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A B S T R A C T

While many studies focus on the adoption of sustainable agricultural practices (SAP), gender is an often- 
overlooked factor in research on high-income countries, especially in Europe. This is remarkable as women 
constitute a substantial and increasing part of the agricultural workforce, and the gender disparities they face are 
gaining attention from civil society and policy makers. We address this research gap by exploring how gender 
shapes the adoption of SAP in the field crop sector in Wallonia, Belgium. We conduct semi-structured interviews 
with 29 farmers and a thematic analysis, distinguishing between the practices of reduced input use, soil con
servation and agrobiodiversity. Our results suggest that gender plays a key role in SAP adoption, and acts as a 
mediating factor in terms of attitudes and perceptions about SAP, farms’ economic diversification, membership 
of farmer groups, access to equipment and advisory services, and dependency on outsourcing. Some of these act 
as enablers for women farmers but most represent barriers. We reveal some novel insights, particularly linked to 
the field crop sector, which represents 24 % of European land use and tends to be more masculine than other 
previously studied sectors. To stimulate the adoption of SAP, policies should prioritize gender-inclusive agri
cultural environments and address women-specific challenges. Greater inclusion could encourage more women 
to pursue farming careers, thereby enhancing their skills, training and confidence. It would also foster 
knowledge-sharing, resource access, and technical support, which are all crucial for higher levels of SAP 
adoption.

1. Introduction

Since the 20th century, farming systems in high-income countries 
have deeply transformed, due to the increased use of synthetic inputs 
and mechanization, and the selection of high-yielding crops. While these 
changes have brought large productivity gains, their negative environ
mental impacts have been increasingly demonstrated (Candel, 2022; 
Webb et al., 2020). In response, a growing body of research has explored 
the factors that influence the adoption of sustainable agricultural prac
tices (SAP), including reduced synthetic input use, soil conservation and 
agrobiodiversity (e.g. Canessa et al., 2024; Dessart et al., 2019; Godfray 
et al., 2010).

Yet, this extensive literature has largely failed to understand how 
gender shapes the adoption of SAP in high-income countries, as most 
studies are “gender-blind” (Ball, 2020; Canessa et al., 2024; Foguesatto 
et al., 2020; Serebrennikov et al., 2020). This is remarkable given that 
women constitute a substantial and increasing part of the agricultural 
workforce; e.g. 23 % in Europe in 2020 (Eurostat, 2025). Civil society 

and policy makers have recently started to recognize the crucial role 
women can play in agricultural sustainability as well as the gender 
disparities they may face (Buraud et al., 2023). The limited evidence for 
high-income countries is in sharp contrast to research focusing on 
lower-income countries, which has highlighted specific challenges that 
women farmers face regarding SAP adoption, such as lower bargaining 
power, higher vulnerability to climate shocks and unequal access to 
capital, information, land, and resources (Alvi et al., 2021; Ball, 2020; 
Doss, 2013; Jain et al., 2023; Meinzen-Dick et al., 2014, 2019). While 
this research is highly informative, gender dynamics might be different 
in high-income countries due to environmental, social and political 
differences (Ball, 2020; Meinzen-Dick et al., 2014; Williams et al., 
2024).

The few case studies on gender and agriculture in high-income 
countries identify a significant role of women in the adoption of SAP, 
but are limited in geographical and sectoral scope. Most of these con
tributions are situated in the United States (Barbercheck et al., 2014; 
Chiappe and Butler Flora, 1998; Leslie et al., 2019; Pilgeram and Amos, 
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2015; Trauger, 2004; Trauger et al., 2010). Moreover, these case studies 
usually focus on women farmers solely, not investigating how mascu
linity interacts with SAP adoption (Azima and Mundler, 2022; Peter 
et al., 2000; Sachs, 2023). In addition, these studies rarely zoom into the 
specific agricultural practices, thereby providing limited understanding 
of the agronomic impact of gender. Also, because these studies focus on 
alternative systems, such as small-scale organic or agroecological farms, 
they often exclude the large majority of farming systems, such as field 
crops. Field crops comprise 24 % of land use in Europe, and are char
acterized by intensive synthetic input use and highly mechanized pro
duction systems, making them particularly relevant for the investigation 
of SAP adoption (Carrola et al., 2014; Eurostat, 2021).

We address these limitations by investigating how gender shapes the 
adoption of SAP in field crop farms in Wallonia, the southern region of 
Belgium. We opt for a qualitative approach as this provides a more in- 
depth analysis of little-known phenomena (Castleberrya and Nolen, 
2018). We conduct semi-structured interviews with 29 farmers, 
including 11 women and 18 men.1 Our sample comprises a wide range of 
different adoption intensities of several SAP, including reduced input 
use, soil conservation and agrobiodiversity,2 and a variety of 
decision-making positions for men and women farmers. Through a 
thematic analysis, we answer our main research question: how does 
gender mediate the factors that influence the adoption of SAP in field 
crops? This question allows us to contribute to a better understanding of 
the interactions between gender and SAP adoption in a more systemic 
way. It also allows us to link gender to specific SAP, thereby contributing 
to policy debates on both social and environmental sustainability in 
agriculture.

2. Literature review

2.1. Sustainable agricultural practices

Sustainable agricultural practices (SAP) in field crops can be grouped 
into multiple broad categories3 (Gerrard et al., 2011; Scialabba, 2014; 
Zahm and Girard, 2023). The first category of SAP is related to a reduced 
use of synthetic pesticides and mineral fertilizers. For pesticides, it in
volves reducing the number of active substances, choosing less harmful 
options, and adopting good spraying practices, such as anti-drift gels, air 
injecting booms, and spraying outside pollinator activity periods. For 
fertilizers, it emphasizes balancing mineral and organic inputs and 
optimizing application techniques. The second category of SAP is related 
to soil conservation practices, which focus on reducing the depth and 
frequency of mechanical soil disturbance, maintaining constant soil 
cover, and incorporating straw and crop residues into the soil 
(Ferdinand and Baret, 2024; Knowler and Bradshaw, 2007). The third 
category of SAP is related to agrobiodiversity. This involves increasing 
crop diversity through spatial and temporal crop rotation, integrating 
variety mixes, and incorporating landscape elements such as headlands, 
grass strips, hedges, ponds, agroforestry and isolated trees. These cate
gories are highly interconnected. For example, increasing agro
biodiversity helps reduce pesticide use and prevents soil degradation 

(Gerrard et al., 2011). As a result, SAP are often combined within 
farming systems such as conservation agriculture, organic farming, and 
agroecology.

Policy trends move towards higher SAP adoption across Europe but 
at a slow rate (Candel, 2022; Finger, 2024; Finger and Möhring, 2022; 
Guyomard et al., 2023). In 2021, 10 % of total European agricultural 
land was organically certified compared to 3 % in 2000 (European 
Environment Agency, 2023)). Mineral fertilizer use dropped by 16 % 
between 2017 and 2022, while pesticide use decreased by 6 % since 
1990 and number of active substances dropped by 46 % (Eurostat, 2024; 
Schneider et al., 2023). However, the percentage of reported monitoring 
sites with pesticides exceeding thresholds both in surface and in 
groundwater in Europe are similar to those of a decade ago (European 
Environment Agency, 2024). Despite this limited progress, policy am
bitions have downsized in recent years (Finger et al., 2024).

2.2. The role of gender in the adoption of sustainable agricultural 
practices

Most studies that investigate the factors influencing the adoption of 
SAP are based on the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) (Serebrennikov 
et al., 2020). Originally developed by Ajzen (1991), the TPB is a useful 
framework to address the complexity of farmers’ adoption processes, 
which is a direct function of attitudes, social norms, and perceived 
behavioral control. Rather than relying on the assumption that farmers 
base their decisions on a rational evaluation of profitability, the TPB 
recognizes that the intention to adopt a practice is also a function of 
attitudes and social norms (Serebrennikov et al., 2020; Wauters and 
Mathijs, 2014). To improve the understanding behind the TPB, Sere
brennikov et al. (2020) distinguish between categories of factors that 
influence SAP adoption: 1) socio-demographic factors such as gender, 
age, experience and education level; 2) individual factors such as envi
ronmental attitudes, personal habits, tolerance to risk, perception of SAP 
and social norms; 3) farm factors such as size, land tenure, geo-climatic 
characteristics, farm revenue, farm composition and localization; 4) 
external factors such as extension services, advisory services, media, 
relationships and farm organizations; and 5) institutional factors such as 
fiscal and regulatory policies and market stability.

While most of these categories present rather consistent results, the 
socio-demographic factors show mixed results, particularly regarding 
gender (Burton, 2014; Coulibaly et al., 2021; Rizzo et al., 2023; Sere
brennikov et al., 2020; Tey and Brindal, 2012). This can be explained by 
the fact that gender does not influence SAP adoption through a simple, 
linear correlation (Burton, 2014). For instance, while women can have 
more positive perceptions of SAP, their reduced access to information 
and assets could prevent them to effectively adopt SAP. For this reason, 
it is important to analyze gender as a mediating factor.

The concept of gender refers to the differences in roles, behaviors and 
identities between men, women and other gender identities. These dif
ferences are created through social, cultural and historical processes that 
define the frontiers between these identities. Therefore, we briefly 
outline how the role of women in agriculture in Europe has changed over 
time. The profound transformation processes that affected farming sys
tems during the 20th century dramatically increased labor productivity 
levels, thereby requiring fewer workers (Mazoyer and Roudart, 1997). 
Over time, field work became a highly mechanized task, often carried 
out by men (Lagrave, 1983; Tchékémian, 2014). As a result, a gendered 
division of labor was developed: agricultural work, particularly field
work, became masculine while women became responsible for admin
istrative tasks, domestic work and agricultural assistance to their 
spouses (Lagrave, 1983; Seuneke and Bock, 2015; Tchékémian, 2014). 
The lack of official descriptors for their occupation led women farmers 
to be considered as “without profession” or “housewives”, resulting in 
their invisibility in official farm manager censuses (Lagrave et al., 2021; 
Pilgeram et al., 2020). In the 1990s, the official status “farmer’s spouse” 
was coined to define the occupation of farm women (Tchékémian, 2014; 

1 We acknowledge that gender is a fluid concept and that a binary distinction 
between men and women overlooks other gender dynamics. However, in our 
study, we only encountered respondents who self-identified as men or women.

2 Other SAP categories include water and energy use efficiency, but these are 
less relevant in our context. Field crops in Wallonia are rainfed, so the adoption 
of more efficient irrigation techniques is not a priority. Energy efficiency is 
mostly related to gasoline use for tractors, which was not brought up during the 
interviews.

3 The term “sustainable agricultural practices” rarely finds a unique defini
tion and can include many different concepts. While we recognize the social 
and economic pillars of sustainability, the terms SAP used in this study pertain 
to environmentally sustainable practices.
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Tourtelier et al., 2023).
The few studies on gender and SAP adoption in high-income coun

tries have pointed to four main differences between men and women 
farmers. First, women face greater challenges in accessing land in con
ventional farming systems, as inheritance practices often favor men 
(Pilgeram and Amos, 2015; Tourtelier et al., 2023; Trauger, 2004). As a 
result, they tend to manage smaller farms (Ferto and Bojnec, 2025; 
Schmidt et al., 2021; Tourtelier et al., 2023; Trauger et al., 2010). Sec
ond, women are traditionally less involved in mechanized work and the 
operation of heavy machinery, instead performing more manual labor 
(Tourtelier et al., 2023; Trauger, 2004). Third, due to their traditional 
domestic roles as cooks and caretakers, women farmers tend to be more 
aware of health issues related to synthetic inputs, particularly pesticides 
(Chiappe and Butler Flora, 1998; Tourtelier et al., 2023; Trauger, 2004). 
Fourth, women are more likely to participate in short food supply chains 
as they often appreciate the direct social contact with customers more 
(Azima and Mundler, 2022; Schmidt et al., 2021; Trauger et al., 2010; 
Wells and Gradwell, 2001). Studies on gender have mostly focused on 
women farmers’ experiences, and few studies focus on masculinity as 
influencing SAP adoption. These studies have highlighted interesting 
interactions between masculinity and SAP, such as how masculine social 
norms such as strength, autonomy, control and stoicism echo conven
tional practices (Azima et al., 2024; Peter et al., 2000; Saugeres, 2002).

These differences may contribute to a higher adoption of SAP among 
women. Farming systems that emphasize SAP require less mechaniza
tion and fewer synthetic inputs but are more labor-intensive, which 
aligns with the smaller farm sizes often managed by women and their 
traditional roles on farms (Leslie et al., 2019; Trauger, 2004; Unay-
Gailhard and Bojnec, 2021; Wells and Gradwell, 2001). Additionally, 
farming systems that rely on selling through short food supply chains are 
more commonly associated with SAP adoption (Enthoven and Van den 
Broeck, 2021). The few case studies with a substantial representation of 
field crop farms find that women-led farms are more likely to adopt 
agrobiodiversity measures, especially landscape elements (Ferto and 
Bojnec, 2025; Unay-Gailhard and Bojnec, 2021).

It is important to note that most studies investigating gender in 
agricultural settings have done so through a binary man/woman lens 
(Pfammatter and Jongerden, 2023). This binary understanding of 
gender excludes LGBTQ + people who do not identify with neither of 
these binary identities. Studies specific to LGBTQ + farmers have also 
investigated discriminations in agricultural settings and how this affects 
their experiences and their farming practices (Hoffelmeyer et al., 2023; 
Leslie, 2017, 2019).

3. Methodology

3.1. Research area

Our case study is located in Wallonia, the southern region of 
Belgium, covering 55 % of the country (i.e. 16,901 km2). According to 
the 2020 national agricultural census data, men represent 76 % of all 
11,970 farmers4 in Wallonia (Statbel, 2020). There are three main legal 
statuses that describe farmers: 1) farm managers, defined as the person 
with the highest responsibility of daily farm management, 2) farmers’ 
spouses, who work on the farm with their spouse and often have a lower 
level of responsibility, and 3) other family members who work on the 
farm as well. Men farmers are mostly represented in farm manager po
sitions, with 87 % men and 13 % women, while women farmers are 
mostly represented in the position of farmers’ spouses, with 83 % 
women and 17 % men. The majority of other helping family members 
are men as well (79 %).

We focus on the field crop sector, which represents 56 % of 

agricultural land in the region and is situated in the loam belt (Statbel, 
2022a). Field crops comprise cereals, forage maize, potatoes, sugar 
beets, temporary grassland and field vegetable production. They 
represent 24 % of total agricultural productivity in Belgium with € 2747 
million of produced value in 2022 (Statbel, 2022b). The use of pesti
cides, fertilizers and mechanization is typically intensive while the 
adoption of SAP is relatively low. For example, only 10 % of the field 
crop farms were organically certified in 2023. As the sector is rainfed, 
water efficiency issues are less relevant than in irrigated sectors.

3.2. Data collection and sample

The sampling method is a combination of convenience sampling and 
snowball sampling. We interviewed farmers until data saturation was 
reached, and no new insights emerged, with a sufficient variation in 
terms of SAP adoption, and men’s and women’s decision-making posi
tions. Our requirements for variation in SAP were to interview both 
organic and non-organic farms, with the latter comprising more inten
sive, productivist agricultural systems as well as farms specialized in 
conservation agriculture and less intensive systems. Our requirements 
for decision-making positions were to have at least two participants of 
each gender with high and low decision-making responsibilities. After 
the interview with the 16th participant, no new concepts emerged from 
the interviews, so the 13 additional participants were interviewed for 
sample variation purposes, and to ensure a conservative data saturation 
claim. The final sample includes 11 women and 18 men,5 coming from 
22 farms, of which seven are organically certified (Fig. 1). Compared to 
similar studies, our sample is considered relatively large. For instance, 
Tourtelier et al. (2023) conducted a similar study with a sample of 10 
participants from France; Azima et al. (2024) also conducted a similar 
study with a sample of 19 farmers from Québec; or Trauger (2004) who 
conducted a study with a sample of 20 farmers in Pennsylvania, USA.

The distribution of the sample is representative for the distribution of 
field crop farms in Wallonia, which are dominantly situated in the loam 
belt, the Northern part of the region (Statbel, 2022a). Table 1 provides 
data over each interview while Table A1 gives a detailed description of 
the sample, as well as the code that is used to describe the participants in 
the discussion.

We collected qualitative data through semi-structured interviews, 
which are a popular data collection method used in qualitative methods 
(Alvesson, 2003). These interviews are based on a few open-ended 
questions that provide a flexible framework for in-depth discussions, 
allowing us to ask as many follow-up questions as needed. This allows 
researchers to investigate and understand how participants’ experiences 
influence their actions and their attitudes (Qu & Dumay, 2011). A pre
liminary step was taken at the beginning of each interview to describe 
the anonymization process, and to gather consent from participants to 
record the discussions and to use the data in our research. Additionally, 
to ensure that participants were comfortable, it was specified that they 
could decline to answer any given question during the interview. The 
first section of the interview guide (Table A2) aimed at presenting the 
participant and the farm. The second section of the guide focused on our 
research questions and contained three main questions that could later 
be triangulated. This allowed for 1) a thorough discussion on farming 
practices with no specific focus on gender, 2) a thorough discussion on 
gender dynamics in agriculture with no specific focus on SAP adoption, 
and 3) a discussion identifying links between gender and farming 
practices directly. The last section of the interviews was dedicated to 
closing statements and sharing additional contacts. This was especially 
useful to find missing profiles from our sample such as women farmers 
being sole decision makers on their farm.

4 The term farmer used in this study excludes non-family paid workforce, also 
known as “agricultural employee”.

5 Although our methodology welcomed non-binary gender identities, all of 
the participants identified either as man or woman, and did not provide any 
data on how non-binary gender identities might influence farmers’ experiences.
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Fig. 1. Location of the 22 sampled farms in Wallonia. Source: DA_ SPW ARNE.

Table 1 
Summary of the interviews and farm characteristics (Low/Medium/High indicate level of SAP adoption).

Date of 
interview

Participants’ 
ID

Interview joint/separate 
& length

Province Farm management Farm size 
(ha)

Inputs Soil 
conservation

Agro- 
biodiv.

18/03/24 M1 86 min. Walloon 
Brabant

M1 100 Medium Medium High

18/03/24 M2 133 min. Walloon 
Brabant

M2 65 High Medium High

20/03/24 M3 68 min. Walloon 
Brabant

M3 70 Medium Medium Med

20/03/24 M4, M5 Separate 80min. Walloon 
Brabant

M5, M4 helping father 125 Medium Low Low

20/03/24 W1, M6 Separate 
97 min.

Walloon 
Brabant

M6, W1 100 High Low Medium

22/03/24 M7 75 min. Liège M7 400 High High High
23/03/24 M8, W2 Joint 

107 min.
Walloon 
Brabant

M8, W2 assisting small tasks 146 Medium Low Low

23/03/24 W3 35 min. Hainaut W3 and husband (not 
interviewed)

50 Low Low Low

25/03/24 W4, M9 Separate 
111 min.

Namur W4, husband M9 manages 
own farm

140 Low Low Low

25/03/24 W5 80 min. Namur W5 and husband (not 
interviewed)

120 Medium Low Low

26/03/24 M10 103 min. Walloon 
Brabant

M10 108 Medium High Medium

26/03/24 M11 124 min. Walloon 
Brabant

M11 150 High Medium High

26/03/24 M12, W6, M13 Joint 
47 min.

Namur Couple M12 & W6 and their 
son M13

150 Medium Medium Low

27/03/24 M14 105 min. Hainaut M14 25 High Medium Medium
27/03/24 W7 70 min. Hainaut W7, and husband (not 

interviewed)
140 Medium Medium Medium

29/03/24 M15 76 min. Hainaut M15 and wife (not 
interviewed)

125 Medium Low Low

29/03/24 M16 78 min. Walloon 
Brabant

M16 25 High Medium Medium

04/04/24 W8 40 min. Walloon 
Brabant

W8, and husband (not 
interviewed)

150 Medium Low Low

04/04/24 M17 86 min. Luxembourg M17 64 High High High
10/04/24 M18 102 min. Walloon 

Brabant
M18 200 High High High

01/05/24 W9, W10 Joint 
102 min.

Walloon 
Brabant

W9 with helping mother 40 Low Low Low

01/05/24 W11 77 min. Walloon 
Brabant

W11 120 Low Low Low
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The interviews were conducted in March, April and May 2024 by one 
female interviewer and one queer female interviewer. The gender of the 
researchers likely influenced the discussions, both because women 
farmers might have felt more comfortable sharing discrimination ex
periences, and because men might have refrained from sharing sexist 
views. If multiple farmers from the same farm were willing to participate 
in the interviews, we asked if they were willing to do the interviews 
separately or jointly.

3.3. Data analysis

Our analysis follows a thematic approach informed by the Theory of 
Planned Behavior (TPB), originally developed by Ajzen (1991), and 
particularly the TPB-based framework developed by Serebrennikov 
et al. (2020) (Figure A3). This framework categorizes factors influencing 
SAP adoption into five groups: socio-demographic, individual, farm, 
external, and institutional factors. We adopted this framework to 
structure our thematic analysis for its ability to highlight the transversal 
links between gender and SAP adoption.

We applied Gioia’s methodology to guide the thematic analysis in a 
transparent and robust way (Gioia, 2021; Gioia et al., 2013, 2022). 
Interview transcripts were coded for gender and SAP-related content, 
and two subsets of all mentions of gender and barriers/enablers of SAP 
were created. We identified 1st order concepts within these subsets and 
cross-analyzed them to retain only those where links between gender 
and SAP could be identified. The 39 resulting 1st order concepts were 
grouped into 2nd order themes and categorized in five factors using the 
TPB-informed framework. We added a sixth category, “masculinity,” to 
provide a useful introduction on gender dynamics in agriculture in the 
results. The coding process is visualized in Figure A4 in the appendix.

To enhance the transferability of our results and provide more 
detailed information on specific farming practices, we disaggregate the 
data on key SAP categories: 1) input use (e.g., reduced PPP/fertilizer 
use, organic certification), 2) soil conservation practices, and 3) agro
biodiversity (e.g., crop diversity and landscape elements). These three 
categories represent the main challenges in the Walloon field crop 
context.

4. Results

4.1. Masculinity

The first fundamental observation is that the field crop sector is a 
masculine system. Out of the 22 farms in the sample, 12 are managed by 
men, seven are managed as a couple and only three are managed by 
women. Most other actors involved in the agricultural sector, like vet
erinarians, extension agents and salesmen, are also men. For instance, 
W5 described her surprise when she left her career to work as a farmer’s 
spouse with her husband: 

“I was noticing it was only men, all the time. The retailers are mostly men; 
there are very few women that come. […] I only see men.”

Field crops were also described as being especially masculine 
compared to other sectors, for instance by W7: 

“I think that in this sector [women] are not very frequent. In horticulture 
or in vineyards in France there’s maybe a bit more women. In the field 
crop sector, frankly, there’s really not a lot of women. In 2024 I still get 
asked “So, do you drive the tractor?” That’s the question: Do you drive 
the tractor?”

On all farms in our sample, the mechanized work is done by men 
while women are usually responsible for administrative work, animal 
care, small assisting tasks and manual labor like weeding. Every woman 
farmer in our sample identified machinery as the major hurdle that 
prevents them to take part in field work. For instance, W7 explained that 
although the new generation of farmers is more inclusive of women, 

machinery remains an important hurdle for women: 

“If there are no women it’s because it’s the old generation. Although there 
is one truth, it’s that the field work, the tools, the machinery, it’s 
dimensioned for men. […] Before mechanization, women went to the 
fields, they would turn the hay, mow the grassland, make sheaves of 
wheat. The work was also divided, but women were in the fields.”

M8 explained that he never encounters women when he goes out to 
do field work: 

“I went to a meeting for chicory, they do one meeting per year, and there 
was maybe two or three women in the crowd, there were about a hundred 
of us. [Sexism] remains despite everything because it’s mostly men in the 
fields. When I go spraying at five or six in the morning, it’s always the 
same ones, all men. I don’t have a memory of ever seeing a woman.”

These gendered differences are reproduced and transmitted over 
generations. W2 explained the difference between the upbringing be
tween boys and girls in farming families: 

“The boy goes to the fields with his dad, because he is more attracted to 
machinery. Here, the girls, I have never wanted them to go near the 
machinery and the tractors. […](to her husband) If we had had a boy, do 
you think he would have come with you on the tractor? M8: Yes, there is a 
difference at that level.”

This is, in turn, linked to the inheritance of farms and land, which is 
traditionally done from father to son. Of the 22 sampled farms, seven are 
planned to be taken over by sons while only four by daughters.6 In three 
of the seven farms designated for transmission to sons, a daughter also 
expressed interest. However, as soon as the sons showed any interest, the 
transfer was automatically directed to them. Multiple participants also 
expressed that it was very important to have boys in a farming family. 
For instance, M2, who is aware of gender discrimination in agriculture 
and does an effort to fight them, mentioned: 

“I fight for [the stereotypical gendered labor division] to not be the case, 
but there are little spaces where it intervened. With the idea of having a 
child, I could not imagine something else than a boy, at first. We kept the 
surprise until the last moment and, in the end, I hoped for it to be a girl, 
and I regret not having any, because we had two boys. There are still 
stereotypes but we fight to make them disappear.”

For these reasons, farming was described by W5 as a “macho” world, 
and sexism and discriminations were described as the norm by many 
participants, like W1: 

“It’s not easy being accepted. We get comments and we get cut off when 
we’re talking, they’re not listening to what we are saying. It’s as if I was 
absent.”

However, participants noted that an increasing number of women 
are becoming farm managers and doing fieldwork, and that gender 
norms are evolving towards better inclusivity of women. For instance, 
M11 said: 

“There has always been a patriarchy in farms, it was often the boys who 
took over. However, I am seeing an increasing number of cases where girls 
take over.”

These assertions on women farmers’ agency also relied a lot on the 
future generation of women farmers. For instance, W11 shared her 
enthusiasm when seeing younger women at the biggest agricultural fair 
in Belgium: 

6 Nine farms did not know who would take over the farm, indicating worries 
about generational renewal.
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“And in fact, in Libramont, you see young girls with long nails that drive 
the machines, and you think “Snap, there has been a change at some 
point.”. […] It’s a different education that does this.”

4.2. Socio-demographic factors

Two socio-demographic factors were brought up by the participants: 
age and agricultural training levels. Most men farmers follow a tradi
tional trajectory towards farming with an informal education, often 
within the family, then a formal education, and an early takeover of the 
family farm. This is the trajectory of 14 out of 18 men farmers in our 
sample and one woman out of 11. Women farmers, however, tend to 
follow a different trajectory, where they are encouraged to follow a non- 
agricultural career, and come back to the family farm later in their lives. 
In most of these cases, they leave a non-agricultural career and either 
start working with their spouse or they take over the family farm. A 
striking element brought up by multiple participants is that when 
women become farm managers, it is often because the family farm is left 
without a succession after a loss. W5 explained: 

« When it’s a woman farm manager, it’s because there has been a tragedy, 
it’s because the husband passed away. That’s how it is, the only women I 
know as head of farm, there has been a tragedy.”

Another key difference is women’s more limited agricultural training 
compared to men, as W9 described: 

“Sometimes you need to dare to trust yourself. But me, because I did not 
do agricultural studies, I learned late. And the [mandatory courses to 
access the farming profession] are good, that’s great, but 2 years of 
evening classes doesn’t replace a bachelor’s or a master’s degree. And it 
doesn’t replace 50+ years of field experience either.”

These differences in trajectory towards farming result in men being 
younger and more trained when they start their career, which was 
identified as an important factor of SAP adoption. M2 explained that 
transitioning towards sustainable farming is a long process, and makes 
less sense towards the end of the career: 

“It’s easier to change a guy like me who took over at 35 than a guy who is 
55 or 60, and that has five or 10 years to go. He thinks “Me, I’m not going 
to change my whole way of doing things.”

Furthermore, training was consistently identified as a crucial factor 
when adopting more SAP. Conventional farming was described by M14 
as “following a pre-made recipe”, while transitioning towards SAP is 
very knowledge-intensive.

4.3. Individual factors

Two main individual factors were identified: gender social norms 
influencing attitudes towards SAP, and differences in passion for agri
culture. When asked about gender differences in farming practices, most 
participants responded that there was surely a difference, but had 
trouble describing it, like M1: 

“I think [women] have a different way of seeing things. In what, I don’t 
know, but we’re quite different.”

Further discussions with participants enabled a better description of 
how social norms influence attitudes. First, participants highlighted that 
masculine social norms such as strength and power seemed to echo 
conventional practices, while feminine social norms such as care echo 
sustainable farming. Furthermore, women were consistently identified 
as having a higher preference towards organic farming. These links were 
often made in light of the domestic tasks that women are responsible of 
such as cooking and educating children. Participants explained that this 
made women farmers more aware of the potential presence of pesticides 
in food, and the threat of pesticides to the health of their family, more 

importantly of their children. W1 explains: 

« I think women are more attentive in general. When they prepare [the 
pesticide treatments], they are more concerned by what’s going inside, at 
least our generation […]. Because the place of women, at least in my 
parents’ time, was in the kitchen. They were closer to the food.”

This is also explained by M17: 

« Men, we are all going to be more sensitive to the machinery, and with 
women there is a higher sensitivity to life and the relationship with 
animals.”

Additional elements were brought up such as the masculine tradition 
of being a provider, the fact that men are included in a traditionalist 
vision of agriculture, and that big machinery and pesticides satisfy 
masculine norms such as danger and courage. Women on the other 
hand, were associated with other values such as care for human health, 
and a higher sensitivity to environmental issues, although this was also 
challenged by a few participants such as M2: 

“Women are not the answer to the world’s problems. […] In traditional 
farms, women are sometimes the worst. […] I think they take in a lot so 
you shouldn’t mess with them.”

One last interesting result on how social norms influence SAP 
adoption was that farmers who hunt (only men farmers in our sample) 
consistently identified hunting as the main reason why they imple
mented SAP. M1 explains: 

“[As hunters], we are more aware of what hedges can bring. We are 
aware of the evolution in the decrease in game and in birds and that 
agriculture is partly responsible. If I could plant 10 more kilometers of 
hedges on my farm I would.”

This quite strongly contrasts with statements from other farmers who 
tended to downplay the impacts of agriculture on the environment, 
specifically on biodiversity. Lastly, most sustainable farmers in our 
sample considered it essential to stay at the forefront of the transition 
towards sustainable agriculture, like M7: 

“Evidently, the conventional system needs to change direction. That’s for 
sure. I always said I did not want to be in the locomotive [of the transition 
towards sustainable agriculture], but indirectly, I am.”

They view their work as farmers more holistically, considering the 
impact of agriculture on the soil, environment, nutritious quality of their 
produce, and human health. This passion for agriculture is more pro
nounced among men, as nine of the 11 women farmers do not express it, 
and 16 out of 18 men farmers have been passionate about farming since 
their childhood. For instance, M14 was surprised when he was asked 
why he was a farmer: 

“Why I started being a farmer? Well, because it was my destiny!”

Although all passionate farmers in our sample do not necessarily 
have high SAP adoption, it was a commonality between all the farmers 
who do. They felt responsible for providing solutions to the transition 
towards sustainable agriculture.

4.4. Farm factors

We identify two main farm factors in our data: farm characteristics 
and economic diversification projects. Participants did not identify dif
ferences in farm characteristics between men and women. When asked if 
there were gender differences in farm size and land tenure, participants 
consistently explained that they did not see differences in these aspects. 
However, participant M2 identified how land ownership encourages the 
uptake of landscape elements: 

“People that introduce agroforestry, it’s people that are owners of their 
land and they shouldn’t even be considered in the same world. I would like 
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to implement more [hedges], but the major barrier is that I am not the 
landowner.”

Women were identified as major initiators of economic diversifica
tion projects by multiple participants like W4: 

“This large trend of having grocery stores on the farm, that’s women. 
Women take care of that because men work in the fields.”

In turn, economic diversification was considered a major enabler of 
SAP adoption in two major ways. First, economic diversification is a way 
to move away from mainstream value chains and create alternative 
value chains that allow for diversified production and value-added 
production, which often reduces the use of inputs and allows for more 
diverse crop species. For instance, M4 described the difference between 
the mainstream potato value chain in Wallonia, which is done through 
potato contractors, and his direct sales value chain: 

“A contractor has a contract for a certain number of tons. […] So, he 
does the maximum to have the maximum yields. Us, because it’s for in
dividuals, we don’t use too much fertilizer so that the potatoes don’t 
blacken or explode.”

Second, economic diversification brings positive relationships with 
clients and peers, which encourages SAP. M1 and M16 both explained 
that producing food through alternative value chains is very demanding, 
and that the satisfaction they get from client contacts is one of the ele
ments that motivates them to continue their sustainable projects.

4.5. External factors

Regarding external factors, we identify that outsourcing of field 
work, technical advisory services, and farmers’ groups all show gender 
tendencies and influence the adoption of SAP. Women farm managers 
were associated with higher outsourcing of field work consistently 
throughout the interviews. Interestingly, the three women sole farm 
managers W4, W9, and W11 all outsourced a maximum amount of field 
work. While W4 and W11 sometimes do field work, when necessary, W9 
never does. W7, the only agriculturally trained woman of our sample 
who is very involved in the agronomic decision making on the farm she 
co-manages with her husband, acknowledged that if her husband was 
not there, she would have to outsource a lot of the field work: 

“If I didn’t have [my husband], there would be constraints, there are 
things I would struggle to do. I would have to outsource a part of the 
work.”

This was also identified as an increasing trend by multiple farmers, 
like M8: 

“[Outsourcing] is very much the trend now with farmers, to retain control 
over your assets.”

M1 additionally specified it was a trend mostly among women. 
Furthermore, outsourcing was seen as having a negative impact on SAP 
adoption because the lack of skilled workforce pushes farmers that rely 
on their services to simplify their practices. This often reduces the di
versity of crops, discourages the presence of landscape elements, re
duces soil conservation efforts and encourages preventive use of inputs. 
Similarly, farm managers with lower levels of training often rely on 
commercial advisory services that tend to increase the use of inputs. W7 
explained: 

“The product retailer comes and tries to scare people, he will say “There 
are many aphids in your wheat field, you must do a [insecticide] treat
ment.” But it’s not true.”

This was confirmed by W11, who has a lower level of training: 

“Where I have the most difficulties is the decision making. I have tech
nicians who advise me, but in my model, my technicians are my retailers. 
[…] My big problem is that as a woman, I don’t have the knowledge 

(because I learned late), about which insect is which.[…] I don’t have the 
confidence because I don’t have the basic agricultural training.”

Multiple farmers highlighted that the training received by 
outsourcing companies’ workforce is very basic and follows conven
tional practices. This affects both the ability of this workforce to apply 
soil conservation practices, and the implementation of landscape ele
ments, as evidenced by M18: 

“All of [the workers], there is no one to lift the other up, that’s for sure, 
they don’t even see [the hedges]. They are indifferent, if we plant hedges 
and we don’t tell them where the posts are, they are going to till them for 
sure. And even with posts, every year, we have to replant them, every 
year. For them, nature is an obstacle and if they can, they destroy it, it’s 
really the right word.”

Among farmers with high adoption of SAP, the transition from 
traditional commercial advisory services to independent advisory ser
vices was seen as a key element. These independent advisory services 
can be accessed through different channels, but are often accessed 
through farmers’ groups. For instance, farmer M14 estimated that he 
reduced his pesticide use by 25–50 % after switching from commercial 
advisory to independent advisory provided by a local farmers’ group. 
During the interviews, farmers’ groups were the main space where 
women farmers experienced sexism and discriminations. This results in 
an underrepresentation of women in farmers’ groups meetings, as W7 
explained: 

“I would say that I am completely atypical because whether I go to a 
technical meeting on beets or cereal or whatever, […] I am practically the 
only woman, […] I know some women farmers who I find very interesting 
that don’t want to go to a meeting because they wouldn’t feel at ease, and 
sometimes also because their husband doesn’t want them to!”

Farmers’ groups were also identified as a way to access machinery, 
mostly through CUMA7 that can provide specialized machinery to 
farmers. This was considered especially helpful by farmers trying to 
adopt soil conservation practices. One last way farmers’ groups were 
identified as an enabler of SAP adoption is through joint purchases of 
inputs. M3 explained that this allows farmers to order the exact amount 
of inputs they intend on using, which reduces the likelihood of them 
“finishing the barrel”.

4.6. Institutional factors

Institutional factors, such as fiscal and regulatory policies and mar
ket stability, were often mentioned during the interviews as important 
enablers of SAP adoption. However, gender was not perceived as an 
influencing factor, and responses from men and women farmers showed 
no notable differences. This suggests that in our sample gender does not 
affect institutional factors.

5. Discussion

5.1. Gendered barriers and enablers for SAP adoption

In some respects, the findings from this case study on field crop farms 
in Wallonia are consistent with previous research, while in other re
spects, they diverge. First, the general finding that Walloon field crops 
are masculine and that women face sexism and discriminations is 
consistent with research across other contexts (Sachs, 2023; Tourtelier 
et al., 2023). Similar testimonies on gendered labor patterns, where men 
carry out the field work and women are responsible for other tasks, and 
inheritance systems that favor sons over daughters have been described 

7 Coopérative d’utilisation du matériel agricole, EN: Cooperative of use of 
agricultural equipment.
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by other studies (Chiappe and Butler Flora, 1998; Pilgeram and Amos, 
2015; Trauger, 2004; Trauger et al., 2010). Yet, across our sample there 
is consensus that the sector is evolving towards higher inclusivity of 
women farmers. Participants consistently highlighted that women are 
increasingly becoming farm managers, because the social norms asso
ciated with farming are evolving. Women farmers also asserted their 
own presence in agricultural spaces. They often celebrated the progress 
made towards more equality, mainly through the implementation of the 
legal status of the farmer spouse, while also stressing that progress is still 
needed.

Our results suggest that women farmers take over farms later in their 
lives and with lower agricultural training levels. This is in line with 
Walloon statistics that identify that the peak age at which men take over 
farms is 24 years old, and that the peak age for women is 33 (Buraud 
et al., 2023). However, these numbers are not specific to field crops. In a 
French case study, Tourtelier et al. (2023) also highlighted that women 
farmers in their sample took over farms after a previous career. How
ever, in their case, the women did it on a voluntary basis, which con
trasts with our sample where the women who took over farms did so in 
order to replace a retired or passed family member. In their study, they 
also highlighted that people going into farming after a previous 
non-agricultural career often went into sustainable projects, particularly 
women in small-scale production. The striking opposition in these re
sults from two similar contexts stresses the importance of disaggregating 
research between production types.

Differences in attitudes have had a prominent place in the literature 
on gender and SAP adoption, and our results mostly converge with 
previous studies. For instance, our results are in line with research 
stating that masculine social norms are associated with strength, inde
pendence and control, and encourage a productivist paradigm 
(Coldwell, 2007; Peter et al., 2000; Saugeres, 2002). In their study 
investigating how masculine social norms affect men farmers’ mental 
and physical health, Roy and Hočevar (2019) also highlight a strong 
passion for agriculture in their sample. In addition, our results confirm 
that women tend to encourage organic farming because of higher con
cerns for human health (Azima et al., 2024; Burton, 2004; Tourtelier 
et al., 2023). However, one element in our results that is not well rep
resented in the literature is the strong effect of hunting on environ
mental awareness and SAP adoption. Hunting farmers recognized the 
impact of agriculture on biodiversity and challenged the traditional 
vision of agriculture that opposes farming and nature. We argue that it is 
not hunting itself that enhances environmental awareness and attitudes 
of farmers, but rather participation in outside leisure activities that 
foster connection between people and wildlife. To the best of our 
knowledge, no studies have investigated the specific link between 
farmers’ leisure activities and environmental awareness. However, 
previous literature in other contexts have highlighted that outdoor ac
tivities and contact with wildlife enhance environmental awareness and 
behavior (Nisbet et al., 2009; Palmberg and Kuru, 2000).

One way our results differ from previous studies is the fact that 
farmers in our sample did not seem to find gender differences in farm 
size and land tenure. Most studies show that women’s farms are on 
average smaller than men’s farms (Ball, 2020; Barbercheck et al., 2014). 
For instance, in Wallonia, women farmers manage 41.5 ha farms on 
average, and men 59.5 ha (Buraud et al., 2023). However, this statistic 
pertains to all sectors, including the horticulture sector where farm sizes 
are much smaller compared to the field crop sector, and where women 
farmers are relatively more active. The absence of differences in farm 
size and land tenure is also likely due to the limited possibilities of 
becoming a field crop farm manager. Due to field crop farms’ 
capital-intensive nature because of extensive land use and machinery 
heavy operations, starting a new field crop farm is rare. Because women 
mostly become farm managers through inheritance, their farms are not 
necessarily different from men’s farms.

Our results on economic diversification, whereby part of the produce 
is sold through shorter value chains, are in line with previous research 

that women farmers are more likely to be involved in diversification 
activities because this aligns with the traditional division of farm labor. 
Other studies have documented this before, and suggest that these ac
tivities may empower women farmers (Azima and Mundler, 2022; 
Tourtelier et al., 2023; Trauger et al., 2010). The link between short 
value chains and sustainable production has been studied, with mixed 
results (Enthoven & Van den Broeck, 2021). In our case study, the effects 
on SAP adoption is mainly positive, as economic diversification through 
short value chains allows farmers to move away from mainstream pro
duction models, where market pressure tends to favor intensive 
practices.

One main result is the apparent link between gender and labor 
outsourcing. Outsourcing is increasing in many European farming sys
tems but not many scientific studies cover this topic. An exception is the 
study by Nguyen et al. (2022), who identify complete fieldwork 
outsourcing as an emerging phenomenon in France. As generational 
renewal declines, more farm managers without agricultural ambitions 
take over “as a last resort”, treating farming as a side job and depending 
entirely on outsourcing for both fieldwork and advisory services. This 
trajectory is more likely to be followed by women farmers, as evidenced 
by all three women sole farm managers in our sample who outsource. In 
these cases, outsourcing was associated with a reduced uptake of SAP. 
However, some of the most sustainable farms in our sample also relied 
heavily on labor outsourcing. The difference with these cases is that the 
farm manager (all men in our sample) is a farmer with extensive expe
rience and training, and that the decision making is done by the farmer 
himself. Further studies on the links between labor outsourcing and SAP 
adoption are needed to understand how this farming model can foster 
sustainable agricultural models, and how gender mediates this 
relationship.

The absence of gendered differences in financial support is in 
contrast to other studies that highlighted differences between farms 
managed by men and women (Ferto and Bojnec, 2025; Ferto and Bojnec, 
2025; Schmidt et al., 2021). These differences stem mostly from differ
ences in the types of farms managed by women and men, with women 
typically more active in sectors with lower subsidies or smaller farms. 
Within the field crop sector, such differences do not seem to exist, and 
support is received equally by men and women.

5.2. Limitations

There are some limitations that we need to recognize when inter
preting our results. First, our qualitative research approach prevents us 
from weighing the relative importance of findings. For instance, we 
reveal conflicting factors, such as women farmers having a more nega
tive attitude towards pesticides yet facing barriers to reduce their 
pesticide use. As such, we cannot determine whether men or women are 
more likely to adopt SAP or whether certain results hold more signifi
cance. This needs to be investigated jointly with quantitative research 
methods, which should preferably rely on a probability sampling strat
egy. Notably, our sample lacks one key profile: a woman farmer who 
conducts the fieldwork herself. While we tried to include such a profile 
in our sample, we were unable to find them. Second, our analysis did not 
cover water and energy use efficiency, which are also important di
mensions of environmental sustainability. While these issues are less 
relevant in our specific context, other studies could focus more explicitly 
on them. Third, our binary approach to gender reflects the composition 
of our sample, which includes only men and women. Future research on 
LGBTQAI + communities in farming, such as Hoffelmeyer et al. (2023), 
Leslie (2017) and Pfammatter and Jongerden (2023), could provide 
valuable insights into how non-binary gender identities influence the 
adoption of SAP. Finally, our research focus on gender does not include 
intersectional analysis of the relationships between gender and other 
forms of inequalities such as race, ethnicity, and sexuality (Pilgeram 
et al., 2022; Sachs, 2023).
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6. Conclusion

In this study, we investigate how the adoption of SAP is shaped by 
gender, an often-overlooked factor in research on high-income coun
tries, especially in Europe. Our findings from the field crop sector in 
Wallonia, Belgium, highlight four main points. First, while attitudes 
towards SAP are key drivers for adoption, women farmers are not 
inherently more environmentally conscious. They usually prioritize 
nutritious quality and food safety, leading to a negative attitude towards 
pesticides, but face many barriers to SAP adoption. In contrast, men 
typically follow farming trajectories that lead to higher SAP adoption, as 
they tend to take over the farm at a younger age and receive formal 
agricultural training. Some also favor hunting, resulting in lower pesti
cide use and increased landscape elements. Second, economic diversi
fication through short food supply chains is typically women’s 
responsibility. These alternative market channels are often associated 
with less inputs and more agrobiodiversity. Third, limited access to 
farmer groups represents a key barrier to women, restricting their net
works with fellow farmers, and reducing access to equipment and 
advisory services. This is particularly important for the adoption of soil 
conservation measures, which requires specialized machinery, and the 
reduction of pesticides and fertilizers. Fourth, women tend to rely more 
on outsourcing, making it harder to reduce inputs, implement soil 
conservation and promote agrobiodiversity. Meanwhile, men see 
outsourcing as an opportunity to upscale SAP, as they feel more confi
dent directing fieldworkers.

As women take on a growing role in agriculture amid declining 
generational renewal rates in Europe, policies should prioritize gender- 
inclusive agricultural environments and address women-specific chal
lenges to SAP adoption. Gender inclusivity is essential to ensure that all 
farmers have access to the same tools and resources that are crucial to 
support SAP adoption. Enhancing gender inclusivity can be done at 
multiple levels: including and recognizing gender disparities in agri
cultural policies, creating and supporting women’s agricultural groups, 
supporting women’s installation as farm managers, enhancing the visi
bility of women farmers, and ensuring women are represented at all 
levels of agricultural decision-making institutions. Greater inclusion 
could encourage more women to pursue farming careers, thereby 
enhancing their skills, training and confidence. It would also foster 
knowledge-sharing, resource access, and technical support, which are all 
crucial for higher levels of SAP adoption. Additionally, integrating 
overlooked gender-specific issues into policy, such as the link between 
gender and outsourcing, could further support SAP adoption.

For research, gender-disaggregated data is needed to uncover in
sights into social and environmental sustainability. The Farm Sustain
ability Data Network (FSDN) will be a great asset to investigate these 
topics on a broader European scale. Research should also go beyond 
alternative farming systems and consider the full spectrum of SAP 
adoption within ‘conventional’ farms. These dominate European 

agriculture and offer the greatest potential to reduce its environmental 
impact. Our case study on field crop farms stresses the importance of 
context when trying to understand and represent women farmers. The 
focus in the literature on women farmers in sustainable horticulture 
farms is crucial to enhance understanding and visibility to their roles in 
these systems. However, the conclusions from these farming systems 
cannot be extrapolated to other contexts, as it risks to overlook other 
categories of women farmers that remain underrepresented, as well as to 
entertain stereotypes such as inherent environmental stewardship 
among women farmers (Doss et al., 2018).
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Appendix 

Table A1 
Summary of the final sample of 29 participants, and their profile characteristics

ID Decision-making position Takeover trajectory Training level and previous career (if any)

M1 Farm manager Early takeover of family farm BSc in agriculture
M2 Farm manager Early takeover of family farm Msc in bioengineering
M3 Farm manager Later takeover of family farm BSc in agriculture, previous career in non-agricultural 

field
M4 Helping father Early takeover of family farm BSc in agriculture
M5 Farm manager Early takeover of family farm, joined his father after obtaining his bachelor’s in 

agriculture
BSc in agriculture

(continued on next page)
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Table A1 (continued )

ID Decision-making position Takeover trajectory Training level and previous career (if any)

W1 Co-manager Joined her husband on the farm when they took over her family’s farm Trained and previous career in non-agricultural field
M6 Co-manager Early takeover of spouse’s family farm w BSc in agriculture
M7 Farm manager Early takeover of family farm and manager of multiple farms MSc in non-agricultural field
M8 Farm manager Early takeover of spouse’s family farm BSc in agriculture
W2 Helping spouse Own career outside of farming and helping with assistive tasks No agricultural training, own career
W3 Helping spouse Early takeover of family farm with her husband BSc in agrifood industries, no previous career
W4 Farm manager Later takeover of family farm BSc in non-agricultural field, previous non-agricultural 

career
M9 Farm manager (different 

farm)
Early takeover of family farm BSc in agriculture

W5 Helping spouse Joined her husband later as helping spouse BSc in non-agricultural field, previous non-agricultural 
career

M10 Farm manager Early takeover of family farm Practical agricultural training
M11 Farm manager Early takeover of family farm BSc in agriculture
M12 Farm manager Early takeover of family farm BSc in agriculture
W6 Helping spouse Joined her husband later as helping spouse BSc in non-agricultural field
M13 Helping son Helps on the farm, potential takeover MSc in industrial engineering
M14 Farm manager Later takeover of family farm Msc in bioengineering, side career as teacher
W7 Co-manager Early takeover of family farm Msc in bioengineering
M15 Farm manager Early takeover of family farm Practical agricultural training
M16 Farm manager Early takeover of family farm Msc in industrial engineering
W8 Helping spouse Early takeover of family farm No agricultural training
M17 Farm manager Early takeover of family farm BSc in agriculture
M18 Farm manager Early takeover of multiple farms Msc in bioengineering
W9 Farm manager Later takeover of family farm No agricultural training, previous non-agricultural 

career
W10 Helping mother Joined her husband later as helping spouse Trained and previous career in non-agricultural field
W11 Farm manager Later takeover of family farm No agricultural training, previous non-agricultural 

career

Table A2 
Interview guide

0.Consent 1. Description of data use, anonymization process, ability to end the interview and decline answering questions, 
and consent for recording

1. Farmer description Identity 1. Can you present yourself ? Name, gender, age?
2. What is your training level (agricultural and non-agricultural)

Professional 
trajectories

3.Which training have you followed?
4.How long have you been working here?
5.What is the name of the farm you are working in?

Role(s) 6. How would you call your job ? Propositions:
Farm manager, helping spouse, co-manager, peasant* ? 
7. What is/are your role(s) in this farm ?

2. Farm description Farm identity 8. What types of production are produced here ?
9. How many hectares are in this farm ?

10. How many hectares do you own or lease ? What types of leases?
11. Does the production of this farm have one or more labels? Which ones?

Workforce 12. How many people are involved/work for/are paid by this farm ?
13. How many estimated hours do you spend on farm labor per week?
14. Do you have a second job?
15. How is decision-making distributed on this farm? In terms of Agricultural production? Marketing? Domestic 

labor?
3.Gender and Sustainable Agricultural 

Practices
SAP 16. How would you describe your farming style?

17. How do you implement sustainable practices on your farm? Why?
18. What are the barriers and enablers to the adoption of more SAP?

Gender 19. Does gender affect the experiences of farmers? How so?
Gender & SAP 20. Does gender influence the adoption of sustainable farming practices?

4.Supplementary information ​ 21. Do you have anything to add?
22. Do you know other farmers that would be willing to participate in an interview with us?

* In French, paysan (English: peasant), is a term that is preferred by some farmers to the more common term chef d’exploitation (English: Farm manager).
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Figure A3. Methodological process.

Figure A4. Codebook describing the thematic analysis process.
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