializes and marginalizes the Queer community, which follows the 

traditional epistemic frameworks of organizational socialization of agriculture. His perspective is 
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situated in a rural context, which is linked to the broader social and institutional relations of 

organizational socialization in agriculture. These relations are the insider–outsider conundrum, 

hegemonic discourses and practices within agriculture, which work to continue colonial 

heteronormative standards that push disenfranchised groups like women and the Queer 

community out of agriculture or into gendered roles. The insider-outsider conundrum in 

agriculture refers to how dominant groups are positioned in the “insider” group and 

disenfranchised groups as the “outsider” group. Hegemonic discourses and practices within 

agriculture refer to the colonial ideals, ways of doing things, and construction of knowledge that 

shape heteropatriarchal influence in agriculture. The hegemonic discourses and practices are 

shaped by the dominant group of cisgender heterosexual white men.  

Ozzie’s perspective on women and Queer folks in agriculture reinforces these relations, 

because it positions these groups as not being interested in farming and agriculture. His 

perspective is informed through his experiences with farmers that possess “old-fashioned” 

mindsets which contain generalizations and stereotypes about women and Queer folks in 

agriculture. His discussion of the hidden group of women in agriculture lead into points of 

interest including decision-making roles, men as farmers, farmwife, and women’s work. He 

explained that the reason why there are gendered gaps in agriculture, is because women are not 

interested in working in agriculture. His view also relies on the farmer/farmwife dichotomy, that 

positioned the husband, or farmer as the face of the operation and the wife, or farmwife as a 

laborer within the home. These points of interest come into conversation during the discussion 

on the 5th figure where Ozzie states that: 

“The less aid [referring to the 5th figure] that might be because that goes to the husband 

since they're kind of the face of the operation and the women's behind all the scenes. A 

big reason for that gap is just because there's less women that are interested in 

agricultural jobs.” 
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Men are the “face of the operation” which allows them access to social capital through their 

decision-making roles. Through this perspective women engage in gendered labor, which limits 

their agricultural knowledge and opportunities for discussion and socializing with other 

agriculturalists. Organizational socialization essentializes and marginalizes women and Queers 

folks in agricultural through heteronormative norms. Heteronormative norms are enforced 

through farmer rhetoric, gendered labor, and generalizations. These points of interest work in 

heteronormativity to exclude disenfranchised groups from decision-making roles and 

identification as a farmer/agriculturalist. Organizational socialization in agriculture prompts me 

as a communication researcher to hear voices like Leah and emphasize the multiplicity of the 

different points of interest that I highlighted throughout this section. Perspectives from students 

like Leah help bypass the heteronormative hegemonic discourses and practices that exist in 

agriculture, through new modes of academic knowledge production. Decolonizing agriculture 

would help deconstruct, mitigate, and destroy the heteronormative norms in agriculture.  

Patriarchal Impacts on Agriculture  

 In this section of the chapter, I will discuss and analyze the patriarchal impacts on 

agriculture with a decolonial feminist method through the feminist standpoint interpretation of 

organizational socialization. In participant interviews, I found that students utilize stereotypical 

representations of farmers and farming. However, while some students recognize the way that 

their representations of farming are shaped by stereotypes, other students did not express 

awareness of how these stereotypes influence their perspectives on the identity of farmers. Some 

of the patriarchal impacts include student perspective of who qualifies as a farmer, representation 

in agricultural media outlets, treatment of disenfranchised groups in agriculture, and industry 

work. 
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 Disenfranchised groups are often treated differently in agriculture based on their gender, 

race, sexuality, and area of specialty. The agricultural industry also essentializes disenfranchised 

groups when entering into professions by positioning them in a situation to prove their worth and 

dismissing qualifications based on identity. I have identified several points of interest that will 

help in the analysis of participants’ perspectives which include social capital, production, farmer 

identity, men as farmers, farmer as an institution, and hidden groups. Victoria mentions that in 

rural areas of agriculture, there is a lack of women and BIPOC participating in agriculture. These 

groups often face barriers and obstacles pertaining to social capital, due to the exclusion by 

dominant groups. Another part of social capital relates to representation in media outlets, which 

Rosa mentioned her excitement when seeing “a girl with a braid on the cover” of K-State 

Agriculturalist magazine. Leah also brings in other groups that face difficulties accessing social 

capital in agriculture, which include niche areas of agriculture like dairy goat farmers. This 

devaluation also effects these groups access to social capital. The next point of interest within 

participant interviews is production. Daphne and Ozzie described farmers as vessels for 

production. Farmer identity is another point of interest within participant interviews. Alice 

described a farmer as someone who cares for the land, but also within her language describes the 

land-caregiver as someone who also simultaneously owns the land. Farmer identity could also 

expand beyond human beings, but also framed as institutions like in Daphne’s view. The last 

point of interest from participant interviews is framing men as farmers. Victoria, Leah, Alice, 

Rosa, and Ozzie all frame farmers as men. Victoria, Leah, and Alice all describe farmers as 

white men.  

 Participants defined who and what a farmer is in several ways, some of which included 

generalizations and stereotypes. Some participants like Leah, Alice, Victoria, Rosa, and Ozzie 
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said that one of the definitions of a farmer would be a man. Leah described a farmer as an “older 

white man standing in a field with his Wrangler jeans and a John Deere behind him and his field 

of Kansas wheat.” Leah’s perspective was also similar to that of Victoria’s, in which both 

participants admit to relying on stereotypes when describing who a farmer is. The description 

that Leah provided was based on what her friend’s father physical appearance and attire looks 

like, and states that this mental image comes up in her “mind when the stereotypes get the best of 

you.” Victoria ponders why she thinks of “a white man with gray hair wearing jeans and plaid 

shirt holding farming tools” as a farmer, and not a woman as a farmer. She says that this framing 

of a farmer is not inclusive. She also notes that “in the countryside, you don't see women, you 

don't see people of color, you don't see any of that.” Leah’s and Victoria’s analysis of their own 

stereotypical perspectives on who and what a farmer would be, show how patriarchal impacts 

effect the views of disenfranchised individuals. My interpretation from these interviews is that 

individuals might view farmers like this, because of colonial and heteronormative norms within 

agriculture. Colonial and heteronormative views from dominant groups influence how 

disenfranchised agriculturalists are viewed from a societal viewpoint.   

Alice, Rosa, and Ozzie also use gendered descriptions of who and what a farmer might 

be, but they do not acknowledge the stereotypes they use within their definitions. Alice’s 

perspective of a farmer stems from her upbringing, when she thinks of a farmer, she thinks of her 

father who runs a small-scale farming operation with row crops and cattle. Rosa described a 

farmer as someone named Gus “in overalls and in a baseball cap” when she was growing up. 

Ozzie defines a farmer as someone who is a “producer of food [that] makes an extreme capital 

investment.” Ozzie offers the example of a family farm that runs a large operation where “the 

husband stays in his office pretty much all the time working on the books. But I think I'd still 
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consider him a farmer because he's still producing something and taking that capital risk.” In 

Ozzie’s example of a farmer, he focuses on the husband of the farm he was referring to. 

Although the husband in Ozzie’s example stays in the office and works on bookkeeping, Ozzie 

still considers the husband a farmer because of financial risk and capital. Gendered and 

stereotypical descriptions of who farmers are without acknowledgement that those descriptors 

are generalizations reinforces the patriarchal impacts of heteronormativity in agriculture on 

farmer identifiers.  

Alice has a unique perspective from other participants on who a farmer is; she discusses 

land care as being a part of who a farmer is. Alice describes a farmer as:  

“a keeper of the land. A farmer can be a lot of things. They don't just take care of the 

land. A farmer or somebody that is kind of involved in agriculture, has to have a 

systematic approach to [agriculture] because you can do the best thing in the world with 

your cattle, but if you're destroying your land while you're doing it, then you're not gonna 

be able to raise cattle on it next year. It's just kind of the care and guardian for all things 

living in your system and what it takes to make that system work.” 

Indigenous research paradigms frame Indigenous agriculturalists/farmers relation to the land 

includes different relationships, and one of these relationships is the body’s positioning with 

land. All of the different perspectives of what and who farmers are show the different definitions 

that participants hold, and how they relate to multiple contexts which include organizational 

socialization in university, their upbringings, and visibility of their own identities in agricultural 

education, media, and industries. Thus, a farmer can possess multitudes not limited to a single 

constricting definition. Land care is an important part of agriculture in order to help fight against 

the effects of a drought or erosion in the soil. It can also be used to maintain pH and nutrient 

levels in the soil. Alice’s view of farmers as keepers of the land would look like caring and 

tending the land, which would also include all living things. The language (your land) that Alice 

uses frames land ownership in conjunction with land care. McLaren & Weir (2017) explains how 
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“Indigenous research paradigms are founded on a construction of humanness that is predicated 

on the body’s connectedness to our respective countries, human ancestors, creative beings and all 

living things. For Indigenous peoples, relation to land includes all of these relationships” (p. 

262). Alice’s description of a farmer as a keeper of the land, divergences from Indigenous 

thought, because Indigenous research paradigms rejects land ownership. Farmer’s relation to 

land should be modeled after Indigenous research paradigms. The farmer’s body would care for 

the land while being connected to it, but also to respective countries, human ancestors, creative 

beings and all living things.  

Heteropatriarchal standards influence the perspectives of agricultural students via their 

views on what and who a farmer is, which in the interviews with Daphne and Ozzie, relied on 

farmers as vessels for production. Daphne defines a farmer as “someone who uses their natural 

resources to produce food, clothes, and produce more resources” and Ozzie says that a farmer is 

“a really risky but smart gambler” that is a “producer of food who makes an extreme capital 

investment.” Viewing farmers and agriculture as sites purely for production shows how 

heteropatriarchy reinforces power inequalities, thus rejecting social, economic, and ecologic 

arrangements away from academic institutions like in the CoA at KSU. 

I am examining the perspectives of Rosa on representation in agricultural education, Rosa 

brought up a great point on media representation of disenfranchised groups in agriculture, which 

prompted me to analyze agricultural media outlets like the Kansas State Agriculturalist 

Magazine. One of the patriarchal impacts on agriculture can be found in lacking representation in 

agricultural media outlets like the Kansas State Agriculturalist Magazine. The cover of the 

magazine will feature a student in the CoA. Rosa mentioned this magazine during her 

participation in the interview, where she said that she enjoys when students are shown on the 
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front cover. Rosa says that due to changes in agriculture and the social climate at KSU, that 

increased representation of women in agriculture can be found in media sites like the Kansas 

State Agriculturalist. 

A farmer doesn’t always have to subscribe to heteronormative norms and engage in 

traditional Western farming like row crops and cattle. A farmer can look like a lot of things, as 

Alice mentioned. A farmer can also be an institution. Daphne discusses how KSU would also be 

considered a farmer, because the university purchases different living things like swine and cattle 

to use in different classes and also for Call Hall Dairy Bar. Call Hall Dairy Bar is KSU’s ice 

cream shop where students make the ice cream themselves and other hot food items to sell to 

students, faculty, professors, and the public. A farmer exists outside of the traditional row crop 

and cattle farming, and can be more specialized in their agricultural interests with a particular 

niche. Some of these niches in agriculture might be dairy goat farming, flower farming, 

sustainable farming, Indigenous agriculture, etc. Specializations in niche areas of agriculture 

typically have less social capital than their row crop and cattle farming counterparts. Lack of 

social capital can influence the perspectives of others. For example, Leah has had a hard time 

using her voice whenever “an FDA inspector didn't believe that dairy goats could produce safe 

milk”. Leah said that this led to stricter regulations which resulted in some dairy goat farmers 

into bankruptcy. Hidden groups like women and dairy goat farmers are subject to norms in 

American agriculture that negatively affect their identities, income, and career paths. Leah states:  

“I had shared my frustration with my advisor and I had told her a lot of these stories of 

like, I just don't understand why I don't get the same respect. I had tried to use my voice 

in talking to her and asking, “what can I do and is it worth it for me to go be part of the 

dairy club?” I don't wanna just get berated constantly when I'm choosing to be in a 

group, because college is hard enough. I found out that my advisor was that Inspector. 

My friend that was a mentor to me, who dropped out of K State because of her treatment, 

had the same advisor as me.” 
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From Leah’s perspective, hidden groups and niche areas within agriculture like dairy goat 

farming, are valued less by their advisors. This devaluation also effects these groups access to 

social capital has lessened. Leah discussed how so many folks in the CoA think less of her, 

because of her specialty and passion for dairy goat farming.  

Farmers who practice specialized areas of agriculture are oftentimes not considered 

farmers by those who practice commercialized agriculture like with cattle, dairy cows, and row 

crop farming, because they do not own land or it isn’t considered “real labor.” An example of a 

specialized area in agriculture is floriculture, which was brought up by Rosa when she was 

defining what a farmer was. She was first introduced to floriculture when she “spoke to someone 

who was entire life was about orchids. That makes them a farmer of orchids. That's what he does 

all day.” In Rosa’s view, producing or raising organic matter (produce, dairy, flowers, etc.) and 

loving and being passionate about agriculture would make an individual a farmer. Rosa does not 

mention land ownership being a requirement for being a farmer. Growing roses and orchids 

would not usually be considered farmer’s work within sites of knowledge production, like in the 

CoA at KSU. In a feminist standpoint interpretation of organizational socialization, breaking 

down colonial discourses in agriculture might include expanding worldviews of agriculture, land 

back, and acceptance of different specialties within agriculture. 

Occupational Segregation  

 Participant perspectives of Leah and Alice discuss occupational segregation which 

includes extension services and barriers that women face in agriculture, which I am approach 

from decolonial feminism through a feminist standpoint interpretation of organizational 

socialization. Occupational segregation is where positions in multiple professions pass down 

businesses through patrilineal lines. Occupational segregation in agriculture refers to the 
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phenomenon where certain types of labor (field work, cultivation, planting crops, etc.) are 

controlled by dominant groups (white cisgender heterosexual men). Occupational segregation is 

still used in agriculture, particularly on family farms, where the farmland is usually passed down 

to sons. The 5th figure (below) that I used in the interviews show percentages on agricultural 

extension services, extension agent demographics, and aid that women receive for agriculture, 

forestry and fishing. Leah’s perspective on extension agents is different than what the statistics 

show, because most of the extension agents she has met are women. Leah was able to build 

community due to her connections and relationships with female extension agents. Alice’s 

perspective differs from Leah’s, because she notes that “You don't see a lot of just like females 

out doing production agriculture on their own,” due to the norm of “working in a husband and 

wife combo together.” Women typically have less access to social capital, thus categorizing it as 

a hidden group within agriculture. When women do have access to social capital, Alice says that 

“takes a lot more work and grit getting over stuff to be successful as a woman or somebody from 

any background. What we've seen in the past to be able to be successful, they're rock stars 

because they've had to jump over everything to get there.” U.S. agricultural education and rural 

idyll influence how heteropatriarchal norms are dispersed in broader social and institutional 

relations. This dispersal of social and institutional norms is challenged by Leah’s perspective of 

extension agents in the Butler county area. In Alice’s view that women working outside of the 

“husband and wife combo” is rare, shows me that in more rural contexts women are 

marginalized and essentialized versus more urban contexts like in Leah’s experiences. 

Institutional socialization utilized these epistemic frameworks to further the effects that 

heteropatriarchy has on rural idyll. The heteronormative and patriarchal norms that influence 
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socialization through the farmer/farmwife dichotomy, lack of disenfranchised operated farms is 

influenced by academic institutions.  

Figure 5 

 

Resources and Land Ownership  

The last section focuses on land ownership and resources from student descriptions of who a 

farmer is. Victoria and Leah focused on land ownership as a part of what being a farmer would 

look like. I argue that participants perceive land ownership as a requirement of farmer identity, 

reinforcing the associations between farmer identity and whiteness. Victoria says that a farmer is 

“someone who owns at least a couple acres of land.” Leah’s perspective differs from this and 
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says that a farmer doesn’t need “X amount of land, X amount of animals” but that you are 

producing “something from the land or livestock and to be doing the work in some way or 

another.” Through my decolonial feminist approach, the association between land ownership and 

farmers is caught up in whiteness. Participants offered their descriptions of who a farmer is, 

which included how the farmer is dressed, what sexuality the farmer is (heterosexual), what 

gender the farmer is (cisgender man), and is land ownership was a requirement or not. Victoria 

and Leah position land as a requirement of who a farmer is, and they both note that the farmer 

they described is white. Land is property under whiteness and settler colonialism, and within 

Indigenous contexts, land is knowing and knowledge. Arvin, Tuck, & Morrill (2013) find that 

“conceptualizations of land and place that rely upon latent notions of property are tangled in the 

ideologies of settler colonialism, dependent on constructions of land as extractable capital, the 

denial of Indigenous sovereignty, the myth of discovery, and the inevitability of the nation-state” 

(p. 21).  Land access can determine how our food system can be socially and ecologically 

transformed. Under Indigenous thought, land should not be viewed as property, but food still 

needs to be produced so people can eat. Agriculture and farming can be accomplished without 

land ownership, it can be done through land access. Framing agriculture under this view of land 

access, the colonial descriptions of land ownership and whiteness can be deconstructed through 

decolonial feminism and feminist standpoint interpretation of organizational socialization in 

agricultural education.  

 Social capital is a vital resource for farmers, students, and agriculturalists. Van der Kroon 

et al. (2002) says that the “benefit of social capital for the focal actor is access to broader sources 

of information and the improvement of information's quality, relevance and timeliness” (p. 20). 

Victoria comments on the 5th figure about how it makes sense that women have less access to 
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resources, because “there aren't very many women in this [major]. Women still don't have as 

much access as they should.” Increasing social capital for disenfranchised groups in agriculture 

means advocacy for these groups. Alice and Victoria share similar views on social capital and 

advocacy; the intersection of these views of speaking on things or not staying quiet when 

injustice arises. This advocacy on social capital might look like “sticking up to the good old 

boys” from the view of Alice and “asking questions that no one like probably wanted to hear or 

wants to talk about” from Victoria’s perspective. From the perspectives of Alice and Victoria, I 

interpret that agricultural education is saturated with white knowledges, which are catered to 

cisgender heterosexual populations due to the idolization of the rural idyll and heteronormativity.  

Conclusion 

Throughout the analysis of student perspectives of gendered and racialized gaps in 

agriculture, I have concluded with several findings. I have found that student perspectives of 

agricultural education in the CoA is saturated with white knowledges. Another finding is that 

students’ descriptions of a farmer also included land ownership and the farmer/farmwife 

dichotomy, which frames a farmer as a white cisgender heterosexual man. Participant 

perspectives also address hidden groups in the CoA (women, Queer folks, BIPOC, and niche 

specialties) that are subjected to heteropatriarchal norms. I have also found that gendered and 

stereotypical descriptions of who farmers are without acknowledgement that those descriptors 

are generalizations reinforces the patriarchal impacts of heteronormativity in agriculture on 

farmer identifiers. These generalizations about disenfranchised groups in agriculture are spread 

through farmer discourse and rhetoric, which pushes back on the goals of agricultural feminism. 

In a feminist standpoint interpretation of organizational socialization, breaking down colonial 
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discourses in agriculture might include expanding worldviews of agriculture, land back, and 

acceptance of different specialties within agriculture.  
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Chapter 4: Mentoring 

 
 

In this chapter I am addressing research questions #3 and #4. The perspectives from 

these particular participants (Leah, Alice, Daphne, Victoria, and Rosa) portray support within 

a mentoring relationship as a complex, dynamic, and emotional process which utilizes care 

work and experiential learning. In this chapter, I am analyzing the participants’ perspectives 

on mentoring which includes their interpretations of the third figure (see below), views on 

structural barriers, and mentoring diverse populations. To preface the main sections of this 

chapter, I will introduce the participants’ general definition for mentorship and the different 

types of mentoring they have experienced. Student perspectives of mentoring are drawn from 

their interpretation of the third interview figure (see below). The participants’ interpretations 

of the subjects in the third figure is based on gendered organizing, age, knowledge sharing, 

support, relationship building, and hands-on experience. Participants map out the structural 

barriers that disenfranchised student encounter when discussing mentoring in the CoA at KSU 

which include negative stereotypes, lack of role models/mentors, support services, acceptance 

by peers, and accessibility. Participants also mention the barriers that BIPOC and Queer 

students and faculty face in mentoring relationships, which are influenced by dominant 

groups. All of the perspectives on mentoring from the participants were different but all view 

mentorship in a positive light.  I argue that participants’ views on mentoring are influenced 

and reinforced by dominant groups’ knowledge constructions and heteronormativity. I am 

using a feminist standpoint interpretation of organizational socialization through a decolonial 

feminist approach to situate participants’ perspectives of structural barriers of mentoring in 

the context of KSU, and linking them to broader social and institutional relations which 

would challenge the epistemic frameworks of disenfranchised marginalization. Challenging 
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the structural barriers implemented in the CoA, provides practical insight to affect positive 

change in agricultural education concerning structural barriers of mentoring that participants 

have faced. One way to challenge these barriers is to bring intersectional discussions of 

mentoring into agricultural education. Intersectionality is not about how many identities are 

included in agriculture, but being able to tell your story at that intersection. Pairing students 

with mentors just based on their race, doesn’t account for the other needs of the student. 

Calling on students, faculty, and researchers to rethink the ways organizational socialization 

has affected our conceptions of the mentoring process would challenge the gendered 

organizing of mentoring and provide practical insight into how to affect positive change in 

mentoring expectations. Some mentors are expected to enter mentoring relationships based on 

their disenfranchised identity(s), and this occurs within the CoA. The faculty member is 

highly involved in the CoA, and has many responsibilities to attend to, and she frequently 

mentors disenfranchised students. These “traditional forms of mentoring in the academy 

perpetuate an assimilated reproduction of hierarchical White male norms that typically do not 

allow space for [disenfranchised groups’] visions and practices of scholarship, work choices, 

interpretations of success, and cultural ways of being” (Alarcón & Bettez, 2017, p. 26). For 

colleges of agriculture to recruit and retain disenfranchised students, these difficulties of 

mentoring diverse populations must be accessed.  
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Figure 3 

 

This figure depicts two individuals talking with one another in a greenhouse (Reid, 2018).  

Participants mention three types of mentoring they have experienced in the CoA at KSU: 

informal, formal, and unconventional. I am using a feminist standpoint interpretation of 

organizational socialization through a decolonial feminist approach to situate participants’ 

perspectives of mentoring in the context of KSU, and linking them to broader social and 

institutional relations which would challenge the epistemic frameworks of mentoring. This 

challenge would provide a practical insight to affect positive change in agricultural education 

concerning mentoring disenfranchised groups.  

Allen (1996) discusses organizational anticipatory socialization which “encompasses the 

time immediately preceding entry into a new job. Based upon formal and informal information 

that comes from a variety of sources, job seekers develop expectations about the prospective 

organization and their roles” (p. 263). When students enter mentoring relationships, they have 

expectations on what their mentoring experience should look like based on formal and informal 

information from multiple sources, as well as their own preconceived notions. Different 
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approaches to diverse mentoring from colleges of agriculture haven’t done enough to help all 

disenfranchised groups in agriculture. As there are major problems with networking, 

representation, and gendered organizing for disenfranchised groups in agricultural education, 

which institutions have increased the amount of labor for disenfranchised educators to help make 

up for these detriments.  

Participants provided general descriptions of mentoring which revolves around how 

mentors help mentees learn, how mentors guide their mentees, and how mentors help mentees 

with their own self-efficacy. The participants trust their mentors, and some described them as 

“patient” and a “friend.” Participants view them as credible and knowledgeable sources to refer 

to while in the mentoring relationship, and that they feel encouraged by their mentors in multiple 

ways. Due to that “encouragement and faith in students’ academic abilities will be believed. 

Once students have some success after being encouraged by a mentor, they are likely to have 

greater increases in self-efficacy” (DeFreitas & Bravo, 2012, p. 2). Disenfranchised students 

often face difficulty accessing self-efficacy, because of the epistemic frameworks of mentoring, 

which do not take into consideration the needs of disenfranchised groups in mentoring. Changing 

the CoA’s approach to mentoring would address power dynamics of a majority white faculty 

mentoring disenfranchised students would address the needs of these students. Fulfilling the 

needs of these disenfranchised students challenges the hierarchical white networks of mentoring, 

because it brings in the knowledges of marginalized identities into predominately white spaces.  

Changing the frameworks of mentoring to address the internal social relations, which do not 

consider the needs of disenfranchised groups, would allow for institutions to decolonize the 

hierarchical white male frameworks of mentoring.  
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Alice, Daphne, and Ozzie discussed how mentors help mentees learn and introducing 

them to success and failure. Ozzie mentions how a mentor is “somebody who's willing to be 

patient enough to watch you mess up over and over again.” My interpretation of Ozzie’s quote is 

that a mentor helps students learn from their mistakes and how they can improve in the future. 

Victoria explains how a mentor guides their mentees on uncertain paths that they don’t have a lot 

of experience with, but the mentor can also step back and let their mentee think for themselves. 

Mentoring contains much value for students from all backgrounds, but it should not be a main 

site that disenfranchised students defer to when needing help navigating institutions of higher 

education. The individual who is mentoring the student might not consider the attention that 

must be made in regards to their disenfranchised identity. Mentoring also brings in extra labor 

for the mentor, and this increased labor is not feasible to help students navigate every barrier and 

obstacle that disenfranchised students face in institutions of higher education. Some participants 

with disenfranchised identities mentioned going to other sites like the Multicultural Center, 

LGBT Resource Center, or Diversity Programs Office to make up for this detriment in 

mentoring. Graham (2019) explains how disenfranchised students “tend to rely more on 

mentorships to attain access to and navigate institutions of higher education than other more 

privileged students must” (p. 172). Changing the social process of disenfranchised students’ 

reliance on mentoring to access and navigate higher education challenges this epistemic 

framework of mentoring on an institutional level. This is accomplished through addressing the 

competencies of mentors from dominant groups who are in mentoring relationships with 

disenfranchised students and analyzing social processes that disenfranchised students engage 

with in mentoring relationships. Looking at how disenfranchised students are socialized to rely 

on mentoring relationships is the first step in challenging epistemic frameworks of mentoring.  
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Alice, Rosa, and Ozzie discuss how mentors help mentees with their own self-efficacy. 

Alice discusses how mentors help their mentees discovery themselves within their agricultural 

interests, and how mentors have “the best interest in shaping you as an individual.” Rosa 

mentions how mentors help mentees find out more about themselves and their personalities. 

Ozzie explains that mentors help mentees with self-efficacy because the mentors see potential in 

their mentees. Participants’ general definitions of mentoring help introduce formal, informal, and 

unconventional mentoring. Informal mentoring is the most discussed among participants, 

because formal mentors are usually not assigned in the CoA, and participants focus on the 

mentoring relationships with friends, upperclassmen, coworkers, and professors. Formal 

mentoring is discussed by Daphne, who experienced this in her Cats Communities program. 

Alice explained her experience with unconventional mentoring, where she was placed in a 

position without a formal mentor due to her mentor handling responsibilities as the interim head 

of the department.  

 Many of the participants note on the informal aspect of mentoring, because mentors are 

not officially assigned in the CoA; Ozzie, Leah, and Rosa all mention the informal aspect in 

mentoring. The CoA supports implementation of formal mentoring programs at both the 

undergraduate and graduate levels, but “most mentoring relationships form organically and are 

considered to be informal” (Ruth, Telg, & Lundy, 2020, p. 1). The participants mention several 

kinds of informal mentoring in the CoA, which include friends, upperclassmen, coworkers, and 

mentoring relationships with professors. Ozzie, Leah, and Rosa all mention how friends can be 

mentors, which results in cordial mentoring. Rosa explains how mentors aren’t just there for 

academic work, but also caring for their mentee in times of need whether it be family 

emergencies, sickness, mental health, etc. Different clubs and organizations like the Agronomy 
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Club at KSU, are sites where upperclassmen can mentor underclassmen on their agricultural 

knowledges and new technology. Leah expresses her mentoring relationship with her coworker, 

and how she trained her coworker. Her mentoring experience included sharing resources, and 

connecting her coworker with professors in the CoA. Leah is graduating in May 2023, so her 

coworker is taking over the position after that. This mentoring relationship evolved into a 

friendship as well. Leah has also noticed that many of her “peers have very close relationships 

with one or two professors” as well as graduate and PhD students. Leah’s experience in 

mentoring relationships with professors was very cordial with one of her professors. This 

mentoring relationship included open doors in offices, which allowed for increased 

communication on her classes and everyday life. The perspectives of participants on informal 

mentoring show what this kind of mentoring currently looks like in the CoA at KSU, which 

emphasizes the needs of care work in mentoring. This care work relates back to agricultural 

feminism, which works to dismantle power structures in agriculture. Care work in mentoring 

involved attention to emotion and nurturing mentees, which follows one of the goals of 

agricultural feminism.   

 Daphne, Victoria, and Alice discuss formal mentoring which includes the Cat 

Communities Program, advisors, and mentoring for graduate and PhD students. The Cat 

Communities is a program at KSU that is designed for freshman, where they take classes with 

the same group of peers to help build community. Daphne mentions her experience in the Cat 

Communities Program as a freshman, and how it has helped mentor her. Mentoring is built into 

the program, which includes formal mentoring to help build freshman’s confidence and set up 

their academic career. This program positively impacts students mentoring experiences by 

setting them up with networks through their peers. First year university students often struggle 
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with building communities, because this is their first time out of their home environments and 

interacting with adults outside of high school. The Cat Communities Program helps circumvent 

this struggle.  

Another avenue of formal mentoring includes advisors, which Victoria has expressed 

how her advisor has helped her figure out her classes and answering any questions that they 

might have. Advisors are great sites of mentoring, but they often advise many students, so that 

makes mentoring sometimes difficult for them. Alice discusses her experience with mentors in 

the Animal Science Program as a graduate student. Her mentor is her major professor, who has 

taught her everything she knows about animal science, the world of academia, and about life in 

general. Alice mentions how her mentor has shaped her future aspirations of scholarship. In a 

chapter three discussion, Leah mentioned how she felt ostracized as a dairy goat farmer from her 

treatment with an inspector, who turned out to be her advisor. She felt defeated in this mentoring 

relationship, because her advisor dismissed her needs and her identity as a dairy goat farmer.  

The perspectives of Leah, Daphne, Victoria, and Alice on formal mentoring helps paint how 

mentoring is currently functioning in the CoA at KSU. These perspectives can help pinpoint 

some of the barriers and obstacles that disenfranchised students face in agricultural mentoring 

through the analysis and goals of intersectionality and agricultural feminism. Intersectional 

thought encourages mentoring in academic institutions to address of the needs of students at the 

intersection of their identities, which resists quantifying identities. Agricultural feminism in 

mentoring warrants scrutiny towards the power structures created by dominant groups that create 

these barriers and obstacles within mentoring and the CoA.  

 Alice’s experience as a graduate student with mentoring is unconventional. A month after 

she started graduate school, her major professor became the interim department head, which 
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effected his ability to mentor her in the early stages of her graduate career. Because of this 

situation, two graduate students with more experience stepped into mentoring roles for Alice that 

they otherwise would not have done. Although this situation worked for a short time, due to 

unfortunate circumstances, one of the graduate students who was mentoring Alice had to take 

leave. This resulted in Alice taking on a role in a project perspective, along with other graduate 

students. They all helped each other during the production of this project, which involved 

teaching one another and learning how to handle unprecedented situations. Alice’s experience 

with unconventional mentoring shows how mentoring is fluid and everchanging.  

Student Perspectives of Mentoring  

Participant perspectives of mentoring in the CoA at KSU is drawn upon their 

interpretations of the subjects in the third figure. Their different interpretations included 

gendered organizing, age, knowledge sharing, support, relationship building, and hands-on 

experience. The third figure features two individuals kneeling down in a greenhouse looking at 

vegetation that is growing in the dirt rows. As a researcher, I decided to not reveal who the 

mentor is in the figure to both myself and the participants. Both of the subjects in the figure are 

kneeling down at similar levels, so there is not a visible representation of a power dynamic in the 

figure. I chose the photo-elicitation method to introduce several figures throughout the 

interviews, because “introducing photographs to interview settings can result in powerful 

interviews that allow participants to both tell and show their stories as the emotions that are 

brought forth during the interview can aid in producing richer data for analysis.” (Copes et al., 

2018, p. 476). Copes et al. (2018) found that photo-elicitation strategy “enhances the retrieval of 

memories, helps participants to demarcate change over time (in self-identity, lifestyle, or 

personal circumstances) and allows for the more active participation of the researched in the 
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research process” (p. 492). The photo-elicitation strategy provides communication scholars 

valuable evidence for understanding discourse and rhetoric of agriculture.  

Leah, Alice, Daphne, Victoria, and Ozzie’s interpretations of the third figure all included 

knowledge sharing. Knowledge sharing is the spread of information from one individual to 

another to ensure this information is passed down to the next generation of farmers and 

agriculturalists (Ozzie). In an intersectional context, knowledge sharing would include sharing 

agricultural knowledge of disenfranchised groups, but also requires that dominant groups engage 

in active listening when hearing these knowledges. There are little opportunities for 

disenfranchised farmers and agriculturalists to share their knowledge, because these knowledges 

are often discounted by dominant groups. Figueroa & Penniman (2020) explain that 

“Latinx/Hispanic farmworkers and Indigenous peoples, possess valuable agroecological 

knowledge at risk of being lost without opportunities to put it into practice and pass it on” (p. 3). 

Intersectionality should be a component of knowledge sharing in order to provide opportunities 

for disenfranchised students and faculty to share their agricultural knowledges.  

Leah explains how the third figure depicts mentorship as passing on their knowledge and 

understanding to the mentee, and Daphne says that the figure represents learning from someone 

else’s experiences. Alice notes how this information can be passed on to mentees in other ways 

rather than just telling or teaching. Victoria says that information can also be passed down by 

“showing them and explaining to them what something means or how to do something.” 

Participants’ perspectives on knowledge sharing within mentoring reflect the communicative 

aspects that they have encountered in their educational experiences. In the context of KSU, these 

participants’ perspectives on knowledge sharing in mentoring relationships focus on HOW 

knowledge among farmers and agriculturalists is passed from mentor to mentee. Colonial 
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thinking assumes individualism of knowledge, and decolonial feminist philosophy calls to 

challenge colonial thought and knowing the ways in which knowledge is constructed. 

Participants’ views on knowledge sharing and construction assume this individualism, which is a 

component of whiteness. Challenging how knowledge is created within student perspectives of 

mentoring would address the epistemic frameworks of mentoring in agriculture (whiteness, 

heteronormativity, colonial ideals), thus providing practical insight for agricultural students on 

their perceptions of mentoring in the CoA. Student perceptions of mentoring in agricultural in 

the context of KSU is linked to the broader institutional relations within mentoring. Student 

perspectives of individualism in knowledge sharing reflects the whiteness of knowledge 

construction in the CoA. Along with knowledge sharing in mentoring, discussions on knowledge 

creation should also occur.  

 Another way that participants interpreted the third figure is how the mentor subject 

supports the mentee subject. Leah, Alice, Daphne, and Rosa explain their different views on how 

mentors support their students and mentees. Leah assumes that mentees might be naïve and are 

less knowledgeable than their mentors, but their mentors will share their knowledge instead of 

gatekeeping it, which helps build relationships between mentors and mentees. Alice’s 

interpretation of the figure focuses on support from the view of helping others. Her perspective 

of mentorship stems from “a more experienced individual not just standing above someone else 

and barking orders but helping them.” Daphne’s view on support within mentoring is similar to 

Victoria’s, because it frames mentors as someone who extends their knowledge by showing their 

mentees how to do something through experiential learning. Rosa’s view on support within 

mentoring differs slightly from Leah, Alice, and Daphne’s perspectives, because she understands 

that mentors are not teachers. Teachers are there to facilitate learning within their classrooms and 
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students, and Rosa says that mentors are the ones who help you connect the dots from those 

learning environments. In the context of KSU, these participants perspectives on how mentors 

support their mentees focus on care work and experiential learning. The perspectives from these 

particular participants (Leah, Alice, Daphne, Victoria, and Rosa) portray support within a 

mentoring relationship as a complex, dynamic, and emotional process which utilizes care work 

and experiential learning. The perspectives of care and support adopted by these KSU agriculture 

students challenge the framework of rationality and the absence of emotions currently involved 

in western models of mentorin. 

Age is another way that participants interpreted the third figure in regards to mentoring. 

Leah notes on the how the subjects in the figure seem gentle, as well as her perceived age gap 

between the two subjects. She says that mentorship would involve a mentor who is usually older 

with experience helping their mentee and “taking 'em under their wing.” Rosa also notes how the 

subject on the right side of the figure looks older. Perceiving an age gap between mentor and 

mentee relationships, assumes that older age allows the mentor to better mentor and guide their 

mentee. In the context of KSU, these participants’ perspectives on age being an indicator of 

power relations within mentoring relationships, thus situating an older individual as the mentor. 

Approaching this perspective on age in the context of KSU through a feminist standpoint 

challenges this association of older age with being a mentor, because it allows researchers to 

identify why students assume age is a determining factor of a mentor. Identifying who creates 

knowledge within predominately white institutions which are typically fraught with issues of 

oppression and resistance, would look like questioning authors, faculty, and students on how 

these knowledges were constructed and why. Participants did not question how knowledge is 
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constructed or why it was constructed, they just accepted this knowledge without questioning the 

roots of its construction.   

Alice, Rosa, and Ozzie utilize gendered organizing to interpret the third figure. Alice 

explains her confusion on who the mentor is in the figure, and states that it might be the man but 

maybe not. Rosa also experienced the same confusion. Ozzie did not question who the mentor 

was, and automatically assumed that the mentor was the male subject in the figure. This 

assumption may draw from colonial heteronormative norms about mentoring, and also because 

at predominately white institutions BIPOC students are “likely to be mentored by someone of a 

different race/ethnicity (and for women, mentors are also likely to be a different gender in many 

fields), which may limit the quality of their mentoring” (Davis et al., 2021, p. 4). These 

perspectives utilize gendered organizing to interpret the third figure, which rely on colonial 

heteronormative norms as a component of mentorship. In the context of KSU, these participants’ 

perspectives on gendered organizing within mentoring relationships in agriculture rely on 

traditional organizational socialization which utilize epistemic frameworks that tend to 

essentialize and marginalize disenfranchised people. The assumption that the mentor is the man 

depicted in the third figure stems from how academic organizations socialize their members 

(faculty and students) to process mentoring relationships in this way. 

The last two ways that participants interpreted the third figure is through relationship 

building and hands-on experience. Alice says that mentorship is “meeting people where they are 

and building relationships. Building relationships means you have someone you can go to when 

you have problems and somebody that will help and helps to build you up.” It is important for 

relationship building between mentors and mentees, but this also needs a prerequisite of 

matching mentors to mentees based on personality type, major and academic interests, and 
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identity. Ozzie mentions how hands-on experience is a part of mentoring. The figure features the 

two subjects working in the dirt and conversing with one another while they work, which shows 

the hands-on experience that Ozzie is talking about. He states that:  

“The best way to do that is to work with someone who's experienced the field. Like what 

I'm doing right now with [my professor]. I work for him. I work for a couple graduate 

students. We're all in a group and so I feel like I'm constantly getting mentored on all 

these different research projects they're doing. They're always happy to let me know more 

about what I'm doing and how this is going to impact the future, what they're at trying to 

accomplish or study. It feels like hands-on experience. Yeah, you need to have hands-on. 

I just think that's the best thing to do.” 

 

Allen’s (1996) standpoint on how power is an important part of interpersonal communication in 

organizational relationships, which “reveals how gender and race, combined with role power, 

can influence on-the-job interactions” due to norms in organizational socialization (p. 263).   

This hands-on experience is also a way for mentors and mentees to build relationships with one 

another, which would strengthen their mentoring relationship. Ozzie has built strong mentoring 

relationships in the lab work that he works in with his professor and a few graduate students. His 

professor and the graduate students have constantly been mentoring him throughout this process. 

His professor is a white man, which Ozzie can relate to. Ozzie is able to access self-efficacy, 

because his professor and the graduate students guide him through different processes and how 

his work is going to impact the future. Ozzie’s hands-on experience in the lab influences his on-

the-job interactions with both his professor and the graduate students in a positive way. These 

interactions are also formed through role-power, because his professor and the graduate students 

are in positions of power, in which students are inclined to respect and defer.  

Structural Barriers  

 

There are several structural barriers that hinder the participation of disenfranchised 

students in agricultural education which include negative stereotypes, lack of role 
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models/mentors, little minority culture, support services, acceptance by peers, and accessibility; 

all in regards to mentoring. I am drawing upon the perspectives of Rosa and Victoria on 

structural barriers to mentorship in agricultural education at KSU to explain how lack of 

disenfranchised culture, support services, and accessibility for disenfranchised students in 

agriculture, which effected their perceptions of the CoA. The other participants did not note any 

barriers to mentoring they have personally experienced.   

There were several structural barriers that were not touched on by the participants, and 

those include negative stereotypes, lack of role models, and acceptance by peers. Negative 

stereotypes are a primary reason why students of color do not enroll in agricultural classes, these 

stereotypes are further compounded when looking at the lack of acceptance by peers. A lack of 

role models/mentors also hinders participation from disenfranchised groups in agricultural 

education. This lack of role models makes it more difficult for students from disenfranchised 

groups to build mentoring relationships without some commonality between them and their 

mentor. Matching mentors to mentees based on personality type, major and academic interests, 

and identity, helps navigate this apprehension to mentorship. Addressing the lack of diverse 

mentors in agricultural education walks a fine line, because it may rely on quantifying identities. 

Quantifying identities prevents telling stories of injustice.  

The structural barriers that participants did discuss include disenfranchised culture, 

support services, and accessibility. The perception of minority culture in agricultural education 

influences the participation of disenfranchised students, and parental attitudes about agricultural 

education also play an important role in student decisions to enroll in agricultural education. 

Victoria’s parents wanted her to attend an HBCU for her college career, which did make her 

apprehensive in choosing KSU as the site for her educational endeavors. Her decision was 
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swayed due to three reasons: 1) support services at KSU, 2) her automatic acceptance into the 

veterinary program through her high school, and 3) a specific faulty member in the CoA. Some 

of the support services that KSU offers for disenfranchised groups are the multicultural center, 

Diversity Programs Office, and MANRRS. Although these services are offered they are not 

always advertised to disenfranchised groups, which shows how there is a lack of information 

spreading about support services in agricultural education at KSU, thus affecting disenfranchised 

students’ perceptions of agricultural education. Alarcón & Bettez (2017) discussed how 

traditional forms of mentoring in the academy which reproduces hierarchical White male norms, 

which reject knowledge constructions from disenfranchised students and mentees. Due to this 

rejection of disenfranchised knowledge construction, students with disenfranchised identities 

might not seek out mentoring or support services. Through Victoria’s perspective, she would not 

have found out about these support services if it weren’t for the help of that faculty member. 

KSU needs to increase their advertising on support services for disenfranchised students, and the 

CoA should address “traditional forms of mentoring” that reproduce hierarchical White male 

norms. By increasing advertising on support services and decolonizing “traditional forms of 

mentoring,” KSU and CoA would be able to challenge the epistemic frameworks of mentoring. 

One of the epistemic frameworks of mentoring relies on disenfranchised faculty mentors 

increased labor due to their membership of marginalized groups. The faculty member that 

mentored Victoria and myself is often a mentor for disenfranchised students in the CoA. She is 

the only black woman that participants have mentioned as a mentor figure within the interviews. 

Allen (1996) described the different challenges that women of color face in predominately white 

institutions, which include “challenges to [their] credibility and stereotypes about [their] role” (p. 

265). For example, if a woman of color is in a mentoring relationship, predominately white 
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institutions will make “demands on her time because of her membership in two marginalized 

groups. For instance, as a “token,” she often is called upon to represent either women or people 

of color or her particular racioethnic group” (Allen, 1996, p. 265). Victoria, Rosa, and Alice 

were able to mention this faculty member as a prominent figure in agriculture, but no other Black 

folks as examples. Victoria mentioned the gender and race of the faculty member, and how she 

constantly is standing up for what she believes in and helping other people try to get into 

agriculture as well. Victoria first learned about intersectionality in agriculture from the faculty 

member, which made her curious to learn more. Rosa notes how in her “class, there's about one 

person of color, which is not something we love to see. I think that the college kind of noticed, 

and that's why they put the assistant dean, [the faculty member] as the [the faculty member’s 

position at KSU]. She actually spoke in our class on Indigenous People's Day.” The CoA has 

increased labor for the faculty to fulfill her responsibilities within her positions, and informal 

mentoring relationships with students. The faculty was called by the CoA to represent people of 

color during a presentation on Indigenous People’s Day, thus making demands on her time to 

represent people of color.  

The last structural barrier that disenfranchised students face in agricultural education 

concerning mentoring is accessibility. Improper classroom modifications and accommodation are 

a barrier for students with disabilities in agricultural education. Rosa discusses her experience 

with ADHD and her anxiety disorder, and how her professor has been assisting her.  

“I have just been very stressed this week, because it's just hard to pay attention quite 

honestly. I always make sure I introduce myself to my teachers and let them know what's 

up because I feel like it helps them be a better teacher to me. [My professor] knows about 

this. I think he knows about most of everything and I've been sick a lot this semester. I 

missed class Monday, I was feeling just really anxious. He emailed me and said “Hi, I, I 

saw that you were gone in class today and Monday, and I just wanted to make sure that 

you were doing okay. Are you sick again? What's happening? Just let me know”.  I was 
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just honest with him. He immediately offered to help me. He offered resources to me. 

Mentorship is just getting you where you need to be cuz you have the potential. That's 

what makes a good mentor is they see your potential and just know how to get you 

there.” 

Rosa’s experience shows one way that mentors can break those structural barriers for agricultural 

students with disabilities. Due to these vulnerabilities and structural barriers, there is a lack of 

diverse mentors in agricultural departments. There is a need for mentoring and diversity within 

agriculture because there is no direct approach to mentoring for diverse populations. In the 

context of KSU, these participants perspectives on structural barriers (negative stereotypes, lack 

of role models/mentors, little minority culture, support services, acceptance by peers, and 

accessibility) in agricultural education show how KSU and the CoA have been making strides in 

dismantling these barriers.  

Despite these progressive strides, these barriers still create obstacles for disenfranchised 

students in agricultural education that tend to essentialize and marginalize these groups. These 

barriers also effect disenfranchised faculty mentors, due to their increased labor for the CoA, due 

to the membership of a marginalized group. Through a decolonial feminist approach, further 

rethinking of how to dismantle structural barriers for disenfranchised groups and how those 

barriers were constructed would provide more insight for colleges of agriculture to address 

organizational socialization. This insight would affect positive change for disenfranchised groups 

in agricultural education.  

Mentoring Diverse Populations  

 Navigation of farming networks from the perspectives of Daphne, Alice, and Victoria 

reinforce how their identities of being women, queer, and Black exclude them from networking 

in agriculture. Colleges of agriculture face several difficulties when attempting to mentor diverse 
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populations, which include networking and increased labor on disenfranchised educators. This 

challenge would provide a practical insight to affect positive change in agricultural education 

concerning mentoring diverse populations. In order for this challenge to occur, there are several 

conditions that need to be met which include affirming the struggles that disenfranchised 

agricultural students face in mentoring relationships and inclusion of disenfranchised groups in 

networking. Networking within colleges of agriculture presents a site of struggle for 

disenfranchised students. Leslie, Wypler, & Bell (2019) explain how feminist scholarship has 

“minimized the combined challenges of patriarchy and heteronormativity within farmer networks 

for queer farmers. Farmer-to-farmer networks in the U.S. (which in practice are almost always 

networks among farm owners and operators, with no inclusion of farm workers) historically 

oriented toward male farmers and industrial agriculture, marginalizing women and particularly 

those in sustainable agriculture” (p. 865). Due to these patriarchal and heteronormative norms in 

agricultural networking, disenfranchised farmers and agriculturalists resist these norms by 

making their own networks. Scholarship is just beginning to reflect on how disenfranchised 

farmers and agriculturalists navigate farming networks (Leslie, Wypler, & Bell, 2019). Daphne 

and Alice both have found ways to circumvent accessing networks through the LGBT Resource 

Center at KSU and participating in informal networks of students within their respective fields. 

Even when participating in these informal networks, there are times when Queer groups 

encounter heteropatriarchal barriers in networks that were created to resist heteropatriarchy. 

Throughout Alice’s education from her undergraduate, masters, and doctoral programs, she has 

had trouble accessing networks and social capital due to her identity as a Queer woman. Both 

Alice and Daphne did not experience reproductions of heteropatriarchal barriers in networks like 

the LGBT Resource Center.  
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 Increased labor for disenfranchised faculty is another issue that colleges of agriculture 

need to address and rectify. The mentoring section in the literature review discusses how diverse 

mentoring leads to decolonialized understandings of mentoring processes and inclusion in 

agricultural education. Effective promotion of diversity in agriculture disciplines requires a more 

direct approach to mentoring. Allen, Knobloch, & Esters (2019) discuss the importance of an 

educational institution’s ability to mentor a diverse population. From participants’ perspectives, 

KSU has gained some ability to mentor diverse populations like women, BIPOC, and Queer 

students. Victoria states that she met her mentor (the faculty member) through the Multicultural 

Center where they were holding a program for minorities and first-gen students. The faculty 

member facilitated Victoria’s introduction to the campus at KSU, and answered questions that 

she had about campus life and the CoA. The faculty member is extremely involved in the CoA at 

KSU, as well at other events at the university. Multiple participants (Victoria, Rosa, Alice, Leah, 

and Ozzie) mention the faculty member as a mentoring figure and discuss her work within the 

CoA in the interviews. Due to these multiple perspectives on the faculty member’s mentoring 

relationships with mentees, her workload and labor has increased outside of the bounds of her 

wage and job description. The broader institutional structures rely on the increased labor of 

disenfranchised mentors/faculty to help meet the needs of disenfranchised students.  

Conclusion 

 In the context of KSU, these participants’ perspectives on networking and increased labor 

on disenfranchised educators as difficulties of mentoring diverse populations. The difficulties 

show how organizational socialization in the CoA limits knowledge conception in networking 

and mentoring. This socialization is not clear cut, because there are networks, groups, and clubs 

in the CoA like KSU Cattlewomen which was created to uplift women in agriculture. These 
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networks sometimes end up reproducing heteronormativity, which creates barriers for other 

disenfranchised groups from entering into agricultural networking. Feminist standpoint would 

challenge these frameworks by calling on students and faculty to rethink how networks are 

formed and implemented, and how to practice diverse mentoring without abusing their 

disenfranchised faculty. Through this rethinking and restructuring, colleges of agriculture and 

researchers can provide practical insight into how to affect positive change in networking and 

caring for their disenfranchised faculty in agricultural education.  
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Chapter 5: Results, Analysis, and Conclusion 

 

Throughout this research I have argued that the perspectives of agricultural students on 

intersectionality, gendered organizing, and mentoring will help reveal the effects of 

organizational socialization in the CoA at KSU. I have linked these perspectives to the broader 

social and institutional relations, which challenged the epistemic networks of gendered and 

racialized organizing, and mentoring. The broader social and institutional relations refer to social 

capital in agricultural circles, and how heteronormativity, patriarchy, and colonial norms create 

barriers for disenfranchised people to participate in agriculture. I accomplished this through a 

decolonial feminist approach when analyzing participant perspectives of intersectionality, 

gendered organizing, and mentoring combined with their conceptions of land, knowledge, farmer 

identity, and privilege. In this final chapter, I am summarizing the first four chapters and the key 

findings of the study, and answering the research questions. After summary and research 

questions, I will analyze the results and explain the study’s main contributions. I will note any 

limitations of the study and offer recommendations for future research.  

Chapter Summaries  

 

 In the first chapter, I introduced the concept of gendered and racialized socialization, 

which reproduce heteronormative and colonial normativities. I introduced my research project 

to interview students in the College of Agriculture at Kansas State University, hoping to find 

out their perspectives on intersectionality, gendered and racialized gaps, and mentoring. I 

recruited students through a purposive sampling strategy to participant in a photoelectation 

style interview. I introduced the theory used to interpret interviews (feminist standpoint 

theory interpretation of organizational socialization) and my methodology (decolonial 

feminist approach). I explained the basis for communication research on student perceptions 
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of intersectionality, gendered and racialized organizing, and mentoring in agricultural 

education, which focuses on discourse, knowledge construction, and theoretical groundings of 

communication studies. Discourse and farmer rhetoric help shape who gets to participate in 

the agricultural field, and this discourse and rhetoric is constructed by dominant groups (white 

cisgender heterosexual men). I discussed the curriculum I created that implements agricultural 

feminist principles into agricultural education. I reviewed my personal standpoint for this 

thesis. The literature review showed the need for this research and included sections on 

intersectionality, agricultural feminism, empowerment, gendered organizing, mentoring, and 

problems within agricultural education.  

In the second chapter, I discussed themes from the literature review (teaching 

philosophies, curriculum, programs and initiatives for disenfranchised individuals, and hidden 

groups and vulnerabilities) which informed my questions for participants, as well as the 

analysis of those participant perspectives. Through my photoelectation strategy, I introduced 

the participants and their interpretations of the 1st and 2nd figures. I showed participants 

different figures at the beginning of each section, and asked for their interpretations of the 

figures. I also introduce their interpretations of the 4th figure in the section on queering 

agriculture. The participants described their experiences with the culture in the CoA and 

expressed different perspectives of inclusivity and exclusivity concerning famer identity, 

sexism, livestock divide, whiteness, and attire. Whiteness is engrained in the culture within 

the CoA, and this is shown through generalizations, stereotypes, and microaggressions used 

from dominant groups to refer to disenfranchised groups. The attire within the CoA has been 

mentioned by several participants, which revolves around jeans (specifically Wrangler), 

baseball hats, knifes, boots, and t-shirts. Participants expressed their views on intersectionality 
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in the CoA and how others might perceive it. Some of the participant views on 

intersectionality in the CoA were types of farming, acceptance, gendered organizing, 

intersecting identities and quantifying identities. Some participants brought in different niches 

and specialties of farming like dairy goats. Participants also struggled with acceptance in the 

CoA, relating to their disenfranchised identity and their niche in agriculture. Some 

participants even worried for the safety of disenfranchised students in agriculture. Participants 

also shared views that critiqued gendered organizing or reinforcing it. They discussed their 

views on what intersecting identities looked like in agricultural education, and also 

quantifying identities which does not look at the standpoint of the individuals at the 

intersection of their identities. Alice and Rosa discussed their views on different agricultural 

practices. Victoria, Leah, and Alice share about the discouragement of gaining knowledge and 

having conversations on intersectionality in the CoA. Participants shared their perceptions on 

what queering agriculture would look like. Some participants framed queering agriculture in a 

positive light, and some offered generalizations about Queer folks engaging in agriculture.  

In the third chapter, I used the literature review and participant perspectives on gender 

and racialized gaps in agriculture which included heteronormative norms, patriarchal impacts 

on agriculture, occupational segregation, resources, and landownership. Participants identified 

the different groups (women, BIPOC, Queer, and disaffected by gendered and racialized gaps. 

In the interviews, participants have identified several hidden groups in agriculture, which 

include women, BIPOC, and the LGBTQ2S+ community. These groups struggle finding 

representation of their identities within agricultural media like the Kansas State 

Agriculturalist Magazine. Participants identify how farmer rhetoric and discourse from 

dominant groups can undervalue the importance of Black and Indigenous farmers and 
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practices. Other barriers I identified in the student perspectives are heteronormativity and 

generalizations. The participants identify how knowledge constructions from dominant 

groups affects how socialization occurs in gendered and racialized organizing, and their 

interpretations of the 5th figure.  

In the fourth chapter I discussed the different student perspectives of mentoring, 

structural barriers, and mentoring diverse populations. I introduced the participants’ general 

definition for mentorship and the different types of mentoring they have experienced, and they 

interpreted the 3rd figure. The participants also mapped out the structural barriers that 

disenfranchised student encounter in mentoring.  

 

 There are several key findings in this research. I am drawing the results from student 

perspectives which are approached through decolonial feminist with a feminist standpoint 

interpretation of organizational socialization. I have identified seven key findings from this 

research, which I have bulleted below for convenience. I will address each one of these key 

findings as I work through my research questions and analysis.  

Research Questions 

 

RQ #1: How do students define what a “farmer” is?  

 Leah, Alice, Victoria, Rosa, and Ozzie defined a farmer as a white man. Some 

participants recognized their use of stereotypes when defining a farmer. They often described a 

farmer as a man with a wife, and made references to a painting from Wood (1930). This framing 

of a farmer is not inclusive. Colonial and heteronormative norms influence the conceptions of 

farming in the United States through visions of the rural idyll, which situate whiteness and 

heteronormativity in a heterosexual couple as the prototypical agricultural ideal. These 

conceptions of farming in the United States influences how people are socialized in both rural 
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and urban settings. Alice defined farmers as keepers of the land, and Indigenous research 

paradigms connect the human body to many things, including all living things. Daphne and 

Ozzie view farmers as producers of food, which helps explain how heteropatriarchy reinforces 

power inequalities. There are multiplicities within farmer identity, and there is not a requirement 

to subscribe to white heteronormative standards or particular ways of farming. Daphne said that 

a farmer can also be am institution like K-State. Participants also identified different niches of 

agriculture that would also be considered farming: dairy goat farming, flower farming, 

sustainable farming, Indigenous agriculture, etc. 

 

RQ #2: What do participants think agricultural feminism is?  

 Participants framed agricultural feminism around women, but do not mention different 

matrices of power which shape our conceptions of land, knowledge, farmer identity, and 

privilege. The participants also did not mention the myriad of ways that gender, race, sexuality, 

and socioeconomic status are impacted by these different matrices of power. The individual 

depicted in the 2nd figure is Leah Penniman, and the participants interpreted him as a cisgender 

woman, due to the attire that they are wearing. Their assumption of Penniman’s gender relies on 

the type of clothing that they were wearing (skirt and tank top). Participants said that Penniman 

represented “her power” within agricultural feminism. Making assumptions of peoples’ genders 

based on their attire uses cis-heteronormative ideals to shape understandings of gender. Through 

agricultural feminism, we can understand gender essentialism in agricultural students’ 

assumptions of Penniman’s gender. The participants interpretations of the second figure did not 

mention if Penniman was a farmer or not. Why did the participants not mention his farmer 

identity? The participants also did not mention Penniman’s race, sexuality, or socioeconomic 
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status. Ozzie interprets agricultural feminism as bringing more attention to “women’s roles” in 

farming structured in a heterosexual “husband and wife” operation. He claims that because 

women do not want to work in the fields, they engage in gendered labor.  

 

RQ #3: Will students want to express their perspectives of agricultural feminist issues such as 

the gendered and racialized organizing, mentoring, and intersectionality in agriculture? 

Participants expressed perspectives on mentoring, gendered and racialized organizing, 

and intersectionality. In regards to mentoring, perspectives from Leah, Alice, Daphne, Victoria, 

and Rosa support a mentoring relationship that utilizes care work, experiential learning, and 

expression of emotion during the relationship. These views challenge the traditional mentoring 

methods within predominately white institutions. Participants also expressed their perspectives 

on gendered and racialized organizing. Ozzie perceived gendered organizing through a 

traditional perspective on division of labor between the field and the home. He accepts rural idyll 

as a structure of agriculture, which is white and heteronormative. Leah’s perspective on gendered 

organizing in agriculture shows her perspective on how agricultural frameworks essentialize and 

marginalize women within agriculture. The organizational socialization of women in agriculture 

essentializes this disenfranchised group, because it tends to enforce the narrative that women 

should become “farmwives.” Lastly, students offered their perspectives on intersectionality in 

agricultural education. Ozzie says that intersectionality is not discussed in the CoA, because 

“crops don't care what gender you are, they'll grow the same way either way.” Some participants 

thought that instructors might be receptive to discussions on intersectionality, others would be 

concerned for disenfranchised students in these discussions. This concern comes from their 

experiences with instructors’ rejection of discussions on intersectionality and brining in religion 



  125 

as a part of agricultural beliefs. Discouraging discussions on intersectionality can contribute to 

the marginalization and erasure of individuals and groups who experience multiple forms of 

oppression. Discouraging discussions on intersectionality can perpetuate systemic discrimination 

and inequality by ignoring the ways in which agricultural students’ identities interact and 

intersect to shape students’ experiences. 

 

RQ#4: How will participants interpret the interview figures? 

 Participants described the first figure as a place to get feed, seed, and coffee. They also 

said it was a place for farmers to socialize. Some of the participants said it reminded them of 

their hometown co-ops.  

Daphne, Victoria, Rosa, and Ozzie interpretations of the second figure all focused on 

women in agriculture, and failed to mention other disenfranchised groups who benefit from 

agricultural feminism. Women are not the only group that is affected by different matrices of 

power in the cis-hetero capitalist patriarchy. BIPOC and Queer folks also participate in 

agriculture, and face obstacles and barriers to practicing agriculture due to these different 

matrices of power. Agricultural feminism is used to address and understand the myriad ways 

those groups are impacted by barriers and obstacles in agricultural education. One of the ways 

women, trans folks, and gender minorities are impacted by those barriers and obstacles is 

through gendered organizing. Dominant groups often gender roles within agricultural 

organization, and results in the heteronormative framework of the rural idyll, positioning a 

cisgender heterosexual white couple that owns land to produce crops/cattle/etc. and utilizes the 

labor of their children. Ozzie assumes the husband will work in the field and the farmwife will 

work in the house on bookkeeping or things “behind the scenes.” This view relies on the farmer-



  126 

farmwife dichotomy, which reinforces the heteronormative frameworks within agricultural 

education.  

Student perspectives of mentoring are drawn upon the interpretations of the third figure 

which include gendered organizing, age, knowledge sharing, support, relationship building, and 

hands-on experience. Colonial thinking assumes individualism of knowledge, and decolonial 

feminist philosophy calls to challenge colonial thought and knowing the ways in which 

knowledge is constructed. Challenging how knowledge is created within student perspectives of 

mentoring would address the epistemic frameworks of mentoring in agriculture, thus providing 

practical insight for agricultural students on their perceptions of mentoring in the CoA. Student 

perceptions of mentoring in agricultural in the context of KSU are linked to the broader 

institutional relations within mentoring. Along with knowledge sharing in mentoring, discussions 

on knowledge creation should also occur. These discussions should look like examining the 

power relations framed in mentoring, which have been set up by dominant groups, that effect 

how knowledge is constructed and who constructs that knowledge.  

Leah is also concerned for the safety and treatment of Queer folks in agricultural 

education, because she thinks that non-Queer people would judge harshly against the 4th figure 

and would make it difficult for Queer folks to enter in non-Queer agricultural spaces. This 

concern shows how members of one disenfranchised group (women) are concerned for the safety 

and welfare of another. Uplifting and upholding the standpoints of others is important, because it 

challenges the generalizations and stereotypes inputted by dominant groups.  

The 5th figure that I used in the interviews show percentages on agricultural extension 

services, extension agent demographics, and aid that women receive for agriculture, forestry and 

fishing. Leah’s perspective on extension agents is different than what the statistics show, because 
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most of the extension agents she has met are women. Leah was able to build community due to 

her connections and relationships with female extension agents. In other communities in the U.S. 

and the world, Leah’s experience with female extension agents is not the norm. It is difficult 

accessing this service, due to gendered and racialized gaps in agriculture.  

Analysis of Results 

 

Whiteness is identified from participant perspectives as a descriptor for dominant groups 

in agricultural education which utilize generalizations drawing from heteropatriarchal and 

colonial norms to exclude disenfranchised students. Heteronormative norms are enforced 

through farmer rhetoric, gendered labor, and generalizations. These points of interest work in 

heteronormativity to exclude disenfranchised groups from decision-making roles and 

identification as a farmer/agriculturalist. Participant perspectives show the predominance of 

white and cisgender people in the CoA, and whiteness has helped construct the culture in the 

CoA. Whiteness also is a part of settler colonialism and cis-heteronormativity. This 

predominance in the CoA is accentuated due to K-State’s status as a predominately white 

institution, presents less opportunities for BIPOC students to share their stories at the intersection 

of their identities because there is an absence of BIPOC in agricultural classes. The needs, 

perspectives, and knowledges of BIPOC students are disregarded in the CoA. Discussions on 

identity in agricultural education is very low, and is usually not mentioned in courses. Whiteness 

and its narratives do not allow for knowledge construction from Black and Indigenous people to 

be in agricultural education unless it is under the guise of whiteness and exploited. Like is the 

case with sustainability in agriculture. LGBTQ2S+ identities exist outside the bounds of 

colonialism and heteronormativity, and although white Queer folks benefit from white privilege 

and exist within the bounds of whiteness, their Queer identities can still be ostracized and 



  128 

rejected from others. This ostracization can look like generalizations made from members of 

dominant groups. Ozzie made the generalization Queer folks do not want to participate in 

agriculture, because of the cost and labor that comes with working in agriculture. Generalizations 

like these might create an apprehensive environment for Queer students who want to become 

involved in agriculture or continue their involvement. The perspectives of participants help 

explain how white narratives exploit disenfranchised agriculturalists in the CoA. 

The actions and rhetoric of generational farmers affects disenfranchised individuals’ 

acceptance into informal networks in agricultural education. Making connections with other 

members in colleges of agriculture can help disenfranchised students gain access to informal 

networks and social capital. Due to the ways the CoA is positioned within whiteness, settler 

colonialism, and cis-heteronormativity at KSU, disenfranchised students face barriers 

accessing networks and social capital. Disenfranchised students in the CoA often struggle 

with acceptance by generational farmers, who have inherited or will inherit a farm. 

Participants identified these generational farmers as white men in the CoA. Participants said 

that generational farmers would look down upon them, because they either didn’t know 

enough land to be considered a farmer or they didn’t any land at all. Participates perspectives 

on the rhetoric from generational farmers help inform me about the beliefs that dominant 

groups hold on land ownership. Generational farmers believe that an individual must own X 

amount of land and capital to be considered a farmer. Viewing land as a person’s property 

rejects Indigenous philosophical thought on land ownership. Respect for the land comes from 

Indigenous knowledges, and viewing land as poverty is a colonial thought. Ozzie views the 

land as poverty, so his view of land care might be distorted for Indigenous knowledges on 

respecting the land. Decolonizing the actions and rhetoric of generational farmers links to 
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communication studies, because of its discourse and how it affects disenfranchised groups in 

agricultural education.  

The contributions of African, Indigenous, and Queer agriculturalists and farmers are 

not viewed as legitimate agricultural practices from the perspective of Ozzie. His perspective 

stems from generalizations about these groups, where he described these groups as “hobby” 

farmers, which does not fall within his definition of a farmer because they do not have a large 

amount of financial capital. Within the CoA, agricultural knowledges are centered in white 

narratives and knowledges. To overcome these hegemonic discourses, these contributions 

should be included in agricultural education. Learning about these agricultural practices in 

conjunction with the agriculturalist and farmers’ identities, would bridge these hegemonic 

discourses at the intersection of their identities. The maintenance of white narratives of 

agriculture has been accomplished through cis-heteronormativity and colonialism. 

Heteronormativity exists in agricultural through the rural idyll, which presents itself in 

modern agriculture as a husband and farmwife duo that uses gendered organizing to 

determine the division of labor. Settler colonialism has affected agriculture through the co-

optation of Black and Indigenous knowledges, which are repackaged as “sustainable” 

farming. The maintenance of white narratives in agricultural knowledge constructions has 

continued the effects of colonialization and unjust systems of power. Teaching different sites 

of agricultural knowledge production might be able to change the broader social and 

institutional relations between intersectionality and agriculture.  

Participants with self-identified disenfranchised identities support an agricultural 

curriculum that includes intercultural communication, transformative thought, moral 

philosophy, Queer studies, Black feminist thought, etc. Because disenfranchised students are 
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dismissed and rejected within agricultural knowledge constructions, communication studies 

and agricultural education should listen to their needs in order for them to be successful in 

their educational endeavors. White narratives and knowledges have been at the forefront of 

agricultural education, and do not take into consideration of the needs of disenfranchised 

students. Members of dominant groups are resistant to classes like intercultural 

communication, transformative thought, moral philosophy, Queer studies, Black feminist 

thought, etc., and they do not recognize the importance of classes that teach concepts and 

topics that exist outside of how agricultural education has taught and socialized them. 

Teaching dominant groups about the topics and concepts within these types of courses will 

allow them to expand their worldviews and address the generalizations, stereotypes, and 

barriers that this group imposes on disenfranchised agricultural students and faculty. Leah 

mentioned her difficulties with one of her former roommates who did not understand why she 

needed to take classes like intercultural communication, and did not see the value in the class.  

The perspectives from these particular participants (Leah, Alice, Daphne, Victoria, 

and Rosa) portray support within a mentoring relationship as a complex, dynamic, and 

emotional process which utilizes care work and experiential learning. Mentoring in the CoA 

is based on heteronormative and colonial standards, which do not fit the needs of 

disenfranchised students. There are other ways to gain mentoring relationships through routes 

of informal mentoring, but these routes do not account for the benefits of formal mentoring 

relationships. Complexities of mentoring include matching mentor to mentee, needs of both 

mentor and mentee, commitment to the mentoring relationship, and identities of both mentor 

and mentee. It is dynamic, because it depends on the needs of the mentee. It differs from other 

mentoring relationships, because it provides a “home” for both parties in the mentoring 



  131 

relationship. This relationship should include emotionality, which is typically not found in 

traditional formal mentoring. It is not found, because emotionality is not used within the 

colonial frameworks of mentoring. Care work should occur within this relationship, to insure 

the mental and physical health of the mentee, especially during times of need.  

These findings show how heteropatriarchy and settler colonialism have affected 

agricultural students’ perceptions of agricultural education in the context of KSU in the CoA. 

KSU is a predominately white institution which utilizes settler colonialism to continue white 

narratives of knowledge. Student perspectives also point out these effects of both 

heteropatriarchy and settler colonialism within their educational experiences. The stereotypes 

and discrimination noted in the literature review was also experienced by some participants. In 

this research, I have found that there needs to be increased attention to intersectionality, gendered 

organizing, and mentoring within agricultural education.  

Contributions  

 

My contributions to communication studies involved analysis on rhetoric and 

discourses within agricultural education that create barriers and obstacles for disenfranchised 

students and faculty. The rhetoric and discourses from dominant groups in agricultural 

education presented a site for me to input communication studies into this institutionalized 

issue, and deconstruct farmer identity beyond the prototypical white cis-heterosexual man. 

The theoretical groundings of communication studies offered me ways to advance 

intersectional and decolonial approaches in agriculture. I offer communication studies and 

agricultural education an intersection between these two fields that allows for examination of 

heteropatriarchal and colonial ideals that effect knowledge construction and mentoring. I offer 

ways to deconstruct and decolonize generalizations on gendered and racialized norms within 
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agricultural education, and how to implement intersectionality based on the identities of 

disenfranchised groups in agricultural education. Communication studies is brought into this 

conversation to analyze and examine the discourses and farmer rhetoric from dominant 

groups in agriculture, and explains how it is disseminated through generalizations, 

stereotypes, and microaggressions. Another contribution was my definition of agricultural 

feminism, which I used to frame this thesis research on the basis that my definition addressed 

how conceptions of land, knowledge, farmer identity, and privilege intersect. This intersection 

allowed me to understand and identify the myriad ways in which gender, race, sexuality, and 

socioeconomic status are impacted by power relations within dominant groups and 

disenfranchised agricultural students. I brought attention to the narratives of disenfranchised 

students in the CoA at KSU, which show how dominant groups in agriculture treat 

disenfranchised groups.  

Limitations 

 There were several limitations in this study. This study had a small sample size (6 

participants) versus the expected amount of 10. The small sample size limited the scope of the 

study. This sample size may have been due to student reluctance to engage in interviews 

themselves, due to content and questions of the interviews, which criticize agricultural education.  

The participants perceptions of intersectionality in agriculture did not mention exploited 

identities within agriculture like migrant farm workers and Indigenous peoples. Exploration of 

participant perspectives on migrant farm workers and Indigenous people would have enhanced 

the study, to understand how students in a predominately white institution on stolen land think 

about these groups. My sampling of participants is overwhelmingly white, with the exception of 

Victoria, which inhibited my analysis of the perspectives of other disenfranchised students. 

There were several valuable viewpoints missing in this study from Asian, Indigenous, 
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transgender and gender non-conforming, disabled, and Chicano/a/e perspectives that would have 

added more viewpoints from different identities to enhance the research and analysis. I needed to 

ask more follow-up questions in the interviews to gain more clarity on their perspectives. This 

would have included questions like how they constructed farmer identity, and why they 

constructed it in the way they did. I mentioned disability a few times through the work, but did 

not include any research within the literature review. This group’s perspective should be 

included in future research. The last limitation of this study was the lack of questions in the 

interviews directed towards whiteness and settler colonialism. Including questions like these 

would get participants to ponder on their own internalized generalizations and stereotypes about 

disenfranchised groups, and ways they could deconstruct these knowledges to include the 

perspectives of others in their knowledge constructions.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

 

 For future research, I recommend gathering bigger sample sizes from predominately 

white institutions. In hopes, this would bring in more perspectives to this area of study. I also 

recommend including more questions on microaggressions and directed questions towards 

decolonizing agriculture within the interview question. Including these questions would address 

some of the limitations. In current studies, agricultural researchers recommend further research 

on intersectionality in agriculture, mentoring, and the gender gap. Several views within the 

literature require further testing and research.  

Future research recommendations from authors include investigation in gender gap farm 

income, inclusion of more diverse participants, oversampling of queer farmers of color, 

perspectives from Latinx students, and whiteness and masculinity. “There has been no empirical 

investigation into the gender gap in farm income in the United States, as agricultural activities 
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tend to be excluded from the wage gap literature” (Fremstad & Paul, 2020, p. 124). Future 

studies on feminism in agriculture should also include more diverse participants concerning their 

race because a study by Leslie (2016) found that “all participants identified as white except for 

one, who identified as Native American. Thus, my sample is not representative of racial diversity 

in New England, and so the results may, or may not, be reflective of the experiences of queer 

farmers of color” (p. 11). Leslie also published research in 2019 with similar results saying that 

“Because of my limited sample, I could not conclude differences among queer people across 

characteristics like race, gender, or age. Future research should oversample queer farmers of 

color, undocumented farmers, and trans farmers” (p. 943). Queer farmers of color are not being 

represented in agricultural research, and this is affecting the results of current research. In the 

research from Barkley et al. (2021), the authors also find that further research needs to be 

conducted on the diverse experiences of Latinx students. This deduction of further research is 

also found in the research conducted by Leslie (2016) and (2019). This solution proposed gives 

researchers the knowledge that intersectionality can be accessed and implemented in agricultural 

education, but the process will be hard due to institutional barriers and faculty diversity. Within 

agricultural education, “The linkage between toxic masculinity and Whiteness should be 

examined” (Martin & Hartman, 2022, p. 88). In my study, I attempted to address the linkage 

between toxic masculinity and whiteness through analysis of generalizations from dominant 

groups, but there is still work left to do in this analysis and connection.  

Conclusion  

 

 Agricultural feminism helps us understand and identity the myriad of obstacles and 

barriers that disenfranchised students face in agriculture. The barriers and obstacles discussed 

throughout this research pertain to difficulties with intersectional discussion in classes, how the 
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needs and knowledges of disenfranchised students are dismissed in mentoring, and how 

gendered and racialized organizing negatively affects disenfranchised agricultural students. The 

key findings of this thesis identify how whiteness, heteronormativity, and colonial norms are 

ingrained within the CoA at KSU. The norms expressed by dominant groups and generational 

farmers reject disfranchised agricultural students from informal networks and social capital. 

Dominant groups do not view the contributions of African, Black, Indigenous, and Queer 

agriculturalists and farmers as legitimate practices, which includes land ownership. The 

frameworks of mentoring in the CoA should be changed in order to better support 

disenfranchised students and portray support within a mentoring relationship as a complex, 

dynamic, and emotional process which utilizes care work and experiential learning. To address 

the snakes that might lie underfoot, the CoA at KSU should listen to and uphold the standpoints 

of disenfranchised students and faculty, which requires an intersectional curriculum including 

disenfranchised knowledges, decolonizing agricultural education, and dismantling how students 

are socialized through gendered and racialized organizing.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  136 

Citations 

Alarcón, J. D., & Bettez, S. (2017). Feeling Brown in the academy: Decolonizing mentoring 

through a disidentification Muxerista approach. Equity & Excellence in Education, 50(1), 

25–40. https://doi.org/10.1080/10665684.2016.1250234  

Allen, B. J. (1996). Feminist standpoint theory: A black woman's (re)view of organizational 

socialization. Communication Studies, 47(4), 257–271. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10510979609368482  

Allen, B., Knobloch, N. A., & Esters, L. T. (2019). An evaluation of a mentoring training 

program focused on Women and underrepresented minorities in Ag+STEM programs: A 

case study. NACTA Journal, 63(1), 32-35. Retrieved from https://er.lib.k-

state.edu/login?url=https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/evaluation-mentoring-

training-program-focused-on/docview/2381632795/se-2?accountid=11789  

 

Arvin, M., Tuck, E., & Morrill, A. (2013). Decolonizing Feminism: Challenging Connections 

between Settler Colonialism and Heteropatriarchy. Feminist Formations, 25(1), 8–34. 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/43860665 

 

Asadullah, M. N., & Kambhampati, U. (2021). Feminization of farming, food security 

and female empowerment. Global Food Security, 29, 100532. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2021.100532 

 

 Baxter, L., Stephens, C., & Thayer-Bacon, B. J. (2011). Perceptions and Barriers of Four Female 

 Agricultural Educators across Generations: A Qualitative Study. Journal of Agricultural 

 Education, 52(4), 13–23. https://doi.org/10.5032/jae.2011.04013 

 

Bertazzini, M. C. (2022). The effect of settler farming on indigenous agriculture: Evidence from 

Italian Libya. The Economic History Review, 76(1), 31–59. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/ehr.13166  

Bhattacharya, K. (2009). Othering research, researching the other: DE/colonizing approaches to 

Qualitative Inquiry. Higher Education: Handbook of Theory and Research, 105–150. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-9628-0_3  

Boyd, R. (2019, January 8). These farmers are sowing seeds of diversity in the U.S. Food System 

(and have been for quite some time). NRDC. Retrieved January 17, 2023, from 

https://www.nrdc.org/stories/these-farmers-are-sowing-seeds-diversity-us-food-system-

and-have-been-quite-some-time  

Britton, D. M. (2000). The Epistemology of the Gendered Organization. Gender and 

Society, 14(3), 418–434. http://www.jstor.org/stable/190136 

 

Buzzanell, P. M., Long, Z., Anderson, L. B., Kokini, K., & Batra, J. C. (2015). Mentoring 

https://er.lib.k-state.edu/login?url=https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/evaluation-mentoring-training-program-focused-on/docview/2381632795/se-2?accountid=11789
https://er.lib.k-state.edu/login?url=https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/evaluation-mentoring-training-program-focused-on/docview/2381632795/se-2?accountid=11789
https://er.lib.k-state.edu/login?url=https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/evaluation-mentoring-training-program-focused-on/docview/2381632795/se-2?accountid=11789
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2021.100532
https://doi.org/10.5032/jae.2011.04013
https://www.nrdc.org/stories/these-farmers-are-sowing-seeds-diversity-us-food-system-and-have-been-quite-some-time
https://www.nrdc.org/stories/these-farmers-are-sowing-seeds-diversity-us-food-system-and-have-been-quite-some-time
http://www.jstor.org/stable/190136


  137 

in Academe. Management Communication Quarterly, 29(3), 440–457. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0893318915574311    

Copes, H., Tchoula, W., Brookman, F., & Ragland, J. (2018). Photo-elicitation interviews with 

vulnerable populations: Practical and ethical considerations. Deviant Behavior, 39(4), 475–

494. https://doi.org/10.1080/01639625.2017.1407109  

 

 Crenshaw, K. (1989). Demarginalizing the Intersection of Race and Sex: A Black Feminist 

 Critique of Antidiscrimination Doctrine, Feminist Theory and Antiracist Politics. 31. 

 

Crowe, J. A., & Goldberger, J. R. (2010). University-industry relationships in colleges of 

Agriculture and Life Sciences: The role of Women faculty*. Rural Sociology, 74(4), 498–

524. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1549-0831.2009.tb00702.x 

Davis, T. M., Jones, M. K., Settles, I. H., & Russell, P. G. (2021). Barriers to the successful 

mentoring of Faculty of Color. Journal of Career Development, 49(5), 1063–1081. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/08948453211013375  

DeFreitas, S. C., & Bravo, A. (2012). The Influence of Involvement with Faculty and Mentoring 

on the Self-Efficacy and Academic Achievement of African American and Latino College 

Students. Journal of the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning, 12, 1–11. 

https://doi.org/https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ992123.pdf  

 Dutta, M. J., & Thaker, J. (2020). Sustainability, Ecology, and Agriculture in Women Farmers’ 

 Voices: Culture-Centering Gender and Development. Communication Theory (1050-

 3293), 30(2), 126–148. https://doi.org/10.1093/ct/qtz029 

 

Edward, J. B. (2018). Uncommon grounds: Lgbtiq farmers, agriculture, and ecologies of social 

difference (thesis). University of British Columbia Library, Vancouver.  

Eguchi, S., Abdi, S., Calafell, B. M., & Mack, A. (2021). Intersectionality and the Colonizing 

Forces of Whiteness in Feminist Communication Studies. In De-whitening intersectionality 

race, Intercultural Communication, and politics (pp. vii-293). foreword, Lexington Books.  

Elliott-Engel, J., Amaral, J. R., Westfall-Rudd, D., & Rudd, R. (2019). Perspectives on LGBTQ+ 

Inclusion and Identity Development from a College of Agriculture and Life 

Sciences. NACTA Journal, 64, 102–112. https://www.jstor.org/stable/27157782 

 

 Farah, N., Shahbaz, B., Khan, I. A., Manzoor, A., Jabeen, N., & Luqman, M. (2021). GENDER 

 GAP IN AGRICULTURAL EDUCATION IN PAKISTAN: A STUDY OF 

 ASPIRATIONS, MOTIVATION AND HINDERING FACTORS. Journal of ISOSS, 

 Vol. 7(2), pp. 23-38 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0893318915574311
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1549-0831.2009.tb00702.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/ct/qtz029


  138 

Farhall, K., & Rickards, L. (2021). The “gender agenda” in agriculture for development and its 

(lack of) alignment with feminist scholarship. Frontiers in Sustainable Food Systems, 5. 

https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2021.573424   

Farming First (n.d). The Female Face of Farming: Farmers. Workers. Entrepreneurs. 

Care-giver. Bread-winners. Bread-makers. Mothers. Wives. Daughters. [PowerPoint 

slides]. PDF. https://farmingfirst.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/Farming-

First-Female-Face-of-Farming_Brochure.pdf   

Figueroa, M., & Penniman, L. (2020). LAND ACCESS FOR BEGINNING AND 

DISADVANTAGED FARMERS. GREEN NEW DEAL POLICY SERIES: FOOD & 

AGRICULTURE, 1–11. 

https://doi.org/https://www.filesforprogress.org/memos/land_access_for_beginning_disadv

antaged_farmers.pdf  

Fisher, S. (2022, August 11). An Analysis of Decolonization Efforts in Urban Agriculture: A 

Pathway to Indigenous Food Sovereignty and Cultural Revitalization. Digital Commons @ 

Ursinus College. Retrieved February 26, 2023, from 

https://digitalcommons.ursinus.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1025&context=environme

nt_sum  

Fitzgerald, B. (2014). Severy Co-Op. Sky Surfing - The Flite Blog. photograph. Retrieved April 

19, 2023, from https://www.fitzvideo.com/skysurfing2/2014/10/08/a-flight-to-severy-

kansas/.  

Fremstad, A., & Paul, M. (2020). Opening the Farm Gate to Women? the gender gap in 

U.S. agriculture. Journal of Economic Issues, 54(1), 124–141. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/00213624.2020.1720569 

Gerlach, L., Fleschenberg, A., Knorr, L., & Heil, N. (2020). Decolonial-feminist approaches in 

teaching and research: Exploring ... International Quarterly for Asian Studies. Retrieved 

February 27, 2023, from https://www.researchgate.net/publication/358748992_Decolonial-

Feminist_Approaches_in_Teaching_and_Research_Exploring_Practices_Interactions_and

_Challenges  

Gewin, V. (2022). Decolonization should extend to collaborations, authorship and co-creation of 

knowledge. Nature, 612(7938), 177–180. https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-022-03822-1  

 

Graham, B. E. (2019). Queerly unequal: LGBT+ students and mentoring in higher 

education. Social Sciences, 8(6), 171–190. https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci8060171  

Hoffelmeyer, M. (2019). Sexuality and sustainable agriculture: Queer Farmers in the 

northeastern U.S (thesis). (K. Sexsmith, C. C. Hinrichs, & K. J. Brasier, Eds.). The 

Graduate School , State College, PA.  

https://doi.org/10.3389/fsufs.2021.573424
https://farmingfirst.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/Farming-First-Female-Face-of-Farming_Brochure.pdf
https://farmingfirst.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2012/03/Farming-First-Female-Face-of-Farming_Brochure.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/00213624.2020.1720569


  139 

Horst, M., & Marion, A. (2018). Racial, ethnic and gender inequities in farmland ownership and 

farming in the U.S. Agriculture and Human Values, 36(1), 1–16. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-018-9883-3  

 Huyer, S. (2016). Closing the Gender Gap in Agriculture. Gender, Technology and Development, 

 20(2), 105–116. https://doi.org/10.1177/0971852416643872 

 

 Kawarazuka, N., Doss, C. R., Farnworth, C. R., & Pyburn, R. (2022). Myths about the 

 feminization of agriculture: Implications for global food security. Global Food Security, 

 33, 100611. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2022.100611 

  

 King, A. E. H., & Settle, Q. (2021). Cultivating Identity, Sowing Relationships, Fertilizing 

 Success, and Harvesting Coexistence: Understanding Oklahoma Producer Identity and 

 Relationships. Journal of Applied Communications, 105(2). https://doi.org/10.4148/1051-

 0834.2369 

Layman, E., & Civita, N. (2022). Decolonizing agriculture in the United States: Centering the 

knowledges of women and people of color to support relational farming 

practices. Agriculture and Human Values, 39(3), 965–978. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-

022-10297-3  

 Leder, S. (2022). Beyond the ‘Feminization of Agriculture’: Rural out-migration, shifting gender 

 relations and emerging spaces in natural resource management. Journal of Rural Studies, 

 91, 157–169. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2022.02.009 

 

Leslie, I. S. (2016). Queer Farmers: Sexuality and the Transition to Sustainable 

Agriculture (thesis). ProQuest LLC, Ann Arbor.   

 

 Leslie, I. S. (2019). Queer Farmland: Land Access Strategies for Small-Scale Agriculture. 

 Society & Natural Resources, 32(8), 928–946. 

 https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2018.1561964 

Leslie, I. S., Wypler, J., & Bell, M. M. (2019). Relational agriculture: Gender, sexuality, and 

sustainability in U.S. farming. Society & Natural Resources, 32(8), 853–874. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2019.1610626  

Linabary, J. R., Cruz, J. M., Allen, B. J., Chalupa, J. A., Dempsey, S. E., Glenn, C. L., Harris, K. 

L., Long, Z., McDonald, J., Musleh, S., Oktaviani, F. H., Parker, P. S., & Sobande, F. 

(2020). Envisioning more equitable and just futures: Feminist organizational 

communication in theory and praxis. Management Communication Quarterly, 35(1), 142–

168. https://doi.org/10.1177/0893318920973598  

Lugones, M. (2010). Toward a Decolonial Feminism. Hypatia, 25(4), 742–759. 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/40928654 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0971852416643872
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2022.100611
https://doi.org/10.4148/1051-0834.2369
https://doi.org/10.4148/1051-0834.2369
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2022.02.009
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2018.1561964
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2019.1610626
https://doi.org/10.1177/0893318920973598


  140 

Mack, A. (2021). Foreword. In S. Eguchi, S. Abdi, & B. M. Calafell (Eds.), De-whitening 

intersectionality race, Intercultural Communication, and politics (pp. vii-293). essay, 

Lexington Books.  

Maltitz, L. J., & Bahta, Y. T. (2021) Empowerment of smallholder female livestock 

farmers and its potential impacts to their resilience to agricultural drought. AIMS 

Agriculture and Food 6:2, pages 603-630. 

 

Mandell, B. (2009). Cultivating race: how the science and technology of agriculture preserves 

 race in the global economy. Albany Law Review, 72(4), 939-952.  

Manning, J. (2021). Decolonial feminist theory: Embracing the gendered colonial difference in 

management and Organisation Studies. Gender, Work & Organization, 28(4), 1203–1219. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/gwao.12673  

 Martin, M. J., & Hartmann, K. (2022). Intersectionality of whiteness, racism, and homophobia 

 among agriculture students. Whiteness and Education, 7(1), 78–92. 

 https://doi.org/10.1080/23793406.2020.1839942 

McLaren, M. A. (2017). Introduction: Decolonizing Feminism. In Decolonizing Feminism: 

Transnational Feminism and globalization (pp. 1–18). essay, Rowman & Littlefield 

International Ltd.  

McLaren, M. A., & Weir, A. (2017). Decolonizing Feminist Freedom: Indigenous 

Relationalities. In Decolonizing Feminism: Transnational Feminism and globalization (pp. 

257–284). essay, Rowman & Littlefield.  

 McGovney-Ingram, R., Rutherford, T., & Larke, A. (2011). The Voices of Minority Students in 

 an Agricultural Communications and Journalism Program: A Case Study. Journal of 

 Applied Communications, 95(2). https://doi.org/10.4148/1051-0834.1174 

 

 Mishra, K., & Sam, A. G. (2016). Does Women’s Land Ownership Promote Their 

 Empowerment? Empirical Evidence from Nepal. World Development, 78(C), 360–371. 

 

 Moser, A., & Korstjens, I. (2017). Series: Practical guidance to qualitative research. Part 3: 

 Sampling, data collection and analysis. The European Journal of General Practice, 

 24(1), 9–18. https://doi.org/10.1080/13814788.2017.1375091 

 

Moss, L. (2021). "Blazing the Trail" for the Future: BIPOC Students' Experiences with Colleges 

 of Agriculture. Agricultural Education, Communications and Technology Undergraduate 

 Honors Theses Retrieved from https://scholarworks.uark.edu/aectuht/15 

 

Nelson, S., Sisto, I., Crowley, E., and Villarreal, M. [of Women in Agriculture: Closing the 

 Gender Gap for Development] (2012). Women in Agriculture: Closing the Gender Gap 

 for Development. Jägerskog, A., Jønch Clausen, T. (eds.), Feeding a Thirsty World – 

https://doi.org/10.1080/23793406.2020.1839942
https://doi.org/10.4148/1051-0834.1174
https://doi.org/10.1080/13814788.2017.1375091


  141 

 Challenges and Opportunities for a Water and Food Secure Future. Report Nr. 31. (pp. 

 25-30). SIWI, Stockholm. 

 

 Panda, P., & Agarwal, B. (2005). Marital violence, human development and women’s property 

 status in India. World Development, 33(5), 823–850. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2005.01.009 

Penniman, L. (2018). Facebook. photograph. Retrieved April 19, 2023, from 

https://www.facebook.com/leah.penniman/posts/pfbid02f6tnzKyN555MPSsRYKtUTZ2F6

7zjSf37PNFKyKYmZejDaLkaokuYK23CA4fnquMal.  

Penniman, L., & Washington, K. (2018). Farming while black: Soul fire farm's practical 

guide to liberation on the land (1st ed.). Chelsea Green Publishing.  

 

 Pilgeram, R., Dentzman, K., & Lewin, P. (2022). Women, race and place in US Agriculture. 

 Agriculture and Human Values. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-022-10324-3 

 

 Price, L. (2012). Emergence of Rural Support Organisations in the UK and Canada: Providing 

 Support for Patrilineal Family Farming. Sociologia Ruralis. 

 http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9523.2012.00568.x 

Reid, T. (2018). Beginning Farmers. photograph. Retrieved April 19, 2023, from 

https://www.beginningfarmers.org/usda-new-farmer-mentorship-program/.  

Rotz, S. (2017). ‘they took our beads, it was a fair trade, get over it’: Settler colonial logics, 

racial hierarchies and material dominance in Canadian agriculture. Geoforum, 82, 158–169. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.geoforum.2017.04.010  

Ruth, T. K., Telg, R. W., & Lundy, L. K. (2020). An evaluation of Agricultural Communications 

faculty members’ mentoring experiences. Journal of Applied Communications, 104(3). 

https://doi.org/10.4148/1051-0834.2341  

Shisler, R. C., & Sbicca, J. (2019). Agriculture as Carework: The contradictions of 

performing femininity in a male-dominated occupation. Society & Natural Resources, 

32(8), 875–892. https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2019.1597234 

Tavenner, K., Crane, T. A., Bullock, R., & Galiè, A. (2022). Intersectionality in gender and 

agriculture: Toward an applied research design. Gender, Technology and 

Development, 26(3), 385–403. https://doi.org/10.1080/09718524.2022.2140383  

Tavenner, K., & Crane, T. A. (2019). Beyond “Women and youth”: Applying 

 intersectionality in agricultural research for Development. Outlook on Agriculture, 48(4), 

 316–325. https://doi.org/10.1177/0030727019884334 

 

Tavenner, K., and Crane, T. A. (2022).  “Hitting the Target and Missing the Point? On the Risks 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2005.01.009
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-022-10324-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9523.2012.00568.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2019.1597234
https://doi.org/10.1177/0030727019884334


  142 

of Measuring Women’s Empowerment in Agricultural Development.” Agriculture and 

Human Values 39, no. 3: 849–57. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-021-10290-2. 

Tretick, S., & Tretick, C. (2014). Queer Farmers. M/V MOKEN. photograph. Retrieved April 

19, 2023, from https://moken.ca/queer-

farmers/?fbclid=IwAR2JPMMo4OwVmmAFogV3iOhN1sNOsZ2VtWMLSP5rAJ_UHEw

xQyiHfMzWikY.  

van der Kroon, S. M. A., ten Pierick, E., de Vlieger, J. J., Backus, G. B. C., & King, R. P. (2002). 

(rep.). Social capital and communication (pp. 1–57). The Hague: Agricultural Economics 

Research Institute (LEI). ISBN: 90-5242764-x 

Warner, M. (1993). Fear of a queer planet: Queer politics and social theory (Vol. 6). Univ. of 

Minnesota Press.  

Wood, G. (1930). American Gothic. [Oil paint]. School of the Art Institute. Chicago, IL.  

 

 Yokying, P., & Lambrecht, I. (2020). Landownership and the gender gap in agriculture: Insights 

 from northern Ghana. Land Use Policy, 99, 105012. 

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2020.105012 

Zaremba, H., Elias, M., Rietveld, A., & Bergamini, N. (2021). Toward a feminist 

agroecology. Sustainability, 13(20), 11244. https://doi.org/10.3390/su132011244  

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-021-10290-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2020.105012

	ABSTRACT
	The goal of this research is to understand student perceptions of agricultural feminism in the College of Agriculture at Kansas State University. This research will reveal insights into the state of students' education concerning disenfranchised group...
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	LIST OF FIGURES
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	Chapter 1: Introduction and Curriculum, Literature Review and Methodology
	Introduction
	Literature Review
	Intersectionality
	Agricultural Feminism
	Empowerment
	Gendered and Racialized Organizing
	Mentoring
	Problems in Agricultural Education

	Methodology
	Sampling and Recruitment
	Data Collection
	Interview Process
	Data Assumptions

	Chapter 2: Intersectionality
	Participant Introductions
	Figure 1
	Figure 2
	Student Perceptions of Intersectionality in Agriculture
	Intersectional Teaching Philosophies and Curriculum
	Hidden Groups and Vulnerabilities
	Queering Agriculture
	Figure 4

	Whiteness, Power, Privilege

	Chapter 3: Gendered and Racialized Gaps
	Heteronormative Norms
	Patriarchal Impacts on Agriculture
	Occupational Segregation
	Figure 5

	Resources and Land Ownership
	Conclusion

	Chapter 4: Mentoring
	Student Perspectives of Mentoring
	Structural Barriers
	Mentoring Diverse Populations
	Conclusion

	Chapter 5: Results, Analysis, and Conclusion
	Chapter Summaries
	Research Questions
	Analysis of Results
	Contributions
	Limitations
	Recommendations for Future Research
	Conclusion

	Citations

