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Abstract	

A	number	of	women	living	on	family	farms	own	farm	property	in	their	

own	 right.	 	 This	 is	 an	 unexplored	 research	 area	 in	 Ireland.	 	 Gender	

inequalities	 in	 the	 ownership	 and	 control	 of	 farm	 property	 have	

consequences	 for	women’s	capacity	 to	change	 their	roles	and	position	

on	 the	 farm	 and	 off	 the	 farm	 in	 the	 broader	 rural	 economy.	 	 This	

research	focuses	on	women’s	experiences	of	 farm	property	ownership	

and	 the	 possibilities	 it	 holds	 for	 women’s	 active	 participation	 in	

agriculture	and	decisions	affecting	their	family’s	livelihood.		

	

Using	 the	 Biographical	 Narrative	 Interpretive	Method	 (BNIM),	 twelve	

women	farm	property	owners	shared	their	life	stories.		The	use	of	this	

unique	 research	 method	 provides	 a	 new	 perspective	 on	 the	 issue	 of	

women’s	 farm	 property	 ownership	 and	 how	 farm	 women	 operate	

within	the	rural	economy.		Resulting	from	an	eleven-stage	analysis,	four	

holistic	 case	 accounts	 are	 presented.	 	 Key	 similarities	 and	 differences	

among	ownership	categories	are	explored	in	relation	to	pathways	into	

ownership,	 the	 type	 of	 farming	 engaged	 in,	 familial	 relationships	 and	

women’s	identities	as	farmers.	 	The	research	explores	the	dynamics	of	

power	 of	 individual	 agency	 within	 structural	 conditions	 of	 the	

patriarchal	system	of	agriculture,	and	the	potential	for	change.			

	

The	 challenges	associated	with	occupying	 the	 category	of	 'farmer'	 are	

discussed	 in	 the	 narrative	 accounts.	 	 Married	 women	 in	 this	 study	

demonstrate	 that	 while	 ownership	 of	 farm	 property	 changes	 their	

material	conditions,	relationships	on	family	farms	are	crucial	for	giving	

rise	to	and	supporting	women’s	ownership.		How	married	farm	women	

strengthen	their	positions	and	create	opportunities	for	themselves	that	

recognise	 and	 affirm	 their	 active	 participation	 in	 agriculture,	 skills,	

accomplishments	 and	 decision-making	 power	 are	 also	 treated.	 	 This	

thesis	argues	that	women's	 farm	property	ownership	alters	the	 legacy	

of	patriarchal	power	and	control	in	Irish	agriculture.		 	
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Chapter	1 –	Introduction	
	‘The	new	wife	owned	not	so	much	as	a	teacup.		And	she	owned	no	more	

when	she	was	eighty:	everything	passed	to	her	son,	whose	wife	would	

in	her	turn	use	but	never	own	the	household	possessions’		

(Brody	1973:	110)	

1.1 Introduction	

Traditionally,	 the	 family	 farm	 has	 been	 the	 most	 common	 form	 in	

Ireland.	 	 O’Hara	 describes	 family	 farming	 as	 ‘a	 social	 form	 in	 which	

production,	consumption	and	reproduction…are	closely	bound’,	where	

women	 marry	 into	 farming,	 and	 it’s	 associated	 pre-established	

gendered	 structure,	 rather	 than	 choosing	 it	 as	 a	 profession	 (O'Hara,	

1997a:	125).	 	Although	women	have	always	played	an	integral	role	on	

the	 farm,	 the	 importance	 of	 their	 participation	 in	 farming	 and	

agriculture	 has	 often	 been	 overlooked,	 and	 their	 contributions	

perceived	 as	 ancillary,	 a	 perception	 of	 gender	within	 these	 structures	

that	 remain	 unchanged	 (Brandth	 2006;	 O'Hara	 1987;	 Shortall	 1999).		

Farm	 women’s	 labour	 is	 important	 for	 the	 maintenance	 of	 a	 family	

farming	 system.	 	 Where	 spouses	 of	 male	 farmers	 work	 on	 farms,	 on	

balance,	 they	 now	 work	 longer	 hours	 than	 all	 other	 family	 farm	

workers	 except	 for	 farm	 holders	 (COA,	 2010).	 	 	 However,	

modernisation	reduced	the	value	of	women’s	work	on	 farms,	which	 is	

largely	considered	ancillary,	or	not	considered	as	directly	contributing	

to	 productive	 output.	 	 As	 demonstrated	 in	 the	 Gender	 Equality	 Unit’s	

2004	 report,	Women	 and	 Men	 on	 Farms	 in	 Ireland,	 a	 representative	

survey	 found	 that	 men	 and	 women	 equally	 perceived	 that	 women’s	

work	is	largely	undervalued	(GEU	2004).		Women	who	do	work	as	full-

time	farm	managers	and	decision	makers	on	the	farm	are	the	exception	

to	traditional	views	of	women’s	roles	on	farms	(Trauger	et	al.	2010).			

	

Women’s	 position	 within	 family	 farming	 in	 Ireland,	 and	 within	

agriculture	 as	 a	 whole,	 has	 been	 shaped	 by	 social,	 economic	 and	
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institutional	 constraints.	 	Despite	changes	 that	have	occurred	 in	other	

occupational	 spheres,	 it	 is	 acknowledged	 that	 agriculture	 in	 Ireland	

continues	 to	be	 largely	patriarchal,	 and	 farm	women’s	position	within	

family	 farming	 operates	 within	 patriarchal	 agrarian	 social	 structures	

(O'Hara	 1997b,	 1998;	 Shortall	 1999;	 Viney	 1968).	 	 Unequal	 gender	

relations	within	traditional	agriculture	mean	that	farm	women	remain	

relatively	 powerless	 in	 representing	 their	 interests	 beyond	 these	

boundaries	 (Shortall	 1999).	 	 The	 particular	 situation	 of	 farm	women	

has	 implications	 for	 their	 participation	 as	 active	 and	 knowledgeable	

actors	within	the	structures	of	agriculture.			

	

The	transfer	of	farm	land	is	the	most	likely	way	to	acquire	property	in	

Ireland,	yet,	within	the	traditional	model	of	family	farming	the	transfer	

of	property	is	not	distributed	equally	among	men	and	women.		Families	

tend	 to	 follow	 the	 traditional	 practice	 of	 selecting	 a	 male	 heir	 to	

continue	the	family	farming	business,	and	attitudes	have	not	changed	in	

this	 regard	 in	 Ireland	 (GEU	 2004).	 	 This	 social	 practice	 discriminates	

between	men	 and	women,	meaning	 that	women	 are	 largely	 excluded	

from	 traditional	pathways	of	 inheritance	 to	 acquiring	 the	 farm,	which	

significantly	 limits	 women’s	 access	 to	 ownership	 opportunities	 in	

farming	(Shortall	1997b,	1999).	 	Access	to	land	is	required	in	order	to	

farm,	 yet	 women	 are	 disadvantaged	 in	 comparison	 to	 men	 when	 it	

comes	 to	 owning	 farm	 land.	 	 Just	 over	 twelve	 percent	 of	 farm	 land	 is	

owned	by	women	in	Ireland.		Of	women	in	the	farming	workforce,	less	

than	a	quarter	of	them	own	the	farms	they	work	on	(CSO	2012).	

	

The	 changing	 circumstances	 surrounding	 the	 viability	 of	 the	 farm	

enterprise	 has	 led	 to	 livelihood	 alternative	 for	 women	 on	 farms.		

Agricultural	restructuring	has	resulted	in	a	reduction	in	the	number	of	

farm	 families,	 as	 well	 as	 an	 increase	 in	 alternative	 strategies	 for	

maintaining	the	family	farm.		Women	have	played	a	central	role	in	these	

strategies	 of	 pluriactivity,	 non-agricultural	 activities,	 and	 the	

combination	 of	 part-time	 farming	 with	 off-farm	 employment,	 all	 of	
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which	 have	 directly	 affected	 the	 choices	 and	 decisions	 of	 members	

within	the	family	farm	household.	 	Off-farm	employment	emerged	as	a	

way	 to	 increase	 the	household	 income	and	sustain	 the	viability	of	 the	

family	 farm.	 	 As	 a	 result,	 women	 have	 become	 more	 visible	 in	 their	

contribution	to	the	family	income	from	off-farm	employment,	which	is	

sustaining	the	family	farm	(Kelly	and	Shortall	2002).		

	

I	am	 interested	 in	how	women	experience	property	ownership	within	

the	structures	that	constrain	them.		This	study	uses	property	ownership	

as	a	lens	for	understanding	how	women	gain	influence	and	pursue	their	

interests	 in	 the	 contemporary	 Irish	 rural	 economy.	 	Women’s	 lack	 of	

ownership	 of	 property	 has	 a	 wider	 effect	 on	 broader	 social	 and	

economic	 relationships.	 	There	are	 consequences	within	 farm	 families	

and	communities	for	the	position	of	women,	the	structure	of	roles,	and	

strategies	 of	 family	 organisation,	 and	 the	 future	 of	 family	 farming	

(Shortall	 1997b).	 	 If	 family	 farming	 is	 to	 continue	 into	 the	 future,	

women’s	 roles	 -	 and	 gender	 equality	 more	 generally	 -	 is	 necessary	

(Shortall	 and	Byrne	2009:	 299).	 	 It	 is	within	 this	 context	 that	 I	 chose	

property	ownership	as	a	topic	for	my	doctoral	thesis.			

	

In	this	chapter,	I	will	first	outline	the	aims	and	objectives	of	the	thesis.		

Then,	I	will	examine	key	theoretical	concepts	pertinent	to	the	research	

to	make	sense	of	women’s	property	ownership	 in	terms	of	patriarchy,	

gender,	and	family	farming.		Next,	I	will	clarify	what	I	mean	by	property	

ownership.	 	 To	 conclude	 this	 chapter,	 I	will	 outline	 the	 focus	 of	 each	

chapter	in	the	thesis.	

1.2 Aims,	Objectives	and	Rationale	of	the	Study	

The	aim	of	this	research	is	to	explore	women’s	experiences	of	property	

ownership	on	farms	in	Ireland.		The	narratives	of	women	farm	owners,	

offer	 insight	 into	 how	 they	 succeed	 in	 performing	 as	 active	 and	

knowledgeable	actors	 in	the	rural	economy.	 	The	diverse	categories	of	

women	property	owners	devised	for	this	study	reflects	women	who	are	
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participating	 fully	 in	 farming,	 and	 who	 hold	 a	 valuable	 agricultural	

resource	on	which	farming	depends	–	land.				

1.3 Research	question	

The	 research	 question	 developed	 for	 this	 study	 is:	 what	 are	 the	

experiences	 of	 property	 ownership	 among	 women	 who	 own	 family	

farms	 in	 Ireland?	 	 This	 broad	 question	was	 designed	 to	 facilitate	 the	

emergence	of	narratives	on	the	relationship	between	owning	farm	land	

and	participation	in	the	wider	rural	economy	for	women	in	agriculture.		

The	 time	 frame,	 between	 1940	 and	 2011,	 reflects	 the	 biographical	

scope	of	the	participants	interviewed	for	this	study,	as	well	as	a	period	

that	 has	 resulted	 in	 many	 changes	 in	 agriculture	 that	 have	 had	

consequences	 for	 women’s	 involvement	 in	 farming	 (discussed	 in	

Chapter	2).		This	study	is	concerned	with	the	impact	ownership	has	on	

the	lives	of	farm	women,	and	their	world	view	as	women	farmers	who	

own	their	own	farm	land.		By	focussing	on	the	subjective	experiences	of	

women	 farm	 owners	 in	 Ireland,	 this	 research	 considers	 women’s	

individual	experiences	of	property	ownership,	and	the	consequences	of	

ownership	for	women,	their	familial	relationships,	and	their	own	future	

plans	 and	 reproduction	 of	 the	 family	 farm.	 	 The	 study	 also	 explores	

whether	women	associate	with	the	identity	of	property	owner.	

	

The	 research	 question	 guided	 the	 decision	 to	 use	 the	 Biographic	

Narrative	Interpretive	Method	(BNIM)	for	data	collection	and	analysis.		

Data	was	collected	to	support	the	research	question	through	twelve	in-

depth	 biographical	 interviews	 with	 women	 who	 already	 owned	 farm	

property	and	were	actively	engaged	in	farming.		The	use	of	this	method	

for	 collecting	 data	 provided	 detailed	 data	 on	 the	 lived	 experiences	 of	

women	 property	 owners,	 resulting	 in	 the	 analysis	 of	 individual	

subjectivity	 in	 the	 context	 of	 broader	 social,	 cultural	 and	 historical	

structures.		
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1.4 Theoretical	and	Conceptual	Framework	

There	 are	 three	 key	 theoretical	 concepts	 pertinent	 to	 the	 research:	

patriarchy,	 gender,	 and	 family.	 	 The	 literature	 grounding	 this	 thesis	

draws	on	works	within	feminist	and	rural	sociology	studies.		

1.4.1 Patriarchy	and	Gender	

Patriarchy	 is	 the	 fundamental	 concept	 that	 underpins	 this	 thesis,	 and	

refers	 to	 unequal	 gender	 relations	 in	 Irish	 society.	 	 As	 a	 frame	 for	

understanding	 women’s	 position	 in	 the	 rural	 economy,	 patriarchy	

represents	 the	dominant	norm	of	male	privilege	 in	 agriculture.	 	 Farm	

women	are	uniquely	situated	within	a	social,	cultural,	institutional	and	

economic	context	that	differentiates	them	from	urban	women	and	other	

categories	 of	 rural	 women.	 	 	 Despite	 changes	 in	 women’s	 social	 and	

economic	 roles	 in	 farming,	 patriarchal	 family	 values	persist	 and	place	

expectations	 and	 demands	 on	 women,	 with	 which	 they	 struggle	 to	

identify	with	 and	meet	 their	 own	 individual	needs	 (Byrne	and	Owens	

1998).	 	 For	 this	 reason,	 patriarchy	 is	 a	 useful	 concept	 for	 further	

understanding	the	social	position	of	farm	women	in	Ireland	today,	both	

in	 terms	 of	 their	 perceived	 subordinate	 position	 within	 farming	 and	

agriculture,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 gender	 inequality	 that	 persists	 within	 the	

private	domain	of	the	home,	and	public	domain	of	the	community	and	

state.			

	

Gender	 theory	 explains	 the	 duality	 of	 domination	 and	 subordination	

between	 men	 and	 women	 that	 occurs	 within	 patriarchal	 structures.		

From	 a	 feminist	 perspective,	 this	 study	 explores	 the	 differences	

between	 men	 and	 women	 in	 property	 ownership	 and	 farming,	 as	 a	

consequence	 of	 cultural	 assumptions	 and	 practices.	 	 Connell	 defines	

gender	 as	 ‘the	 structure	 of	 social	 relations	 that	 centres	 on	 the	

reproductive	 arena,	 and	 the	 set	 of	 practices	 that	 bring	 reproductive	

distinctions	 between	 bodies	 into	 social	 processes.’	 (Connell	 2009:	 11	

author's	italics).		Gender	is	embedded	in	the	structures	and	practices	of	

organisations	 and	 social	 institutions.	 	 This	 has	 a	 significant	 effect	 on	
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women’s	bargaining	power	to	affect	change	where	institutions	operate,	

‘since	they	have	been	excluded	from	participation	in	many	institutional	

spheres’	(Reeves	and	Baden	2000:	18).	 	In	Irish	agriculture,	patriarchy	

can	 be	 understood	 as	 ‘hegemonic	 masculinity’	 (Connell	 1995:	 77),	

which	represents	a	dominant	norm	in	the	roles	of	males	in	agriculture.		

It	 is	widely	 acknowledged	 that	 this	 form	 of	 hegemonic	masculinity	 is	

patriarchal	 and	 is	 thus	 disadvantageous	 to	 women	 in	 terms	 of	 their	

agency	and	empowerment	by	limiting	the	choices	and	options	available	

to	them.	 	Hegemonic	masculinity,	 in	this	context	is	disadvantageous	to	

rural	women	in	terms	of	gender	equality	and	constrains	their	capacity	

as	agents	in	the	rural	economy.			

	

Gender	 features	 strongly	 in	 any	 inquiry	 into	 inequality	 because	 it	

reveals	women’s	 subordinate	 position	 in	 relation	 to	 resources,	 status,	

power,	work	 and	 education	 (Baker	 et	 al.	 2004).	 	 Gender	 relations	 are	

‘hierarchical	relations	of	power	between	women	and	men	that	tend	to	

disadvantage	 women’	 (Reeves	 and	 Baden	 2000),	 through	 which	 the	

imbalance	 of	 power	 embedded	 in	 male-female	 relations	 are	 central.		

According	 to	 Reeves	 and	 Baden	 (2000),	 a	 distinction	 must	 be	 made	

between	 gender	 equality	 and	 gender	 equity.	 	 While	 gender	 equality	

denotes	women	having	the	same	opportunities	in	life	as	men	(including	

the	 ability	 to	 participate	 in	 the	 public	 sphere),	 gender	 equity	 denotes	

the	equivalence	in	life	outcomes	for	women	and	men,	recognising	their	

different	needs	 and	 interests,	 and	 requiring	 a	 redistribution	of	 power	

and	resources	(Reeves	and	Baden	2000:	18).  	

 

Connell’s	‘Patriarchal	Dividend’	describes	the	advantage	gained	by	men	

as	a	group	from	maintaining	an	unequal	gender	order,	which	takes	the	

form	of	the	surplus	of	resources	made	available	to	men	(Connell	2009:	

141).		The	gender	order	offers	substantial	gain	to	most	men	and	it	is	in	

their	interest	to	sustain	and	defend	it.		Inequalities	exist	across	a	range	

of	 resources	 from	 income	 and	 wealth	 to	 social	 honour	 and	 cultural	

authority,	and	are	usually	expressed	through	women’s	lack	of	resources	
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compared	 to	men	 (Connell	 2009:	 141).	 	 It	 is	 the	 advantage	 gained	by	

men	 as	 a	 group	 from	 maintaining	 an	 unequal	 gender	 order	 that	

prevents	an	equitable	redistribution	of	power	and	resources	(Baker	et	

al.	 2004;	 Connell	 1987).	 	Drawing	 from	Connell’s	 conceptualisation	of	

unequal	gender	order	provides	a	starting	point	for	exposing	the	sites	of	

inequality,	 which	 can	 only	 be	 reduced	 as	 gender	 equality	 increases	

(Connell	2009:	143).	

1.4.2 Family	

The	concept	of	family	has	changed	in	Ireland,	with	differences	in	family	

structures	 that	 no	 longer	 depend	 on	 the	 institution	 of	 marriage	 to	

define	 them,	 such	as	 rising	numbers	of	 lone	parent	 families,	marriage	

breakdowns,	 same-sex	 couples,	 and	 co-habiting	 couples	 (Lunn	 et	 al.	

2009).		The	perception	of	the	structure	of	the	farm	family	has	remained	

consistent,	comprising	of	two	to	three	generations	of	immediate	family	

members	in	various	stages	of	their	life	cycle,	held	together	by	a	married	

couple	with	children,	and	some	form	of	caring	relationship	between	this	

family	 unit	 and	 elderly	 parents	 retired	 from	 farming.	 	 Within	 this	

structure,	 women	 have	 traditionally	 played	 an	 important	 role	 on	 the	

farm	in	terms	of	caring	for	members	of	the	family,	and	domestic	tasks,	

which	 are	 not	 considered	part	 of	 the	 production	 on	 the	 farm	 (O'Hara	

1997b).			

	

This	 study	 is	 interested	 in	 whether	 differences	 occur	 in	 how	 human,	

social	 and	 economic	 resources	 are	 organized	 on	 farms	where	women	

own	property,	 and	 the	 impact	 this	has	on	gender	 relations	within	 the	

farm	family.		Intra-family	dynamics	on	the	family	farm	are	a	concern	of	

this	 thesis.	 	How	women	property	owners	negotiate	and	renegotiate	a	

position	for	themselves	within	the	family,	the	consequences	for	gender	

equality	 in	 farming,	 and	women’s	 agency	within	 family	 farming.	 	 This	

study	 conceptualises	 the	 family	 farm	 as	 an	 institution,	 where	 social,	

cultural	and	economic	 factors	 interact.	 	Bourdieu	theorises	about	how	

we	create	the	idea	of	the	family	internally,	then	externally	in	the	world	
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by	 performing	 family,	 and	 then	 create	 what	 it	 means	 to	 be	 a	 family	

(Bourdieu	1996).			

1.5 Property	Ownership	

Lamb	 describes	 Godwin’s	 account	 of	 property	 rights,	 based	 on	

utilitarian	 and	 egalitarian	 grounds,	 as	 being	 different	 from	 modern	

theories	of	ownership	since	he	rejects	the	relevance	of	how	something	

is	 acquired	 in	 favour	 of	 the	 utility	 it	 provides	 for	 the	 holder	 (Lamb	

2009:	 277).	 	 This	 understanding	 of	 property	 is	 not	 interested	 in	 how	

the	resource	was	acquired,	since	the	prioritising	factor	is	that	property	

is	acquired	and	this	results	in	a	greater	benefit	to	the	individual	user	of	

this	 resource.	 	 This	 perspective	 focuses	 on	 the	 individual’s	 use	 of	

property,	 and	 the	 happiness	 that	 can	 be	 derived	 as	 a	 consequence	 of	

ownership	 of	 property.	 	 Godwin’s	 utilitarian	 basis	 for	 the	 right	 of	

ownership	 is	 that	 ‘an	 individual	 agent	 has	 the	 right	 to	 a	 piece	 of	

property,	provided	that	individual	can	make	personal	use	of	it	without	

taking	into	account	wider	considerations	of	general	utility’	(Lamb	2009:	

285).		It	is	not	the	appropriation	of	the	object,	but	that	the	object	has	a	

personal	 ‘use-value’,	 which	 is	 entirely	 personal	 and	 subjective	 (Lamb	

2009:285).	 	It	has	been	argued	that	this	utilitarian	view	of	property	‘is	

not	in	principle	favourable	to	property	rights,	since	another	agent	could	

have	 claim	 to	 it	 if	 they	 can	make	 better	 use	 of	 it,	 and	 generate	more	

utility	from	it	(Ryan	1984:	93).		

	

Another	 perspective	 in	 Godwin’s	 approach	 to	 property	 is	

egalitarianism,	 which	 can	 be	 explained	 as	 generating	 or	 maintaining	

equality,	 such	 as	 equal	 access	 to	 resources,	 especially	with	 respect	 to	

social,	political	and	economic	affairs	(Widlok	and	Tadesse	2007).	 	 It	 is	

not	 private	 property	 ownership	 that	 is	 the	main	 concern	 for	 Godwin,	

but	 the	 unequal	 distribution	 of	 it	 (Lamb	 2009:	 292).	 	 From	 an	

egalitarian	point	of	view,	the	principle	focus	is	the	benefits	of	property	

ownership.	 	 Godwin’s	 argument	 for	 more	 equitable	 distribution	 of	

property	 is	 that	 it	 would	 ‘give	 a	 degree	 of	 independence’	 and	
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opportunity	 to	 a	 broader	 population	 (Clark	 1977:	 261).	 	 For	 equal	

opportunities	to	occur,	economic	freedom	and	the	equality	of	resources	

function	 together	 as	 ‘equality	 of	 condition’	 whereby	 everyone	 is	 in	 a	

position	to	make	choices	among	alternatives	of	similar	worth	(Baker	et	

al.	 2004:	 51).	 	 This	 is	 the	 ideal	 position	 for	 approaching	 women’s	

ownership	of	property,	because	 it	 recognises	equality	of	 access	 to	 the	

resource	of	farm	property,	and	equal	opportunity	to	benefit	from	use	of	

the	land.	

	

The	equal	distribution	of	property	can	be	conceptualised	in	terms	of	the	

advantages	 and	 benefits	 it	 provides	 to	 the	 holder	 once	 it	 is	 acquired.		

Ribot	and	Peluso	differentiate	access	 from	property	 rights	 in	order	 to	

distinguish	the	ability	to	derive	benefits	 from	things,	 from	the	right	 to	

benefit	 from	 things	 (2003).	 	 By	 doing	 so,	 the	 social	 relationships	 that	

constrain	 or	 enable	 an	 individual	 to	 benefit	 from	 resources	 is	

highlighted,	enabling	 the	analysis	of	who	benefits	 from	things	and	 the	

processes	by	which	 they	 can	do	 so.	 	The	means	 through	which	 this	 is	

explored	 is	 through	 bundles	 or	 webs	 of	 power	 exercised	 through	

mechanisms,	 processes	 and	 social	 relation	 that	 affect	 an	 individual’s	

ability	to	benefit	from	a	resource	(Ribot	and	Peluso	2003).	

	

Property	 can	 be	 interpreted	 in	many	different	ways.	 	 The	meaning	 of	

property	can	refer	to	a	variety	of	tangible	material	possessions,	such	as	

land,	or	it	can	refer	to	goods	that	are	intangible,	such	as	investments	or	

bank	 accounts	 (Deere	 and	 Doss	 2006).	 	 In	 the	 context	 of	 this	 study,	

focussing	 on	 women’s	 ownership	 of	 farms,	 property	 refers	 to	 the	

tangible	 asset	 of	 land	 as	 capital.	 	 Land	 and	 capital	 are	 owned	 by	 the	

family	on	family	farms,	and	are	the	means	of	production	(O'Hara	1998).		

Land,	as	understood	in	the	social	system	and	structures	of	culture	and	

society,	 is	what	Bourdieu	 refers	 to	as	 economic	 capital	because	 it	 is	 a	

resource	that	can	be	converted	into	money	(Bourdieu	1986).		The	other	

two	 forms	of	capital	 to	which	Bourdieu	refers	are	cultural	capital	 that	

can	 be	 converted	 into	 economic	 capital,	 such	 as	 educational	
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qualifications	and	social	capital	made	up	of	social	connections	that	can	

be	 converted	 in	economic	 capital	 in	 terms	of	 status	or	 title	 (Bourdieu	

1986).	 	 According	 to	 Coleman,	 social	 capital	 is	 a	 resource	 that	 is	

available	 to	 an	 individual	 and	 can	 be	 used	 in	 conjunction	 with	 other	

resources	(Coleman	1988).	 	The	first	resource	is	human	capital,	which	

is	 the	 use	 of	 the	 individual’s	 own	 skills	 and	 expertise.	 	 The	 second	

resource	 is	 physical	 capital,	 encompassing	 the	 tools	 held	 by	 the	

individual.	 	The	third	resource	is	economic	capital,	relating	to	material	

or	monetary	wealth	accrued	by	the	individual.		

	

This	understanding	of	property	in	the	context	of	other	forms	of	capital	

is	 a	 useful	 framework	 to	 investigate	 how	 property	 ownership	 gives	

women	an	advantage	by	helping	them	to	mobilise	resources	effectively.		

Strategies	 for	 bargaining	within	 the	household	 rely	 on	 several	 factors	

and	 the	 ‘social	 capital	 of	 individuals,	 including	 their	 labor,	 kin,	 and	

solidarity	 networks,	 is	 key	 to	 an	 understanding	 of	 both	 property	

acquisition	 and	 intrahousehold	 bargaining	 processes’	 (Friedemann-

Sánchez	 2006).	 	 Based	 on	 Crowley’s	 model	 of	 Bourdieu’s	 theory	 of	

practice,	women	bring	education,	social	networks,	or	a	profession	that	

stimulates	 income	 for	 the	 farm	–	either	 through	off-farm	employment	

or	 through	 skills	 or	 expertise	 they	 use	 on	 the	 farm	 (Crowley	 2006).		

Therefore	farm	women	contribute	income,	social	capital,	and	expertise,	

so	why	would	they	not	want	to	own	property	and	have	an	equal	stake	

in	the	farm	enterprise	they	are	contributing	to?	

1.6 Empowerment	

Kabeer	 describes	 power	 as	 the	 ‘ability	 to	 make	 choices’,	 and	

disempowerment	 as	 being	 denied	 the	 ability	 to	 make	 choices;	 and	

empowerment	as	the	processes	by	which	those	who	have	been	denied	

the	 ability	 to	 make	 choices	 acquire	 the	 ability	 (Kabeer	 2005).	 	 This	

study	uses	 the	 three	dimensions	 that	 represent	 the	pathways	 through	

which	 the	 ability	 to	 exercise	 choice	 can	 be	 determined	 to	 consider	

women’s	experiences	of	property	ownership.		These	pathways	include:	
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resources	 (pre-conditions),	 agency	 (process),	 and	 achievements	

(outcomes)	 (Kabeer	 1999:	 437).	 	 Kabeer’s	 three	 dimensions	 can	 be	

viewed	 as	 the	 ability	 to	 exercise	 choice,	 and	 to	 assert	 control	 over	

assets	and	resources.		There	is	an	element	of	choice	that	is	exercised	in	

every	circumstance,	thus	demonstrating	agency.		In	relation	to	this	view	

of	 property	 ownership,	 agency	 can	 be	 understood	 as	 the	 ability	 to	

define	 one's	 goals	 and	 act	 upon	 them.	 	 It	 can	 be	 understood	 as	 the	

ability	to	pursue	one’s	own	interests	and	to	have	access	to	the	forms	of	

cultural,	social,	and	economic	capitals	that	allow	the	realisation	of	these	

interests.		From	this	perspectives	actions	are	agential.	

1.7 Self	and	Social	Identity	

Byrne	developed	an	empirical	model	of	self	and	social	identity	as	a	tool	

for	investigating	how	women	negotiate	their	identities	in	the	context	of	

strong	 ideologies	 and	 social	 identities	 (Byrne	 2003).	 	 Self-identity	 is	

‘reference	 to	 the	self,	 that	sense	of	ourselves	as	unique	and	 individual	

persons’	 (Byrne	2003:	444).	 	 Social	 identity	 is	 ‘our	 recognition	of	 and	

response	 to	 others’	 categorizations	 of	 us	 in	 terms	 of	 personhood,	

gender,	 ‘race’,	 ethnicity,	 sexual	 orientation,	 class	 and	 marital	 status’	

(Byrne	2003:	444).		Is	it	possible	for	women	owners	of	farm	property	to	

change	rigid	constructions	of	womanhood	that	exist	in	farming	culture?		

Byrne	 suggests	 that	 ‘In	 observing	 the	 elements	 of	 self-identity	 in	

women’s	 narratives,	 the	 researcher	 can	 also	 discern	 resistance	 to	

dominant	 conceptions	 and	 attempts	 to	 articulate	 new	 conceptions	 of	

womanhood.’	 (Byrne	 2003:	 447).	 	 Based	 on	 the	 narratives	 of	 lived	

experiences,	 this	study	will	 trace	 the	evolving	subjectivities	of	various	

categories	 of	 property	 owners,	 thereby	 observing	 elements	 of	 self-

identity.	

1.8 Gaps	in	the	Literature	

This	research	focuses	on	women	who	have	grown	up	on	a	family	farm,	

and	have	come	to	own	farm	property.		The	first	motivation	of	this	thesis	

for	 concentrating	 on	 women	 property	 owners	 is	 to	 contribute	 to	

literature	 on	 women	 who	 are	 farming	 their	 own	 land.	 	 A	 gap	 in	 the	
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literature	was	identified,	whereby	there	is	little	revealed	about	‘women	

farmers	independently	operating	their	own	farms	and	women	who	are	

considered	 responsible	 for	 day-to-day	 decision	 making	 on	 a	 family	

farm’	(Trauger	2001:	53).		I	chose	to	focus	on	women	property	owners	

who	actively	farm	their	 land	as	a	cohort	of	 farm	women	for	this	study	

because	they	could	offer	narratives	of	individual,	subjective	experience	

about	ownership	and	operating	their	own	farms.	In	this	way,	they	have	

experienced	what	 it	 took	 to	 become	a	property	 owner,	 and	what	 it	 is	

like	 to	 be	 a	 property	 owner	 operating	 in	 the	 Irish	 rural	 economy.		

Another	gap	in	the	literature	identified	by	Brandth,	pointed	to	a	lack	of	

research	 exploring	 women’s	 agency	 and	 how	 their	 identities	 change	

over	 time	 (Brandth	 2006).	 	 The	 second	 motivation	 for	 focussing	 on	

categories	 of	 women	 property	 owners	 addresses	 this	 gap	 in	 the	

literature	by	exploring	women’s	lived,	subjective	experiences	of	what	it	

took	to	become	a	property	owner,	what	it	is	like	to	be	a	female	property	

owner	operating	in	the	rural	economy,	and	how	women’s	identities	are	

constructed	 as	 their	 subjectivities	 change	 and	progress	 over	 their	 life	

course.	

1.9 Research	Design	and	Methods	

Based	 on	 a	 narrative	 inquiry	 approach,	 this	 study	 uses	 qualitative	

research	 methods	 and	 offers	 a	 biographical	 narrative	 study	 on	 the	

topic	 of	 women’s	 property	 ownership.	 	 A	 narrative	 approach	 was	

employed	 for	 my	 study	 for	 several	 reasons.	 	 Firstly,	 a	 narrative	

approach	 has	 not	 previously	 been	 used	 to	 analyse	 the	 life	 stories	 of	

women	 property	 owners.	 	 Using	 a	 biographic	 narrative	 inquiry	

method,	 such	 as	 BNIM,	 provides	 a	 platform	 for	 original	 research	

focussing	specifically	on	women’s	property	ownership.		Using	BNIM	as	

a	research	method	provides	a	new	perspective	on	the	topic	of	women’s	

property	 ownership,	 and	 how	 farm	women	 operate	 within	 the	 rural	

economy.	 	 BNIM	 provides	 access	 to	 the	 subjectivities	 of	 women	

property	 owners,	 what	 they	 experience	 of	 themselves	 and	 those	

around	 them	 at	 a	 particular	 moment	 in	 time.	 	 Through	 the	 lens	 of	



Chapter	1	-	Introduction	

	 13	

property	 ownership,	 BNIM	 is	 a	 qualitative	way	 of	 exploring	 how	 the	

lives	 of	 women	 farm	 owners	 are	 subjectively	 constructed,	 how	 they	

acquire	the	status	of	owner	and	the	consequences	of	this.			

	

The	main	focus	of	the	study	is	on	the	lived	experiences	of	women	who	

own	farm	land,	what	they	are	doing	on	the	land,	and	the	resources	they	

deploy	to	become	successful	property	owners	and	farmers.	 	Following	

the	procedures	outlined	by	the	method,	the	use	of	BNIM	as	the	method	

of	data	collection	and	analysis	in	this	thesis,	captures	the	progression	of	

subjectivity	of	women	property	owners	 throughout	all	 the	events	and	

experiences	 told	 in	 their	 life	 stories	 during	 the	 interview.	 	 The	

biographical	 stories	 captured	 through	 the	 BNIM	 interview,	 and	

interpreted	 through	 methodical	 analysis,	 are	 illustrative	 of	 women’s	

lives	and	what	it	takes	to	be	active	agents	in	agriculture.			

	

This	 research	 is	 interested	 in	 the	 social	 construction	 of	 gender	 as	 a	

category	of	 analysis,	 to	explore	how	women	property	owners	operate	

within	 their	 environment.	 	 In	 this	 sense,	 the	 method	 is	 used	 in	 a	

woman-centered	 approach,	 influenced	 by	 the	 tenets	 of	 feminism	 for	

inclusiveness	 of	 women’s	 voices,	 from	 women’s	 perspective.	 	 The	

epistemology	and	research	methods	are	based	on	a	model	of	knowing	

that	originates	from	the	view	from	women’s	lives.		The	BNIM	interview	

method	is	participant	lead	and	requires	minimal	intervention	from	the	

interviewer,	 leaving	the	participant	to	guide	the	content	and	sequence	

of	topics,	telling	their	story	from	their	own	perspective.		

1.9.1 Participant	Selection	

Women	property	 owners	were	 selected	 as	 the	 cohort	 of	 farm	women	

for	this	thesis,	and	categories	of	property	owners	were	identified	to	aid	

with	 the	 selection	 of	 participate	 for	 the	 research.	 	 The	 thesis	 is	

concerned	 with	 implications	 of	 property	 ownership	 pathways.	 	 A	

contribution	 of	 this	 thesis	 is	 the	 development	 of	 a	 typology	 of	

ownership	to	identify	as	many	different	categories	of	women	property	
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owners	 as	 possible,	 highlighting	 the	 different	 ways	 women	 come	 to	

own	 property,	 and	 what	 they	 do	 with	 the	 land.	 	 Based	 on	 the	

characteristics	 of	 women	 property	 owners	 identified	 through	 a	

comprehensive	 literature	 review,	 a	 typology	was	devised	dividing	 the	

cohort	into	nine	categories	of	property	ownership,	outlined	in	Chapter	

3	 (figure	 3)	 of	 this	 thesis.	 	 Within	 the	 broad	 category	 of	 property	

owners,	 different	 types	 of	 pathways	 to	 ownership	 for	 women	 were	

identified,	 including	 inheritance	 of	 farm	 property,	 lease	 or	 purchase,	

and	 legal	 partnership.	 	 Within	 these	 categories,	 women	 owned	

traditional,	 non-traditional	 and	 diversified	 farms1,	 reflecting	 the	 way	

they	 farmed	 the	 land	 they	 owned.	 	 These	women	 had	 an	 established	

background	 in	 farming,	 since	 they	 grew	up	on	 family	 farms,	 and	 they	

were	 familiar	 with	 the	 traditional	 family	 farming	 model.	 	 This	 study	

excludes	women	 farm	owners	who	did	not	grow	up	on	a	 family	 farm,	

since	their	background	was	not	in	farming.		It	also	excludes	women	who	

did	 not	 operate	 the	 farm	 they	 owned,	 since	 their	 experiences	 of	

property	ownership	are	not	based	on	actively	farming	the	land.		These	

distinct	categories	of	farm	owners	offer	opportunity	for	future	research	

on	women’s	experiences	of	farm	ownership.	

	

Informed	by	the	ownership	typology	(Chapter	3,	figure	3)	to	guide	the	

selection	 of	 participants	 for	 the	 study,	 twelve	 BNIM	 interviews	 were	

conducted	based	on	the	sample	criteria.	 	The	method	requires	a	small	

sample	size	due	to	the	intensive	nature	of	the	data	analysis,	and	the	rich	

data	 the	 analysis	 produces	 (Wengraf	 2001).	 	 A	 small	 sample	 size	 of	

twelve	participants	was	selected	to	represent	the	diverse	categories	of	

the	cohort	of	this	research.		The	participants	selected	for	interview	for	

this	 study	were	women	who	 already	 owned	 farm	 property	 and	were	

actively	engaged	in	farming.		In	keeping	with	guidelines	of	the	method,	

more	 interviews	 were	 conducted	 than	 required	 for	 case	 analysis	

because	they	are	important	for	building	a	comprehensive	picture	of	the	

																																																								
1 Family farm types are outlined in Appendix D 
2 This question on land acquisition was not repeated in the 2010 Census of Agriculture 
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research	 topic	 in	 order	 to	 ‘confirm,	 correct,	 or	 enrich	 your	 previous	

theorisations’	(Wengraf	2010:	723).			

	

Of	 the	 twelve	 interviews,	 four	 key	 cases	 were	 selected	 for	 in-depth	

analysis	 using	 the	 BNIM	 procedures	 for	 analysis	 to	 produce	 four	

individual	case	accounts.		The	BNIM	selection	criteria	was	used	to	get	a	

diverse	 range	 of	 cases	 that	were	 different	 from	 each	 other	 in	 at	 least	

one	aspect,	and	 to	avoid	binary	 thinking	of	 two	cases	 that	are	similar.		

The	 main	 criteria	 for	 difference	 was	 informed	 by	 the	 ownership	

typology	 that	 distinguished	 the	 category	 of	 property	 ownership	 each	

participant	represented,	and	the	type	of	farming	they	were	engaged	in.			

	

The	approach	to	analysis	was	to	use	the	BNIM	eleven-stage	procedure,	

insuring	 rigorous	 analysis	 of	 the	data	 from	a	biographical,	 contextual,	

and	 thematic	 point	 of	 view.	 	 Each	 case	 explored	 the	 experiences	 of	

property	 ownership	 on	women’s	 status,	 position	 and	 participation	 in	

family	 farming	 among	 different	 categories	 of	 farm	 women	 property	

owners.	 	 The	 three	 cases	 presented	 in	 Chapter	 4,	 Chapter	 5,	 and	

Chapter	 6	 were	 different	 from	 each	 other	 in	 how	 they	 came	 into	

ownership	and	the	type	of	farming	they	were	engaged	in.		Mary’s	story	

is	 an	 example	 of	 diversified	 family	 farming	 and	 the	 establishment	 of	

gender	equality	on	the	farm.		Mairead’s	case	is	an	example	of	traditional	

family	 farming,	 whereby	 she	 acquired	 property	 through	 inheritance.		

Sarah’s	 story	 highlights	 an	 alternative	 pathway	 in	 ownership	 through	

leasing	 of	 land	 and	 is	 an	 example	 of	 non-traditional	 farming.	 	 As	 a	

comparative	case,	Carol’s	story	presented	in	Chapter	7	of	this	thesis	is	

different	 from	 the	 previous	 three	 cases,	 because	 it	 represents	 the	

category	of	non-property	ownership	on	a	 traditional	 subsistence	 farm	

to	balance	 the	analysis	of	women’s	property	ownership,	 and	women’s	

participation	 and	 contribution	 to	 the	 rural	 economy.	 	 Carol’s	 story	

represents	her	struggle	for	recognition	in	farming	within	the	confines	of	

institutional	and	familial	structures.	
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1.10 Thesis	Outline		

This	chapter	provided	an	introduction	to	the	overall	study,	by	giving	an	

overview	 of	 the	 context	 of	 the	 study,	 the	 aims	 and	 objectives,	 and	

theoretical	perspective.		A	brief	introduction	to	the	theoretical	concepts	

used	 in	 the	 study	 was	 provided,	 as	 well	 as	 an	 overview	 of	 the	

methodology.		Finally,	property	ownership	was	discussed	to	provided	a	

basis	 for	understanding	how	ownership	 impacts	on	women’s	position	

in	the	rural	economy.			

	

Chapter	 2,	 provides	 a	 critical	 analysis	 of	 the	 relevant	 literature	

associated	with	the	topic	of	women’s	property	ownership,	and	provides	

context	 for	 the	 research	 to	 respond	 to	 the	 aim	 and	 objectives	 of	 the	

study.	 	 First,	 a	 brief	 account	 of	women	 in	 agriculture,	 based	 on	 rural	

sociology	literature,	is	presented	to	give	context	to	women’s	social	and	

cultural	 location	within	 agriculture	 in	 Ireland.	 	 Then	 relevant	 themes	

relating	to	the	main	concepts	identified	for	this	study,	trace	the	changes	

in	women’s	 position	within	 agriculture	 over	 seventy	 years.	 	 I	 present	

the	 research	 to	 date	 on	women’s	 property	 ownership	 in	 Ireland,	 and	

provide	a	comparison	with	international	literature	on	this	topic.	

	

Chapter	3	provides	an	overview	of	the	methodological	decisions	taken	

to	 develop	 this	 study.	 	 The	 chapter	 starts	 by	 outlining	 the	

methodological	and	ideological	approach,	situating	the	study	within	the	

narrative	 inquiry	 and	 biographical	 narrative	 traditions.	 	 Then,	 the	

Biographical	Narrative	Interpretive	Method	(BNIM)	used	in	this	study	is	

presented,	 including	 the	 rationale	 for	 using	 this	 method,	 and	

justification	for	the	appropriateness	of	this	method	for	this	research	in	

the	 analysis	 and	 theorisation	 of	 women’s	 property	 ownership.	 	 Next,	

information	 about	 the	 preliminary	 phase	 of	 the	 research	 is	 provided,	

including	 the	 typology	 of	 categories	 of	 women	 property	 owners	

developed	 specifically	 for	 this	 study	 to	 guide	 the	 selection	 of	

participants	 for	 inclusion	 in	 the	study.	 	Then,	 the	procedural	elements	

of	the	BNIM	interview,	and	the	eleven	stages	of	analysis	used	to	create	
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individualised	 case	 accounts	 are	 outlined	 to	 demonstrate	 how	 the	

findings	 were	 generated	 across	 the	 four	 cases.	 	 Next,	 the	 ethical	

challenges	of	 the	 research	are	discussed.	 	The	 chapter	 concludes	with	

my	own	reflection	on	the	challenges	of	this	method	for	this	study.	

	

Four	 separate	 interpretive	 case	 accounts	 are	 presented	 in	 chapters	

chapters	four,	five,	six	and	seven,	capturing	the	distinguishing	features	

of	 each	 case	 and	 revealing	 aspects	 of	 farm	 women’s	 experiences	 of	

property	 ownership.	 	 Each	 case	 is	 presented	 in	 it’s	 own	 separate	

chapter	 in	 order	 to	 reflect	 the	 richness	 of	 the	 data	 produced	 using	

BNIM,	 and	 the	 nuances	 brought	 to	 light	 through	 analysis	 and	

interpretation	 using	 this	method.	 	 The	 first	 three	 cases	 present	 three	

different	 categories	 of	 property	 owners,	 and	 the	 last	 case	 presents	 a	

farm	 manager	 who	 did	 not	 own	 property	 as	 a	 basis	 of	 contrast	 and	

comparison	with	the	others.		Each	chapter	is	divided	into	two	separate	

sections:	 the	 ownership	 history	 and	 the	 ownership	 story.	 	 In	 the	

ownership	history,	 the	 case	 in	each	chapter	 is	put	 into	 context	within	

the	 biographical	 events	 of	 each	 case,	 and	 the	 relevant	 socio-historical	

time	frame	in	which	the	events	take	place,	encompassing	key	influences	

on	 women	 lives	 on	 farms	 in	 Ireland.	 	 In	 the	 ownership	 story,	 the	

individual	 case	 accounts	 are	 then	 presented	 separately,	 based	 on	

BNIM’s	analytical	procedures,	to	reflect	the	progression	of	subjectivity.	

	

Chapter	 8,	 provides	 a	 comparison	 and	 theorisation	 of	 the	 four	

individualised	cases	presented	in	chapters	four,	five,	six	and	seven,	the	

final	stage	in	BNIM	analysis.		This	chapter	is	a	collective	analysis	of	the	

cases	 and	 makes	 a	 connection	 between	 the	 personal	 narratives	

representing	 the	 shared	 experiences	 of	women	 property	 owners,	 and	

the	 broader	 social	 narratives	 that	 occur	 within	 these	 personal	

experiences.		While	the	comparison	generalises	across	the	cases,	it	also	

distinguishes	 the	 similarities	 and	 differences	 between	 them.	 	 The	

research	findings	are	divided	into	four	themes	in	this	chapter:	 	gender	

and	 farming;	gender	and	 labour;	 gender	and	 identity;	 and	gender	and	
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the	 family	 farm.	 	 The	 themes	 are	 discussed	 in	 relation	 to	 relevant	

literature,	 reflecting	what	 emerged	 from	 the	 individualised	 narratives	

in	the	cases	presented	in	chapters	four	to	seven.		

	

Chapter	9,	is	based	on	the	original	objectives	of	the	study	and	presents	

a	 discussion	 of	 the	 key	 findings	 of	 this	 research.	 	 The	 main	

contributions	 of	 the	 thesis	 are	 outlined,	 and	 areas	 of	 future-research	

are	identified.	

1.11 Conclusion	

There	 are	 many	 factors	 that	 frame	 farm	 women’s	 experiences	 as	

successful	 agents	 in	 the	 rural	 economy.	 	 The	 overarching	 research	

question	this	study	seeks	to	address	is:	what	are	women’s	experiences	

of	 property	 ownership?	 	 The	 next	 chapter	 provides	 background	 and	

context	 to	 women’s	 situation	 in	 agriculture	 in	 Ireland	 and	 changes	

within	the	past	seventy	years,	and	gives	an	overview	of	issues	related	to	

women’s	property	ownership.	
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Chapter	2 Literature	Review:	 	Gender,	Family	Farming	

and	Property	Ownership	

2.1 Introduction	

This	 chapter	 presents	 the	 literature	 relevant	 to	 women’s	 property	

ownership	 in	 Ireland.	 	 The	 concepts	 of	 family,	 patriarchy	 and	 gender	

are	introduced,	and	their	applicability	to	the	issue	of	women’s	property	

ownership	in	Ireland	is	discussed	in	relation	to	the	aims	and	objectives	

of	 this	 thesis.	 	 First,	 an	 overview	 of	 literature	 on	 the	 concept	 of	 the	

family	farm	gives	a	theoretical	basis	for	understanding	the	concept	and	

how	 it	 can	 be	 applied	 to	 agrarian	 structures,	 and	 in	 fact,	 the	modern	

farm	 family	 in	 Ireland.	 	 Second,	 family	 farming	 and	 patriarchy	 is	

explored	 to	 show	 how	 this	 impacts	 on	 gender	 relations	 within	

agriculture.		Third,	connections	between	patriarchy,	family	farming	and	

property	demonstrates	how	patriarchy	is	embedded	in	the	structure	of	

family	 farming	 and	 how	 this	 impacts	 on	 women’s	 lives	 in	 terms	 of	

property	ownership,	and	the	subsequent	consequences	of	this	position.	

2.2 Family	as	social	institution:	a	site	of	patriarchy	

Farm	 women	 have	 a	 specific	 connection	 with	 farming	 that	 situates	

them	within	family	farming,	a	livelihood	that	is	vulnerable	to	changing	

market	 conditions,	 as	 well	 as	 EU	 and	 national	 agricultural	 policy.		

Despite	 economic	 changes	 in	 agriculture	 and	 farming	 in	 Ireland,	

patriarchy	 is	 still	 deeply	 entrenched	 in	 agrarian	 and	 family	 farming	

structures.	 	 Shortall	maintains	 that	 ‘the	 patriarchal	 nature	 of	 farming	

and	 the	 farming	 industry	 persists	 despite	 resistance	 and	 a	 changing	

society’	(2006:	21),	an	area	that	she	suggests	requires	further	research.		

These	 patriarchal	 structures	 frame	 farm	 women’s	 experiences	 as	

successful	agents	in	the	rural	economy.			

	

According	 to	 Friedman,	what	 distinguishes	 family	 farming	 from	other	

forms	of	farming	is	that	the	farm	is	a	form	of	production,	and	the	family	
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farm	 has	 three	 characteristics:	 family	 labour,	 a	 capitalist	 social	

formation	and	how	the	family	farm	reproduces	itself	(Friedman	1978).		

This	definition	of	family	farming	places	the	farm	in	a	macro	context,	as	

part	 of	 the	 whole	 society	 in	 which	 it	 is	 situated	 and	 the	 effects	 of	

policies	 and	 agribusiness	 on	 which	 it	 is	 dependent	 for	 its	 survival	

(Mauleón	2004).			

	

Chayanov	 disagreeing	 with	 Marx	 that	 the	 peasantry	 could	 be	

understood	 just	 as	 petty	 commodity	 producers,	 argued	 that	 family	

farms	 constituted	 a	 specific	 type	 of	 economy,	 which	 showed	 a	

fundamentally	different	motivation	to	that	of	capitalism	–	securing	the	

needs	of	the	family	farm	rather	than	increasing	profit	(Chayanov	1966).		

From	 this	perspective,	peasants	 and	 their	 family	 labour	were	deemed	

external	 to	 capitalism,	 unaffected	 by	 the	 economic	 context,	 and	 the	

family	 farm	was	 able	 to	 persist	 despite	 the	 external	 pressures	 of	 the	

market	 (Crowley	 2006).	 	 Crowley	 asserts	 that	 a	 more	 contemporary	

approach	 has	 integrated	 peoples’	 own	 opinions	 and	 experiences	 into	

the	 analysis,	 recognising	 historical	 and	 geographical	 diversity	 of	 the	

peasant	 economic	 and	 cultural	 practices	 (Crowley	 2006).	 	 This	

highlights	 the	 strategies	 of	 resilience	 that	 farm	 families	 use	 to	 ensure	

their	survival.	

	

Mauleón	offers	different	criteria	for	characterising	the	family	farm	that	

elaborates	 on	 the	 ‘family’s	 reproductive	 project’,	 which	 indicates	

whether	or	not	a	successor	decides	to	continue	with	farming	as	a	way	of	

life	 (Mauleón	 2004:	 32).	 	 This	 is	 a	 key	 part	 of	 the	 history	 of	 family	

farming	 in	 Ireland,	 where	 the	 survival	 of	 the	 family	 farm	 from	 one	

generation	 to	 the	next.	 	This	approach	requires	a	consideration	of	 the	

internal	 dynamics	 of	 family	 and	 farm,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 conditions	 of	

reproduction	 (Mauleón	 2004).	 	 Mauleón’s	 research	 on	 family	 dairy	

farms	 in	 the	Basque	Country	 found	that	mothers	were	a	key	aspect	 in	

family	farming	in	supporting	the	decision	of	the	successor	to	take	over	

farm,	and	in	maintaining	productive	activity	where	the	farmer	worked	
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part-time	(2004).		The	family	makes	a	decision	on	its	future	as	a	family	

unit	considering	 internal	and	external	 factors,	 this	decision	affects	 the	

productive	changes	introduced	on	the	farm,	and	innovation	on	the	farm	

depends	on	the	strategy	adopted	by	the	family	(Mauleón	2004).			

2.3 Gender	Equality	and	the	Division	of	Labour:	Women’s	work	as	

‘non-productive’	

Research	 on	 the	 patriarchal	 farm	 family,	 which	 dominated	 up	 to	 the	

nineties,	 drew	 critical	 attention	 to	 labour	 relations	 within	 the	 family	

farm	 from	 a	 perspective	 of	 women’s	 work	 for	 the	 family	 farm	

(Whatmore	1991).		The	traditional	patriarchal	farm	family	‘was	seen	to	

build	 on	 gender	 differential	 division	 of	 labour	 and	 power	 within	 the	

family’	 (Morell	 and	 Brandth	 2007:	 372).	 Exploitation	 of	 farm	

housewives	 and	 unpaid	 labour	 was	 perceived	 as	 beneficial	 to	 the	

agricultural	 industry	 and	 the	 survival	 of	 the	 farm	 family	 (Whatmore	

1991).		The	family	has	been	seen	as	a	crucial	site	of	the	subordination	of	

women,	 and	 while	 women’s	 unpaid	 labour	 benefits	 the	 agricultural	

industry	 and	 survival	 of	 the	 farm	 family,	 it	 results	 in	 an	 unequal	

division	 of	 resources	 and	 labour	 on	 the	 farm	 (Beechey	1979;	 Shortall	

1999).			

	

The	division	of	labour	is	a	contested	issue,	much	debated	by	feminists.		

The	 gendered	 division	 of	 labour	 on	 family	 farms	 involves	 the	

organisation	of	work	agreed	on	and	performed	by	household	members.		

The	 effects	 of	 this	 segregation	 of	 tasks	 can	 be	 observed	 in	 cultural	

ideologies	of	 the	perception	of	men’s	and	women’s	work,	 for	example,	

the	 stigma	 attached	 to	 alternative	 economic	 activities,	 which	 are	

regarded	as	women’s	work	(Campbell	et	al.	2006).		Rosenfeld	notes	that	

on	 the	 family	 farm,	 ‘income-generating	 work	 and	 the	 family	 are	

intertwined’	 (Rosenfeld	 1986:	 182),	 which	 is	 a	 contributing	 factor	 to	

the	inequality	of	roles,	status	and	decision	making	that	is	exemplified	in	

a	division	of	labour	where	women	are	involved	in	the	work	of	men,	but	

men	do	not	participate	 in	what	 is	considered	women’s	work.	 	A	study	
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found	 that	 when	 social	 norms	 are	 incorporated	 into	 a	 model	 of	

women’s	 decision	making,	 there	 are	 social	 factors	 that	 limit	women’s	

demand	for	capital	(Fletschner	and	Carter	2008).		It	was	observed	that	

in	literature	on	rural	areas	in	developing	economies	gender	segregation	

occurs	whereby	women’s	 entrepreneurial	 activity	 is	 at	 odds	with	 the	

‘traditional	construction	of	gender	and	activity-regulating	social	norms’	

(Fletschner	and	Carter	2008:	673).	

	

Understanding	the	family	as	a	social	structure	whereby	choices	within	

the	 family	are	 constructed	and	constrained	provides	a	way	 to	explore	

the	 significant	 constraints	 to	women’s	 capacity	 for	agency.	 	According	

to	Delphy	and	Leonard’s	model,	 family	 is	a	sub-category	of	patriarchy,	

and	they	argue	that	families	‘need	to	be	analysed	as	social	institutions	–	

and	as	 socio-economic	 institutions:	as	 structured	hierarchical	 systems	

of	 social	 relations	 around	 the	 production,	 consumption	 and	

transmission	of	property’	 (Delphy	and	Leonard	1992:	2).	 	As	 a	 site	of	

patriarchy,	the	internal	dynamics	within	the	family	reveal	the	different	

types	of	work	done	by	its	members,	the	rewards	they	receive	for	their	

labour,	and	the	work	relationships	they	have	with	one	another,	referred	

to	as	their	relations	of	production	(Delphy	and	Leonard	1992).		Central	

to	 this	 argument	 is	 the	 hierarchical	 structure	 of	 the	 family	 in	 which	

individual	members	within	the	domestic	group	differ	in	the	status	they	

are	attributed	within	the	family,	the	type	of	labour	they	are	engaged	in,	

and	the	rewards	for	their	labour	(Delphy	and	Leonard	1992:	158).		This	

is	important	for	understanding	the	way	women’s	work	is	perceived	on	

the	 farm.	 	 Delphy	 and	 Leonard	 delineate	 a	 dichotomy	 of	 	 labour	

categorised	 as	 ‘prestigious	 work’	 and	 ‘arduous	 tasks’	 (Delphy	 and	

Leonard	 1992:	 158).	 	 Prestigious	work	 carries	 status	 associated	with	

the	autonomy,	 freedom	and	decision	making	of	 this	position,	whereas	

arduous	tasks	are	performed	by	people	of	 low	status	without	material	

compensation	or	prestige.	
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2.3.1 Farm	Family	Survival	Strategies	

A	distinction	is	required	between	the	farm	as	a	production	unit	and	the	

adaptability	of	the	family	group	to	ensure	the	farm’s	survival	during	its	

lifecycle	 (Blekesaune	 1991).	 	 This	 approach	 sees	 the	 family	 as	 a	 unit	

where	 decisions	 are	 taken.	 	 The	 participation	 by	 all	 members	 of	 the	

family	is	considered,	comprising	of	a	family	as	an	inclusive	unit,	as	well	

as	 external	 factors	 such	 as	 agricultural	 prices	 and	 policies	 and	

possibilities	 of	 finding	 an	 off-farm	 job.	 	 The	 problem	with	 the	 family	

strategies	 approach	 is	 that	 it	 assumes	 the	 family	 is	 a	 consensual	 unit	

that	acts	in	a	co-operative	way,	not	taking	conflict	or	inequality	of	input	

between	 family	members	 into	 account.	 	 Thus,	 this	 approach	 does	 not	

elaborate	 on	 the	 process	 of	 how	 decisions	 are	 reached	 and	 whether	

decisions	are	equally	weighted	given	 the	 input	of	 individual	members	

within	 the	 household.	 	 Gorman	 (2006)	 articulates	 this	 tension	 as	 a	

struggle	with	 dualism	 of	 individual	 choice	within	 the	 household	 unit,	

whereby	 people	 within	 the	 farm	 family	 act	 as	 individuals	 and	 as	 a	

collective.	 	 In	 this	 respect,	 the	 unequal	 power-relations	 within	 the	

family	 that	 give	 weight	 to	 the	 input	 of	 individuals	 in	 the	 overall	

decision-making	process	is	of	interest	when	looking	at	gender	relations	

and	gender	inequality	within	the	family	farming	household.	

	

It	can	be	argued	that	it	is	the	gendered	relations	within	the	farm	family	

that	 determine	 how	 labour	 is	 organised,	 and	 in	 this	 respect	 the	

patriarchal	 nature	 of	 the	 family	 structure	 is	 key	 to	 the	 occurrence	 of	

gender	inequality	between	members	within	the	family	unit.		In	Familiar	

Exploitation,	 Delphy	 and	 Leonard’s	 approach	 to	 the	 family	 is	 as	 an	

economic	system	who	are	‘part	of	a	system	of	labour	relations	in	which	

men	benefit	from,	and	exploit,	the	work	of	women	–	and	sometimes	that	

of	their	children	and	other	male	relatives	too.’	(1992:	1).		The	‘relations	

of	production’	that	occur	between	particular	family	members	are	based	

on	 a	 currency	 of	 exchange,	 whereby	 negotiation	 occurs	 within	 a	

hierarchical	structure	of	the	family,	which	Delphy	and	Leonard	refer	to	

as	a	 ‘domestic	group’	(1992:	1).	 	This	is	an	approach	to	understanding	
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the	 subordination	 of	women	 in	 the	 context	 of	 family	 relations,	which	

exposes	 oppression	 within	 family	 labour	 that	 replicates,	 and	 in	 fact	

maintains,	 the	 status	 of	 dependency	 of	 subordinate	 family	 members,	

which	 can	 be	 placed	 into	 the	wider	macro	 context	 of	 the	 ‘patriarchal	

nature	 of	 society’	 (Delphy	 and	 Leonard	 1992:	 5).	 	 From	 a	 Marxist	

perspective,	 the	 authors	 take	 a	 structural	 approach	 to	 understanding	

women’s	 oppression	 to	 create	 a	 model	 of	 women’s	 subordination,	

comparable	to	models	of	other	class	subordination	in	order	to	explain	

women’s	subordination	as	an	instance	of	economic	exploitation.			

2.4 Women	in	Agriculture	in	Ireland	

Early	 literature	 about	 women	 in	 agriculture	 and	 farming	 in	 Ireland	

focused	on	women’s	position	in	family	farming,	which	operates	within	

patriarchal	 agrarian	 social	 structures	 (O'Hara	 1997b;	 Shortall	 1999;	

Viney	 1968).	 	 This	 is	 premised	 mainly	 on	 the	 advent	 of	 impartible	

inheritance,	 established	 after	 the	 great	 famine	 in	 the	 mid-nineteenth	

century,	 whereby	 the	 eldest	 male	 family	 member	 inherits	 the	 farm	

(O'Hara	1997b).		The	effect	of	the	state-supported	system	of	impartible	

inheritance	 affected	 Irish	 women’s	 access	 to	 farm	 property	 for	

generations,	since	they	rarely	inherited	land	from	their	families	due	to	

male	 succession	 (Shortall	 1999).	 	 This	 widely-supported	 cultural	

practice	 is	 still	 in	 place	 in	 modern	 Ireland,	 the	 effects	 of	 which	 are	

reflected	 in	 women’s	 economic	 dependence	 on	 their	 husbands,	 low	

levels	 of	 property	 ownership	 among	 farm	women,	 gendered	divisions	

of	 labour	 on	 the	 farm;	 lack	 of	 status	 and	 representation	within	male-

dominated	 farming	 organisations;	 and	 absence	 of	 voice	 within	 rural	

policy	structures	(O'Hara	1997a,	1997b,	1998;	Shortall	1999).	

2.4.1 Paths	out	of	farming	

From	 the	 1920s	 a	 significant	 number	 of	 women	 left	 rural	 Ireland	 to	

emigrate	to	cities	in	England	or	America,	or	to	work	in	Dublin	or	other	

Irish	 towns	 and	 cities	 (Daly	 1997:	 121).	 	 After	 World	 War	 II	 many	

farmers’	daughters	were	employed	in	clerical	and	secretarial	positions	

in	 Irish	 cities	 and	 towns.	 	 The	 attraction	 to	 these	 off-farm	 jobs	 was	
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personal	freedom	and	financial	independence.		More	women	than	men	

emigrated	to	America,	England	and	other	Irish	cities	(Share	et	al.	2007).		

Beale	 described	 emigration	 as	 a	 life	 choice	 for	 ‘the	 sons	who	 did	 not	

inherit,	 and	 the	 daughters	 for	 whom	 there	 was	 no	 place	 in	 the	

countryside’	(Beale	1986:	33).			

	

With	 modernisation	 and	 industrialisation,	 there	 were	 more	

opportunities	for	women	off	the	farm.		From	1958	until	the	late	1960s,	

industrialisation	boosted	economic	development	 in	 Ireland.	 	A	pattern	

of	 resistance	 to	 farm	 life	and	what	 it	 represented	was	reflected	 in	 the	

attitudes	of	young	women	in	the	1950s,	where	marriage	in	rural	areas	

became	a	less	attractive	option	(Viney	1968).		The	rejection	of	rural	life	

was	more	pronounced	in	women	than	in	men,	and	dissatisfaction	with	

rural	 life,	high	emigration,	 low	marriage	rates	and	the	decline	of	small	

farms,	all	meant	that	by	the	1960s,	and	the	advent	of	industrialisation,	

the	 status	 of	 farming	 as	 an	 occupation	 diminished,	 and	 the	 urban	

lifestyle	was	more	 desirable	 (Beale	 1986).	 	 Although	 employment	 for	

women	 as	 unskilled	 labour	 increased,	 firms	 traditionally	 employing	

women	–	such	as	textiles,	clothing,	footwear	and	food	–	declined	(Beale	

1986).			

	

Modernisation	 of	 agriculture	 affected	 women’s	 involvement	 in,	 and	

income	from,	butter	production,	poultry	and	eggs	–	largely	regarded	as	

the	 domain	 of	 women	 –	 mechanisation	 in	 these	 industries	 by	 1961	

meant	that	production	was	taken	over	by	men	(Daly,	1997:	122).		When	

women’s	 income	 generation	 from	 on-farm	 production	 activities	

declined,	 they	were	 left	 seeking	 other	 options	 of	 independent	 income	

generation	 and	 in	 many	 cases	 this	 lead	 to	 employment	 off	 the	 farm.		

Women	with	training	that	stayed	in	rural	areas	either	commuted	to	jobs	

in	 shops	 or	 factories	 in	 nearby	 towns,	 or	 stayed	 closer	 to	 home	 as	

teachers	in	local	schools	(Viney,	1968).			
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Opportunities	 through	 off-farm	 employment	 changed	 the	 options	 for	

women	 from	 farming	 backgrounds.	 	 Working	 independently	 as	

professionals	with	an	 independent	 income,	either	 in	urban	centres,	or	

commuting	 to	nearby	 towns,	meant	 these	women	no	 longer	 relied	on	

futures	that	necessitated	marriage	to	a	farmer.		However,	work	off	farm	

did	not	result	in	a	change	of	status.		A	survey	by	O’Donovan	and	Curtin	

examining	the	perceptions	and	experiences	of	a	sample	of	one	hundred	

married	 women	 in	 Tulla	 Country	 Clare,	 demonstrated	 that	 the	 social	

status	 of	 women	 working	 in	 the	 industrial	 sector	 was	 not	 increased	

through	their	employment	outside	of	the	home	(O'Donovan	and	Curtin	

1991).			

2.4.2 Paths	into	farming	for	women	

Traditionally,	women’s	paths	into	farming	have	been	through	marriage	

to	a	farmer,	where	their	status	is	directly	connected	to	land	ownership,	

status	and	rights	of	their	husbands	(O'Hara	1998;	Shortall	1999).			After	

the	 famine,	marriage	was	an	economic	arrangement	whereby	the	new	

wife	was	valued	by	the	dowry	she	brought	to	her	husband’s	family,	as	

well	as	 labour	undertaken	in	the	home	and	on	the	farm	–	the	farmer’s	

wife	 was	 defined	 by	 her	 husband	 (Viney	 1968).	 	 As	 a	 result	 of	

impartible	 inheritance,	 the	 family	 farm	emerged	as	 the	most	 common	

form	of	farming,	and	the	family	farming	unit	consists	of	a	male	head	of	

household	as	 the	primary	 figure,	and	owner	of	 the	 farm	business;	and	

the	wife	 of	 the	 farmer	 as	 the	 secondary	 figure	mainly	 responsible	 for	

the	management	of	the	family	home	(Shortall	1992).		Entry	into	farming	

through	marriage	has	been	described	as	a	consequence	of	the	marriage	

contract,	 rather	 than	 a	 professional	 choice,	 which	 emphasises	 the	

secondary	 position	 of	 women	 within	 this	 arrangement	 (Shortall	

1997b).			

	

Hannan	 and	 Katsiaouni’s	 study	 on	 farm	 families	 examined	 the	

relationships	 between	 husbands	 and	 wives,	 and	 provides	 valuable	

insight	into	the	division	of	labour	on	the	farm	(Hannan	and	Katsiaouni	
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1977).		The	study	found	that	men	and	women	had	joint	household	and	

decision-making	 roles	 within	 the	 family	 when	 they	 were	 more	

integrated	 with	 kin	 and	 local	 community	 networks	 (Hannan	 and	

Katsiaouni	 1977:	 169).	 	 On	 the	 other	 hand,	 couples	 with	 separate	

networks	 of	 friends,	 and	 fewer	 ties	 to	 kin	 had	more	 segregated	 farm,	

household	 and	 decision	 making	 roles	 (Hannan	 and	 Katsiaouni	 1977:	

170).	 	 	The	 study	suggests	 that	 it	 is	 the	 strong	 ‘emotional	 integration’	

between	spouses	that	is	the	determining	factor	for	close	bonds	with	kin	

and	shared	friendships,	rather	than	structural	 influences	(Hannan	and	

Katsiaouni	1977:	170).		This	study	demonstrates	that	in	some	instances	

women	who	 stayed	 on	 the	 farm	 did	 have	 the	 opportunity	 for	 shared	

decision	making	with	their	husbands	on	the	farm.	

	

Instead	of	emigrating,	women	who	stayed	on	the	farm,	played	a	key	role	

in	 updating	 and	 improving	 living	 conditions	 on	 farms.	 	 Sub-standard	

living	conditions	on	small	holdings,	compared	to	modern	conveniences	

in	urban	areas	and	more	commercial	 farms,	meant	that	young	women	

began	 to	 demand	 better	 standards	 of	 living	 and	 more	 modern	

equipment	 in	 the	 home	 if	 they	 stayed	 on	 the	 farm	 (Daly	 1997;	 Viney	

1968).		Clear’s	study,	on	women’s	domestic	work	in	Ireland	from	1922	

to	 1961,	 provides	 insight	 into	 the	 changing	 conditions	 of	 rural	 Irish	

women	 during	 this	 time,	 and	 the	 impact	 of	 electrification	 and	

aquafication	on	women’s	household	tasks	(2000).		Her	study	refutes	the	

belief	 that	women	who	did	not	participate	 in	the	paid	workforce	 lived	

lives	of	drudgery	and	severe	subordination	(Clear	2000).		Clear’s	study	

shows	that	women	who	stayed	on	the	farm	during	this	time,	working	in	

the	home	demonstrated	agency.		

	

Women’s	contributions	to	the	farming	business,	and	lack	of	recognition	

for	 the	 work	 they	 do	 in	 the	 home,	 is	 a	 consistent	 theme	 in	 rural	

sociological	literature	(O'Hara	1997b;	Shortall	1992,	1996).		The	lack	of	

status	and	recognition	of	women’s	unpaid	work	on	the	farm	positioned	

the	male	farmer	as	owner	of	the	farm,	and	sole	wage	earner,	if	his	wife	
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did	 not	 have	 off-farm	 employment	 (Shortall	 1992).	 	 Though	women’s	

labour	is	integral	to	the	efficient	functioning	of	the	family	farm,	women	

had	 lower	 social	 status	 and	 received	 little	 remuneration	 (O'Hara	

1997b).	 	Literature	on	women’s	roles	within	the	farm	family	and	rural	

community,	 focused	on	women’s	 invisibility	 in	 statics	 (Shortall	1991).		

Due	 to	 traditional	 definitions	 of	 farm	work,	 farm	women’s	 work	was	

unaccounted	 for	 in	 statistics	 and	 available	 data	 did	 not	 represent	 the	

true	 value	 of	 women’s	 work,	 a	 trend	 observed	 in	 Ireland	 and	

internationally	 (Gasson	 1992;	 Rosenfeld	 1985;	 Shortall	 1992;	

Whatmore	1991).		Classified	as	‘engaged	in	home	duties’,	and	assigned	

a	 non-work	 status	 in	 official	 statistics,	 farm	 women	 were	 not	

enumerated	 as	 a	 separate	 category	 in	 the	 Census	 of	 Agriculture	 until	

1991	 (O'Hara	 1997).	 	 This	 highlights	 the	 gendered	 roles,	 and	 double	

burden	of	women	who	work	on	the	farm	and	take	on	tasks	associated	

with	farm	production	in	addition	to	their	work	in	the	household.			

	

Although	 farm	 women’s	 labour	 was	 important	 for	 maintaining	 the	

family	 farm,	 mothers	 on	 farms	 encouraged	 their	 daughters	 out	 of	

farming	(O'Hara	1998;	Viney	1968).	 	The	exit	of	women	 from	farming	

threatened	 the	 reproduction	 of	 the	 family	 farm	 in	 future,	 and	

perpetuated	 the	 social	 norms	 and	 practices	 of	 inheritance	 of	 land	 by	

sons	 (Shortall	 1997a).	 	 Young	 women	 on	 farms	 were	 encouraged	 by	

their	mothers	 to	pursue	an	education	with	a	view	to	employment	and	

financial	 independence,	and	 farmers’	wives	were	 increasingly	 likely	 to	

have	higher	educational	standards	than	their	husbands	(O’Hara	1998).		

Women	returned	to	the	farm	with	higher	education,	and	the	experience	

of	 financial	 independence.	 	 According	 to	 Daly,	 this	 shift	 in	 bargaining	

power	 from	 men	 to	 women	 in	 rural	 areas	 introduced	 economic	 and	

cultural	changes	on	 family	 farms	(Daly	1997).	 	 	These	changes	will	be	

further	explored	throughout	the	chapter.	
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2.5 Family,	patriarchy	and	property	ownership:	Changing	trends	in	

Agriculture	

Although	 women’s	 involvement	 in	 farming	 is	 widely	 acknowledged,	

modernization	 changed	 how	 women’s	 work	 on	 farms	 was	 perceived,	

reducing	 their	 labour	 to	 ancillary,	 or	 non-productive	 (Rickson	 1997).		

Consequently,	 women	were	marginalised	 in	 a	 farming	 system	 that	 in	

response	 to	 agricultural	 policy	 accumulation	 strategies,	 productivist	

methods	 focused	 on	 large-scale	 growth	 (Brandth	 2006).	 	 Traditional	

patriarchal	 ideologies	 and	 accumulation	 strategies,	 dominant	 under	 a	

productivist	 model	 of	 farming,	 was	 detrimental	 to	 women’s	 equal	

participation	 in	 farming	because	 it	 favoured	 the	 farm	over	 the	 family,	

and	directed	assets	away	from	women	(Gorman	2006).		

	

More	recently,	changes	 in	 Irish	agriculture,	 leading	to	 increased	strain	

on	 the	 small	 farmer,	 meant	 that	 the	 household	 income	 came	 under	

strain	and	the	viability	of	small	farms	was	questioned	(Teagasc	2008).		

This	transition	due	to	agricultural	restructuring	resulted	in	a	reduction	

in	 the	 number	 of	 farm	 families,	 as	 well	 as	 an	 increase	 in	 alternative	

strategies	 for	maintaining	 the	 family	 farm	(Morell	and	Brandth	2007).		

Women	 have	 played	 a	 central	 role	 in	 these	 strategies	 of	 pluriactivity,	

non-agricultural	 activities,	 and	 the	 combination	 of	 part-time	 farming	

with	 off-farm	 employment.	 	 All	 of	 these	 activities	 directly	 affect	 the	

choices	 and	 decisions	 of	 members	 within	 the	 family	 farm	 household,	

and	 lead	 to	 a	 disruption	 of	 gender	 relations	 both	 in	 agricultural	

structures	and	on	the	family	farm.		

	

There	has	been	a	reduction	in	women’s	labour	on	family	farms,	largely	

due	 to	 the	 transition	 towards	 modernisation	 and	 mechanisation,	

excluding	 women	 from	 their	 areas	 of	 work	 on	 the	 farm.	 	 This	

phenomenon	 has	 been	 referred	 to	 as	 the	 ‘masculinisation	 of	

agriculture’,	 referring	 directly	 to	 the	 female	 decline	 in	 farming	 and	

agriculture	(Brandth	2002).			



Chapter	2	–	Literature	Review	

	 30	

2.5.1 Off-farm	employment	

Women’s	 off-farm	 employment	 has	 been	 a	 key	 outcome	 of	 the	

masculinisation	 of	 agriculture.	 	 The	 changing	 circumstances	

surrounding	 the	 viability	 of	 the	 farm	 enterprise	 has	 led	 to	 off-farm	

employment	emerging	as	a	way	to	increase	the	household	income	and	

sustain	the	viability	of	the	family	farm.	 	 In	the	Republic	of	 Ireland,	the	

2008	National	Farm	Survey	reported	that	on	56%	of	farms,	the	farmer	

and/or	spouse	held	an	off-farm	job:		40%	of	these	jobs	were	held	by	the	

farmer	 and	 35%	 of	 spouses	 worked	 off	 farm	 (Teagasc	 2008).	 	 As	 a	

result,	women	have	become	more	visible	in	terms	of	their	contribution	

to	the	family	income	from	off-farm	employment,	which	is	sustaining	the	

family	 farm.	 	A	qualitative	study	of	 farm	women	and	men	 in	Northern	

Ireland	 reported	 that	 women’s	 off-farm	 work	 is	 increasingly	

maintaining	 the	 farm,	 and	 women	 are	 more	 likely	 to	 be	 the	 main	

breadwinner	 in	 farming	 households	 (Kelly	 and	 Shortall	 2002).	 	 This	

trend	 was	 also	 observed	 in	 international	 literature,	 whereby	 women	

‘have	 changed	 position	 from	 being	 subordinated	 and	 invisible	 and	

gradually	 excluded	 from	 a	 position	 in	 productive	 work,	 to	 being	

pictured	as	taking	action	and	choosing	a	different	life	for	themselves	far	

better	 adjusted	 to	 late	 modern	 society’	 (Brandth	 2002:	 191).	 	 Rural	

women’s	identities	as	main	earners	has	consequences	for	personal	and	

power	relationships	 inside	 the	 family	home,	which	 is	an	area	 that	has	

been	identified	as	requiring	further	research	(Byrne	and	Owens	1998:	

42).	

	

Although	women’s	off-farm	employment	contributes	to	the	viability	of	

the	 family	 farm,	 it	 is	 presumed	 that	 the	 farm	 family	 unit	 works	 co-

operatively	towards	the	same	goal.		It	has	been	suggested	that	women’s	

motivation	 for	 off-farm	 employment	 is	 both	 economic,	 in	 order	 to	

ensure	the	survival	of	the	farm,	as	well	as	social,	as	a	means	of	retaining	

men’s	position	as	the	farmer	and	head	of	household	(Kelly	and	Shortall	

2002).	 	 On	 the	 other	 hand,	 it	 has	 been	 argued	 that	 farm	 women	

perceive	 off-farm	 employment	 as	 a	 means	 of	 gaining	 financial	
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independence,	status	and	personal	identity,	which	cannot	be	generated	

on	 the	 farm	 where	 their	 labour	 goes	 unrecognised	 (Brandth	 2002;	

Shortall	1992).	 	 In	practice,	 research	has	 found	that	women’s	off-farm	

employment	 is	resulting	 in	 improved	economic	status	within	the	 farm	

household,	 and	 marginal	 renegotiations	 of	 domestic	 roles	 (Gorman	

2006).			

2.5.2 Feminisation	of	agriculture	

The	 changing	 and	 contemporary	 rural	 economy	has	 consequences	 for	

women’s	 participation	 in	 agriculture.	 	 In	 this	 context,	 international	

literature	 describes	 the	 feminisation	 of	 agriculture	 as	 an	 increase	 in	

women’s	 participation	 rates	 in	 the	 agricultural	 sector	 (Lastarria-

Cornhiel	 2006).	 	 The	 feminisation	 of	 agriculture	 was	 originally	

conceived	 by	 Barberis	 (1972)	 to	 demonstrate	 the	 different	 ways	

women’s	 participation	 in	 agriculture	 was	 increasing.	 	 Three	 forms	 of	

feminisation	 were	 observed:	 	 ‘substitution	 (taking	 over	 activities	

because	 economic	 development	 allows	 men	 to	 disdain	 them);	

integration	 (when	 women	 do	 work	 ostensibly	 considered	 traditional	

for	 their	 sex),	 and,	 competition	 (when	women	vie	with	men	 for	 equal	

employment	opportunities	and	in	all	aspects	of	social	and	political	life)’.	

(Inhetveen	 and	 Schmitt	 2004:	 84).	 	 Through	 participation	 in	 rural	

development,	and	the	diversification	needs	of	rural	households,	women	

are	 increasingly	 becoming	 active	 agents	 in	 shaping	 the	modern	 rural	

economy.		It	has	been	observed	that	younger	women	have	been	able	to	

construct	 a	 more	 modern	 work	 identity	 as	 professional	 farmers	 -	

entering	farming	as	an	occupational	choice	through	training,	acquiring	

skills	 and	 participation	 in	 farm	 networks	 and	 unions	 (Haugen	 and	

Brandth	1994).	 	The	 ‘development	and	commodification	of	 the	 female	

economy’	that	occurs	through	the	feminisation	of	agriculture	in	times	of	

change	 in	 agriculture	 and	 rural	 society,	 brings	with	 it	 an	 opportunity	

for	 self-realisation	 and	 transgression	 of	 barriers	 (Inhetveen	 and	

Schmitt	2004:	99).			
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Although	 farm	 women	 played	 supportive	 roles	 in	 productivism,	

research	in	the	United	States	has	suggested	that	there	has	been	a	shift	

into	post-productivism	that	has	seen	women	acting	as	active	agents	in	

agriculture	 (Trauger	 2001).	 Research	 has	 found	 that	 women	 farmers	

are	 engaging	 in	 alternative	 production	 in	 agriculture	 (Sachs	 2006;	

Trauger	 2001).	 	 Marginalized	 from	 productive	 roles	 in	 industrialized	

agriculture,	 Trauger	 suggests	 that	 women	 adopted	 a	 feminist	

environmentalist	 ethic	 towards	 agricultural	 production,	 and	 in	 some	

parts	 of	 the	 USA	 there	 was	 an	 increasing	 number	 of	 female	 farmers	

practicing	alternative	agriculture,	farming	independently	on	their	own,	

suggesting	 ‘the	 possibility	 of	 a	 transition	 to	 a	 post-productivist	

agriculture,	 in	 part	 led	 by	women.’	 (Trauger	 2001:	 65).	 	 Sachs	 found	

that	 alternative	 agriculture	 is	 creating	 more	 opportunities,	 and	 the	

number	 of	women	 operating	 farms	 and	 involved	 in	 farm	 tasks	 in	 the	

USA	 showed	a	 steady	 increase	 (Sachs	2006).	 	 It	 has	been	 argued	 that	

women’s	 connection	 with	 the	 environment	 is	 closely	 linked	 to	 their	

roles	in	sustainable	agriculture	due	the	types	of	farming	they	would	be	

engaged	 in	 given	 limited	 access	 to	 land,	 credit	 and	 resources	 for	

intensive	farming	(Sachs	2006).		Researchers	in	the	USA,	UK,	Denmark,	

Norway,	and	Germany	have	 found	that	women	are	also	more	 likely	 to	

be	involved	in	organic	agriculture	and	women	farmers	are	more	likely	

to	use	sustainable	agricultural	practices,	and	less	likely	to	use	chemicals	

(Sachs	2006).		

	

Changes	to	production	also	impact	on	gender	relations	within	farming,	

with	women	taking	on	different	roles	in	alternative	methods	of	farming	

than	 are	 required	 in	 traditional	 methods.	 	 Changing	 patterns	 of	

masculinities	 and	 femininities	 are	 becoming	 more	 visible	 in	 social	

movements.	 	 There	 is	 a	 disturbance	 of	 hegemonic	 masculinities	

whereby	the	‘emotional	openness	and	less	rigid	gender	distinctions’	(Ní	

Laoire	 2002:	 25)	 are	 advantageous	 for	 women’s	 agency	 and	

empowerment.	 	Women	 are	 becoming	 increasingly	 visible	 within	 the	

organics	movement,	 and	 in	 some	 cases	 they	 are	 involved	 in	 organics	
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over	conventional	methods	(Padel	2001).	 	Padel	notes	that	there	 is	an	

indication	that	gender	plays	a	role	in	the	decision	to	convert	to	organic	

farming	 (2001).	 	 For	 example,	 a	UK	 survey	of	 horticultural	 producers	

found	 that	 more	 female	 growers	 are	 involved	 in	 organics	 than	

conventional	horticulture	(Burton	1997).		Although	this	correlation	has	

not	been	studied	in	detail	and	empirical	evidence	is	scarce,	it	has	been	

found	there	 is	a	 tendency	 for	 the	 initial	 idea	of	organics	 to	come	from	

women;	organic	methods	are	often	introduced	in	the	vegetable	garden	

before	being	adopted	elsewhere	on	the	farm;	and	women	influence	the	

consumption	of	organic	produce	for	family	health	and	nutrition	(Padel	

2001).		These	examples	demonstrate	women’s	influence	in	the	adoption	

of	organic	methods	and	consumption.	

	

With	 a	 growing	 emphasis	 on	 local	 resources	 and	 local	 development	

from	a	policy	and	programme	perspective,	 there	are	opportunities	 for	

women	to	take	a	more	active	role	in	the	sustainable	rural	development	

process	 and	 in	 the	 rural	 economy.	 	 The	 concept	 of	 ‘Progressive	

Feminization’	was	used	to	describe	the	decline	of	male	farmers	from	the	

industry,	 and	 growth	 of	 part-time	 farming	 in	 Italy	 (Ventura	 1994).		

Ventura’s	 study	 (1994)	 in	 Italy	 found	 that	 female	 farmers	 were	

demonstrating	entrepreneurial	characteristics	by	converting	household	

activities	 to	 non-agricultural	market	 activities.	 	 As	 a	 result,	 a	 growing	

professionalism	 among	 female	 farmers	 was	 observed.	 	 Ventura	

identifies	 progressive	 feminization,	 referring	 specifically	 to	 women’s	

roles	 in	 rural	 economic	 diversification,	 but	 also	 in	 forms	 of	 non-

traditional	 agriculture.	 	 Through	 the	 innovative	 reorganisation	 of	

resources,	 these	 women	 farm	 managers,	 or	 female	 entrepreneurs,	

converted	household	activities	into	‘non-agricultural’	market	activities.		

The	diversification	efforts	of	women	resulted	in	a	more	innovative	and	

high-value-added	 use	 of	 farm	 resources.	 	 It	 is	 in	 this	 sense	 that	

Inhetveen	 and	 Schmitt	 describe	 the	 feminisation	 of	 agriculture	 as	

‘beyond	imitating	the	male	pattern	or	the	traditional	pattern’	(2004).			
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Examining	 the	 livelihood	 choices	 of	 farm	 women	 provides	 the	

opportunity	 to	 explore	 women’s	 participation	 in	 farming	 and	

agriculture	 more	 generally.	 	 It	 has	 been	 observed	 that	 women’s	

participation	 in	non-traditional	methods	of	 farming	and	agriculture	 in	

Ireland	is	quite	high,	in	fact	women	are	perceived	as	leaders	in	several	

areas	 including	 organic	 farming,	 horticulture,	 farmer’s	 markets,	 and	

artisan	food	production	(Cunningham	2008).		Research	has	shown	that	

in	the	context	of	rural	economic	diversification	in	Ireland,	farm	women	

have	demonstrated	a	broad	range	of	skills	such	as	administrative	skills,	

food	 processing	 and	 aesthetic	 adeptness	 that	 have	 become	 visible	 in	

contemporary	rural	economic	activity	(Macken-Walsh	2009).		A	report	

by	the	Department	of	 Justice,	Equality	and	Law	Reform	in	Ireland	also	

highlighted	farm	women’s	higher	educational	attainment	comparatively	

to	men	(DJELR	2007).	 	Research	has	found	that	 ‘the	strong	capacity	of	

women	 in	 furthering	 farm	 diversification	 and	 farm-based	 enterprises	

must	 be	 recognised	 by	 farming	 and	 rural	 development	 agencies	 in	

order	to	assist	 the	process	of	rural	economic	diversification’	(Macken-

Walsh	 2009:	 127).	 	With	 a	 growing	 emphasis	 on	 local	 resources	 and	

local	 development	 from	 a	 policy	 and	 programme	perspective,	women	

can	 take	 a	 more	 active	 role	 in	 the	 sustainable	 rural	 development	

process	and	in	the	rural	economy.		This	has	prompted	a	belief	that	‘the	

recent	 explosion	 of	 interest	 in	 artisan	 food	 production,	 direct	 selling	

and	 farmers	markets	–	often	 led	by	women	–	 is	 further	proof	 that	 the	

gender	imbalance	is	now	finally	correcting	itself’	(Cunningham	2008).		

	

Women’s	 participation	 in	 agricultural	 enterprises	 in	 Ireland	

encompasses	conventional,	alternative,	and	non-traditional	methods	of	

farming.	 	 This	 can	 be	 seen	 as	 a	 new	 space	 for	women.	 	Women	 have	

emerged	as	 stronger	agents	 in	 the	 contemporary	 rural	 economy,	 than	

they	have	before	in	traditional	agriculture,	creating	an	opportunity	for	

changes	 for	women	 in	 realising	 their	 contributions	 in	 agriculture	 and	

overcoming	 barriers	 to	 their	 participation	 (Inhetveen	 and	 Schmitt	

2004).	 	 Through	 participation	 in	 rural	 development,	 and	 the	
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diversification	needs	of	rural	households,	women	have	the	opportunity	

to	 be	 active	 agents	 in	 shaping	 the	 modern	 rural	 economy.	 	 Rural	

entrepreneurship	 can	 be	 seen	 as	 a	 way	 for	 women	 to	 create	

opportunities	 for	 themselves	 through	 self	 employment,	 to	 ‘escape	

structure…where	 women	 refuse	 to	 be	 hierarchised,	 organised,	

normalised,	categorised,	classified	or	stratified’	(Miller	2001:	18).			

	

Research	 has	 found	 that	 the	 trend	 towards	 business	 partnerships	

within	 farm	 families	 is	 supported	 by	 the	 development	 of	 alternative	

farm	 enterprises	 (Gorman,	 2006:	 35).	 	 Individuals	 with	 access	 to	 or	

control	over	certain	resources	may	have	‘greater	influence	and	control	

in	 decision	 making’	 (Gorman	 2006:	 31).	 	 Farms	 with	 alternative	

enterprises	 had	 a	 high	 level	 of	 involvement	 of	 spouses	 in	 decision	

making	 relating	 to	 farm	 diversification,	 whereas	 decision	 making	

behaviour	 on	 conventional	 farms	was	 dominated	 by	 the	male	 farmer	

(Gorman	 2006).	 	 This	 suggests	 that	 the	 trend	 towards	 business	

partnerships	 within	 farm	 families	 is	 fostered	 by	 the	 development	 of	

alternative	 farm	 enterprises.	 	 Women	 appear	 to	 have	 a	 stronger	

interest	 in	 farm	 diversification	 where	 they	 have	 equal	 status	 in	 the	

ownership	 of	 the	 farm,	 and	 its	 management	 (Gorman	 2006).	 	 The	

benefits	of	farm	partnerships	for	women	are	discussed	in	section	2.6.3.	

	

Farm	women	 contribute	 significantly	 to	work	 on	 the	 farm,	within	 the	

household,	 as	well	 as	 generating	 an	 income,	 but	 the	majority	 of	 their	

work	has	traditionally	been	unpaid	and	formally	unrecognised	(Shortall	

1999).	 	 Women	 have	 been	 effectively	 written	 out	 of	 the	 agricultural	

economy,	 a	 system	 that	benefits	 from	 the	unpaid	 labour	of	women	 to	

maintain	the	viability	of	the	farm.		New	identities	are	starting	to	emerge	

as	women	property	owners	engage	in	entrepreneurial	activities	where	

they	are	exhibiting	agency	and	empowerment.	 	 In	the	non-agricultural	

rural	 economy,	 comparatively	 more	 women	 are	 emerging	 out	 as	

entrepreneurs	 and	property	 owners.	 	 Owning	 property	 has	 particular	

implications	 for	 women	 who	 are	 involved	 in	 diversification	 and	
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entrepreneurship.	 	 Property	 ownership	 is	 crucial	 for	 facilitating	 farm	

women’s	 inputs	 to	 the	 rural	 economy.	 	 A	 more	 recent	 form	 of	

feminisation	of	agriculture,	called	‘reconstitutive	feminisation’	refers	to	

changing	female	identities	in	agriculture	at	the	level	of	self	and	social	

(Byrne	 et	 al.	 2015).	 	 This	 form	 of	 feminisation	 shows	 how	 women	

demonstrate	 agency	 in	 their	 daily	 farm	 lives,	 and	 how	 they	 can	 be	

empowered	 on	 the	 family	 farm.	 	 The	 next	 section	 explores	 access	 to	

farm	 property	 for	 women	 in	 Ireland,	 including	 the	 barriers	 and	

opportunities	for	ownership.	

2.6 Women’s	access	to	farm	property	in	Ireland	

Barriers	 to	 ownership,	 such	 as	 male	 succession,	 have	 traditionally	

reduced	opportunities	for	women	to	remain	in	farming	full-time,	since	

access	to	land	is	required	to	farm.		Even	though	women	in	Ireland	have	

legal	 property	 rights,	 it	 does	 not	 automatically	 mean	 that	 access	 to	

ownership	 is	 guaranteed.	 	 Even	 if	 there	 are	 no	 legal	 restrictions	 to	

women	acquiring	property,	 social	 relations,	 like	patriarchy	can	hinder	

women’s	access	to	property	(Forbes-Chilibeck	2005).		Although	women	

have	legal	rights	to	inherit	the	farm	through	family	transfers,	social	and	

cultural	norms	embedded	in	the	tradition	of	impartible	inheritance	and	

succession	 norms	 in	 Ireland	 mean	 women	 rarely	 inherit	 from	 their	

parents.			

	

Some	 research	 has	 found	 that	 the	 customary	 practices	 of	 transfer	 of	

property	 rights	 of	 family	 owned	 farms	 are	 at	 the	 root	 of	 gender	

inequalities	 in	 gender	 relations	 in	 agriculture	 (Gasson	 et	 al.	 1988;	

Shortall	1999).	 	Considering	 the	 importance	of	 family	 transfer	 leading	

to	property	ownership,	this	will	have	a	significant	impact	on	the	future	

of	 women’s	 access	 to	 land	 in	 Ireland.	 	 Although	 the	 Irish	 state	 has	 a	

history	 of	 intervening	 in	 matters	 of	 property	 ownership	 (early	

retirement	 scheme	 for	 example),	 the	 social	 practice	 of	 the	 unequal	

distribution	 of	 land	 between	 women	 and	 men	 has	 largely	 not	 been	

addressed.	 	With	 the	chance	of	 family	 transfers	of	property	 to	women	
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less	 likely,	 due	 to	 patrilineal	 inheritance,	 the	 remaining	 options	 for	

gaining	access	to	property	are	direct	purchase	of	land,	inheritance	from	

their	husbands	(widows),	or	becoming	joint	owners	with	their	spouse.		

Changes	in	the	legal	situation	in	Ireland	lead	to	a	small	increase	in	the	

percentage	 of	 women	 as	 legal	 partners	 in	 the	 farm	 through	 conjugal	

partnership,	 but	 this	 did	 not	 change	 the	 limited	 opportunities	 for	

women	to	farm	in	their	own	right	(Shortall	1997b:	114).		

	

The	way	women	acquire	 land	affects	 their	position	of	negotiation	and	

decision	making	power.	 	The	1991	CSO	Census	of	Agriculture	(COA)	is	

the	 only	 data	 source	 in	 Ireland	 that	 included	 a	 question	 on	 land	

acquisition,	 revealing	more	 comprehensively	 how	women	 gain	 access	

to	land	in	Ireland2.		According	to	the	Census	results,	shown	in	figure	1,	

natal	transfer	from	parents	is	the	most	likely	way	for	women	to	acquire	

land	in	Ireland	in	general	–	given	the	predominance	of	successive	family	

ownership	 (GEU	2003).	 	Yet	 the	1991	data	 tells	us	 that	of	 the	women	

who	 owned	 property,	 only	 27%	 of	 women	 in	 rural	 Ireland	 inherited	

land	directly	 from	 their	 parents	 in	 this	way	 (GEU	2003).	 	 It	 is	 known	

from	 the	 Census	 of	 Agriculture	 data	 that	 more	 than	 half	 –	 56%	 –	 of	

women	property	owners	 in	Ireland	inherit	 farms	through	the	death	of	

their	 spouse	 so,	 widows	 are	 more	 likely	 than	 any	 other	 women	 to	

become	property	owners	(GEU	2003).	 	Comparatively,	10%	of	women	

purchased	land	on	the	open	market	and	6%	gained	access	to	property	

through	 other	 means,	 which	 could	 indicate	 joint	 ownership	 between	

spouses.	
	 	

																																																								
2 This question on land acquisition was not repeated in the 2010 Census of Agriculture 
despite a request by Teagasc and NUI Galway to include the question in the most recent 
census.   
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Figure	 1	 -	 Women's	 farm	 property	 ownership	 from	 the	 1991	 Census	 of	

Agriculture	(COA)	

	
	

Although	 it	 samples	 a	 select	 proportion	 of	 the	 overall	 population	 of	

women	 farm	holders	 in	 Ireland,	The	Role	of	Women	on	Wicklow	Farms	

provides	the	most	up	to	date	data	on	how	farms	are	acquired	by	women	

(Quinn	2005).		This	sample	reflected	they	type	of	farming	carried	out	in	

the	 geographical	 area:	most	 of	 the	 respondents	were	 involved	 in	 two	

types	of	farming,	cattle	rearing	(30%),	and	sheep	(28%).		The	farm	size	

owned	by	the	majority	of	women	in	the	study	(68.5%)	was	categorised	

as	small	 farms,	with	 less	 than	50	hectares.	 	Of	 the	women	 in	Wicklow	

who	responded	to	the	survey,	almost	56%	indicated	that	the	farm	they	

lived	 on	 was	 inherited	 from	 the	 spouse’s	 family	 (widows),	 and	 22%	

inherited	 by	 their	 own	 family.	 	 This	 is	 the	 only	 available	 data	 on	

women’s	 inheritance	 from	 their	 natal	 family	 in	 Ireland,	 and	 it	 is	

significant	 because	 it	 shows	 a	 direct	 line	 of	 property	 transfer	 to	 a	

female	 successor.	 	 It	 is	 of	 significance	 to	 note	 that	 there	 was	 high	

involvement	 in	 the	 farm	 business3	(89%),	 and	 most,	 over	 50%	 of	

																																																								
3 The majority were involved firstly in administration/accounts and banking related 
activities, and secondly with animal care. 
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women	surveyed,	shared	in	all	decisions	related	to	the	farm	business.		A	

high	 number	 of	 women	 who	 were	 sole-owners	 of	 farms,	 43%,	 were	

married,	 and	 34%	 were	 widowed	 –	 most	 were	 in	 the	 45	 to	 54	 age	

group.	 	The	results	 indicated	that	there	were	a	higher	number	of	 joint	

owners	in	Wicklow,	than	recorded	by	other	existing	sources	of	data	on	

women	 farm	 owners	 in	 Ireland.	 	 The	 results	 showed	 that	 27.5%	 of	

respondents	identified	themselves	as	joint	owners	with	their	husbands,	

which	 is	 higher	 than	 the	 17%	 recorded	 by	 the	 2004	 GEU	 data	 (GEU	

2004).		

	

Ireland	 is	 the	sixth	most	gender	equal	country	 in	 the	world,	but	holds	

one	of	the	lowest	levels	between	women	and	men	in	access	to	resources	

and	 opportunities	 in	 health,	 education,	 economics	 and	 politics	 (WEF	

2013).	 	 By	 utilising	 the	 skills	 base	 of	 the	 entire	 population,	 gender	

equality	 increases	 competitiveness	 by	 educating	 and	 making	 use	 of	

women’s	strengths	as	well	as	men’s	(WEF	2013).		Despite	this	positive	

move	 towards	 gender	 parity,	 the	 gender	 gap	 in	 women’s	 property	

ownership	 of	 farms	 in	 Ireland	 remains	 relatively	 unchanged.	 	 Recent	

data	from	the	2010	Census	of	Agriculture	indicates,	a	continuity	in	the	

pattern	of	the	imbalance	of	farm	property	ownership	between	men	and	

women,	 and	 in	 the	 way	 most	 women	 acquire	 property	 (CSO	 2012).		

There	 has	 not	 been	much	 change	 in	 the	 number	 of	women	who	 own	

farm	land	over	the	past	twenty	years,	with	an	increase	of	two	percent	in	

a	twenty	year	period,	from	just	under	ten	percent	in	1991	to	just	over	

twelve	percent	in	20104	(GEU	2003;	CSO	2012).		Of	farmers	in	receipt	of	

Single	 Farm	 Payments	 in	 2012,	 thirteen	 percent	 of	 farmers	 were	

women,	 but	 they	 owned	 only	 ten	 percent	 of	 all	 farm	 land	 (Derwin	

2013).		Just	eight	percent	of	the	€1.2	billion	of	Ireland’s	EU	Single	Farm	

Payments	went	 to	women	farmers	 in	2012	(Derwin	2013).	 	Similar	 to	

the	1991	COA,	recent	data	indicates	that	almost	half	of	the	women	who	

do	 own	 property	 in	 Ireland	 are	 aged	 between	 55	 and	 64,	 and	 a	 little	
																																																								
4 According to CSO, Census of Agriculture data, a marginally higher proportion of holders 
were female in 2010 as opposed to 2000 and 1991 (12.4% versus 10.7% and 9.7% 
respectively). 
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over	one	third	(36%)	of	these	property	owners	are	65	years	and	older	

(CSO	2012).			This	means	that	the	majority	of	women	property	owners	

are	 still	 coming	 into	 ownership	 through	 inheritance	 from	 their	

husband.		The	advanced	age	of	women	property	holders	is	reflected	in	

what	 women	 do	 with	 the	 land	 they	 own,	 with	 less	 than	 half	 (47%)	

working	 full-time	 on	 the	 farm.	 	 Forty	 percent	 of	 female	 holders	

considered	 farming	 a	 subsidiary	 occupation	 (CSO	 2012),	 perhaps	

because	 their	 careers	 established	 outside	 of	 farming	 take	 precedence	

due	 to	 the	masculinisation	 of	 agriculture,	 which	 resulted	 in	 women’s	

work	moving	off	the	family	farm	and	into	off-farm	employment	(Almås	

and	Haugen	1991).	

	

The	gap	in	property	ownership	between	men	and	women	indicates	that	

measures	 and	 policies	 introduced	 by	 the	 state	 to	 improve	 access	 to	

farm	 property	 do	 not	 benefit	 as	 many	 women	 as	 men.	 	 Recent	

interventions	 by	 the	 state,	 partly	 due	 to	 changes	 in	 production,	 have	

provided	opportunities	 for	women	and	men	 to	 enter	 farming	 through	

alternative	 means	 to	 inheritance	 and	 family	 transfer,	 such	 as	 leasing	

land,	registered	partnerships,	and	land	purchase.			

2.6.1 Inheritance,	purchase	and	land	mobility	

As	 mentioned	 in	 section	 2.6,	 farm	 women	 have	 limited	 access	 to	

property	 through	 inheritance	 by	 family	 transfer	 due	 to	 customary	

practices	 of	 patrilineal	 succession.	 	 Succession	 consists	 of	 long-tem	

exchange	relationships	that	link	several	generations	of	the	farm	family	

(Kennedy	1991).		Within	a	family,	inheritance	is	a	hierarchical	practice	

whereby	inequality	occurs	in	the	distribution	of	goods	and	property	in	

relation	 to	 status,	 not	 skills	 in	 farming	 or	 the	 was	 the	 land	 is	 used	

(Delphy	 and	 Leonard	 1992).	 	With	 assets	 such	 as	 farm	 property,	 the	

norms	 of	 succession	 in	 families	 reflect	 the	 dominance	 of	 ‘symbolic	

meaning’	over	their	‘economic	value’	(Deere	and	Doss	2006:	12),	which	

is	disadvantageous	for	women.		In	Ireland,	farm	property	is	retained	in	

families	for	generations,	attaching	meaning	to	land	that	extends	beyond	
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economic	exchange.		The	symbolic	meaning	of	farm	land	in	Ireland	and	

keeping	the	family	name	on	the	farm	was	reflected	in	a	recent	survey,	

where	most	women	and	men	 indicated	 that	 they	would	 likely	 sustain	

the	gender	imbalance	in	family	transfers	by	choosing	a	male	successor	

to	the	farm	(GEU	2004).			

	

There	 has	 been	 a	 low	 number	 of	 land	 transactions	 historically	 in	

Ireland,	with	two-thirds	of	farms	family	owned	through	inheritance	for	

a	 century	 or	 more	 (GEU	 2004),	 and	 annually	 there	 is	 less	 than	 one	

percent	 of	 farmland	 exchanged	 on	 the	market	 (Hennessy	 2006).	 	 The	

lack	of	land	on	the	market	reduces	opportunities	for	purchase	as	entry	

to	 farming,	 and	 as	 observed	 in	 the	 1991	 COA,	 only	 10%	 of	 land	was	

purchased	by	women	on	the	open	market,	and	16%	by	men.		Access	to	

land	 is	 recognised	 as	 the	 primary	 barrier	 to	 young	 male	 and	 female	

farmers	who	want	to	return	to	farming	(DAFM	2015).		Upon	graduation	

many	young	farmers	return	home	to	work	on	the	 family	 farm,	but	the	

age	of	retirement	for	farmers	has	not	decreased.		The	route	into	farming	

is	 challenging	 for	 graduates	with	 agricultural	 qualifications	who	want	

to	 return	 to	 the	 family	 farm.	 	There	 is	no	shortage	of	new	entrants	 to	

agriculture	 and	 the	 number	 of	 applications	 to	 the	 degree	 course	 in	

agricultural	 science	 in	 UCD	 increased	 by	 120%	 since	 2007	 (Dermody	

2012),	 indicating	 an	 interest	 among	 graduates	 in	 broader	 sectors	

within	 agriculture	 that	 do	 not	 necessarily	 require	 ownership	 of	 farm	

land.		

With	more	 women	 and	men	 farmers	 over	 the	 age	 of	 65	 (26%),	 than	

under	35	(6%)	(CSO	2012),	inheritance	of	the	family	farm	as	a	route	to	

farming	 is	 problematic	 for	 both	 women	 and	 men.	 	 The	 issue	 of	 late	

transfer	 of	 land	 is	 perpetuated	 from	 one	 generation	 to	 the	 next	 if	 a	

farmer	 acquires	 land	 later	 in	 adulthood,	 reducing	 their	 timespan	 for	

ownership.		Many	young	farmers	trained	in	agriculture,	wait	until	their	

parents	 reach	 the	 pension	 age	 before	 the	 land	 is	 transferred,	 but	 in	

some	circumstances	the	farmer	retires	later	(Cassidy	2013).		In	a	recent	
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study	on	 succession,	 48%	of	 farmers	 in	 Ireland	 aged	over	50	had	not	

identified	 a	 farming	 successor,	 and	 the	majority	 (62%)	were	 over	 60	

years	(Bogue	2013).		Reluctance	to	transfer	the	farm	to	daughters	is	an	

additional	 barrier	 to	 women	 farmers.	 	 In	 a	 recent	 survey	 in	 Ireland,	

where	a	 successor	was	named,	only	11%	were	women,	and	where	no	

successor	 was	 identified	 9%	 stated	 it	 was	 because	 they	 only	 had	

daughters	 (Bogue	2013).	 	 There	 are	 several	 disadvantages	 to	 delayed	

succession	 for	 younger	 farmers.	 	 While	 older	 farmers	 have	 the	

motivation	and	ability	to	farm,	they	are	more	risk	averse	than	younger	

farmers,	affecting	growth	and	adaptability	to	change	(DAFM	2015).		For	

younger	 farmers	 who	 want	 their	 own	 income	 and	 independence,	

employment	off	farm	is	a	pull	factor	when	options	for	access	to	land	are	

limited.		A	recent	study	found	that	young	people	have	a	different	sense	

of	 attachment	 to	 the	 land,	 due	 to	 higher	 education	 levels	 and	

employment	 prospects,	 that	 offer	 them	 alternative	 livelihoods	 to	 full-

time	farming	(Cassidy	2013;	Cassidy	and	McGrath	2014).	

In	relation	to	the	distribution	of	property,	policies	for	early	retirement	

schemes	were	initiated	by	the	state	in	the	past	to	influence	the	timing	of	

the	 transfer	 of	 property	 (Shortall	 1997b).	 	 	 The	 Early	 Retirement	

Scheme	was	an	incentive	for	the	transfer	of	land	in	Ireland	to	younger	

farmers,	and	encouraged	land	mobility	for	farmers	without	successors5.		

Despite	 measures	 to	 improve	 access	 to	 farm	 land,	 it	 is	 evident	 that	

women	did	not	benefit	equally	from	these	measures.	 	The	most	recent	

figures	 from	 the	 Central	 Statistics	 Office	 show	 the	 disjuncture	 in	

																																																								
5 The scheme mediated the low level of acceptance of retirement in the farming community 
and delays in transfer and sale of land (Bogue 2013) and allowed farmers to retire up to six 
years earlier.  The Early Retirement Scheme, first introduced in the EU in 1994, provided a 
pension of up to €15,000 for 10 years to farmers over the age of 55 who transferred farms 
by gift, sale or lease.  Over 10,000 participants took the offer between 1994 and 1999 (CAP 
2007).  It was introduced in June 2007 under Ireland’s Rural Development Programme 
2007-2013 and was 50% co-funded by the EU under the European Agricultural Fund for 
Rural Development (EAFRD).  In addition, the Department of Agriculture fully funded the 
pension to eligible dependents if the farmer died before the 10-year pension period had 
elapsed.  In 2007 when this scheme was active, 51% of farmers were over the age of 55, 
and only 7% were under the age of 35 (CAP 2007: 10). The scheme was suspended in 2008 
with 5,000 benefitting from the pension.  It was reopened temporarily in 2009 for 170 
farmers whose applications were at an advanced stage at the time of suspension. 
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ownership	between	men	and	women,	with	a	 low	percentage	of	female	

farm	owners	in	Ireland	of	just	over	12%	(CSO	2012).		

2.6.2 Leasing	Land		

There	 are	 alternative	 property	 ownership	 opportunities	 for	 young	

women	 and	 men	 who	 are	 trained	 as	 farmers.	 	 Leasing	 land	 is	 an	

alternative	route	into	farming	for	young	farmers	who	do	not	own	land.	

Leasing	 is	considered	a	transitional	arrangement	whereby	a	successor	

can	 demonstrate	 their	 skills	 and	 competence	 to	 their	 parents	 while	

waiting	to	inherit	the	farm.		Leasing	may	be	prohibitive	to	some	due	to	

the	 cost	 of	 taking	 on	 a	 lease,	 accessing	 finance	without	 having	 assets,	

delay	of	 actual	 transfer	 of	 land,	 and	 the	 risk	of	 short-term	 leases	 that	

are	 susceptible	 to	 market	 fluctuations	 (Bogue	 2013).	 	 Encouraging	

farmers	to	lease	lands	on	a	long-term	basis	enables	entry	into	farming	

for	young	farmers	and	new	entrants6.		

	

Various	policy	measures	and	tax	provisions	have	been	set	up	to	address	

the	issue	of	land	transfer	and	ownership	in	rural	Ireland,	and	improve	

the	 route	 into	 farming	 for	 young	 farmers	 staying	 in	 farming.		

Historically,	 the	 Installation	 Aid	 policy	 was	 the	 primary	 incentive	 for	

young	 farmers	 starting	 out.	 	 It	 helped	 during	 the	 transition	 to	 taking	

over	a	farm,	or	starting	up	production,	and	resulted	in	enhanced	career	

opportunities7.	 	 In	 recent	 years,	 changes	 in	 grant	 aid	 and	 taxation	

measures	 specific	 to	 young	 farmers	 have	 been	 provided	 to	 improve	

access	 to	 land	 and	 help	 young	 farmers	 under	 the	 age	 of	 forty	 to	 get	

established8.	 	These	supports	account	 for	 the	diverse	ways	that	young	

																																																								
6 Agri-taxation measures were included in the 2015 budget to improve access to land for 
young farmers to increase land mobility and the productive use of land.  Included in these 
measures was a provision for tax relief for income from long-term leasing of land, and 
incentives to encourage long-term leasing over the short-term conacre arrangements 
(DAFM, 2015b).   
7 The Installation Aid Scheme was first introduced in 1986.  The scheme underwent 
changes from inception until it was discontinued in 2008. 
8 In Ireland’s draft Rural Development Programme 2014 – 2020, Capital Investment grant 
aid for young farmers setting up provided for investment in farm buildings, equipment, 
animal welfare and farm safety, specialised pig and poultry investments, capital 
investments for organic farmers, and grant-aid for construction of new dairy buildings at a 
greater rate of 60%, compared to the standard 40%.  Other measures to assist young 
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farmers	 come	 into	 land,	 and	 are	 inclusive	 of	 those	 who	 inherit	 land,	

take	 over	 their	 home	 farm,	 and	 those	 farmers	 who	 lease	 or	 buy	

property.	 	 Among	 the	 incentives	 for	 young	 trained	 farmers,	 is	 a	 tax	

exemption	for	individuals	who	lease	out	their	land	on	a	long-term	basis,	

between	five	and	ten	years.		The	increase	in	relief	increases	the	supply	

of	land	that	is	available	to	young	farmers,	and	provides	an	alternative	to	

ownership	through	inheritance	or	purchase.	

2.6.3 Farm	Partnership	

There	are	different	categories	of	farm	partnership	that	vary	in	degrees	

of	 legalized	 formality,	 contractual	 and	 informal	 arrangements.	 	 Joint	

ownership	is	one	category	of	partnership	on	farms	whereby	women	are	

joint	owners	of	 the	herd	number.	 	A	survey	 in	 Ireland	 found	that	only	

3%	of	registered	herds	were	jointly	owned,	even	though	the	majority	of	

farmers	 registered	 were	 married	 (Department	 of	 Agriculture	 2000).		

This	 is	 interesting	 considering	 the	 GEU	 survey	 found	 that	 90%	 of	

women	and	men	agree	with	joint	ownership,	but	only	17%	were	owned	

by	‘self	and	spouse’	(GEU	2004).			

	

Research	has	shown	that	in	many	cases,	in	Ireland	and	internationally,	

women	 become	 legal	 partners	 with	 their	 husbands	 through	 joint	

ownership	 of	 the	 farm	 when	 there	 is	 an	 economic	 advantage	 to	 the	

farm,	such	as	agricultural	policy	or	tax	incentives,	with	no	obligation	to	

work	the	land	and	no	expectation	to	have	a	say	in	the	business	(Delphy	

and	Leonard	1992;	L.	Price	and	Evans	2006;	Shortall	1999).		A	typology	

of	conjugal	partnerships	delineates	three	different	forms	of	partnership	

that	exist	between	husbands	and	wives	on	farms	(Gasson	et	al.	1988).		

The	first	form	of	partnership	is	an	informal	arrangement	and	identifies	

farm	housewives	as	domestically	focussed,	working	occasionally	on	the	

farm.		The	second	form	consists	of	women	who	are	employed	off	farm,	

																																																																																																																																													
farmers were introduced under the CAP reform programme, a process prioritising the 
facilitation of generational change in agriculture.  Under Pillar 1 of CAP, a new regime for 
Direct Payments from the national reserve provides for those qualifying as young farmers 
and new entrants to farming.  It was the first time in the history of the policy that young 
farmers had been accounted for.   
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and	 assist	 their	 husbands	on	 the	 farm	and	 there	 is	 a	 clear	 division	of	

labour.		The	third	form	involves	women	farmers	who	work	jointly	with	

their	partners	and	may	manage	their	own	diversified	businesses	on	or	

off	 the	 farm.	 	 This	 typology	 highlights	 the	 probability	 that	 most	

partnerships	do	not	 contain	 contractual	obligations,	 and	most	women	

are	 contributing	 to	 family	 farm	 businesses	 in	 informal	 ways	 without	

recognition	 or	 remuneration	 for	 their	 labour	 within	 agriculture	

structures.	 	 Research	 has	 shown	 that	 in	 many	 cases	 of	 partnership	

between	 spouses	 women	 remain	 ‘silent	 partners’	 in	 the	 business	 (L.	

Price	and	Evans	2006:	290).			

	

Recently	 in	 Ireland,	 opportunities	 for	 both	 new	 entrants	 and	

established	farmers	to	enter	into	a	contract	that	formally	takes	account	

of	 their	 labour	 on	 the	 farm	 through	 Collaborative	 Farming	

Arrangements	 by	 registered	 farm	 partnerships,	 share	 farming	 or	

contract	 operations	 (DAFM	 2011).	 	 As	 an	 incentive	 to	 increase	 the	

numbers	 applying,	 grant	 aid	 is	 provided	 towards	 the	 cost	 of	

establishing	the	partnerships	for	new	entrants.		With	low	levels	of	land	

transactions	in	Ireland,	access	to	land	is	problematic	due	to	the	cost	of	

purchase	 and	 access	 to	 capital,	 and	 the	 shortage	 of	 long-term	 leases	

(DAFM	2011).		A	farm	partnership	occurs	when	farmers	combine	their	

resources	and	skills.	 	The	first	Milk	Production	Partnership	(MPP)	was	

set	up	 in	 Ireland	 in	2002,	 and	 the	number	of	partnerships	has	 seen	a	

rapid	 increase:	 in	 2004	 there	 were	 301	 partnership	 agreements	

(Macken-Walsh	 and	 Roche	 2012),	 by	 2015	 there	 were	 almost	 850	

registered	 partnerships	 (Curran	 2015).	 	 In	 2011,	 there	 were	

approximately	390	new	entrant	partnerships	with	a	parent,	which	was	

over	half	of	the	540	Milk	Production	Partnerships	(MPPs)	registered	in	

that	year	(DAFM	2011).		In	a	registered	partnership	there	are	two	types	

of	 partnerships:	 inter	 family	 and	 intra	 family	 partnerships	 (DAFM	

2011:	 9).	 	 An	 inter	 family	 partnership	 is	with	 another	 farmer	 outside	

the	immediate	family,	to	combine	efforts	and	work	both	farms.		An	intra	

family	 partnership	 is	 the	most	 common	 in	 Ireland	 and	 often	 involves	
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one	farm,	in	the	formation	of	both	spouses,	or	parent	and	child,	and	is	

particularly	beneficial	for	new	entrants	to	farming.		

	

An	increase	in	women’s	participation	in	these	arrangements	was	noted	

in	 2013,	 with	 a	 quarter	 of	 all	 Milk	 Production	 Partnerships	 (MPPs)	

involving	 women 9 ,	 of	 which	 15%	 had	 their	 own	 land	 prior	 to	

partnership	 (Roche	 2013).	 	 Prior	 to	 the	 development	 of	 registered	

partnerships	 in	 2002,	 arrangements	 between	 spouses	 were	 either	

informal	 partnerships	within	 the	 family	 or	 legal	 partnerships	with	no	

contractual	 obligations.	 	Research	has	 shown	 that	 in	 Ireland,	 ‘spouses	

want	an	ownership	stake	in	the	business	in	which	they	invest	and	help	

to	 create’	 (Macken-Walsh	 2009).	 	 A	 pull-factor	 for	 women’s	

participation	 in	 registering	 a	 partnership	 could	 be	 because	 it	

encourages	 the	 formalisation	 of	 partnerships	 between	 farm	 partners,	

family	 members,	 and	 husbands	 and	 wives,	 instead	 of	 informal	

arrangements	that	are	non-contractual	and	do	not	demarcate	women’s	

contributions	 as	 clearly.	 	 There	 are	 multiple	 benefits10	of	 registered	

farm	 partnerships	 for	 families	 and	 spouses	 working	 together.	 	 The	

arrangement	 is	 transitional	 before	 inheritance	 and	 provides	 the	

opportunity	for	apprenticeship	with	the	experienced	parent	farmer	for	

transfer	of	skills	and	local	knowledge,	a	registered	partnership	requires	

shared	management	and	control	of	decision	making,	and	it	is	a	written	

agreement	 that	 outlines	 the	 responsibilities	 of	 each	 partner	 in	 the	

arrangement	 (Curran	 2015).	 	 Legal	 partnerships	 in	 the	 form	 of	

registered	 farm	 partnerships	 and	 share	 farming	 are	 relatively	 new	 in	

Ireland	and	offer	the	possibility	of	joint	enterprises	for	farm	families	to	

increase	scale	or	improve	economic	and	social	viability	for	the	future.			

	

																																																								
9 Few farms operated under the woman’s herd number. 
10 Economic benefits: tax incentives of 100% stock relief for young trained farmers, and 
50% for partners, provisions for income and retirement relief (DAFM, 2015c).  The 
Finance Act 2015 provided tax credits for partnerships with new entrants, and included a 
condition encouraging earlier succession to new entrants by way of transfer of the farm to 
the younger farmer within a 10-year period. 



Chapter	2	–	Literature	Review	

	 47	

A	survey	in	the	1990s	on	the	nature	of	farm	wives’	contribution	to	the	

farm	business	in	the	UK	and	Ireland	found	that	women	are	more	likely	

to	bring	capital,	knowledge	and	skills	to	the	farm	business	than	they	are	

to	enter	the	marriage	with	land	(Gasson	1992).	 	Whether	women	own	

farm	land	or	not,	a	benefit	to	spouses	working	together	in	a	registered	

partnership	is	the	amalgamation	of	their	different	skill	sets	to	diversify	

into	 alternative	 farm	 business	 or	 improve	 the	 income	 generation	 of	

existing	enterprises	(DAFM	2011).	 	The	legal	and	contractual	aspect	of	

registered	 partnership	 could	 be	 a	 pull	 factor	 for	 immediate	 family	

members	such	as	spouses	and	children	to	formalise	their	labour	on	the	

farm	 and	 become	 full-time	 farmers.	 	 Encouraging	 family	members	 to	

work	together	instead	of	leaving	farming	provides	the	social	benefit	of	

reducing	 loneliness	 of	 the	 single	 farmer	 working	 alone,	 improving	

work-life	 balance,	 and	 formally	 recognising	 the	 skills	 of	 individual	

family	 members	 (DAFM	 2011).	 	 Farm	 partnerships	 provide	 women	

with	a	 formalised	role	 in	 the	 farm	business	and	provide	opportunities	

for	the	farm	business	to	be	improved	and	expanded	by	recognising	and	

utilising	the	particular	skills	and	technical	knowledge	women	bring	to	

farming	(Macken-Walsh	and	Roche	2012).	

	

As	 well	 as	 social	 sustainability	 of	 the	 farm	 family,	 registered	

partnerships	also	provide	access	 to	 land	 for	spouses	and	other	 female	

family	members	 regardless	of	 land	ownership	status,	 since	ownership	

is	 only	 required	 by	 one	 family	 member	 in	 the	 formation	 of	 an	 intra	

family	 partnership.	 	 The	 arrangements	 do	 not	 impinge	 on	 legal	

ownership	rights	of	 the	 farm	holder,	yet	enable	an	egalitarian	farming	

relationship	 between	 partners,	 two	 factors	 that	 make	 this	 type	 of	

partnership	 attractive	 for	 farmers	 regardless	 of	 gender.	 	 Legal	

partnerships	between	 spouses,	 family	members	 or	 friends	 could	 offer	

women	 an	 alternate	 way	 of	 accessing	 farm	 land.	 	 In	 this	 way,	 the	

registered	partnership	model	has	the	potential	to	help	with	succession	

to	daughters	and	gender	inequality	in	farming	(DAFM	2011).		
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2.7 Women’s	 access	 to	 farm	 property	 in	 Europe	 and	

Internationally	

As	 a	 comparison	 with	 the	 particular	 situation	 of	 women’s	 property	

ownership	 on	 farms	 in	 Ireland,	 an	 exploration	 of	 women’s	 property	

ownership	of	farms	in	Europe	can	point	to	similarities	and	differences	

in	strategies	 to	 improve	pathways	 into	 farming	 for	women.	 	The	main	

similarities	 among	 women	 family	 agricultural	 workers	 in	 Europe	

resonate	 with	 what	 we	 know	 of	 women’s	 participation	 in	 farming	 in	

Ireland.	 	Across	Europe,	women	working	on	 farms	are	generally	older	

than	men,	80	percent	of	 female	 labour	on	 farms	are	 the	spouse	of	 the	

holder,	 they	 work	 part-time	 on	 the	 farm	 and	 manage	 small	 holdings	

with	no	other	gainful	activity	outside	the	agricultural	industry	(Linares	

2003).		Considering	that	the	smallest	farms	in	Europe	are	mostly	family	

farms	that	are	run	by	the	holder,	who	also	manages	and	owns	the	land,	

it	 is	 not	 surprising	 that	 land	 farmed	 by	 the	 owner	 is	 most	 common	

among	the	smallest	farms	(Eurostat	2009).		On	family	farms,	more	than	

half	 of	 the	 agricultural	workers	were	 either	 holders,	 or	 the	 spouse	 of	

the	holder,	 and	 Ireland	and	Poland	had	 the	most	 farms	owned	by	 the	

holder	 with	 75	 percent	 of	 farm	 owners	 working	 on	 their	 own	 farms	

(Eurostat	2009).	

	

One	 in	 four	 agricultural	 holders	 is	 a	 woman	 across	 27	 European	

countries	 (24	 percent),	 which	 rises	 to	 one	 third	 in	 the	 three	 Baltic	

countries	 (Eurostat	 2009:	 23).	 	 The	 high	 numbers	 of	 women	 holders	

corresponds	 with	 high	 female	 labour	 in	 the	 Baltic	 countries,	 and	 a	

positive	correlation	between	women’s	participation	in	farming	and	the	

number	 of	 holders	 is	 replicated	 in	 other	 countries	 (EU	 2012).	 	 The	

highest	 share	 of	 women	 farmers	 (more	 than	 25	 percent)	 is	 in	 Italy,	

Austria,	 Spain	 and	 Greece	 (Linares	 2003).	 	 The	 size	 of	women’s	 farm	

holdings	is	a	commonality	across	all	European	countries.		Of	the	women	

who	own	property,	their	share	of	the	farmland	is	smaller,	since	women	

farmers	 across	Europe	generally	 own	 smaller	holdings	 than	men,	 less	

than	 half	 the	 size	 in	 physical	 size	 and	 economic	 capacity	 as	 men’s	



Chapter	2	–	Literature	Review	

	 49	

holdings	 (EU	 2012).	 	 On	 farms	 where	 women	 had	 another	 gainful	

activity,	 activities	 that	use	 farm	 resources	or	products,	 the	 size	of	 the	

farm	was	larger	than	those	of	other	women	holders,	almost	doubling	in	

physical	 and	 economic	 capacity	 (EU	 2012).	 	While	 a	 small	 number	 of	

farms	used	renewable	energy	as	a	gainful	activity,	these	farms	were	the	

largest	 in	 size.	 	 The	 most	 popular	 category	 of	 gainful	 activity	 was	

processing	of	farm	goods,	encompassing	almost	70	percent	of	women’s	

farms	compared	to	60	percent	of	farms	owned	by	men,	but	these	farms	

were	also	the	smallest	(EU	2012).	

	

A	European	country	that	has	seen	an	influx	of	women	entering	farming	

in	management	 and	 ownership	 capacities	 is	 Austria.	 	 There	 is	 a	 high	

percentage	 of	 participation	 in	 farm	 work,	 with	 more	 than	 50%	 of	

female	 family	members	working	on	the	farm	(Otomo	and	Oedl-Wieser	

2009).	 	Although	female	farm	managers	do	not	all	own	the	farms	they	

manage,	 30%	 of	 farms	 are	 legally	 managed	 by	 women,	 and	 the	

increasing	number	of	women	in	official	positions	of	management	helps	

to	make	 their	 labour	more	 visible	 on	 farms	 (Otomo	 and	 Oedl-Wieser	

2009).	 	 In	Austria,	 there	 is	 greater	 equality	 of	 ownership	 and	women	

own	33%	of	farms	(Martins	and	Spendlingwimmer	2009),	compared	to	

12%	 in	 Ireland	 (CSO	 2012).	 	 This	means	 that	women	 in	 Ireland	 own	

approximately	 one	 third	 the	 number	 of	 farms,	 compared	 to	 property	

owners	in	Austria.	 	And,	similar	to	Ireland	where	47%	of	women	farm	

holders	 worked	 full	 time	 on	 the	 farm,	 of	 the	 women	 who	 do	 own	

property	 in	 Austria,	 under	 half	 of	 them	 (43%)	work	 full	 time	 on	 the	

farm.		
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Figure	2	-	Female	holder	comparison:	Austria	and	Ireland	

	
	

There	 are	 other	 differences	 in	 property	 ownership	 between	 the	 two	

countries,	 such	 as	 the	 age	 of	 women	 farm	 holders.	 	 A	 comparison	

between	 Austria	 and	 Ireland	 in	 relation	 to	 farm	 ownership	 indicates	

that	more	women	 are	 being	motivated	 to	 enter	 farming	 at	 a	 younger	

age	due	to	changes	in	attitudes	towards	succession.		We	know	that	most	

women	in	Ireland	are	aged	55	and	older	(62%)	(CSO	2012).		Whereas	in	

Austria,	the	majority	of	women	are	aged	54	and	younger,	meaning	that	

women	in	Austria	come	into	property	at	a	younger	age	than	women	in	

Ireland,	with	74%	becoming	owners	by	age	54	or	younger	(Oedl-Wieser	

2008).	 	 The	 reason	 this	 difference	 in	 age	 is	 interesting	 is	 because,	 it	

indicates	that	more	women	in	Austria	inherit	farm	property	from	their	

parents,	or	a	family	member.		A	change	in	succession	patterns	has	been	

observed	in	recent	research	in	Austria,	where	an	increasing	number	of	

daughters	 are	 becoming	 farm	 successors	 (Oedl-Wieser	 2008;	 Otomo	

and	 Oedl-Wieser	 2009).	 	 This	 change	 has	 been	 attributed	 to	

modifications	in	attitudes	to	selecting	the	successor,	which	are	based	on	

the	emotional	factor	of	choosing	the	child	who	has	the	greatest	interest	

in	 farming,	 irrespective	 of	 gender,	 age	 or	 birth	 order.	 	 Succession	

contracts	 also	 make	 it	 more	 amenable	 for	 children	 to	 take	 over	 the	

farm.		As	a	result	of	changes	in	the	social	and	health	security	programs	

for	older	farmers,	the	transfer	is	more	appealing	to	the	farm	owner,	and	

when	 the	 manager	 (parent	 or	 family	 member)	 begins	 to	 receive	 a	
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pension,	 the	 farm	transfer	contract	 is	 signed	(Otomo	and	Oedl-Wieser	

2009).	

	

Also	in	the	category	of	daughters	inheriting	from	their	natal	family,	an	

example	 of	 an	 intervention	 by	 the	 state	 to	 achieve	 a	 more	 balanced	

distribution	 of	 farm	 land	 by	 gender	 was	 the	 Allodial	 Act	 in	 Norway	

introduced	 in	 1974.	 	 Legislation	 was	 passed	 to	 change	 inheritance	

patterns	and	decreed	the	eldest	child	as	the	heir	to	the	farm,	regardless	

of	gender.		This	is	an	example	of	intervention	by	the	state	in	regulating	

the	 transfer	 of	 property,	 and	 in	 intervening	 where	 social	 norms	 and	

patterns	 lead	 to	 gender	 inequality	 (Shortall	 1997b:	 114).	 	 Giving	

women	 access	 to	 inherit	 property	 through	 support	 by	 the	 state,	

demonstrated	that	there	is	need	for	change	in	perceptions	of	women	in	

agriculture,	and	towards	gender	equality	in	farming.		By	legislating	this	

type	 of	 gender	 equality	 means	 that	 through	 succession,	 women	 can	

avail	of	opportunities	that	are	not	there	for	them	otherwise.	 	It	breaks	

the	traditional	family	farming	formation	with	male	head	of	households	

so	that	women	are	the	heads	of	the	household	and	in	control	of	assets.		

It	also	counters	the	masculinization	of	agriculture	by	encouraging	more	

women	 into	 agriculture	 as	 a	 profession	 (Almås	 and	 Haugen	 1991).		

Gaining	 control	 over	 the	 land,	 making	 decisions	 about	 what	 is	 done	

with	 the	 land	 and	whether	 assets	 are	 bought	 or	 sold	 is	 important	 for	

women	 (Deere	 and	 Leon	 2001).	 	 As	 a	 result	 of	 becoming	 property	

owners,	women	draw	a	wage	 from	farming	as	 the	owner	of	 their	 land	

giving	 them	 economic	 security.	 	 Having	 the	 right	 to	 inherit	 the	 land	

does	 not	 necessarily	 mean	 that	 there	 will	 be	 cultural	 acceptance	 of	

women	 as	 property	 owners.	 	 Despite	 legal	 changes	 to	 improve	

inheritance	 rights	 for	 women	 in	 Norway,	 fewer	 girls	 than	 boys	 were	

using	their	rights	to	ownership	(Almås	and	Haugen	1991).	 	Sustaining	

ownership	 of	 girls	 was	 also	 problematic,	 due	 to	 lack	 of	 cultural	

acceptance.	 	 There	 was	 evidence	 that	 women	 can	 be	 pressured	 into	

declining	 the	 right	 to	 inherit	 the	 farm,	 so	 a	 younger	male	 sibling	 can	

inherit	the	land.		Some	international	literature	has	show	that	even	when	
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women	are	 the	owners	of	 farm	property,	men	continue	 to	 control	 the	

operation	and	management	of	the	farm,	using	women’s	ownership	as	a	

way	 to	 access	 policy	 benefits	 (Gidarakou	 et	 al.	 2003).	 	 Furthermore,	

women’s	access	and	control	of	their	own	property	has	been	described	

as	a	protective	function	for	their	own	security	(Bhatla	et	al.	2010).	

	

Although	 the	 number	 of	 women	 in	 farming	 is	 increasing	 in	 Norway,	

there	 is	 evidence	 that	 labour	 is	 divided	 along	 traditional	

understandings	of	male	 and	 female	work	on	 the	 farm	 (Bjørkhaug	and	

Blekesaune	 2008;	 Brandth	 2002).	 	 Although	 women	 are	 owners	 and	

operators	 of	 their	 own	 farms,	 they	 retain	 the	 ‘traditional	 scripts’	

(Silvasti	2003)	of	 traditional	peasant	division	of	 labour,	but	 find	ways	

within	 tradition	 to	 make	 different	 choices	 for	 themselves	 and	

‘reconstruct	 the	 postmodern	 peasant’s	 way	 of	 life’	 (Silvasti	 1999).		

Working	within	a	traditional	framework	of	gendered	division	of	labour,	

women	are	 finding	 spaces	 for	 themselves	where	 they	 can	assert	 their	

autonomy.	

	

In	 France,	 since	 the	 1950s	 women	 have	 become	 farm	 owners,	 and	

professional	 farmers,	 through	 spousal	 relationships.	 	 Women’s	 entry	

into	farming	has	been	described	as	through:	personal	choice;	successor	

as	 a	 widow	 or	 upon	 retirement	 of	 spouse;	 with	 aid	 of	 young	 farmer	

loans	and	subsidies	 (Dingli	1998).	 	The	status	of	 co-farmer	also	exists	

for	 women	 in	 France,	 although	 this	 status	 affords	 fewer	 advantages	

than	that	of	sole	owner	(Dingli	1998).		This	category	of	women	belong	

to	a	movement	to	increase	their	social	autonomy	by	means	of	a	unique	

status	of	their	own	that	recognises	the	work	they	are	already	doing	on	

the	 farm,	 and	 which	 is	 distinct	 from	 women	 who	 work	 off-farm.		

Despite	 increased	visibility	 through	 farm	women’s	 inclusion	 in	official	

statistics,	 there	was	a	demand	for	the	creation	of	a	professional	status	

of	co-farmer,	or	enterprise	associate,	to	be	allocated	to	women	farmers	

based	 on	 their	 knowledge	 of	 their	 trade	 and	 relevant	 qualifications	

(Dingli	 1998).	 	 This	 campaign	 was	 launched	 to	 further	 solidify	 the	
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legitimacy	 of	 the	work	women	 do,	 and	 to	 secure	 pensions	 and	 social	

protections.	

	

From	 an	 international	 perspective	 outside	 Europe,	 although	

partnership	 in	 the	 farm	 business	 formalizes	women’s	 position	 on	 the	

farm	 by	 establishing	 legal	 recognition	 of	 their	 status,	 there	 is	 no	

indication	 in	 the	 literature	 about	 whether	 or	 not	 it	 improves	 gender	

equality	or	social	practices	that	occur	within	the	farm	family.		Research	

indicates	 that	 there	are	many	benefits	arising	 from	joint	ownership	of	

farms,	and	one	aspect	of	the	research	findings	highlighted	the	economic	

benefit,	 since	 households	 had	 a	 higher	 income	 as	 a	 result	 of	 joint	

ownership	in	the	US	(Perry	and	Ahearn	1994).	

	

There	 are	 countries	 in	 which	 the	 ownership	 of	 property	 between	

spouses	 is	more	 equitable	 due	 to	 different	 approaches	 to	 community	

property	owned	by	each	spouse.		In	Ecuador	the	most	common	form	of	

ownership	is	joint	ownership,	because	property	that	is	acquired	by	the	

couple	after	marriage	 is	 considered	 jointly	owned	(de	Schutter	2013).		

This	 practice	 is	 called	 partial	 community	 property,	 allowing	 each	

spouse	to	retain	ownership	of	property	they	held	before	marriage,	but	

all	 assets	 acquired	 after	 marriage	 is	 joint	 property	 (Deere	 and	 Díaz	

2011).	 	 Research	 has	 found	 that	 in	 Ecuador	 the	 gap	 in	 ownership	 of	

assets	 between	 men	 and	 women	 is	 almost	 non-existent	 due	 to	 joint	

ownership	between	spouses	and	inheritance	practices	that	assure	equal	

treatment	 of	 daughters	 and	 sons	 in	 circumstances	 of	 intestate	

succession	 (Deere	 and	 Díaz	 2011).	 	 While	 children	 can	 inherit	

regardless	 of	 gender	 in	 these	 circumstances,	 widows	 do	 not	 inherit	

property	 if	 the	couple	has	children	(Deere	and	Díaz	2011).	 	There	are	

issues	 relating	 to	 access	 to	 the	 ownership	 of	 property	 for	 married	

women,	barriers	to	ownership	include	the	refusal	of	inheritance	rights	

for	women,	and	separation	of	property	in	marriage	(de	Schutter	2013).		

The	 separation	 of	 property	 occurs	 when	 spouses	 have	 individual	

ownership	of	assets	they	had	before	and	after	marriage.	
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2.8 Conclusion	

The	gender	gap	in	property	ownership	between	men	and	women	holds	

an	 adverse	 effect	 for	 women’s	 agency	 and	 financial	 security	

comparative	to	men.		The	literature	has	shown	that	without	ownership,	

women	 have	 little	 control	 over	 how	 the	 land	 is	 used	 (section	 2.5.2);	

whether	 land	 is	 sold	or	 leased	(sections	2.6.1	and	2.6.2);	and	how	the	

business	 can	 reach	 its	 maximum	 potential	 (section	 2.6.3).	 	 The	

constraints	 to	 farm	 property	 ownership	 affect	 women’s	 agency	 and	

their	capacity	to	change	their	roles	and	position	on	the	farm,	and	off	the	

farm,	 in	 the	 broader	 rural	 economy.	 	 The	 main	 themes	 and	 learning	

from	the	literature	that	show	the	importance	of	property	ownership	for	

women’s	participation	 in	 farming	and	agricultural	 activities	 in	 Ireland	

are	summarised	as	follows:	

	

• Farm	family	and	the	unequal	division	of	labour:		Gendered	relations	

within	 the	 farm	 family	 determine	 how	 labour	 is	 organised	 and	

unequal	division	of	labour	by	gender	contributes	to	the	inequality	of	

roles,	status	and	decision	making	for	women	on	farms.	

• Changes	 in	 production	 that	 lead	 to	women’s	 paths	 out	 of	 farming:		

Due	to	mechanisation	and	modernisation	in	the	1960s	women	were	

excluded	 from	paid	 areas	 of	 production	 on	 the	 farm	and	women’s	

work	 on	 farms	 was	 perceived	 as	 non-productive.	 	 Agricultural	

restructuring	 lead	 to	 decreased	 viability	 of	 farms.	 	 Women	

participated	 in	 alternative	 strategies	 for	 maintaining	 the	 family	

farm,	 and	 employment	 off	 farm	 increased	 for	 women	 seeking	

independent	 incomes	 to	 support	 the	 farm.	 	 Mothers	 encouraged	

daughters	 out	 of	 farming	 and	 into	 education	 and	 employment.		

Women	 were	 more	 visible	 in	 their	 contribution	 to	 the	 family	

income,	 disrupting	 gender	 relations	 on	 the	 farm	 with	 changing	

patterns	of	masculinities	and	femininities.	

• Changes	in	production	that	lead	to	women’s	participation	in	farming	

and	agriculture:	 	Traditionally,	marriage	was	the	path	 into	farming	

for	 women.	 	 However	 recently,	 the	 transition	 to	 post-productivist	
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agriculture	 across	 Europe	 opened	 opportunities	 for	 women	 to	

participate	 in	 non-traditional	 agriculture	 as	 well	 as	 diversify	 into	

farm	 based	 non-agricultural	 market	 activities,	 such	 as	 bed	 and	

breakfasts,	 and	 petting	 farms,	 both	 of	 which	 impacted	 gender	

relations	within	farming.		This	has	been	replicated	in	Ireland	where	

women	are	 leaders	 in	non-traditional	methods	of	 farming,	and	are	

emerging	 as	 stronger	 agents	 in	 the	 rural	 economy	 through	

diversification	efforts	and	rural	entrepreneurship.	

• Succession,	 access	 to	 farm	 property	 and	 the	 consequences	 for	

women:	 	 Due	 to	 the	 cultural	 practice	 of	 male	 succession,	 women	

rarely	 inherit	 farm	property,	 and	 farmers	 are	 reluctant	 to	 transfer	

farms	 to	 daughters	 (Bogue	 2013).	 	 The	 lack	 of	 access	 to	 farm	

property	 significantly	 reduces	 women’s	 opportunities	 to	 farm	 full	

time,	 and	 perpetuates	 gender	 inequalities	 in	 agriculture	 and	 the	

gendered	 division	 of	 labour	 on	 the	 farm.	 	 Without	 the	 status	

associated	with	 farm	 property	 ownership,	 women	 are	 not	 equally	

represented	within	farming	organisations	generally	and	there	is	an	

absence	of	women’s	voices	within	policy	structures.			

• Women’s	property	ownership	as	a	pathway	into	farming:		Women’s	

property	 ownership	 is	 important	 for	 economic	 security	 through	

decision	 making	 about	 what	 is	 done	 with	 land,	 and	 the	 sale	 and	

purchase	of	assets.		It	is	crucial	for	facilitating	farm	women’s	inputs	

into	 the	 rural	 economy.	 	 There	 has	 been	 a	 slow	 increase	 (roughly	

two	 percent)	 in	 women’s	 farm	 ownership	 in	 Ireland	 in	 the	 past	

twenty	years;	and	twelve	percent	of	holders	are	women	(CSO	2012).		

The	majority	 of	women	holders	 become	property	 owners	 through	

inheritance	 from	 their	 husband	 (CSO	 2012).	 	 Leasing	 land	 is	 an	

alternative	route	into	farming	for	young	farmers,	and	recent	policy	

changes	facilitate	this.	

• Farm	 partnership	 and	 gender	 equality:	 	 Collaborative	 Farming	

Arrangements	in	Ireland,	introduced	in	2002,	showed	an	increase	in	

women’s	participation.		There	are	benefits	of	farm	partnerships	for	

women	 including:	 legal	 formalisation	of	partnerships;	demarcation	
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of	 women’s	 contributions	 to	 the	 farm;	 transitional	 before	

inheritance;	 shared	 management	 and	 decision	 making;	 written	

agreement	of	 responsibilities.	 	Women	working	with	 their	spouses	

bring	 skills	 to	 improve	 income	 generation	 and	 they	 remain	 in	 full	

time	farming.		These	arrangements	enable	more	egalitarian	farming	

relationships	 between	men	 and	women,	 and	 have	 the	 potential	 to	

increase	 rates	 of	 succession	 to	 daughters,	 and	 improving	 gender	

equality	in	farming.	

	

While	 we	 know	 generally	 how	 important	 women’s	 participation	 in	

agriculture	 is,	 and,	 how	 important	 property	 ownership	 is	 in	 fostering	

and	enabling	women’s	participation	in	agriculture,	there	has	been	a	lack	

of	 research	 in	 the	 Irish	 context	 of	 how	women’s	 lives	 in	 rural	 Ireland	

are	 affected	 by	 owning	 or	 not	 owning	 property.	 	 We	 don’t	 have	 any	

evidence	 of	whether	 property	 ownership	 triggers	 aspects	 of	women’s	

agency	or	not.	 	Addressing	 this	 lack	of	 research,	 the	next	 chapter	will	

address	 how	 the	 central	 research	 question	 of	 this	 project,	 to	 explore	

women’s	 experiences	 of	 property	 ownership,	 will	 be	 answered	 by	

providing	the	methodological	and	analytical	approach	to	the	study.	
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Chapter	3 Methodology	

3.1 Introduction	

This	 chapter	provides	 an	overview	of	 the	methodological	 approach	of	

the	research	and	 the	rationale	 for	adopting	an	 interpretive	qualitative	

approach.		First,	this	chapter	provides	the	theoretical	orientation	to	the	

study,	situating	the	study	within	the	narrative	inquiry	and	biographical	

narrative	 traditions,	 and	 providing	 the	 rationale	 for	 adopting	 a	

qualitative,	 interpretive	 approach.	 	 The	 Biographical	 Narrative	

Interpretation	 Method	 (BNIM),	 the	 method	 of	 interview	 and	 analysis	

selected	 for	 this	 research,	 is	 introduced	 and	 the	 justification	 for	

adopting	this	method	is	explained.		Next,	an	overview	is	provided	of	the	

design	 of	 the	 research	 and	 methods	 adopted	 in	 this	 study.	 	 The	

methodological	 procedures	 are	 outlined,	 including	 how	 the	 research	

was	 conducted,	 why	 specific	 categories	 of	 women	 property	 owners	

were	 selected	 for	 inclusion	 in	 the	 study,	 and	how	BNIM	was	used	 for	

collecting	and	analysing	the	data.		The	final	section	gives	an	overview	of	

the	 analytical	 approach,	 and	 concludes	 with	 researcher	 reflection	 on	

the	methodological	process.	

3.2 Theoretical	perspectives	and	methodological	approach	

Research	 paradigms	 refer	 to	 the	 researcher’s	 beliefs	 about	 the	world,	

and	 are	 a	 way	 of	 thinking	 about	 and	 understanding	 the	 approach	 to	

qualitative	research.	Paradigms	inform	the	research	as	a	belief	system,	

and	 can	 be	 differentiated	 according	 to	 four	 characteristics	 containing	

the	 researcher’s	 ontology,	 epistemology,	 axiology,	 and	methodological	

assumptions	(Creswell	2013;	Morrow	2007).	 	Ontological	assumptions	

are	based	on	what	there	is	to	know,	and	relate	to	the	researcher’s	view	

of	the	world,	and	assumptions	about	the	nature	of	reality	(Grix	2004).		

The	 ontological	 position	 taken	 in	 this	 thesis	 is	 based	 on	 a	 social	

constructivist	 approach	 that	 is	 interested	 in	 the	meanings	 individuals	

attribute	to	their	experiences,	and	seeks	to	understand	the	individual’s	
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views	 of	 the	 world.	 	 In	 this	 approach	 to	 knowledge,	 the	 subjective	

meanings	of	 the	 individual	are	 formed	 through	social	 interaction	with	

others,	 and	 the	 historical	 and	 cultural	 norms	 that	 shape	 their	

experiences	(Creswell	2013).			This	approach	to	viewing	the	world	has	a	

relativist	ontology,	 and	 this	 study	 takes	account	of	 the	many	different	

realities	 that	 exist	 for	 participants	 that	 are	 derived	 from	 social	 and	

experiential	constructions	(Guba	and	Loncoln	1994).		

	

Epistemology	 is	 about	 how	 we	 come	 to	 know	 what	 we	 know,	 and	

focuses	 on	 the	 process	 of	 gathering	 knowledge	 (Grix	 2004).	 An	

interpretative	 qualitative	 approach	 was	 taken	 in	 this	 study.		

Interpretivism	 is	 an	 epistemological	 position	 that	 focuses	 on	 how	

individuals	make	sense	of	their	subjective	reality	and	the	meaning	they	

attach	 to	 it.	 	 To	better	understand	 the	meaning	 communicated	by	 the	

individual,	 the	 researcher	 takes	 the	 historical	 and	 social	 context	 in	

which	the	individual	lives	into	account,	to	gain	an	understanding	of	the	

actions	 and	 perceptions	 of	 the	 individual	 within	 the	 context	 of	 their	

lives.	 	 As	 a	 form	 of	 social	 inquiry,	 this	 study	 focuses	 on	 how	women	

property	 owners	 interpret	 and	 make	 sense	 of	 their	 experiences,	 and	

takes	account	of	the	social,	cultural	and	historical	context	in	which	they	

live.				

	

Qualitative	 research	 uses	 the	 subjective	 experience	 of	 people	 to	

assemble	 evidence	 on	 individual	 views	 (Creswell	 2013).	 	 As	 a	

qualitative	 study,	 the	 research	 takes	 the	 approach	 that	 the	 source	 of	

knowledge	 for	 the	study	 is	based	on	 the	direct	experiences	of	women	

property	owners	as	intentional,	meaning	making	agents,	and	there	are	

different	 ways	 of	 accessing	 these	 experiences	 and	 theorising	 about	

them	 (Havercamp	 and	 Young	 2007).	 	 Within	 a	 constructivist,	

interpretivist	 approach,	meanings	 are	 co-constructed,	 recognising	 the	

contribution	 of	 the	 participants	 and	 the	 researcher	 (Morrow	 2007).		

This	 is	 important	 for	 this	 study,	 because	 I	 am	 interested	 in	 the	

subjective	perspectives	of	women	property	owners,	derived	from	their	
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lived	 experiences.	 	 The	 assumptions	 underpinning	 the	 approach	 to	

social	 inquiry	 in	 this	 thesis	 are	 based	 on	 a	 focus	 that	 considers	 the	

meanings	 of	 lived	 experiences,	 that	 are	 contextual	 and	 subjectively	

interpreted	(J.	Price	1999).	 	The	subjective	views	of	 the	 individual	are	

recognised	 in	 this	 approach,	 and	 this	 thesis	 focuses	 on	 the	 views	 and	

personal	perspectives	of	women	property	owners,	based	on	their	lived	

experiences.	

	

In	terms	of	axiology	–	the	researcher’s	position,	or	values	brought	to	the	

research	 –	 the	 researcher’s	 voice	 is	 present	 in	 the	 interpretation	 and	

presentation	 of	 data	 in	 the	 interpretive	 biographical	 approach,	

reflecting	both	the	subject	of	the	study,	and	the	author	(Creswell	2013).		

This	 is	 important	 because	 of	 the	 theoretical	 interest	 in	 gender,	 and	

conceptual	 interest	 in	 the	 personal	 experiences	 of	 women	 property	

owners	within	the	social	and	historical	context	of	their	lives.		Informed	

by	the	 literature	on	the	topic,	gender	 is	a	basic	organising	principle	 in	

this	study.		The	gender	imbalance	in	property	ownership	between	men	

and	 women,	 shapes	 the	 lives	 of	 women	 property	 owners.	 	 I	 selected	

qualitative	methods	to	understand	the	meanings	that	women	property	

owners	 made	 of	 their	 experiences	 of	 ownership.	 	 A	 woman-centered	

approach	to	the	research	was	utilised	for	the	production	of	knowledge	

to	 best	 analyse	 and	 understand	 the	 lived	 experiences	 of	 women	 as	 a	

separate	category	of	research.		A	biographical	approach	was	selected	to	

understand	the	meanings	women	property	owners	made	of	 their	own	

experiences,	 ensuring	 that	 women	 property	 owners,	 their	 position	

within	 family	 farming,	and	 the	rural	economy	remained	central	 to	 the	

research	process.	

3.3 Narrative	Inquiry	and	the	biographical	approach	

The	research	 is	 located	 in	a	narrative	biographic	 inquiry	 framework	–	

namely	BNIM.		BNIM	derives	from	interactionist	and	phenomenological	

research	 traditions,	 and	 was	 developed	 by	 Gabriele	 Rosenthal,	 and	

Wolfram	Fischer-Rosenthal	in	the	1970s	(Wengraf	2001).		Arising	from	
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a	research	project	exploring	social	exclusion	in	Europe,	Social	Strategies	

in	Risk	Societies	(SOSTRIS),	socio-biographical	and	life-history	methods	

were	 used	 as	 the	 method	 of	 investigation,	 which	 lead	 to	 the	

development	 of	 BNIM	 (Chamberlayne	 and	 Rustin	 1999).	 	 Wengraf	

elaborated	on	these	previous	approaches	and	developed	BNIM	to	deal	

with	‘life-histories,	with	lived	situations,	and	with	experience’	using	the	

same	 interview	 technique,	 and	 interpretive	 procedures	 (Bamberg	

2006).		

	

Narrative	inquiry	is	a	way	of	understanding	experience	as	‘stories	lived	

and	told’	(Connelly	and	Clandinin	2006).		Narrative	reasoning	is	a	way	

of	ordering	experience	and	constructing	reality	(Bruner	1986).		As	such,	

narrative	 is	 contextually	 embedded	 and	 is	 a	way	 of	making	meaning,	

and	 looking	 for	 particular	 connections	 between	 events,	 not	 for	

universal	 truth	 conditions	 (Richardson	 1990).	 	 Research	 is	 framed	 in	

terms	 of	 narrative	 to	 see	 layers	 of	meaning,	 and	 to	 understand	more	

about	the	individual	and	social	change.		A	focus	on	narrative	allows:	

the	 investigation	of	how	stories	are	structured	and	the	ways	 in	

which	 they	work,	who	produces	 them	and	by	what	means;	 the	

mechanisms	 by	which	 they	 are	 consumed;	 and	 how	narratives	

are	 silenced,	 and	 even	 explain	 important	 aspects	 of	 the	world.		

All	 these	areas	of	 inquiry	can	help	us	describe,	understand	and	

even	 explain	 important	 aspects	 of	 the	 world	 (Andrews	 et	 al.	

2008:	2).	

Bertaux	 (1981)	 contends	 that	 more	 attention	 should	 be	 given	 to	

individual	 stories	 both	 as	 evidence	 in	 sociology	 and	 as	 a	 means	 of	

presenting	 insights	 about	 the	 social	 world.	 	 As	 such,	 stories	 reveal	

something	about	the	individual	and	the	world	they	live	in.				

	

After	 the	 ‘narrative	 turn’,	 the	 terms	 story	 and	 narrative	 were	 used	

interchangeably	(Frank	2000).	 	The	narratives	 in	BNIM	interviews	are	

referred	 to	 as	 stories	 in	 this	 study,	 reflecting	 the	 individual	 aspect	 of	

stories	 that	 are	 told	 in	 BNIM	 interviews.	 	 This	 is	 distinct	 from	 the	
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theoretical	 understandings	 of	 narrative	 analysis,	 in	 which	 there	 is	 a	

structure	 that	underpins	 the	story	 that	 the	 teller	may	not	be	aware	of	

(Frank	 2000).	 	 The	 life	 stories	 told	 by	 participants	 in	 the	 interview	

situation	can	be	described	as	a	‘mimetic	representation	of	experiences’,	

a	 way	 of	 representing	 personal	 knowledge	 in	 a	 narrative	 form	 (Flick	

2004:	93).		Narrative	can	be	understood	as	a	sequence	of	situations	and	

experiences	 that	 are	 organised	 in	 a	 certain	 way	 to	make	 up	 a	 whole	

story.	 	Each	experience	has	a	relevance	and	relationship	to	each	other	

and	to	the	whole	story,	which	is	what	gives	it	significance	and	meaning.		

	

Drawing	on	Dewey’s	concept	of	the	nature	of	experience,	Connelly	and	

Clandinin	view	experience	as	a	term	of	inquiry,	whereby	individuals	are	

understood	 within	 their	 social	 context	 and	 interactions	 with	 others	

(Connelly	 and	 Clandinin	 2006).	 	 There	 are	 three	 key	 features	 that	

characterize	narratives:	chronological,	meaningful	and	temporal	(Elliott	

2005).	 	 If	we	 take	a	person’s	 life	 story	 for	example,	a	particular	event	

occurs	 at	 a	 specific	 moment	 in	 time	 in	 someone’s	 life,	 and	 they	 may	

become	meaningful	when	put	in	the	context	of	other	events	that	happen	

both	before	and	after	in	that	person’s	life.		A	biographical	method	such	

as	BNIM	is	a	way	of	understanding	and	interpreting	the	experiences	of	

women	 property	 owners	 through	 the	 choices	 they	 make	 at	 different	

moments	 in	 their	 lives,	 within	 the	 historical	 context	 of	 their	 social	

milieu.		The	experiences	of	women	property	owners	can	be	understood	

on	 an	 individual	 level,	 and	 in	 the	 context	 of	 the	 social,	 historical,	 and	

cultural	environment	of	 farming,	and	farm	families,	 in	which	they	live,	

and	the	people	they	interact	with.			

	

Another	feature	of	experience	is	continuity	in	time,	whereby	there	is	a	

past,	 present	 and	 future,	 meaning	 that	 experiences	 are	 continuous	

(Connelly	and	Clandinin	2006).		Within	this	framework,	BNIM	provides	

a	snapshot	of	how	experiences	are	reflected	at	the	present	moment	 in	

time	(told	 in	 the	present)	about	past	events.	 	 In	 the	stories	 told	about	

themselves	during	the	interview,	the	women	property	owners	interpret	
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past	 experiences	 in	 the	 present	 moment	 of	 the	 interview.	 	 Using	 a	

narrative	approach	 to	biography,	 takes	account	of	women’s	subjective	

experiences	since	their	life	histories	are	constructed	differently	to	men	

(Malm	2011).	 	 In	 this	study,	biography	 is	used	as	a	way	of	accounting	

for	 the	 life	 stories	of	women	property	owners.	 	Biographical	 research	

that	 is	 narrative	 focused,	 views	 individuals	 as	 ‘creators	 of	 meanings’	

based	 on	 events	 and	 experiences	 that	make	 up	 their	 day	 to	 day	 lives	

(Roberts	2002:	6).	 	The	stories	people	tell	are	a	way	of	organising	and	

understanding	 their	 own	 biographies,	 and	 ‘telling	 one’s	 story	 gives	

meaning	 to	 the	past	 from	 the	point	of	view	of	 the	present	and	 future’	

(Richardson	 1990:	 126).	 	 Richardson	 argues	 that	 to	 make	 sense	 of	

events	 in	 their	 lives,	 a	 person	 reconstructs	 their	 biography	 through	 a	

process	of	 ‘(re)narrativizing’	 –	which	allows	 for	different	meanings	 to	

emerge	 (Richardson	 1990:	 126).	 	 Narratives	 can	 been	 understood,	

therefore,	as	an	act	of	sense	making,	whereby	the	active	re-creation	of	

meaning	through	the	creative	process	of	recalling	and	re-telling	a	story	

about	events	in	the	past	that	are	told	again	in	the	present.		It	is	through	

stories	that	women’s	perspectives	about	themselves	emerges,	and	their	

sense	of	self	is	put	into	context.	

	

Little	 is	 known	 about	 the	 experiences	 of	 property	 ownership	 among	

women	 farmers.	 	 Based	on	 the	premise	 that	women	property	 owners	

construct	and	reconstruct	both	personal	and	social	stories	about	 their	

lives,	narrative	can	be	understood	as	the	ways	women	‘experience	the	

world’	 (Connelly	 and	 Clandinin:	 2).	 	 The	 stories	 individuals	 tell	 are	

reconstructions	of	 their	experiences,	as	such,	 the	women	 in	 this	study	

were	 engaged	 in	 living	 their	 everyday	 lives,	 telling	 their	 story	 to	 the	

researcher,	and	reliving	their	stories	through	the	telling	(Connelly	and	

Clandinin	 1990).	 	 According	 to	 Etherington,	 ‘in	 life	 story	 research	we	

can	hear	 the	 subjective	meanings	 and	 sense	of	 self	 and	 identity	being	

negotiated	 as	 the	 stories	 unfold’	 (Etherington	 2006:	 234).	 	 For	 this	

research,	 narratives	 are	 understood	 as	 stories	 of	 experience,	 rather	

than	 events,	 and	 narrative	 is	 the	 way	 experience	 is	 understood	 and	
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represented	 (Squire	 2013).	 	 Narrative	 is	 a	 way	 of	 giving	 ‘external	

expression’	 to	 an	 individual’s	 internal	 perspectives	 of	 events	 that	

occurred	 in	 their	 lives:	making	 their	 experiences	visible	 through	 their	

thoughts,	 feelings	 and	 emotions	 (Andrews	 et	 al.	 2008:	 5).	 	 It	 brings	

‘multiple,	partial	selves	to	 life’	 through	the	way	the	story	 is	told	(Ochs	

and	Capps	1996).		Conceptualising	narrative	in	this	manner	is	relevant	

to	 this	 research	 on	 women’s	 experiences	 of	 property	 ownership	

because	 BNIM	 is	 a	 method	 for	 bringing	 an	 individual’s	 internal	

perspectives	about	their	world	into	view	(see	section	3.3.2).	

3.3.1 BNIM	research	in	Ireland	

In	 association	 with	 Teagasc,	 the	 agriculture	 and	 food	 development	

authority	 in	 Ireland,	 several	 research	 projects	 in	 Ireland	 have	 used	

BNIM.	 	 The	 use	 of	 BNIM	 in	 these	 studies	 facilitated	 an	 innovative	

approach	to	sociological	research	in	the	area	of	farming	and	agriculture	

in	Ireland.	 	The	method	provided	access	to	the	subjectivity	(individual	

perspectives)	 of	 farmers,	 resulting	 in	 findings	 to	 benefit	 professional	

practice	 and	 policy	 formation.	 	 In	 her	 research	 for	 Teagasc,	 Macken-

Walsh	 pioneered	 the	 use	 of	 narrative	 approaches	 using	 BNIM	 in	

sociological	 studies	 relating	 to	 farming	 and	 rural	 development	 in	

Ireland	 (Macken-Walsh	 2009,	 2010).	 	 In	 Barriers	 to	 Change:	 a	

Sociological	 study	 of	 Rural	 Development	 in	 Ireland	 (Macken-Walsh	

2009),	 the	 use	 of	 BNIM	 interview	 techniques	 captured	 the	 inner	

subjectivity	of	 farmers,	revealing	the	private	concerns	present	 in	their	

life	 stories.	 	 This	 enabled	 in-depth	 thematic	 analysis,	 providing	

innovative	sociological	insight	into	farmer	behaviour,	and	motivation	to	

adapt	to	innovation	and	change	in	Irish	farming.			

	

In	another	Teagasc	project,	BNIM	was	used	as	a	tool	to	explore	farmers’	

experiences	 of	 formalised	 farm	partnerships	 in	 Ireland,	 to	 help	 in	 the	

partnership	 planning	 process	 in	 the	 Irish	 context	 (Macken-Walsh	 and	

Roche	2012).		This	project	demonstrated	the	practical	application	of	the	

method.	 	 McDonald	 employed	 the	 BNIM	 interview	 technique	 for	 her	
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Teagasc-funded	PhD,	to	explore	the	success	of	set	up	for	new	entrants	

to	 dairy	 farming,	 and	 factors	 affecting	 the	 behaviour	 of	 these	 farmers	

(McDonald	2013).		The	research	provided	findings	on	the	challenges	for	

new	entrants	to	dairy	farming,	and	provided	insight	into	the	impact	of	

technology	adoption	for	new	entrants	(McDonald	et	al.	2014).		Research	

with	 Teagasc	 and	 NUI	 Galway	 on	 joint	 farming	 ventures11	(JFVs)	 in	

Ireland	employed	a	narrative	approach	 (Cush	et	 al.	 2018).	 	The	BNIM	

interview	technique	was	used	as	a	means	of	encouraging	participants	to	

describe	their	experiences	in	their	own	words.	 	Thematic	analysis	was	

used	to	analyse	the	data	with	rigorous,	systematic	processes.			

	

Using	selected	cases	of	women’s	ownership	and	management	of	farms,	

Finding	‘Room	to	Maneuver’:	Gender,	Agency	and	the	Family	Farm	(Byrne	

et	 al.	 2015),	 drew	 from	 two	 datasets	 generated	 using	 BNIM	 between	

2009-2011.		Three	cases	were	selected	for	exploring	women’s	agency	in	

the	 context	 of	 family	 farming.	 	 The	 biographic	 narrative	 analysis	

focussed	 on	 how	 women	 negotiate	 farm	 family	 relationships	 and	

gendered	 power	 relations.	 	 The	 analysis	 explored	 particular	 incident	

narratives	 of	women’s	 negotiations	with	 patriarchal	 power,	 and	 their	

experiences	of	resisting	and	rejecting	this	power.		

	

BNIM	research	 in	 Ireland,	 that	 employed	 the	method	 for	 interviewing	

and	 data	 analysis,	 influenced	 my	 PhD	 thesis.	 	 Bradley’s	 research	 on	

narratives	 of	 single	 women’s	 pregnancy	 and	 motherhood	 in	 Ireland	

(Bradley	2013),	focussed	on	the	cultural–historical	context	of	women’s	

experiences.		The	BNIM	interview	technique	was	used	to	collect	data	for	

the	research,	and	a	full	eleven-stage	analysis	using	BNIM	guidelines	was	

carried	 out.	 	 Bradley’s	 presentation	 of	 cases	 contributed	 to	

methodological	 practice	 in	 BNIM	 by	 including	 distinct	 phases	 of	

evolving	 subjectivity	 in	 case	 chapters.	 	 This	 approach	 influenced	 the	

presentation	of	 cases	 in	my	 thesis.	 	 Corbally’s	 PhD	 research	on	men’s	

experience	of	female	abuse	employed	BNIM	for	data	collection	and	full	
																																																								
11 Formal arrangements for the co-management of farms. 
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analysis	 using	 a	 BNIM	 ten-stage	 process	 (Corbally	 2011).	 	 Corbally	

identified	 specific	 narratives	 as	 findings	 of	 the	 research:	 abuse	

narrative,	 fatherhood	 narrative	 and	 good	 husband	 narrative.	 	 This	

BNIM	 research	 contributed	 to	 policy	 and	 professional	 application	 by	

broadening	 the	 understanding	 of	 abuse,	 and	 had	 the	 capacity	 to	

influence	change.	

3.3.2 Suitability	of	BNIM	for	this	study		

The	Biographical	Narrative	Interpretive	Method	(BNIM)	was	selected	as	

a	method	of	data	collection	and	analysis	 for	 this	study	(Chamberlayne	

et	al.	2000;	Chamberlayne	et	al.	2002;	Wengraf	2001,	2010).		Focussing	

on	the	individual’s	personal	accounts,	and	their	socio-historical	context,	

the	 method	 provided	 a	 means	 of	 better	 understanding	 the	 lives	 of	

women	property	owners	within	 their	 social	 and	 cultural	 environment	

in	 rural	 Ireland.	 	 As	 a	 life	 history	method,	 BNIM	 enables	 the	 study	 of	

lives	as	a	whole,	not	just	a	segment	within	the	life	story	(Josselson	and	

Lieblich	1999).		For	this	study	I	was	interested	in	women’s	whole	lives,	

and	 their	 experiences	 of	 how	 they	 became	property	 owners.	 	 Using	 a	

biographical	methodological	approach,	facilitated	the	exploration	of	the	

events	 and	 experiences	 that	 enabled	 and	 constrained	 women’s	

pathways	to	ownership.			

	

I	was	interested	in	the	personal	narratives	of	women	property	owners.		

Life	 history	 narratives	 provide	 data	 that	 is	 subjectively	 reconstructed	

by	 individuals,	 providing	 access	 to	 the	 events	 and	 experiences	 that	

were	 important	 to	 the	 individual	 (Josselson	 and	 Lieblich	 1999).	 	 In	 a	

separate	 analytical	 stream,	 BNIM	 focusses	 on	 the	 subjective	

reconstruction	 of	 how	 the	 story	 was	 told,	 attributing	meaning	 to	 the	

events	 and	 experiences	 that	 were	 important	 to	 the	 individual.	 	 The	

narratives	 provided	 access	 to	 women’s	 own	 understanding	 of	 the	

events	that	lead	to	ownership	of	property,	and	their	active	participation	

in	working	the	land.		A	life	history	methodology,	such	as	biography	also	

places	 women’s	 stories	 in	 the	 context	 of	 the	 socio-historical	 and	
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personal	 context	 relevant	 to	 their	 particular	 story	 (Creswell	 2013).		

Biography	is	relational	and	connects	the	individual	with	the	social	as	a	

‘social	 construct	 comprising	 both	 social	 reality	 and	 the	 subject’s	

experiential	 world’	 (Rosenthal	 1993:	 60).	 	 This	 is	 important	 for	 the	

study,	 because	 I	 am	 interested	 in	 the	 social	 aspects	 of	 women’s	

pathways	 to	 ownership	 (macro),	 as	 well	 as	 the	 individual	 aspects	

(micro).		The	Biographical	Narrative	Interpretive	Method	(BNIM)	is	the	

qualitative	 method	 selected	 to	 link	 individual	 experience	 with	 social	

and	economic	structures	that	have	influenced	the	lives	of	farm	women	

property	owners.			

	

I	was	interested	in	the	subjectivity	of	the	individual.	 	Using	biographic	

methods,	lived	experiences	are	recognised	as	central	to	an	individual’s	

construction	 of	 their	 life	 story,	 and	 BNIM	 is	 an	 analytical	 tool	 that	

allows	 us	 to	 explore	 and	 interpret	 the	 meaning	 within	 these	 stories.		

The	reconstruction	of	the	life	story	told	in	the	interview	occurs	within	

the	 stages	 of	 BNIM	 analysis.	 	 The	 analysis	 follows	 and	 identifies	

narrative	constructions	of	plot,	events,	context,	characters,	and	turning	

points.	 	 The	 stories	 told	 by	 participants	 in	 BNIM	 interviews	 are	 self-

structured,	and	this	is	one	of	the	strengths	of	BNIM	because	it	provides	

insight	into	the	inner	workings	of	the	individual’s	evolving	perspectives	

as	 told	 in	 the	 interview.	 	 The	 evolving	 perspectives	 are	 separated	 by	

particular	turning	points	that	signal	a	change	of	interiority,	marking	an	

individual’s	changing	subjectivity	(Wengraf	2010).			

3.4 Stakeholders’	Group:	knowledge	sharing		

A	 stakeholders’	 group	was	 convened	 at	 the	 inception	 of	 the	 study	 in	

December	2008,	to	facilitate	communication	and	consultation	between	

the	 research	 team	 and	 expert	 stakeholders	 and	 practitioners12.	 	 By	

sharing	 their	 knowledge	 and	 practical	 experience	 with	 rural	

communities	 (Shortall	 2012),	 the	 stakeholders	 helped	 to	 identify	

crucial	areas	of	consideration	within	the	remit	of	the	research	project.		
																																																								
12The study was funded by the Teagasc Walsh Fellowship Scheme.  A Stakeholders’ group 
associated with the study was a requirement of the funding.  
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Representatives	 from	 sixteen	 state	 and	 voluntary	 organisations	 were	

invited	to	 join	the	stakeholders’	group.	 	Members	were	selected	based	

on	 their	 knowledge	 of,	 and	 professional	 affiliations	 with,	 farming,	

agriculture	 or	 rural	 development.	 	 The	 participation	 of	 stakeholders	

was	important	to	the	process	of	research	development	within	Teagasc	

RERC	and	the	dissemination	of	research	to	a	wider	audience.		The	terms	

of	 reference	 for	 the	 group	 stated	 that	 together	 with	 the	 Teagasc	

research	team,	members	of	the	stakeholders’	group	would	aim:	

I. To	represent	 the	views	of	 the	key	 rural	organisations	 to	which	

they	are	affiliated.	

II. To	 share	 their	 knowledge	 and	 experience	 of	 the	 rural	 society	

and	economy.	

III. To	 exchange	 views	 and	 comments	 on	 various	 aspects	 of	 the	

study.	

IV. To	help	 identify	crucial	areas	of	 consideration	within	 the	remit	

of	the	research	project.	

V. To	 play	 a	 key	 role	 in	 disseminating	 the	 key	 findings	 from	 the	

study.	

Three	 stakeholder	 group	 meetings	 were	 held	 over	 the	 course	 of	 the	

study.		I	gave	a	short	presentation	at	each	meeting	to	provide	an	update	

on	the	progress	of	the	research,	and	to	focus	the	subsequent	discussion	

on	areas	of	interest	to	the	study.		I	recorded	each	meeting,	and	analysed	

the	 data,	 organising	 topics	 thematically.	 	 I	 produced	 a	 report	

summarising	the	salient	themes	of	each	meeting,	which	was	circulated	

to	members	of	the	research	team.		

	

The	first	stakeholders’	group	meeting	was	held	on	4th	December	2008	

in	 Teagasc’s	 Rural	 Economy	 Research	 Centre	 in	 Athenry,	 with	 ten	

members	in	attendance.		The	aim	was	to	introduce	the	research	team13	

and	 provide	 background	 to	 the	 study.	 	 The	meeting	 was	 designed	 to	

present	 the	 main	 themes	 on	 the	 topic,	 which	 were	 derived	 from	 the	
																																																								
13 The research team included my supervisors, Dr. Anne Byrne from NUI Galway, Áine 
Macken-Walsh from Teagasc’s Rural Economy Research Centre (RERC) in Galway, and 
myself as a Teagasc Walsh Fellow and PhD candidate from NUI Galway. 
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literature	 review,	 and	 to	 get	 stakeholders’	 feedback	 on	 issues	 of	

relevance	 and	 importance	 to	 rural	 women.	 	 Teagasc’s	 strategic	

functions	were	 introduced	and	the	research	remit	 to	situate	 the	study	

within	 it's	 academic	 contribution,	 applied/practical	 application,	 and	

relevance	to	Teagasc	stakeholders	on	the	ground.		A	broad	overview	of	

the	objectives	of	 the	study	 focussed	on	 the	need	 for	research	on	rural	

women	 to	 represent	 the	 diversity	 of	 women’s	 changing	 identities	 in	

rural	 Ireland,	 and	 their	 roles	 in	 rural	 development.	 	 I	 presented	 the	

research	questions	and	objectives	of	 the	 study,	 as	well	 as	 themes	and	

key	areas	of	empirical	focus.		I	explained	the	research	methodology	and	

how	the	study	would	be	carried	out.		Following	the	introduction	to	the	

study,	 members	 of	 the	 Stakeholders’	 Group	 were	 invited	 to	 have	 an	

open	discussion	on	 their	 thoughts	and	views	on	key	 issues	relating	 to	

women	in	rural	areas.		By	providing	their	views,	the	group	informed	the	

identification	of	a	sample	for	the	qualitative	interviewing	process.		They	

agreed	with	the	research	team	that	considering	the	diversity	of	women	

living	in	the	countryside,	it	was	necessary	to	focus	on	a	particular	socio-

cultural	group	of	farm	women,	or	rural	women.		

	

Of	 the	 various	 themes	 that	 emerged	 from	 the	 discussion,	 property	

ownership	 was	 an	 issue	 that	 provided	 insight	 into	 the	 inequalities	

between	 men	 and	 women	 on	 farms	 in	 Ireland.	 	 The	 discussion	

highlighted	 issues	 of	 male	 succession	 as	 a	 barrier	 to	 women’s	

ownership.	 	 The	 issue	 of	 partnership	 between	 spouses	was	 raised	 by	

the	group,	with	a	concern	of	how	women	who	want	an	equal	 stake	 in	

the	 business	 are	 perceived.	 	 The	 discussion	 at	 this	 meeting	 helped	

refine	 the	 focus	 of	 the	 study,	 and	 develop	 a	 research	 question	 that	

focussed	on	farm	women’s	property	ownership.	

	

Thirteen	 attendees	 participated	 in	 the	 second	 stakeholders’	 group	

meeting,	 held	 on	 the	 26th	 April	 2010	 in	 Teagasc’s	 Rural	 Economy	

Research	Centre	in	Athenry.		After	an	update	about	the	progress	of	the	

research,	 stakeholders	 were	 invited	 to	 take	 part	 in	 workshops	 to	
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discuss	 and	 respond	 to	 ideas	 generated	 related	 to	 the	 research	

question,	and	issues	about	farm	women	property	owners.	 	Workshops	

were	held	to	explore	hypotheses	and	stimulate	new	ideas	about	women	

on	 farms,	 and	 focus	 the	 research	 in	 preparation	 for	 fieldwork.	 	 The	

group	was	 divided	 into	 two	 facilitated	workshops14.	 	 I	 identified	 four	

areas	of	interest,	based	on	the	literature	review	and	feedback	from	the	

first	 stakeholders’	 group	 meeting:	 identity	 of	 farm	 women	 today;	

property	 ownership;	 agency	 and	 empowerment;	 partnership	 and	

economic	security.		A	series	of	hypothetical	scenarios	were	presented	to	

the	 group.	 	 The	 scenarios,	 often	 referred	 to	 in	 qualitative	 research	 as	

vignettes	(Renold	2002),	were	presented	by	the	moderator	in	the	form	

of	photographs	depicting	different	aspects	of	women’s	 involvement	 in	

the	rural	economy.		The	feature	of	this	method	of	discussion	is	to	evoke	

participants’	 subjective	 belief	 system	 (Renold	 2002),	 reflecting	 the	

diversity	 of	 views,	 backgrounds,	 and	 professional	 affiliations	 of	

members	of	the	group.		Participants	were	invited	to	discuss	what	could	

be	 done	 in	 the	 context	 of	 each	 particular	 topic.	 	 This	 allowed	 for	 a	

comparison	 of	 responses	 to	 situations	 experienced	 by	 farm	 women,	

contributing	 to	 the	 empirical	 research,	 and	 informing	 the	 BNIM	 in-

depth	interviews.		

	

Images	 were	 shown	 to	 the	 participants	 to	 stimulate	 thoughts	 and	

discussion	about	the	identity	of	farm	women.		For	example,	whether	the	

images	 represented	 women	 farm	 property	 owners	 and	 what	 kind	 of	

story	could	be	constructed	about	the	life	of	the	woman	in	the	photo.		A	

variety	 of	 scenarios	 and	 age	 groups	were	depicted	 in	 the	 images	 as	 a	

focussing	 exercise	 on	 beliefs	 about	 how	 women	 are	 most	 likely	 to	

acquire	 property,	 and	 what	 they	 do	 with	 the	 property	 they	 own.			

Women	in	the	photos	represented	several	categories	of	women:	single,	

widow,	married,	farmer,	entrepreneur	and	daughter.		Participants	were	

asked	 to	choose	a	picture	and	 imagine	whether	 the	woman	portrayed	

																																																								
14 Two workshops were conducted concurrently. One was facilitated by Dr. Áine Macken-
Walsh, the other was facilitated by Tanya Watson. 
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was	a	property	owner	or	not,	and	to	imagine	the	consequences	of	either	

owning	 or	 not	 owning	 property	 for	 this	 woman.	 	 The	 scenarios	

presented	 in	 this	 work	 were	 content	 specific,	 based	 on	 personal	

experiences	 or	 hypothetical	 situations	 that	 could	 have	 occurred	 (Veal	

2002).	 	 The	 moderators	 explained	 that	 regardless	 of	 whether	 or	 not	

they	had	specific	personal	experience	of	the	exact	situation	or	scenario	

of	the	woman	in	the	photo,	they	could	draw	on	their	own	judgement	or	

instincts	 to	 answer	with	 a	 hypothetical	 response.	 	 This	 approach	was	

used	 to	 promote	 discussion	 about	 access	 to	 resources	 and	 different	

decisions	made	on	the	farm,	depending	on	ownership	status.		

	

The	 participants	 discussed	 how	 each	 woman	 was	 likely	 to	 have	

acquired	property	 (inheritance	 from	parents	or	husband,	purchase	on	

the	market,	 or	 lease)	 and	 the	 type	 of	 assets	 that	were	 owned	 on	 the	

farm.		Another	topic	of	discussion	was	what	each	woman	was	likely	to	

do	with	 the	property	 she	 owned	 and	how	 this	was	 connected	 to	 how	

much	control	she	had	over	decisions	on	the	 farm:	 farm	operator,	cede	

control	 of	 production	 to	 another	 family	member,	 rent	 out	 the	 land	 to	

family	 or	 non-family	 member,	 shared	 ownership	 and	 control	 of	 land	

with	 other	 family	members,	 in	 partnership	with	 a	 spouse	 or	 another	

family	 member.	 	 I	 analysed	 the	 data	 from	 the	 workshop,	 which	

informed	the	design	of	research	tools	in	preparation	for	fieldwork.	This	

included	 the	 design	 of	 a	 study	 sample	 and	 preliminary	 selection	 of	 a	

community/population	 for	 intensive	 analysis	 through	 interview.		

Participant	profiles	were	developed	and	used	to	create	the	typology	of	

property	ownership,	described	in	section	3.5.2.				

	

The	 third	meeting	was	held	on	11th	February	2014	 in	Teagasc’s	Rural	

Economy	Research	Centre	in	Athenry,	with	ten	members	in	attendance.		

I	 presented	 an	 overview	 of	 the	 details	 of	 the	 study	 and	methodology	

employed,	 as	well	 as	 some	 findings	 from	 the	 study	 and	 details	 of	 the	

case	studies.		Stakeholders	were	invited	to	comment	and	discuss	issues	

raised	 in	 the	 presentation	 of	 the	 finding	 from	 the	 study.	 	 There	were	
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three	key	themes	raised	in	the	discussion.		The	first	theme	was	gender	

equality	 in	 farming	 and	 agriculture.	 	 The	 group	 discussed	 internal	

factors	that	impact	gender	relations,	such	as	the	characteristics	that	are	

required	of	women	 farm	owners	 that	 set	 them	apart	 from	other	 farm	

women.		The	impact	of	external	factors	on	gender	relations,	such	as	the	

influence	of	society	on	personal	choice	and	action	were	also	discussed.		

The	 second	 theme	 was	 farm	 partnerships	 and	 equity	 in	 spousal	

relationships,	and	the	function	of	formalised	partnerships	as	an	avenue	

for	 gender	 equality	 for	women	 in	 farming.	 	 The	 third	 theme	 resulting	

from	the	discussion	of	finding	was	policy	creation	to	support	women’s	

entry	into	farming	through	property	ownership.		The	exchange	of	views	

and	perspectives	discussed	about	the	findings	confirmed,	and	added	to,	

thematic	 areas	 of	 importance	 distilled	 from	 the	 findings.	 	 Input	 from	

stakeholders	 advanced	 the	 study	 by	 discussing	 the	 research	 as	 it	

progressed,	 highlighting	 issues	 of	 interest	 relevant	 to	 the	 topic,	 and	

providing	feedback	on	the	findings	of	the	study.	

3.5 Participant	Selection	

The	inclusion	criteria	for	the	study	were	based	on	a	sampling	technique	

that	selected	research	participants	by	category	of	property	ownership.		

Due	 to	 the	 small	 number	of	women	 farm	property	 owners	 in	 Ireland,	

with	 just	 over	 twelve	 per	 cent	 of	 farm	 land	 owned	 by	 women	 (CSO	

2012),	the	particular	characteristics	of	farm	type,	and	limited	means	of	

property	 acquisition,	 a	 purposive	 sampling	 technique	 was	 used	 to	

ensure	 that	 individuals	 displaying	 these	 particular	 attributes	 were	

included	in	the	study.	 	Selecting	participants	based	on	a	specific	set	of	

criteria	 is	a	 technique	described	as	purposive	(Berg	2004);	 judgement	

or	 opportunistic	 sampling	 (Honigmann	 1991).	 	 Judgement	 sampling	

selects	 participants	 based	 on	 their	 distinct	 status	 or	 previous	

experience,	 which	 are	 valuable	 to	 the	 researcher	 (Honigmann	 1991).		

The	 sample	 was	 built	 on	 knowledge	 gained	 from	 the	 review	 of	

literature	 about	 women	 and	 property	 ownership,	 the	 theoretical	
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framework,	 and	 consultation	 with	 various	 agricultural	 experts	 from	

Teagasc,	as	explained	in	detail	in	the	following	sections.			

3.5.1 Inclusion	criteria	

Based	on	prior	knowledge	of	the	population	of	the	study,	I	set	criteria	to	

draw	 out	 distinctive	 characteristics	 of	women	 farm	 property	 owners.		

The	 women	 included	 in	 this	 study	 were	 farm	 property	 owners	 of	

traditional,	non-traditional	or	diversified	family	farms	in	the	south	and	

west	of	Ireland.		Ownership	of	farm	property	included,	land,	immovable	

property	(such	as	a	home	or	farm	building)	or	a	legal	lease	of	farm	land.		

It	was	 important	 that	 the	women	who	participated	 in	 this	study	came	

from	 a	 family	 farming	 background,	 to	 gain	 a	 comprehensive	

understanding	 of	 their	 lives	 in	 farming	 and	 their	 pathways	 into	

property	 ownership.	 	 As	 outlined	 in	 Chapter	 2	 of	 this	 thesis,	 some	

women	are	employed	off	the	farm	to	maintain	the	viability	of	the	family	

farm.	 	This	 category	of	women	was	not	 included	 in	 the	study	because	

they	may	not	participate	actively	on	 the	 farm.	 	Women	were	 included	

who	 lived	 and	worked	 on	 viable	 family	 farms	 full-time,	 as	 their	main	

source	of	income,	which	indicates	active	participation	on	the	farm.			

3.5.2 Typology	of	property	ownership	

The	sample	of	women	selected	to	investigate	the	research	question,	was	

based	 on	 a	 typology	 of	 property	 ownership,	 shown	 in	 figure	 3,	 to	

capture	a	cross-section	of	categories	of	women	property	owners.	 	The	

typology	was	developed	 to	 identify	 the	different	ways	women	acquire	

farm	 land.	 	 It	 culminated	 in	 nine	 categories	 of	 property	 ownership,	

based	 on	 the	 type	 of	 farm	 operated,	 and	 how	 they	 acquired	 the	

property.	 	 It	 was	 an	 important	 tool	 in	 identifying	 women	 who	 were	

most	 suitable	 for	 interview,	 based	 on	 relevance	 to	 the	 research	

question.		The	cross-section	of	categories	included	women	who	owned	

either	 a	 traditional,	 non-traditional,	 and	 diversified	 farm 15 ;	 and	

acquired	 land	 through	 inheritance,	 lease	 or	 purchase,	 or	 legal	

																																																								
15 See Appendix D for description of the categories of traditional, non-traditional and 
diversified farms. 
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partnership.	 	Profiles	were	developed	outlining	specific	characteristics	

of	women	to	be	included	in	nine	categories	of	property	ownership.		This	

ensured	 that	women	were	 selected	who	could	provide	 the	knowledge	

and	experience	required	to	answer	the	research	question.			
Figure	3	-	Typology	of	women’s	farm	property	ownership	

	
Women	Property	Owners	in	Ireland	

	

	

Ownership	
Type	 Inheritance	 Lease/Purchase	 Legal	Partnership	 Non-Owner	

Traditional	
Farm	

Operator	

Case	2:	
Mairead	

	
DAUGHTER	
Inherited	land	

	
	

Sole	or	Joint	
Owner	
Purchase	

Partnership	
with	family	
member	

Legally	equal	
partnership	with	
sibling	or	other	
family	member	

	

Non-
traditional	
Farm	

Operator	
	

Widow	
Inheritance	
from	husband	

	

Case	3:	Sarah	
	

Sole	or	Joint	
Owner		

Leasing	land	
	
	

Partnership	
with	spouse	
Legally	equal	

partnership	with	
husband	

	

Diversified	
Farm	

Operator	
	

Entrepreneur	
Inheritance	
from	parents	
or	husband	

Entrepreneur	
Lease	or	
purchase	

	

Case	1:	Mary	
	

ENTREPRENEUR	
Land	owner	and	
Business	partner	

	

	

Subsistence	
Farming	 	 	 	

Case	4:	Carol	
	

Farm	Manager	
–		

Name	on	cards	
	

The	 typology	 was	 used	 to	 select	 women	 for	 interview,	 and	 to	 guide	

selection	of	four	cases	for	 in-depth	analysis	using	BNIM.	 	To	provide	a	

means	of	comparison,	a	tenth	category	was	added	when	selecting	cases	

for	 analysis,	 representing	 women	 who	 manage	 but	 do	 not	 own	

property.	 	 Participants	 were	 selected	 based	 on	 at	 least	 one	 of	 the	

following	criteria:	

• Owner	 of	 land,	 immovable	 property	 or	 lease	 (by	 purchase	 or	

inheritance)	 in	 partnership	 or	 joint	 ownership	 arrangement	

with	spouse,	or	one	or	more	other	parties	

• Woman	who	inherited	property	from	her	parents	
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• Widow	who	acquired	property	upon	the	death	of	her	spouse	

• Entrepreneur	who	either	inherited	or	purchased/leased	land	or	

immovable	property	

It	 was	 hypothesised	 that	 each	 mode	 of	 acquisition	 would	 have	

implications	 for	women’s	 capacity	 to	 act	 as	 agents	 in	 their	 own	 right,	

thus	impacting	on	their	involvement	in	the	rural	economy	in	Ireland.			

	

The	 women	 in	 each	 category	 had	 individualised	 knowledge	 and	

experience	 of	 a	 particular	 social	 setting	 including:	 the	 family	 farm,	

property	 ownership,	 rural	 Ireland,	 farming,	 and	 institutional	

mechanisms	 (grants,	 farming	 organisations,	 Teagasc),	 so	 they	 could	

provide	an	account	of	 their	 cultural	 setting,	 as	 they	perceived	 it.	 	 The	

women	 selected	 for	 this	 study	 portrayed	 aspects	 of	 their	 particular	

social	situation,	for	example,	a	woman	who	was	raised	on	a	family	farm	

and	 inherited	 a	 traditional	 farm	 from	 her	 parents	 could	 provide	 an	

account	 of	 her	 personal	 experience	 of	 succession	 and	 the	 impact	 on	

familial	 relationships.	 	 A	 woman	 who	 leased	 or	 purchased	 farm	

property	 would	 have	 knowledge	 and	 experience	 about	 setting	 up	 a	

farm	on	her	own,	what	lead	her	to	set	up	on	her	own,	and	the	economic	

and	social	institutional	mechanisms	in	place	to	assist	her	in	starting	up	

the	 farm	 business.	 	 Likewise,	 a	 woman	 who	 operated	 a	 diversified	

business	on	a	farm	could	account	for	what	resources	were	required	to	

activate	 the	 business,	 her	 ownership	 stake	 in	 the	 farm,	 and	 the	

particular	dynamics	of	familial	relationships.			

3.6 Recruitment	and	establishing	entry	onto	farms	

The	strategy	 for	gaining	access	 to	participants,	gaining	 their	 trust	and	

entry	onto	farms	was	to	use	‘gatekeepers’.		Gatekeepers	are	individuals	

who	have	 knowledge	 of	 a	 research	 cohort	 and	 help	 the	 researcher	 to	

gain	 access	 to	participants	 (Creswell	 2013).	 	 The	 recruitment	process	

was	 based	 on	 finding	 participants	 who	 matched	 the	 profile	

characteristics	set	out	in	the	typology	of	property	ownership,	explained	

in	section	3.5.2.	 	An	open	call	 for	participants	was	not	appropriate	 for	
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several	 reasons:	 culturally	 embedded	 privacy	 issues	 around	 farm	

property	 ownership	 and	 potential	 distrust	 of	 a	 researcher	 who	 is	 an	

outsider;	 and	 the	 complexity	of	 the	purposive	 sample	 required	by	 the	

study.		The	gatekeepers	had	particular	knowledge	of	women	who	fit	the	

criteria	 for	 the	 study,	 and	 provided	 access	 to	 a	 group	 of	women	 that	

was	 otherwise	 difficult	 to	 reach.	 	 Through	 professional	 contacts,	 I	

identified	 gatekeepers	 such	 as	 Teagasc	 staff,	 members	 of	 the	

Stakeholders’	group,	and	other	networks,	who	referred	participants	to	

me.	 	The	relationship	between	participants	and	Teagasc	advisors,	was	

built	on	trust	developed	over	time.		The	relationship	was	reciprocal	and	

respectful	 and	 advisors	 had	 in-depth	 knowledge	 of	 individuals,	 and	

their	 communities.	 	 The	 strength	 of	 this	 relationship	 was	 key	 to	

providing	access	to	participants	for	the	study,	and	was	the	basis	for	the	

formation	 of	 the	 relationship	 of	 trust	 and	 credibility	 between	

researcher	and	participant	(Emmel	et	al.	2007).	

	

As	 a	means	 of	 facilitating	 entry	 onto	 farms,	 Teagasc	 advisors	 initially	

contacted	their	clients	by	telephone	to	tell	them	about	the	research	and	

to	 introduce	 me	 as	 the	 researcher.	 	 Once	 the	 participant	 expressed	

interest	in	taking	part,	a	participant	information	sheet16	was	emailed	to	

them,	 introducing	 the	purpose	of	 the	 study,	 and	 inviting	 them	 to	 take	

part	 in	 the	 research	 and	 attend	 a	 formal	 interview.	 	 A	 participant	

consent	 form 17 	was	 also	 sent,	 to	 outline	 what	 was	 involved	 in	

participating.	 	This	was	followed	up	by	a	telephone	call	to	answer	any	

questions	and	agree	on	a	date	and	 location	for	 interview.	 	Substantive	

field	 notes	 were	 maintained	 during	 conversations	 with	 participants,	

detailing	the	content	of	conversation	and	if	anything	was	agreed	upon	

(Burgess	1991b).		The	field	notes	were	used	later	in	the	BNIM	analysis	

phase	 of	 the	 research	 to	 gather	 objective	 data	 about	 participants.		

Developing	 a	 relationship	 of	 trust	 with	 participants	 was	 important	

leading	up	to	the	interview,	and	during	the	interview.	 	The	participant	

																																																								
16 Appendix A 
17 Appendix B 
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selected	 the	 location	 for	 interview,	 where	 there	 were	 minimal	

interruptions	by	phones,	people,	or	the	fear	of	being	overheard.		It	was	

important	 that	 it	 was	 a	 place	 the	 participant	 chose,	 so	 they	 felt	

comfortable	 and	 there	 was	 no	 hierarchy	 between	 interviewer	 and	

participant	(Wengraf	2001).			

3.6.1 Ethical	Approach	

Before	contact	was	made	with	participants,	an	ethical	code	of	practice	

was	 developed	 in	 the	 design	 of	 the	 study	 in	 relation	 to	 BNIM	

interviewing,	 analysis	 and	 presentation	 of	 data.	 	 An	 application	 was	

made	 to	 the	 NUI	 Galway	 ethics	 committee,	 detailing	 steps	 that	 the	

researcher	 would	 take	 to	 ensure	 the	 research	 project	 complied	 with	

ethical	 standards.	 	 The	 application	 provided	 details	 of	 the	 study,	 the	

proposed	methodology	and	recruitment	method	of	participants,	as	well	

as	samples	of	participant	information	sheets	and	consent	forms.		All	of	

these	considerations	were	taken	into	account	in	the	research	design	to	

meet	 the	 criteria	of	 the	ethics	 committee	 to	minimise	any	 foreseeable	

risk	to	both	the	research	participant	and	the	researcher	throughout	the	

course	of	the	study	(REC	2009).		Ethical	approval	was	granted	from	the	

NUI	Galway	research	ethics	committee.	

	

Paying	 particular	 attention	 to	 ethical	 concerns,	 issues	 of	 risk	 to	 the	

participant	 were	 addressed	 by	 preparing	 a	 detailed	 plan	 outlining	

stages	for	field	research	before	conducting	fieldwork.		This	ensured	that	

all	 elements	 of	 field	 research	 were	 considered	 before	 contact	 with	

participants.		For	this	study,	field	research	can	be	understood	as	a	social	

process	 that	 encompasses	 the	 researcher’s	 relationship	 with	 the	

participants	 (Burgess	 1991a).	 	 The	 field	 research	 plan	 outlined	 my	

intentions	from	the	initial	stage	of	creating	access	to	participants,	to	the	

analysis	 phase	 of	 the	 research.	 	 It	 reflected	 both	methodological	 and	

ideological	 practices	 involved	 in	 narrative	 research	 and	was	designed	

as:	
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1. A	 preparation	 guide	 for	 fieldwork:	 conducting	 the	 interviews	

and	analysing	field	research	materials;	including	a	description	of	

the	 operations	 involved	 in	 the	 collection	 and	 organisation	 of	

field	 materials,	 and	 the	 methodological	 operations	 involved	 in	

data	analysis.	

2. To	understand	 the	processes	 involved	 in	 using	BNIM	as	 a	data	

collection	 method	 and	 the	 technical	 skills	 required	 to	 analyse	

field	data;	

3. A	 source	 of	 comparison	 and	 reflection	 once	 field	 research	was	

finished	to	note	any	shifts	between	the	way	I	intended	using	the	

material	and	the	way	I	actually	used	it.		

	

In	 accordance	with	 ethical	 standards,	 consent	 and	 confidentiality	was	

upheld	when	accessing	participants,	 consenting	 for	 interview,	and	 the	

protection	 of	 data.	 	 Once	 a	 participant	 contacted	 me	 indicating	 their	

interest	 in	 participating,	 a	 Participant	 Information	 Sheet	 and	

Participant	Consent	Form	were	sent	to	them.		This	was	followed	up	by	a	

phone	 call	 within	 one	 week	 to	 answer	 any	 questions	 and	 arrange	 a	

meeting	 for	 interview.	 	 The	 consent	 form	 outlined	 the	 protection	 of	

anonymity	 of	 the	 participants	 and	 their	 families	 and	 measures	 were	

taken	to	ensure	they	remained	anonymous.		Quotes	that	are	used	in	the	

public	 presentation	 of	 the	 data	 require	 approval	 from	 the	 participant	

concerned.	 	The	data	was	stored	confidentially	and	pseudonyms	were	

used	to	ensure	anonymity	of	names	and	locations.			

	

It	 was	 expected	 that	 the	 interviews	 might	 get	 emotionally	 charged,	

since	 it	has	been	suggested	 that	most	 interviewees	who	agree	 to	 long	

open-ended	interviews	do	it	at	least	in	part	because	they	want	to	revisit	

or	 rework	 or	 review	 some	 aspect	 of	 their	 past	 (Wengraf	 2010).	 	 As	

suggested	by	the	Ethics	Committee,	a	contingency	plan	was	put	in	place	

for	access	to	counselling	information	available	to	participants	after	the	

interview	if	required.	 	 It	 is	 the	ethical	responsibility	of	 the	researcher,	

to	 support	 the	 participant	 through,	 and	 after,	 the	 interview	 (Wengraf	
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2010).		I	made	myself	available	to	them	should	they	want	to	contact	me	

at	 any	 time.	 	 All	 of	 these	 structures	 were	 implemented	 to	 minimise	

participant	harm.	

3.7 BNIM	Interview	Technique		

The	BNIM	method	requires	the	researcher	to	follow	specific	techniques	

of	 collection	 and	 analysis	 of	 the	 data	 for	 interpretation,	 which	 is	

intensive,	 time-consuming	 and	 requires	 specialist	 training	 to	 prepare	

the	 researcher	 for	 use	 of	 the	 method’s	 interview	 and	 analysis	

procedures18.	 	For	this	reason,	the	study	was	designed	as	in-depth	and	

on	a	small	scale,	with	a	limited	number	of	interviews	and	cases.		Single	

studies	using	qualitative	methods	involve	interviewing	a	comparatively	

small	 number	 of	 participants,	 prioritizing	 analytical	 depth	 over	

analytical	breadth	(Flyvbjerg	2006).		In	total	twelve	farm	women	were	

interviewed	 between	 December	 2010	 and	 February	 2011,	 each	 with	

different	 pathways	 into	 property	 ownership.	 Interviews	 took	 place	 in	

the	 homes	 of	 participants	 (generally	 farm	 houses),	 offices	 in	 Teagasc	

REDP,	or	other	public	places	as	requested	by	participants.	 	 Interviews	

lasted	three	hours	on	average	per	session.	 	The	 longest	 interview	was	

six	 hours	 in	 total:	 subsession	 one	 and	 subsession	 two	were	 held	 two	

weeks	apart.				

	

BNIM	 is	 different	 from	 other	 qualitative	 methods,	 including	 other	

biographic	methods,	 in	the	structure	of	 the	 interview,	 the	approach	to	

eliciting	narratives,	and	the	analytic	strategy	(Elliott	2005).	 	The	BNIM	

interview	 technique	 is	 divided	 into	 three	 self-contained	 parts	 called	

sub-sessions.		The	first	two	sub-sessions	are	normally	done	during	one	

interview	 session,	 and	 the	 third	 sub-session	 is	 reserved	 for	 a	 more	

semi-structured	 approach	 to	 questioning	 to	 clarify	 and	 collect	 more	

specific	data	of	relevance	to	the	research	question.	 	For	this	study,	the	

																																																								
18 In 2009 I attended a two-day taster session organised by Teagasc in Galway.  In 2010, I 
attended a five-day training session in County Clare that was more detailed and intensive to 
provide researchers 
 with the tools necessary to carry out the method for their research.  Both sessions were 
facilitated by BNIM trainers Tom Wengraf and Prue Chamberlayne. 
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first	 two	 sub-sessions	 were	 undertaken	 on	 the	 same	 day	 for	 the	

majority	 of	 interviews.	 	 In	 two	 instances,	 the	 first	 sub-session	 was	

lengthy,	so	a	second	interview	was	done	at	a	later	date	to	capture	data	

for	 the	 second	 sub-session.	 	 Due	 to	 the	 extensive	 biographical	 data	

collected	from	the	gatekeepers,	and	the	participants	themselves	during	

the	interview,	a	third	subsession	was	not	required	for	this	study.	

3.7.1 Pilot	Interviews	

From	the	list	of	twelve	participants	identified	as	suitable	for	the	study,	

two	were	 identified	 for	 piloting	 purposes.	 	 Participants	were	 selected	

based	 on	 their	 degree	 of	 suitability	 for	 the	 study:	 these	were	women	

property	 owners	 who	 were	 not	 an	 exact	 match	 for	 the	 ownership	

typology	 category	 criteria,	 or	 in	 cases	 where	 there	 were	 duplicate	

participants	deemed	suitable	 for	 interview	 in	 the	 same	category.	 	The	

first	participant	became	the	owner	of	a	traditional	family	farm	after	her	

husband	 died.	 	 She	 was	 retired	 from	 farming	 and	 her	 son	 was	 the	

operator	of	the	farm.		The	second	participant	became	the	co-owner	of	a	

traditional	 farm	when	her	husband	added	her	name	 to	 the	 title	of	 the	

farm	after	marriage.		Although	she	helped	on	the	farm,	she	worked	full-

time	off-farm.	

3.7.2 Interviewing	farm	women	–	Sub-Session	One	

It	has	been	suggested	that	 the	most	successful	way	to	elicit	narratives	

from	participants	in	an	interview	setting	is	to	ask	‘simple	questions	that	

relate	to	their	life	experiences’	(Elliott	2005:	29).		In	the	first	part	of	the	

BNIM	 interview,	 the	 first	 sub-session	 draws	 on	 this	 strategy	 of	 a	

simplified	 question	 that	 allows	 the	 participant	 to	 have	 control	 over	

what	 experiences	 they	 talk	 about,	 in	 the	 sequence	 of	 their	 choosing.		

This	approach	to	interviewing	helps	the	participant	tell	their	 life	story	

without	 interruption	 or	 intervention	 from	 the	 interviewer.	 	 Some	

qualitative	 interview	 methods	 are	 more	 structured	 than	 others,	 and	

structured	and	semi-structured	approaches	require	 the	 interviewer	 to	

ask	specific	questions	reflecting	their	own	research	interests,	instead	of	

allowing	 the	 participant	 to	 determine	 the	 topics	 and	 events	 that	 are	
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important	to	them.		I	chose	BNIM	as	a	life	history	method	that	uses	an	

unstructured,	open	narrative	interview	technique	to	allow	participants	

to	 lead	 the	 flow	 of	 their	 own	 story,	 and	 give	 their	 personal	 accounts,	

without	 intervention	 from	 me	 as	 the	 interviewer.	 	 The	 participant	

structured	 approach	 provides	 the	 researcher	with	 access	 to	women’s	

experiences	 and	 knowledge	 in	 their	 own	 words,	 to	 study	 how	 they	

account	 for	 their	 life	 experiences	and	 sense	of	 self	 in	 their	 life	 stories	

(Corbally	and	O'Neil	2014).	 	Narratives	produced	during	the	interview	

can	be	non-chronological	and	may	jump	forward	and	backward	through	

time,	but	participants	tell	the	story	in	their	own	way.		This	gives	power	

to	 the	 participant	 telling	 the	 story	 to	 structure	 the	 interview	 by	

deciding	 what	 they	 want	 to	 talk	 about,	 using	 their	 own	 sequence	 of	

events,	and	particular	style	of	narration.			

	

Developed	 to	 elicit	 narratives,	 the	 initial	 question	 asked	 during	 the	

BNIM	 interview	 was	 based	 on	 the	 framework	 created	 by	 Wengraf	

(2001),	 and	 reflected	 my	 interest	 in	 hearing	 about	 the	 events	 and	

experiences	of	women	who	owned	property.		There	were	three	aspects	

to	 constructing	 the	 first	 interview	 question	 that	 aimed	 to	 encourage	

detailed	narrative	accounts	throughout	the	interview.		Firstly,	when	the	

interview	 begins,	 the	 research	 asks	 a	 question	 that	 uses	 everyday	

language,	which	can	be	clearly	understood	by	the	participant.		Secondly,	

the	question	is	broad	as	a	way	of	allowing	the	participant	to	talk	about	

the	 experiences	 and	 events	 that	 are	 important	 to	 them	 personally.		

Thirdly,	the	question	relates	to	the	topic	of	the	research.			

	

In	 BNIM	 the	 first	 question	 is	 called	 the	 ‘single	 question	 to	 induce	

narrative’	(SQUIN)	(Wengraf	2001,	2010).		I	was	interested	in	how	farm	

women	 constructed	 narratives	 about	 their	 lives,	 and	 where	 property	

ownership	fit	 in	their	 lives	on	farms,	 if	 they	chose	to	speak	about	 it	at	

all.	 	 I	 wanted	 to	 leave	 the	 question	 inviting	 narrative	 as	 open	 as	

possible,	and	it	was	determined	that	rather	than	asking	specifically	for	

narratives	about	women’s	property	ownership,	a	more	general	opening	
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to	 the	 question	would	 invite	 narratives	 about	 the	whole	 life,	 and	 the	

context	of	property	ownership	within	the	whole	biography.		The	SQUIN	

that	was	used	for	interviews	in	this	study	was:	

‘As	you	know,	I'm	researching	the	lives	of	women	who	live	in	the	

countryside	 in	 Ireland.	 	 So,	 can	 you	 please	 tell	me	 the	 story	 of	

your	 life	 since	 you’ve	 lived	 in	 the	 countryside	 of	 those	 events	

and	 experiences	 that	 were	 important	 to	 you	 personally	 up	 to	

now.	 	 I’ll	 listen,	 I	won't	 interrupt	 just	 take	some	notes	 for	after	

you	 finish	 telling	 me	 about	 it	 all.	 And	 please	 take	 your	 time.		

Please	begin	wherever	you	like.’19	

After	 asking	 the	 SQUIN	 during	 the	 first	 part	 of	 the	 interview,	 the	

interviewer	 remains	 silent	 and	 gives	 control	 of	 the	 interview	 to	 the	

participant	(Wengraf	2010).		In	this	way,	the	participant	was	invited	to	

tell	her	story,	uninterrupted	by	the	interviewer.		According	to	the	rules	

of	 BNIM,	 the	 interviewer	 cannot	 direct	 further	 questions	 to	 the	

interviewee	 seeking	 clarification,	 or	more	 detailed	 answers	 (Wengraf	

2010).	

	

A	 minimum	 of	 two	 hours	 for	 the	 interview	 was	 agreed	 on	 by	 the	

participant	and	researcher,	with	the	possibility	of	extending	the	length	

of	the	interview	to	three	hours.		I	put	the	participant	at	ease	by	briefly	

explaining	what	the	research	was	about,	and	giving	an	overview	of	how	

we	would	proceed	with	the	interview.		For	instance,	in	subsession	one	I	

explained	 that	 I	would	 ask	 an	 open-ended	question;	we	would	 take	 a	

fifteen-minute	 break;	 in	 subsession	 two	 I	 would	 ask	 for	more	 details	

about	 the	 experiences	 and	 events	 talked	 about	 in	 the	 first	 part	 of	 the	

interview.		I	explained	that	the	participant	would	do	most	of	the	talking,	

and	 asked	 permission	 to	 turn	 on	 the	 voice	 recorder.	 	 The	 interviews	

were	recorded	on	a	portable	digital	voice	recorder	and	also	on	a	second	

device	for	backup	purposes,	both	were	placed	out	of	the	way	so	as	not	

																																																								
19 The format of the SQUIN based on BNIM guidelines after Tom Wengraf provided 
guidance with specific wording. 
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to	distract	the	participant	or	cause	discomfort	by	drawing	attention	to	

the	recording	device.		

	

The	 interview	 is	 an	 interaction	 between	 interviewer	 and	 participant,	

during	 which	 the	 interviewer	 elicits	 narratives	 (Czarniawska	 2004).		

Using	 a	 narrative	 interview	method	 gives	 priority	 to	 the	 participant’s	

voice	with	 an	 appreciation	 of	 the	way	 participants	 order	 and	 analyse	

their	 world	 (Elliott	 2005).	 	 BNIM	 is	 a	 particular	 way	 of	 enabling	 the	

participant	 to	 re-tell	 or	 recall	 incidents	within	 their	 life	 story	 through	

the	interview	–	it	becomes	a	site	for	narrative	production	whereby	the	

participant	 is	 given	 control	 over	 constructing	 narratives	 relevant	 to	

them.	 	 My	 choice	 of	 interview	 method	 reflected	 my	 interest	 in	 the	

participant’s	 situated	 subjectivity	 revealed	 in	 their	 stories	 about	

property	ownership.	 	As	 a	method	of	 in-depth	narrative	 interviewing,	

BNIM	 provided	 the	 opportunity	 for	 a	 participant	 to	 tell	 their	 story	

uninterrupted,	 enabling	 them	 to	 tell	 their	 story	 in	 their	 own	 way,	 in	

terms	 they	 understand	 without	 imposing	 a	 sociological	 context	 on	

them,	 or	 asking	 leading	 questions	 that	 reflect	 the	 interests	 of	 the	

researcher	(Wengraf	2001).			

3.7.3 Asking	narrative	seeking	questions	–	Sub-Session	Two	

During	 the	 first	 part	 of	 the	 interview	 I	 took	 notes	 on	 topics	 in	 the	

sequence	the	participant	introduced	them.		Upon	completion	of	the	first	

part,	 there	was	an	 interlude	during	which	 I	selected	key	phrases	used	

by	 the	 participant	 in	 their	 own	words,	 in	 the	 order	 they	were	 raised.		

The	aim	of	the	second	part	of	the	interview	is	to	ask	narrative	questions	

on	 topics	 mentioned.	 	 In	 this	 phase	 of	 the	 interview	 procedure,	 the	

researcher	asks	narrative	seeking	questions	as	a	way	of	eliciting	a	more	

detailed	 account	of	 an	 event	or	 topic	 introduced	by	 the	participant	 in	

the	first	part	of	the	interview.			

	

The	questions	during	the	second	part	of	the	interview	were	asked	in	the	

sequence	 the	 topics	 were	 introduced	 by	 the	 participant,	 in	 their	
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responses	 to	 the	 SQUIN.	 	 The	 interview	 was	 structured	 this	 way	 in	

order	 to	elicit	narratives	 from	participants	 that	reflect	 their	particular	

experiences,	 while	 adhering	 to	 the	 sequence	 in	 which	 topics	 were	

introduced	 (Wengraf,	 2001).	 	 During	 this	 subsession,	 the	 follow-up	

questions	on	the	topics	mentioned	are	used	to	stimulate	more	in-depth	

accounts	of	particular	stories	of	 incidents,	 relating	 to	what	was	 talked	

about	in	the	first	sub-session.	 	The	narrative	order	in	which	the	topics	

were	 told	 is	 prioritised	 over	 chronological	 order	 during	 this	 process:	

once	the	interviewer	asks	about	a	topic,	earlier	topics	cannot	be	raised.		

In	BNIM,	this	strategy	is	used	to	preserve	the	‘gestalt’	of	the	response	to	

the	SQUIN,	or	overall	structure,	to	reveal	the	main	meaning	of	the	story	

(Wengraf	 2001:	 69).	 	 This	 approach	 provides	 the	 researcher	 with	

insight	 into	 the	 situated	 subjectivity	 of	 the	 narrator,	 because	 it	

encourages	the	expression	of	 internal	dynamics,	 in	which	the	 ‘systems	

of	value	and	significance,	the	life-world’	of	the	participant	is	expressed	

(Wengraf	 2001:	 69).	 	 This	 part	 of	 the	 interview	 allowed	 for	more	 in-

depth	questioning	about	Particular	Incident	Narratives	(PINs)	raised	in	

response	 to	 the	 SQUIN.	 	 Questions	 were	 formulated	 in	 a	 way	 that	

encouraged	 narrative	 responses,	 and	 referred	 back	 to	 ‘cue-phrases’	

noted	by	the	researcher	during	the	first	part	of	the	interview	(see	BNIM	

Notepad	 in	Appendix	E).	 	Where	possible	 the	participant’s	own	words	

were	 used	 as	 cue	 phrases,	 as	 a	 way	 of	 bringing	 them	 closer	 to	 the	

moment	 the	 event	 happened.	 	 For	 example,	 the	 questions	 were	

structured	 as	 follows:	 ‘you	 said	 [cue-phrase].	 	 Do	 you	 remember	 any	

more	about	 that	particular	 (situation/time/phase/example)’	 (Wengraf	

2010:	 1093).	 	 The	 interview	 process	 ends	 when	 the	 researcher	 asks	

about	the	final	topic	that	was	raised	during	their	initial	story	told	in	the	

first	 part	 of	 the	 interview	 –	 again	 maintaining	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	

original	narrative	flow.		

	

An	 important	 element	 in	 narrative	 interviewing	 in	 general	 is	 that	 the	

interviewer	 must	 be	 a	 ‘good	 listener’	 (Elliott,	 2005:	 31).	 	 This	 is	

especially	 relevant	 to	 the	 BNIM	 interview,	 where	 the	 interviewer	
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remains	 silent	 during	 the	 first	 part	 of	 the	 interview	 to	 allow	 the	

participant	to	tell	the	story	of	the	experiences	that	are	most	relevant	to	

them,	rather	than	directing	their	responses	towards	what	they	think	the	

researcher	 wants	 to	 hear.	 	 Eliciting	 free-flowing	 narratives	 are	 not	

always	 straightforward.	 	 Some	 research	 on	 farm	 women	 found	 that	

women	 needed	 encouragement	 to	 tell	 their	 life	 stories.	 	 Researching	

rural	women,	Pini	found	that	the	participants	in	her	study	had	difficulty	

understanding	the	value	of	their	own	experiences	to	the	research,	often	

concerned	about	not	having	 ‘the	answers	to	the	questions’	(Pini	2003:	

422).		Inhetveen	had	a	similar	issue,	noting	that	the	participants	in	her	

study	were	restricted	by	social	norms,	and	thought	there	was	‘nothing	

special’	about	their	lives	that	would	differentiate	them	from	other	farm	

women	(Inhetveen	1990:	107).	 	This	was	an	 internal	conflict	 they	had	

to	 overcome	during	 the	 course	 of	 the	 interview	with	 guidance	 by	 the	

researcher.	

	

During	 some	 interviews	 for	 this	 research,	 I	 encountered	difficulties	 in	

eliciting	 stories	 in	 subsession	 two	of	 the	 interview	process,	with	brief	

answers	 and	 uncertainty	 in	 response	 to	 the	 initial	 question.	 	 Some	

research	 using	 BNIM	 as	 an	 interview	 method	 reported	 positive	

experiences	 in	answering	 the	SQUIN	(Corbally	2011),	but	 I	 found	 that	

farm	women	displayed	uncertainty	with	the	format	of	a	single	question	

at	 the	 beginning.	 	 Even	 though	 the	 format	 of	 the	 interview	 was	

explained	 at	 the	 beginning	 of	 the	 each	 interview,	 using	 the	 BNIM	

method	 asking	 women	 to	 talk	 about	 their	 personal	 experiences	 of	

farming,	 many	 participants	 did	 not	 expect	 an	 open-ended	 question	

about	their	everyday	lives.	 	Farmers	frequently	participate	in	research	

that	is	quantitative	and	they	are	used	to	responding	to	more	structured	

questioning,	 such	 as	 the	 Census	 of	 Agriculture,	 and	 the	 Teagasc	

National	 Farm	 Survey.	 	 Several	 participants	 asked	 me	 if	 they	 would	

have	 to	 fill	 out	 a	 survey,	 so	 this	 perception	 and	 expectation	 of	

quantitative	research	was	very	real.			
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When	 asked	 a	 single	 open-ended	 question	 in	 the	 first	 part	 of	 the	

interview,	 some	 participants	 tried	 to	 gauge	 the	 researcher’s	

expectations	 directing	 questions	 to	 the	 researcher	 looking	 for	

reassurance.	 	 In	 accordance	 with	 the	 rules	 of	 BNIM,	 I	 negotiated	 the	

discomfort	 of	 the	 participants	 by	 supporting	 them	 to	 continue	 if	 they	

wanted	 to	 and	 putting	 them	 at	 ease,	 without	 directing	 their	 answer	

towards	 any	 particular	 topic,	 and	 letting	 them	 decided	 when	 to	 stop	

(Wengraf	2010).		In	the	second	part	of	the	interview	when	participants	

were	 responding	 to	 the	 researcher’s	 questions	 referring	back	 to	what	

they	said,	the	account	was	more	free-flowing.	 	 It	was	possible	that	the	

participants	were	more	comfortable	with	a	more	structured,	interactive	

approach	in	this	format	of	more	probing	questions.		

3.7.4 Researcher	reflexivity		

Each	 participant	 was	 selected	 based	 on	 specific	 selection	 criteria	

(outlined	 in	 section	 3.8.1),	 connecting	 back	 to	 the	 theoretical	

framework.	 	 Before	 the	 BNIM	 interviews	 commenced,	 I	 had	 some	

knowledge	 of	 biographical	 facts	 about	 each	 participant,	 the	 type	 of	

farming	 they	 were	 engaged	 in,	 how	 they	 came	 into	 ownership,	 and	

where	 they	were	 positioned	 in	 terms	 of	 the	 theoretical	 framework	 of	

the	 thesis.	 	 Intensive	 training	 in	 how	 to	 conduct	 interviews	 using	 the	

BNIM	 method	 meant	 that	 I	 was	 acutely	 aware	 of	 following	 the	

methodical	 structure	 of	 the	 interview	 and	 not	 reverting	 into	 a	

structured	or	semi-structured	interview	method.		As	a	researcher,	I	felt	

the	 interview	 itself	 was	 intimate	 in	 nature	 due	 to	 the	 unstructured	

format,	which	results	in	a	spontaneous	flow	of	topics	selected	solely	by	

the	 interviewee.	 	 A	 strength	 of	 the	 BNIM	 method	 is	 the	 dynamic	

interaction	of	the	participant	with	their	story.		In	the	second	part	of	the	

interview,	 the	 interviewer	 guides	 the	 participant	 towards	 stories	 of	

particular	 incidents	 in	 their	 lives,	 which	 leads	 them	 back	 into	 that	

moment	 in	 time,	 expressing	 a	 reliving	 of	 the	 experience	 itself.	 	 As	

participants	 were	 making	 sense	 of	 their	 experiences	 through	 telling	

their	 stories	 during	 the	 interview,	 I	 was	 conscious	 of	 my	 role	 as	
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researcher	in	interpreting	their	stories	and	began	to	question	what	the	

researcher’s	responsibility	was	as	interpreter	of	narratives.		Even	with	

some	 prior	 knowledge	 of	 participants,	 the	 BNIM	 method	 of	

interviewing	does	not	 allow	 the	 researcher	 to	deviate	 from	 the	 topics	

introduced	 by	 the	 participant.	 	 Although	 this	 was	 difficult	 at	 times,	

when	 I	would	have	 liked	 to	ask	a	pointed	question	 reflecting	my	own	

interest	in	the	topic,	the	data	analysis	stages	of	the	research	resulted	in	

insight	into	the	evolving	subjectivity	of	participants	that	would	not	have	

been	possible	using	other	methods.	

	

The	 field	 research	 stage	 of	 the	 study	 involved	 the	 simultaneous	

collection	and	analysis	of	data.	 	It	provided	some	preliminary	analysis,	

such	as	questions	posed	in	the	course	of	research	and	themes	that	could	

be	 explored	 (Burgess	 1991b).	 	 Since	 the	 ‘post-session	 thoughts	 and	

impressions’	are	only	available	once	to	the	researcher	(Wengraf,	2001:	

209),	I	maintained	field	notes	systematically	as	a	record	of	the	narrative	

interview,	 and	 throughout	 the	 analysis	 and	 interpretation	 process.	 	 I	

wrote	 methodological	 field	 notes	 immediately	 after	 the	 interview	 to	

reflect	on	the	interview	experience	from	my	perspective,	and	record	my	

observations	about	the	BNIM	method.		I	also	recorded	my	observations	

during	 each	 interview,	 and	 preliminary	 analysis	 in	 terms	 of	 how	 the	

interview	 confirmed	 aspects	 of	 the	 theoretical	 framework;	 and	 new	

revelations	that	arose	that	could	alter	the	framework.	 	 In	a	researcher	

narrative	 of	 the	 interview,	 I	 summarised	what	was	 told	 to	me	 in	 the	

interview	 in	my	own	words.	 	This	was	a	way	of	documenting	my	 first	

impressions	of	 the	story	 told	 to	me	by	 the	participant.	 	A	researcher’s	

re-telling	of	the	story	is	a	way	of	‘writing-up,	rewriting,	or	interpreting	

the	 narratives	 elicited’	 (Czarniawska	 2004:	 55).	 	 This	 process	

illuminated	 themes	 that	 stood	 out	 to	 me	 and	 reflected	 my	 own	

interests.	 	It	stimulated	researcher	reflexivity	right	from	the	beginning	

of	 the	 analysis	 and	 interpretative	 process.	 	 Through	 debriefing	 notes	

after	 the	 interview	 and	 the	 theoretical	 memos	 developed	 while	

transcribing,	I	constructed	my	own	account	of	the	interview	experience,	
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and	the	participant’s,	both	as	a	whole	and	‘at	different	moments	in	the	

interview	when	dealing	with	 different	matters.’	 (Wengraf	 2001:	 235).		

As	an	interview-interaction	analysis,	this	reflexive	process	reviewed	my	

response,	or	inner	experiencing,	of	the	interview	process.			

	

I	 chose	 to	 do	 a	 full	 BNIM	 analysis,	 following	 the	 eleven	 stages	 of	

analysis	 specified	by	 the	method,	 to	 ensure	a	 structured	and	 rigorous	

analysis.		The	advantage	of	using	a	structured	method	like	BNIM	is	that	

every	 detail	 of	 the	 analysis	 process	 is	 accounted	 for,	 starting	 with	

detailed	 notes	 on	my	 observations	 and	 analysis	 as	 I	 transcribed	 each	

interview.		I	was	influenced	by	my	theoretical	framework	and	research	

question	 when	 choosing	 my	 cases,	 and	 by	 writing	 my	 own	 narrative	

about	 the	 selection	process	 for	 cases	 I	 separated	out	 the	 cases	 for	 in-

depth	 analysis.	 	 The	 main	 challenge	 of	 the	 method	 was	 to	 gain	 an	

adequate	 understanding	 of	 how	 to	 proceed	 through	 each	 stage	 of	

analysis	and	put	the	method	into	practice.		While	the	analysis	stage	was	

solitary	work,	I	remained	reflexive	throughout	the	process	by	meeting	

with	my	supervisor	Dr.	Anne	Byrne	on	a	monthly	basis	 to	discuss	my	

analysis	 and	 interpretation	 of	 each	 case.	 	 The	 interpretive	 panels	

(section	 3.6.5)	 also	 provided	 opportunity	 for	 reflexivity	 in	 my	

interpretation	by	offering	a	wide	range	of	perspectives	on	the	data	from	

the	 panel	 members.	 	 Speaking	 with	 colleagues	 who	 were	 using	 the	

method	 helped	 maintain	 perspective	 on	 how	 the	 method	 could	 be	

operationalised	 and	 offered	 peer	 support,	 which	 was	 helpful	 in	

progressing	through	the	stages	of	analysis.			

	

My	 voice	 as	 a	 researcher	 developed	 towards	 the	 end	 of	 the	 analysis.		

The	minute	detail	of	the	BNIM	analysis	process	required	deconstructing	

the	 participants’	 narratives	 from	 different	 perspectives,	 and	

reconstructing	them	in	a	different	way.		Employing	BNIM	as	the	method	

of	 data	 analysis	 provided	 a	 structured,	 rigorous	pathway	 for	 analysis,	

which	 was	 useful	 in	 providing	 guidance	 through	 this	 phase	 of	 the	

research.	 	 As	 I	 worked	 through	 each	 phase	 of	 the	 analysis,	 I	 kept	
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detailed	journals	documenting	my	thoughts	on	what	influenced	me	as	I	

progressed	through	each	phase,	as	well	as	connections	between	cases,	

similarities,	differences	and	patterns	emerging.		Working	narratively	in	

this	 way	 helped	 me	 find	 my	 voice	 as	 a	 researcher,	 from	 within	 a	

methodical	 analysis	 process	 that	 felt	 rigid	 at	 times.	 	 I	 was	 concerned	

with	keeping	as	close	 to	 the	 interpretation	of	 the	speaker	when	doing	

my	 own	 interpretation	 reconstructing	 the	 participants’	 narratives.		

BNIM	 influenced	 the	 representation	 of	 narratives	 through	 the	

development	of	individualised	case	accounts.		The	method	provided	me	

with	the	tools	to	analyse	the	data,	the	documents	to	support	each	stage	

of	 analysis,	 and	as	a	 result	 it	 influenced	 the	presentation	of	 the	 cases.		

After	completing	the	intensive	analysis,	I	felt	more	confident	writing	up	

the	 cases,	 which	 reflected	 core	 aspects	 of	 interpretive	 phases	 done	

during	the	11-step	analysis	process.	

3.8 BNIM	Analytical	Technique	

Transcribing	 is	viewed	as	part	of	 the	BNIM	analytic	process	 (Wengraf	

2001)	 and	 is	 integral	 to	 the	 analysis	 of	 narrative	 material.	 	 The	

approach	 to	 narrative	 shapes	 the	 analysis	 of	 qualitative	 interview	

material,	 and	 questions	 must	 be	 asked	 about	 how	 to	 transcribe	 the	

material	 in	 order	 to	 preserve	 an	 appropriate	 amount	 of	 information	

about	 what	 was	 said,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 interaction	 itself	 (Elliott	 2005).		

BNIM	 is	 a	 formal	 approach	 that	 examines	 the	 relation	 between	 form	

and	content	of	narratives,	therefore	the	approach	to	transcribing	has	to	

reflect	these	interests.	 	For	this	study,	 I	 transcribed	twelve	interviews,	

making	detailed	notes	and	observations	to	gain	a	better	understanding	

of	 similarities	 and	 differences	 in	 the	 empirical	 data.	 	 The	 interviews	

were	 transcribed	 verbatim	 and	 punctuation	 was	 included	 to	 make	 it	

more	 readable	 but	 in	 a	way	 that	 reflects	 the	way	 the	 participant	 told	

their	story,	such	as	the	manner	in	which	it	was	said.		Paralanguage,	the	

way	 things	 are	 said,	 is	 described	 by	Wengraf	 as	 ‘informal	 and	 formal	

approaches’	 (Wengraf	 2001:	 216).	 	 In	 relation	 to	 the	 function	 of	

narratives,	and	how	they	are	performed	by	narrators	 in	specific	social	
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contexts,	my	informal	approach	to	transcription	preserved	the	greater	

information	by	adding	appropriate	punctuation,	but	kept	 the	 integrity	

of	 the	 manner	 in	 which	 the	 narrator	 told	 the	 story	 and	 the	 emotion	

behind	 it	 (by	 commenting	 on	 pauses	 and	 intonation).	 	 Likewise	

prosody,	which	 is	 the	 level	of	analysis	capturing	paraverbal	aspects	of	

the	 account,	 rhythm,	 stress	 and	 intonation	 of	 speech	 (Kleres	 2010)	

were	 also	 captured	 in	 the	 transcript.	 	 The	 way	 something	 is	 said	

captures	 fluctuations	 of	 emotions	 during	 the	 interview,	 and	 is	 an	

indicator	 of	 how	 the	 participant	 feels	 about	 specific	 events	 or	 topics.		

For	 example,	 this	 extract	 from	 the	 transcript	 of	 Carol’s	 interview	

captures	 the	 strength	of	 emotion	 through	pauses,	 tuts	and	 tapping	on	

the	table:	

He	 couldn't	 make	 ends	 meet,	 he	 couldn’t	 get	 on	 because	 he	

wasn't	 able,	 because	 the	 mothers,	 [1]	 to	 the	 present	 day,	 the	

women	[1]	 to	 the	present	day,	 they’re	 the	breadwinner.	 	 In	my	

house	 [1]	 (tuts)	 for	 instance	 (taps	 table,	 tuts	 and	 takes	 a	 deep	

breath)	bills	come	in	(taps	table),	[1]	I	pay	the	bills	(taps	table)	

my	husband	never	(taps	 table)	opened	a	cheque,	never	opened	

(taps	 table)	 an	 envelope	 yet	 (taps	 table)	 with	 his	 wages.	 	 He	

never	opened	it.		I	opened	it.	

	

To	 keep	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	 interview	 interaction,	 the	 researcher’s	

questions	 and	 non-lexical	 utterances	were	maintained;	 as	were	 notes	

between	parentheses	on	participant’s	pauses	and	intonation.			

3.8.1 Selecting	cases	for	BNIM	analysis	

Of	 twelve	 interviews	 conducted	 for	 this	 research,	 four	were	 analysed	

in-depth	using	the	rigorous	BNIM	11-stages	of	analysis.	 	The	first	step,	

shown	in	figure	4,	was	to	choose	cases	for	full	interpretation.			
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Figure	4	–	Case	selection	

	
	

The	 sample	 size	 for	 BNIM	 analysis	 was	 small	 to	 account	 for	 the	

intensity	of	 the	analysis,	 and	 the	volume	of	data	 it	 creates.	 	Following	

BNIM	guidelines,	the	cases	were	different	on	at	least	one	dimension.	 	I	

chose	 three	 cases,	 each	based	on	BNIM	criteria	 for	 case	 selection:	 the	

most	 narratively	 rich	 case,	 a	 contrast	 case,	 and	 a	 tangential	 case	20	

(Wengraf	2010).		I	added	a	fourth	case	for	analysis	as	a	new	category	of	

‘outlier’,	because	it	differed	from	the	other	three	cases,	representing	the	

unique	 experiences	 of	 a	 woman	 ‘farmer’	 who	 did	 not	 own	 property.		

She	was	presented	to	me	as	a	property	owner,	but	during	the	interview	

it	was	clarified	that	her	husband	owned	the	farm,	and	she	was	the	farm	

manager	 with	 no	 legal	 title	 to	 the	 farm.	 	 Each	 case	 represented	 a	

different	category	of	property	ownership,	as	described	in	figure	5.	
	

	 	

																																																								
20 “Of all the cases for whom you have interviews, you would typically have a sense of 
which is the most interesting and rich in its potential for the Central Research Question in 
which you are interested. You work on that. Then you choose a contrast case, one that 
appears to be most dissimilar. You work on  that, perhaps not precisely to the same extent. 
Then you look for a third, a tangential case, one which seems to have nothing to do with the 
main thematics of contrast identified in your first two cases. Then you stop , think, and 
review.” (Wengraf, 2010: 575). 

Case	
Selection	

• Selection	of	four	cases	for	full	BNIM	analysis	

BNIM	
Analysis	

• BNIM	nine	stages	of	analysis	for	each	case	

Case	
Accounting	

• BNIM	stage	ten:	Presentation	of	case	accounts	in	four	
individual	‘whole	case’	chapters	(	Chapters	4,	5,	6,	7)	

Cross-Case	
Comparison	

• BNIM	stage	eleven	of	analysis:	theorising	four	cases	
(Chapter	8)	
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Figure	5	-	BNIM	case	selection	

Case	 Description	 BNIM	Selection	

Criteria	

Mary	 Farm	 owner	 and	 legal	

partnership	 on	 a	 diversified	

farm	

The	 most	 narratively	

rich	

Mairead	 Inherited	a	traditional	farm	

	

Contrast	

Sarah	 Leased	 and	 operated	 a	 non-

traditional	farm	

Tangential	

Carol	 Farm	 manager	 of	 subsistence	

farm	

	

Outlier	

	

The	 first	 case,	 Mary,	 was	 the	 most	 narratively	 rich	 and	 spoke	 to	 my	

research	 question	 and	 theoretical	 framework.	 	 This	 case	 represents	

categories	 of	 sole	 and	 joint	 ownership	 of	 traditional	 farms,	

entrepreneurship	 with	 a	 diversified	 business	 on	 the	 farm,	 and	

formalized	 partnership.	 	 The	 second	 contrast	 case,	 Mairead,	 is	 most	

dissimilar	 as	 inheritor	 of	 a	 traditional	 farm.	 	 The	 third	 is	 a	 tangential	

case,	which	has	nothing	in	common	with	the	main	thematics	of	contrast	

identified	 in	 the	 first	 two	 cases.	 	 Sarah	 leased	 land,	 and	 set	 up	 her	

organic	 cattle	 business	 on	 her	 own.	 	 The	 fourth	 case,	 Carol,	 had	 her	

name	 registered	 on	 the	 herd	 number,	 but	 she	 did	 not	 have	 an	

ownership	stake	in	the	traditional	farm	she	managed	for	her	husband.		

Figure	 3	 shows	where	 each	 case	 fits	 within	 the	 typology	 of	 property	

ownership.	

3.8.2 Stages	of	BNIM	Analysis	

BNIM	requires	a	complex	qualitative	analysis	that	is	rigorously	defined	

and	sequenced	in	an	 intensive	eleven	stage	analytic	process,	shown	in	

figure	 6,	 and	 a	 detailed	 overview	 of	 the	 procedures	 is	 in	 Appendix	 C.		

The	stages	of	analysis	were	undertaken	with	four	individual	cases,	each	
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presented	in	chapters	four,	five,	six	and	seven	of	this	thesis.		There	are	

several	 levels	 of	 analysis	 and	 interpretation	 involved	 in	 the	 BNIM	

approach,	 culminating	 in	 hypotheses	 about	 the	 participant’s	 situated	

subjectivity.		The	integrity	of	the	participant’s	account	is	preserved	by	a	

two-track	 approach	 incorporating	 a	 separate	 ‘lived	 life’	 and	 ‘telling	 of	

the	told	story’	stream.	 	From	a	high-level	point	of	view,	 the	 first	 ‘lived	

life’	 track	 contains	 objective	biographical	 facts	 from	 the	data,	 to	 get	 a	

sense	 of	 a	 pattern	 about	 how	 the	 participant’s	 life	 was	 lived.	 	 The	

second	 ‘telling	of	 the	 told	 story’	 track	 relates	 to	 subjective	data	about	

how	the	story	of	that	life	was	told	by	the	participant.		The	final	stage	of	

the	 analysis	 puts	 these	 two	 tracks	 together	 to	 get	 a	 sense	 of	 the	

evolving	subjectivity.		As	figure	6	demonstrates,	this	tri-phasic	analysis	

considers	the	objective	biography,	and	the	subjective	telling	of	the	story	

in	 isolation,	 and	 then	 puts	 the	 two	 together	 to	 examine	 the	 evolving	

subjectivity.	

	
Figure	6	-	Tri-phasic	analysis	for	each	case	

	
	

The	BNIM	approach	 to	analysis	 involves	deconstructing	 the	story	 told	

in	the	interview,	 interpreting	and	analysing	what	was	said.	 	The	BNIM	

process	 of	 analysis	 requires	 interpretation	 of	 many	 different	

dimensions	 of	 the	 life	 story.	 	 It	 is	 a	 unique	method	within	 qualitative	

research	because	it	separates	the	biographical	story	from	the	context	of	

the	narrative	story.	 	The	analysis	 is	 interested	 in	both	 the	 form	of	 the	

Lived	Life	
(objective)	

Told	Story	&	
telling	of	the	

story	
(Subjective)	

Evolving	
Subjectivity	
(Objective	+	
Subjective)	
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narrative	in	the	way	it	has	been	put	together;	and	the	content	of	what	is	

said	in	the	narratives	to	understand	the	meaning	the	participant	brings	

to	 specific	 events	and	experiences.	 	There	are	 three	main	elements	 to	

the	analytic	strategy	of	BNIM:	biography,	narrative	and	 interpretivism	

(Corbally	and	O'Neil	2014).		I	will	explain	these	elements	in	relation	to	

this	 study,	 and	 their	 relationship	 to	 the	 analytical	 procedures.	 	 The	

diagram	 in	 figure	 7	 contains	 the	 eleven	 stages	 involved	 in	 BNIM	

analysis,	including	the	production	of	case	accounts,	and	the	comparison	

of	cases	through	cross-case	comparison.	
	

Figure	7	-	BNIM	11-stage	model	of	analysis	

	

3.8.3 Lived	Life	Pattern	

As	 the	 first	 element,	 biography	 refers	 to	 the	 participant’s	 life	 history	

through	 their	 lived	 life.	 	The	 lived	 life	 track	 in	BNIM	seeks	 to	 find	 the	

11-Stage	BNIM	
Analysis	

Lived	Life	

1.	BDC.		
2.	BDA	interpretive	
panel	
3.	BDA	Creation	

Telling	of	Told	Story	

4.	TSS	
5.	Told	Story	
Interpretive	Panel	
6.	Microanalysis	
7.	TFA	Creation	
8.	Phase	model	of	
Successive	
Subjectivity	

9.	Comparison	of	two	
tracks	

10.	Case	Account	

11.	Cross-Case	
Theorisation	
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pattern	of	the	lived	life	by	exploring	how	and	why	the	life	was	lived	in	

the	way	 it	was	 (Wengraf	2001:	232).	 	The	 focus	 is	on	 the	experiences	

that	 were	 lived	 through,	 and	 requires	 a	 reconstruction	 of	 the	

biographical	 through	 experiences	 when	 they	 happened,	 and	 the	

chronological	 sequence	 of	 the	 experiences	 in	 which	 they	 occurred	

(Rosenthal	1993).		Within	the	phases	of	BNIM	analysis,	the	first	step	in	

exploring	 this	 pattern,	 is	 to	 create	 a	 Biographical	 Data	 Chronology	

(BDC)	 to	 identify	 patterns	 in	 the	 objective	 events	 known	 about	 the	

participant’s	 life.	 	 The	 BDC	 charts	 the	 objective	 events	 and	 past	

experiences	 from	 the	 participant’s	 life	 into	 chronological	 order.	 	 I	

gained	objective	knowledge	about	participants,	prior	 to	 the	 interview,	

from	Teagasc	 advisors	when	 I	was	 selecting	participants	 according	 to	

category	based	on	the	typology	of	property	ownership.		I	also	collected	

objective	data	from	the	transcript,	fieldnotes,	and	any	available	sources	

that	 were	 publicly	 verifiable,	 in	 order	 to	 build	 a	 temporal	 and	

chronological	biographical	profile	from	birth	to	the	present	moment	of	

the	 interview.	 	 An	 example	 of	 the	 BDC	 compiled	 to	 build	Mary’s	 case	

account	in	Chapter	4,	is	in	Appendix	F.		Next,	I	constructed	a	Biographic	

Data	 Analysis	 (BDA)	 to	 find	 patterns	 in	 the	 objective	 events	 known	

about	 the	 participant’s	 life	 through	 a	 process	 of	 future-blind	

interpretation.	 	 I	 facilitated	 interpretive	 panels	 (section	 3.6.5),	 to	

discuss	the	BDC	in	detail.	 	After	which,	 I	continued	the	analysis	on	my	

own,	 culminating	 in	 an	overall	 interpretation	of	 the	events	within	 the	

lived	live.	 	Summary	outcomes	of	these	analytic	processes	are	put	into	

the	first	column	of	the	three-column	one	page	summary,	as	an	overview	

of	the	interview21.	

3.8.4 Telling	of	the	told	story	pattern	

The	 second	 element	 of	 the	 BNIM	 analytic	 strategy,	 concentrates	 on	

narrative	 through	a	 separate	 analysis	 of	 the	Telling	of	 the	Told	 Story.		

Narrative	in	this	context	can	be	understood	as	the	way	the	participant	

tells	 their	 story,	 and	 the	 factors	 influencing	 how	 the	 story	 was	 told	
																																																								
21 3-column summaries for cases Mary, Mairead, Sarah and Carol are in Appendices H, I, J 
and K.. 
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(Corbally	and	O'Neil	2014;	Wengraf	2010).		The	telling	of	the	told	story	

track	is	an	analysis	of	the	way	the	participant	presents	aspects	of	their	

life	in	the	story	they	tell	in	the	interview.		It	is	the	‘narrated	life	story’,	

that	 is	 analysed	 by	 reconstructing	 the	meaning	 of	 the	 experiences	 as	

told	at	the	present	time	of	the	interview,	and	the	order	of	the	life	story	

as	it	was	told	(Rosenthal	1993:	60).	 	During	this	phase	of	the	analysis,	

the	aim	is	to	find	a	pattern	by	reconstructing	the	structure	of	the	story	

as	 it	was	 told	 (Wengraf	2001:	232).	 	A	 sequentialisation	documenting	

events	 in	 the	 form	 of	 a	 Text	 Structure	 Sequentialisation	 (TSS)	 was	

created	to	explore	the	way	the	story	is	told.		The	transcript	was	divided	

into	 segments,	 categorised	by	 change	of	 speaker,	 change	of	 topic,	 and	

style	of	 textsort,	 identifying	 the	manner	 in	which	 the	 interviewee	was	

talking	in	the	present	to	the	interviewer.		There	are	six	different	styles	

of	 text	 sort:	 description,	 evaluation,	 argumentation,	 report,	 general	

incident	narratives/typical	 incident	narratives,	and	Particular	 Incident	

Narratives	 (PINs)	 (Wengraf	 2010).	 	 In	 the	 analysis	 phases,	 BNIM	

distinguishes	between	the	temporality	of	an	individual’s	experiences	by	

segregating	 what	 is	 said	 in	 the	 present	 perspective	 of	 the	 interview,	

from	the	past	perspective,	 told	as	 if	 reliving	 the	moment.	 	This	 is	as	 if	

the	 narrator	 participant	 is	 back	 in	 the	moment,	 close	 to	 the	moment	

itself	and	experiencing	it	again.		This	is	identified	in	BNIM	as	a	personal	

incident	narrative	(PIN),	which	provides	rich	data	on	the	subjectivity	of	

the	individual	within	the	historical	context.	

	

The	next	stages	of	analysis	explored	are	 the	 themes	 in	 the	 flow	of	 the	

story	told	in	the	interview,	to	give	a	picture	of	the	distinctive	underlying	

contextual	 influences.	 	 Initiated	 by	 a	 second	 interpretive	 panel	

(explained	in	3.6.5),	the	TSS	document	was	used	to	look	at	the	way	the	

participant	was	arguing,	and	develop	hypotheses	about	how	the	phases	

of	the	lived	life	and	the	way	the	participant	might	tell	their	story.	 	The	

aim	was	to	get	a	better	understanding	of	how	the	participant	could	have	

experienced	 the	 telling	 of	 the	 story	 during	 the	 interview.	 	 Through	 a	

process	 of	 abduction,	 to	 refute	 or	 confirm	hypotheses,	 the	 researcher	
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infers	 a	 likely	 pattern	 of	 the	 story.	 	 The	 purpose	 of	 this	 stage	 in	 the	

analysis	 is	 to	 reconstruct	both	 the	 form	 (temporal),	 and	 the	 structure	

(thematically	ordered)	of	the	life	story	as	it	was	told	(Rosenthal	1993).		

To	 do	 this,	 a	 teller	 flow	 analysis	 (TFA-F)	 is	 constructed	 to	 trace	 the	

details	 of	 the	 interview	 as	 the	 story	 evolved.	 	 A	 complementary	

thematic	 field	 analysis	 (TFA-S)	 is	 developed	 to	 understand	 the	 told	

story	 as	 constructed	 by,	 and	 expressing,	 a	 pattern	 or	 structure.	 	 The	

phases	 of	 the	 telling	 of	 the	 told	 story	 are	 summarised	 in	 the	 third	

column	 of	 the	 three-column	 case	 summary	 (see	 Appendix	 H	 for	 an	

example	from	the	Mary	case).	

3.8.5 BNIM	Panel	

I	 facilitated	 interpretive	 panels,	 a	 technique	 that	 is	 used	 in	 BNIM	 to	

support	the	processes	of	 interpretation	that	occur	within	the	stages	of	

analysis.		The	rationale	of	the	BNIM	panel	is	to	broaden	the	researcher’s	

interpretation	 of	 the	 data	 by	 hypothesing	 about	 the	 different	

possibilities	 of	 how	 the	 story	 was	 told.	 	 The	 BNIM	 panel	 is	 a	 way	 of	

surfacing	the	researcher’s	assumptions	and	hidden	biases	by	focussing	

on	 reconstructing	 moments	 of	 ‘lived	 experience’	 that	 the	 participant	

may	 have	 had	 in	 their	 lives,	 and	 in	 the	 telling	 of	 their	 story	 in	 the	

interview	(Wengraf	2010:	775).	 	The	use	of	a	BNIM	panel	assures	 the	

researcher’s	 subjective	 perspective	 does	 not	 dominate	 the	

interpretation,	and	that	a	balanced	view	is	obtained	that	represents	the	

participant’s	perspective	(Morrow	2007).	

	

For	my	 first	 case,	Mary,	 I	held	 two	panels,	 each	 lasting	 three	hours.	 	 I	

facilitated	 the	 BNIM	 panel	 to	 encourage	 panel	members	 to	 develop	 a	

variety	 of	 hypotheses,	 and	 ensure	 a	 thorough	 discussion	 of	 the	

empirical	data.		The	panel	included	members	from	varied	backgrounds	

to	bring	a	broad	range	of	view	points	and	experience	to	the	discussion	

(Wengraf	2010).		Panels	were	set	up	both	in	Teagasc	and	NUI	Galway	to	

access	 the	 expertise	 of	 members	 from	 academic	 and	 agricultural	

disciplines.	 	 I	 recruited	 members	 through	 word	 of	 mouth	 and	 in	
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consultation	 with	 academic	 and	 professional	 contacts.	 	 E-mail	

invitations	 were	 sent	 to	 colleagues	 in	 Teagasc	 and	 NUI	 Galway	

providing	information	about	the	study	and	outlining	the	purpose	of	the	

interpretive	 panel.	 	 In	 Teagasc,	 the	 group	 was	 diverse,	 and	 each	

member	 brought	 different	 perspectives	 to	 the	 discussion.	 	 Four	

members	 participated,	 each	 with	 particular	 areas	 of	 expertise	 in	

farming	and	agriculture,	and	there	were	various	ages,	from	students	to	

professionals	 established	 in	 their	 careers.	 	 The	 group	 in	 NUI	 Galway	

brought	 expertise	 in	 various	 disciplines	 unrelated	 to	 farming.	 	 There	

were	two	members	in	this	group,	each	with	an	interest	in	gender	issues.		

In	 accordance	with	 ethical	 practice,	 the	 panellists	who	 attended	were	

advised	of	the	confidential	nature	of	the	data	presented.	

	

The	 purpose	 of	 the	 first	 panel	 was	 to	 provide	 insight	 into	 the	

development	of	a	pattern	of	the	lived	life	through	analysis	of	objective	

data	gathered	in	the	Biographical	Data	Chronology	(BDC).		The	work	of	

the	interpretive	panel	supported	the	Biographical	Data	Analysis	(BDA)	

of	 the	 overall	 interpretation	 of	 the	 lived	 life	 (see	 section	 3.8.3).	 	 In	

preparation	for	the	panel,	I	divided	the	biographical	data	into	segments.		

For	example:	‘In	1960	Mary	is	born	to	a	hill	farmer	in	Wicklow.		She	is	

the	 second	 girl.’	 	 Each	 segment	 was	 presented	 chronologically.	 	 I	

presented	them	one	at	a	time	on	a	flip	chart,	recording	the	hypotheses	

developed	by	the	group	on	the	flip	chart,	and	putting	them	on	the	walls	

around	the	room	as	the	next	segment	was	introduced.			

	

Although	the	biographical	data	provided	some	evidence	of	the	situation,	

there	was	no	direct	evidence	of	what	the	participant	was	feeling	at	the	

time	 (Wengraf	2010).	 	 I	 invited	members	of	 the	group	 to	hypothesize	

about	 what	 the	 participant	 may	 have	 been	 experiencing	 at	 that	 time	

(referred	 to	 experiencing	 hypotheses	 in	 BNIM).	 	 The	 experiencing	

hypotheses	 formulated	 by	 the	 panel	 members,	 expanded	 on	 the	

situation	that	was	partly	known	to	develop	insight	into	the	subjectivity	

of	 the	 participant,	 as	 situated	 in	 that	 situation,	 at	 that	 time	 (Wengraf	
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2010).	 	 Other	 hypotheses	 generated	 by	 the	 group	 were	 following	

hypotheses	 (what	 might	 follow	 next),	 counter-hypotheses	 (the	

opposite),	 tangential	 hypotheses	 (different	 to	 the	 others	 developed)	

and	structural	hypotheses	(an	overall	view	of	themes	running	through	

the	story)	(Wengraf	2001).	 	An	example	of	notes	on	the	hypothesizing	

of	Mary’s	biographical	data	by	panel	members	is	presented	in	Appendix	

G.	 	 As	 the	 exercise	 progressed	 I	 guided	 the	 group	 towards	 thinking	

about	the	overall	structure	of	the	case,	asking	what	kind	of	person	they	

thought	 Mary	 appeared	 to	 be,	 and	 what	 they	 thought	 was	 going	 on	

overall.	 	 I	 was	 surprised	 the	 panel	 started	 to	 predict	 correctly	 about	

what	 might	 follow	 next,	 and	 accurately	 described	 Mary’s	

characteristics/persona	 as	 organised,	 deliberate	 in	 her	 actions	 and	

strategic	 planning.	 	 Towards	 the	 end,	 there	 were	 fewer	 counter-

hypotheses,	 which	 was	 also	 noted	 in	 Corbally’s	 use	 of	 BNIM	

interpretive	panels	as	the	evidence	was	presented	and	patterns	began	

to	 emerge	 (Corbally	 2011).	 	 The	 interpretive	 panel	 commented	 that	

only	certain	hypotheses	were	plausible	toward	the	end,	giving	weight	to	

propensity	 of	 the	 members	 to	 recognise	 patterns	 in	 the	 structural	

aspects	of	the	case.		To	get	a	sense	of	the	overall	structural	meaning	of	

the	case,	at	the	end	I	asked	the	panel	members	to	summarize	who	they	

thought	Mary	was,	and	recorded	 their	answers	on	 the	 flipchart.	Other	

BNIM	studies	have	observed	that	each	panel	members	brings	their	own	

‘social	 and	 cultural	 biography’	 (Bradley	2013:	 123)	 to	 the	panel,	with	

unique	perspectives	 and	experiences	used	as	 a	 lens	 for	 interpretation	

(Jones	 2001:	 116).	 	 The	 strength	 of	 convening	 a	 panel	 of	 multi-

disciplinary	 agricultural	 experts	 was	 their	 implicit	 knowledge	 of	

cultural	and	social	aspects	of	farming	and	relationships	on	farms,	which	

broadened	the	scope	of	my	interpretation	of	the	data.		For	example,	the	

discussion	generated	more	questions	about	the	continuity	of	ownership	

by	 women,	 and	 whether	 Mary	 inherited	 her	 family	 farm	 from	 her	

parents.			
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The	second	panel	helped	 to	develop	a	pattern	of	 the	 flow	of	 the	story	

culminating	in	a	Teller	Flow	Analysis	(TFA),	explained	in	section	3.8.4,	

through	the	analysis	of	the	more	subjective	data	from	the	story	as	told	

in	 the	 interview.	 	 I	 introduced	 short	 segments	 of	 text	 taken	 directly	

from	the	transcript,	and	the	panel	created	hypotheses	about	what	they	

thought	 happened	 in	 the	 life	 of	 the	 participant.	 	 The	 purpose	 of	 the	

panel	was	to	uncover	implicit	knowledge,	to	get	to	what	the	participant	

might	 have	 been	 thinking,	 but	 did	 not	 say.	 	 The	 panel	 did	 not	 know	

what	text	would	come	next	until	it	was	introduced,	referred	to	in	BNIM	

as	 ‘future-blind’	 (Wengraf	 2010).	 	 As	more	 data	was	 introduced,	 past	

hypotheses	were	 either	 confirmed	 or	 refuted,	 until	 a	 summary	 of	 the	

whole	was	developed	towards	the	end	of	the	panel	in	a	more	structural	

hypothesis.		

	

The	panels	stimulated	ideas	about	the	topic	of	women’s	farm	property	

ownership,	 and	 insight	 into	 issues	 facing	women	 on	 farms.	 	 This	was	

useful	 to	my	continued	analysis	of	data,	and	 informed	my	interpretive	

work	after	each	panel.	 	At	the	beginning	of	each	panel,	members	were	

slow	 to	 voice	 their	 ideas.	 	 After	 providing	 reassurance	 that	 all	 ideas	

were	 welcome,	 and	 explaining	 the	 nature	 of	 the	 exercise	 as	

brainstorming,	 the	 group	were	more	 open	 and	 creative	 in	 developing	

hypotheses.	 	 I	 was	 surprised	 at	 the	 enthusiasm	 of	 the	 group	 as	 the	

exercise	 progressed,	 and	 their	 genuine	 interest	 in	 the	 life	 of	 the	

participant.	 	 This	 phenomenon	was	 also	 noted	 in	 other	 BNIM	 studies	

(Bradley	 2013;	 Corbally	 2011;	 Jones	 2001).	 	 The	 group	became	more	

cohesiveness	towards	the	end,	as	they	continued	to	discuss	their	overall	

views	of	the	case.			

3.8.6 Successive	states	of	subjectivity	in	BNIM		

In	BNIM,	the	concept	of	situated	subjectivity	is	a	key	component	of	the	

method	 that	 integrates	 the	 objective	 and	 subjective	 lenses	 through	

which	 the	 case	 is	 interpreted.	 	 The	 situated	 subjectivity	 (situated	

perspective)	 contextualises	 the	 subjectivity	 in	 the	 socio-historical	
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context	 in	 which	 the	 story	 is	 told,	 and	 in	 the	 moments	 in	 which	 the	

subjectivity	 changes	 (Wengraf	 2010).	 	 For	 this	 research,	 situated	

subjectivity	 explores	 the	 evolving	 perspectives	 of	 farm	 women	 in	

relation	to	property	ownership,	while	situating	them	in	different	stages	

of	their	lives	on	family	farms	in	Ireland.	

	

The	 successive	 states	 of	 subjectivity	 as	 shown	 in	 figure	 7,	 explores	

subjectivity	 material	 separately,	 inferring	 patterns	 of	 subjectivity	

embodied	 in	 the	 changing	 perspectives	within	 the	 participant’s	 story.		

This	 phase	 of	 analysis	 involves	 constructing	 a	 phase	 model	 of	

successive	states	of	subjectivity,	by	going	back	to	the	original	transcript	

of	the	interview	and	finding	quotes	that	give	an	indication	of	moments	

when	the	subjectivity	of	the	individual	changed.	 	The	successive	states	

of	subjectivity,	explores	states	of	mind	at	earlier	points	of	the	life	period	

(previous	 perspectives)	 before	 the	 interview	 occurred,	 up	 to	 the	

current	state	of	 subjectivity	during	 the	 interview	–	represented	 in	 the	

TFA	phase,	analysing	the	present	recounting	of	the	past.		The	changes	in	

subjectivity	are	organised	historically	according	to	when	they	occurred	

to	get	a	sense	of	the	evolution	of	the	pattern	of	subjectivity	–	providing	

insight	 into	 how	 previous	 perspectives	 evolved	 into	 current	

perspectives	 told	 in	 the	 interview.	 	 	 The	 phases	 of	 successive	

subjectivity	are	summarised	in	the	second	column	of	the	three-column	

case	 summary	 for	 each	 case,	 as	 exemplified	 in	 the	 case	 of	 Mary	 in	

Appendix	 H.	 	 This	 column	 focuses	 on	 the	 situated	 subjectivity	 of	 the	

participant,	and	is	a	summary	of	the	connection	between	the	other	two	

analytic	documents,	the	BDA	and	the	TFA.		

3.9 BNIM	Case	Accounts	

To	get	a	holistic	view	of	the	life	story,	BNIM	combines	an	exploration	of	

the	 importance	of	 time	(biographical	chronology);	place	and	historical	

context	 (where	 lived	 experiences	 happen);	 events	 (description	 of	

incidents),	 and	 subjectivity	 perspectives	 (changes	 in	 states	 of	 mind),	

which	 unfold	 in	 the	 act	 of	 story	 telling.	 	 The	 ninth	 stage	 of	 the	 BNIM	
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analysis	process	is	to	construct	a	case	history,	providing	a	narrative	of	

the	evolution	of	the	changes	in	the	case	over	time.		See	Appendix	I	for	a	

case	diagram	used	to	create	the	case	history.		This	leads	into	the	tenth	

stage	 of	 BNIM	 analysis,	 whereby	 a	 case	 account	 is	 produced	 by	

considering	an	understanding	of	the	case	as	a	whole.		To	bring	the	two	

interpretative	 tracks	 together,	 the	 ‘relationship	 between’	 (Wengraf,	

2001:	232	author’s	 italics)	 the	 structure	of	 the	 lived	 life	 (past	 events)	

and	 the	 structure	 of	 the	 told	 story	 (present	 time	 recounting	 of	 past	

experiences)	is	considered.		The	three-column	case	summary	is	used	to	

get	a	sense	of	the	case	as	a	whole.	

	

In	 BNIM,	 cases	 provide	 a	 reconstructed	 account	 of	 changes	 in	

subjectivity	 throughout	 the	 life	 course,	 as	 told	 in	 the	 interview.	 	 Four	

separate	 cases	 are	 presented	 in	 chapters	 four,	 five,	 six	 and	 seven,	

representing	 four	 different	 categories	 of	 property	 ownership	 among	

farm	women	in	Ireland.		This	research	uses	a	life	story	methodology	to	

provide	 individualised	 accounts	 from	 the	 beginning	 of	 participant’s	

lives	 in	 the	 countryside,	 until	 the	 present	 moment	 of	 the	 interview.		

Within	this	period	of	 their	 lives,	 the	case	accounts	provide	an	account	

that	 focuses	on	 the	particular	aspect	of	 their	 lived	experience	 that	 the	

central	 research	 question	 of	 the	 study	 is	 interested	 in	 –	 property	

ownership.	 	 The	 analysis	 of	 narratives	 of	 women’s	 ownership	 of	

property	 on	 farms	 in	 Ireland	 traces	 the	 journey	of	women	 in	 farming	

through	changes	in	their	subjectivity.		

	

BNIM	 is	 a	 psycho-social	method	used	 to	 analyse	 ‘both	 the	 ‘inner’	 and	

the	 ‘outer’	 worlds’	 (Wengraf,	 2010:	 86)	 of	 historically	 and	 culturally	

situated	 individuals.	 	 The	purpose	of	 using	 this	method	 for	 this	 study	

was	 to	 explore	 women’s	 experiences	 of	 property	 ownership.	 	 Cases	

were	 the	best	method	 for	presenting	how	 the	subjectivity	of	property	

owners	 emerged,	 through	 the	 personal,	 lived	 experiences	 of	 property	

ownership	 and	 the	meaning	 women	 attached	 to	 it	 through	 how	 they	

told	 their	 story,	 and	 what	 they	 chose	 to	 talk	 about.	 	 Detailed	 case	
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studies	allow	 for	 the	preservation	of	 contextual	nuances,	whereby	 the	

‘case	story	is	itself	the	result’	(Flyvbjerg	2006:	238).		Presenting	whole	

cases	 that	 reflect	 the	 result	 of	 layered	 analysis	 along	 the	 guiding	

principles	 of	 BNIM,	 grounds	 the	 data	 in	 a	 particular	way	 of	 narrating	

the	 story	 that	 delves	 deeper	 into	 the	 investigation	 of	 the	 research	

question.		The	purpose	of	dedicating	a	chapter	to	each	case	is	to	give	the	

reader	a	deeper	 sense	of	 the	 similarities	 and	differences	of	 each	 farm	

woman’s	 situation	 of	 property	 ownership.	 	 It	 is	 ‘not	 to	 run	 off	 with	

someone’s	narrative	but	to	locate	the	narrative	in	its	situation,	through	

relationships,	in	the	context	of	power(s),	at	a	moment	in	history	and	in	

a	given	place’	(Smart	2010:	9).			

	

Each	case	account	reflects	my	understanding	and	interpretation	of	how	

the	participant	told	and	interpreted	her	own	story.	 	The	case	accounts	

are	 told	 using	 my	 voice	 as	 the	 researcher,	 but	 they	 are	 directly	

informed	by	the	results	of	a	rigorous	ten	stage	analytic	method	utilised	

in	 BNIM	 for	 each	 case	 selected.	 	 To	 preserve	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	

participant’s	voice,	direct	quotations	from	the	 interview	transcript	are	

presented	in	italics.		This	is	done	to	visually	distinguish	the	participant’s	

verbatim	telling	of	the	story	from	the	researcher’s	interpretation	of	the	

story	–	an	 interpretation	 that	was	 filtered	 through	the	multiple	 lenses	

of	BNIM	analysis.		

3.10 Cross-Case	comparison	

The	findings	from	the	individual	case	analysis	are	presented	in	Chapter	

8	 as	 a	 cross-case	 comparison.	 	 This	 is	 the	 final	 stage	 of	 analysis	 and	

required	a	 theorisation	process	 in	which	 all	 four	 cases	were	 analysed	

collectively.	 	 The	 comparative	 case	 studies	 examine	 the	 impact	 of	

property	 ownership	 on	women’s	 status,	 position	 and	 participation	 in	

family	 farming	 among	 the	 different	 categories	 of	 ownership	

represented	by	each	case.			
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Many	 similarities	 and	differences	 in	women’s	 experiences	of	property	

ownership	emerged,	including	social	relations	inherent	in	the	means	of	

entry	to	farming;	access	to	and	acquisition	of	property;	use	and	control	

of	property	and	assets;	decision	making	and	gender	equality	in	terms	of	

intra-household	 relationships,	 and	 external	 institutional	 relationships.		

The	pattern	of	ownership	observed	in	each	case	was	reconstructed	into	

a	 chronological	 account	 of	 phases	 of	 ownership:	 before	 ownership,	

ownership	 and	 the	 future	 of	 ownership.	 	 Four	 overarching	 themes	

emerged	 from	 the	 cross-case	 comparison	 based	 on	 the	 phases	 of	

ownership:	 	 experiences	 (formative)	 influencing	 pathways	 to	

ownership;	 the	 process	 of	 acquiring	 farm	 property;	 the	 impact	 of	

owning	property	for	women’s	 lives;	and	the	consequences	of	women’s	

ownership	 for	 relationships,	 their	 own	 future	 plans	 and	 the	

reproduction	of	the	family	farm.	

3.11 Presentation	of	BNIM	cases	

An	 understanding	 of	 subjectivity	 emerges	 in	 the	 experiences	 of	

ownership.	 	 How	 women	 tell	 their	 stories	 can	 be	 traced	 in	 women’s	

personal	narratives.	 	The	culmination	of	the	stages	of	BNIM	analysis	is	

presented	in	individualised	case	accounts	in	Chapter	4	(Mary),	Chapter	

5	 (Mairead),	 Chapter	 6	 (Sarah),	 and	 Chapter	 7	 (Carol).	 	 Each	 case	

account	draws	on	the	data	generated	from	all	stages	of	the	analysis	to	

make	sense	of	the	biographical	meaning	of	property	ownership	in	each	

of	 the	 four	 cases.	 	 Each	 chapter	 presents	 a	 case	 in	 three	main	 parts,	

which	 is	 in	 keeping	 with	 BNIM’s	 focus	 on	 lived	 life	 and	 told	 story	

(Wengraf	2010).		The	first	part	of	each	case	situates	the	farm	woman’s	

biographical	events	in	the	social	and	historical	context	of	their	 lives	in	

rural	 Ireland.	 The	 socio-historical	 context	 provides	 a	 basis	 for	 the	

developing	story	of	property	ownership	in	each	case.		As	women	living	

and	farming	on	family	farms	in	rural	Ireland,	the	biographical	events	in	

the	 lives	 of	 the	 farm	women	 in	 each	 case	 are	 richly	 embedded	 in	 the	

social	 and	 historical	 events	 of	 the	 time.	 	 The	 four	 cases	 selected	 are	

situated	within	the	biographical	timeline	of	1960	to	2011.	 	Changes	 in	
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agriculture,	 and	 how	 women	 were	 situated	 within	 agriculture,	

constraining	and	enabling	women’s	choices	on	farms	in	Ireland,	are	all	

taken	 into	 account	 in	 each	 farm	 woman’s	 story	 (Clear	 2000;	 O'Hara	

1997b,	1998;	Viney	1968).		The	second	part	of	each	case	presentation	is	

the	property	ownership	story	as	it	was	told	in	the	interview.		Each	story	

focuses	on	the	main	themes	of	the	narratives.		The	third	part	draws	the	

first	two	parts	together	to	give	a	structural	interpretation	of	each	case,	

focusing	on	the	phases	of	evolving	subjectivity	 identified	in	each	story	

of	 property	 ownership.	 	 This	 includes	 strategies	 farm	 women	 use	 to	

negotiate	ownership	and	farmer	identity.			

3.12 Conclusion	

This	 chapter	 started	 by	 outlining	 the	 methodological	 approach,	

situating	 the	 study	 within	 narrative	 inquiry	 and	 specifically,	

biographical	narrative.	 	 I	outlined	the	strengths	of	 the	BNIM	approach	

and	why	it	was	chosen	as	a	qualitative	research	method	for	this	study.		

The	next	section	discussed	the	research	process	and	how	the	research	

was	 conducted,	 including	 how	 BNIM	 was	 used	 for	 collecting	 and	

analysing	 the	 narratives	 of	women	 farm	 property	 owners.	 	 The	 cases	

are	presented	in	the	following	four	chapters.	
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Chapter	4 –	Mary	

	

…I	became	a	farmer	in	my	own	right…		

	

4.1 Introduction	

The	 chapter	 presents	 Mary’s	 ownership	 history,	 situating	 her	

biographical	 experience	 in	 the	 socio-historical	 context	 of	 the	 time	

period	 between	 her	 birth	 in	 1960	 and	 2010	when	 the	 interview	was	

conducted.	 	 Mary’s	 ownership	 story	 is	 presented	 based	 on	 the	

researcher’s	chronological	reconstruction	of	the	events	in	her	life	as	she	

lived	them.		The	final	section	provides	a	summary	of	Mary’s	case,	with	a	

structural	 interpretation	 to	bring	out	 the	main	 features	of	 the	 case	as	

her	subjectivity	evolves	over	time.	

	

Mary’s	interview	took	place	in	her	home	on	the	family’s	dairy	farm.		She	

was	 in	her	early	 fifties	at	 the	 time	of	 the	 interview.	 	Originally	 from	a	

farming	background,	she	married	onto	the	family	farm	almost	30	years	

earlier,	 and	 her	 three	 adult	 sons	 were	 no	 longer	 living	 at	 home.		

Throughout	her	years	on	the	farm	Mary	held	various	roles:	she	assisted	

her	 husband	 with	 farm	 work,	 raised	 her	 sons,	 worked	 off-farm	 as	 a	

nurse,	 purchased	 her	 own	 farm,	 operated	 a	 tourism	 business	 on	 the	

farm,	and	entered	into	a	Milk	Partnership	with	her	husband	and	son.		At	

the	time	of	the	interview	she	had	left	farming	to	re-establish	her	career	

in	nursing.			

4.2 Mary’s	Ownership	History	

Mary	was	born	 in	1960	 and	 lived	with	her	parents,	 two	 sisters	 and	 a	

younger	brother	on	a	remote	hill	farm	in	the	south	west	of	Ireland.		The	

year	 Mary	 was	 born	 marked	 a	 significant	 drop	 in	 farm	 holdings	 in	

Ireland,	with	 a	decrease	of	27,600	holdings	 from	 the	previous	decade	

(CSO	 2012).	 	 The	 great	 famine	 influenced	 high	 emigration	 and,	 even	
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though	 living	 standards	 did	 not	 decline,	 a	 decrease	 in	 population	

continued	until	the	1950s	(Guinnane	1997).		A	shift	towards	larger	farm	

units	 after	 agricultural	 restructuring	 resulted	 in	 high	 unemployment	

and	a	higher	percentage	of	men	than	women	migrated	to	Britain	in	the	

1950s,	since	there	were	no	alternative	jobs	in	Ireland	(Lee	1989;	Walter	

2008).		With	widespread	economic	deprivation	and	depopulation	in	the	

1960s	in	rural	 Ireland,	emigration	offered	a	hope	of	a	higher	standard	

of	 living	 for	 men	 and	 women	 and	 remained	 a	 consistent	 pattern	

throughout	this	decade	(Brody	1973;	Viney	1968).		

	

Dissatisfaction	with	rural	 life,	high	emigration,	 low	marriage	rates	and	

the	 decline	 of	 small	 farms	 all	 meant	 that	 by	 the	 1960s	 the	 status	 of	

farmer	 as	 an	 occupation	 diminished	 and	 an	 urban	 lifestyle	was	more	

desirable	(Beale	1986).		In	addition	to	the	decreased	population	in	rural	

areas,	 conditions	 on	 farms	 at	 this	 time	 were	 basic,	 with	 a	 lack	 of	

materiality	and	convenience	(Beale	1986).		The	small	family	farm	in	the	

mountains	 where	 Mary	 grew	 up	 was	 geographically	 isolated	 in	 its	

remoteness.	 	 In	1957,	 three	years	prior	 to	Mary’s	birth,	 the	ESB	 rural	

electrification	scheme	had	just	begun	and	many	homes	still	did	not	have	

electricity	 or	 running	 water.	 	 While	 conditions	 on	 farms	 began	 to	

improve	with	the	electrification	scheme,	progress	was	slow.	 	 Just	over	

half	of	all	rural	households	were	connected	to	electricity	by	1956,	and	

in	1960	only	12%	of	rural	homes	had	water	supply,	compared	to	97%	

of	urban	homes	in	1961	(Owens	2005:	299).		

	

Despite	 the	 hardships	 and	 challenging	 conditions	 of	 farming,	 Mary’s	

family	remained	on	the	land.		On	farms	in	Ireland,	women’s	labour	had	

shifted	from	the	fields	to	the	home,	redefining	farm	women’s	roles	and	

with	modernisation	on	 farms,	women’s	productive	 farm	work	became	

largely	invisible	(Clear	2000;	Duggan	1987).		Although	married	women	

were	 dependant	 on	 their	 husband’s	 income,	 many	 women	 preferred	

housework	 to	 the	manual	 labour	 of	 farming	 (Bourke	 1993).	 	 Despite	

having	a	younger	brother,	and	as	the	second	girl	in	the	family,	Mary	was	
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selected	to	work	outside	with	her	father	until	she	was	twelve	years	old,	

instead	of	helping	with	domestic	tasks	inside	the	home	like	her	sisters.	

Typically	 within	 farm	 families,	 sibling	 order	 and	 gender	 were	

determining	 factors	 in	 successor	 selection,	 and	on	many	 farms	during	

the	 1960s	 and	 1970s	 a	 boy	would	 have	worked	 alongside	 his	 father,	

since	 the	 eldest	 boy	 in	 the	 family	 was	 usually	 selected	 to	 inherit	 the	

family	farm	(Shortall	1999).		By	working	outside	on	the	farm,	Mary	did	

not	 adhere	 to	 the	 expectations	 of	 domestic	 labour	 for	 girls	 in	 rural	

households	 at	 the	 time,	 nor	 did	 she	 fit	 into	 normative	 grooming	

conventions	for	a	successor	because	she	was	a	girl.	

	

In	 1976,	 Mary	 started	 agricultural	 college,	 despite	 the	 unlikely	

probability	that	she	would	advance	her	career	in	farming	by	inheriting	

the	 family	 farm.	 	 The	 agricultural	 trend	 of	 modernisation	 was	

unfavourable	 to	 women,	 and	 through	 increased	 mechanisation	

encouraged	 them	out	 of	 farm	work	 (Duggan	 1987).	 	 As	 opportunities	

for	 women	 in	 farming	 were	 decreasing,	 opportunities	 off	 farm	 were	

increasing.	 	 Free	 education	 introduced	 in	 1967	 offered	 Mary	 options	

other	than	farming,	even	though	there	were	fewer	women	than	men	in	

post-secondary	education	in	the	1970s	(Owens	2005).		For	Mary,	as	the	

second	 girl	 in	 the	 family,	 with	 one	 younger	 brother,	 there	 were	 no	

expectations	 of	 her	 to	 remain	 on	 the	 farm	 once	 she	 completed	

secondary	 school.	 	 Without	 obligation	 to	 carry	 on	 the	 legacy	 of	 the	

family	 farm,	Mary	was	 free	 to	 leave	 the	 farm	and	emigrate	 to	another	

country,	or	migrate	to	a	bigger	urban	centre,	such	as	Dublin,	to	seek	out	

other	 non-farm	 related	 opportunities.	 	 Farming	was	 a	 non-traditional	

career	path	for	women	at	this	time	and	opportunities	through	off-farm	

employment	 changed	 the	 options	 for	 single	 women	 from	 farming	

backgrounds.	 	 Traditionally,	 women	 with	 training	 that	 remained	 in	

rural	 areas	 either	 commuted	 to	 jobs	 in	 shops	 or	 factories	 in	 nearby	

towns,	 or	 stayed	 closer	 to	 home	 as	 teachers	 in	 local	 schools	 (Viney	

1968).	 	 The	marriage	 bar,	 introduced	 in	 the	 1930s	 in	 Ireland,	 limited	

women’s	participation	 in	work	off	 farm	however,	 by	placing	a	ban	on	
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the	employment	of	married	women	as	primary	teachers,	followed	by	a	

complete	 marriage	 bar	 on	 women	 in	 the	 civil	 service.	 	 Despite	 a	

shortage	of	labour	in	the	1960s,	women	were	excluded	from	paid	work	

outside	the	home	and	played	an	integral	part	in	the	reproduction	of	the	

family	farm	model	(Mahon	1994).			

	

The	1970s	was	also	a	time	of	change	for	women,	and	the	main	focus	of	

women’s	 rights	 groups	 in	 the	 early	 1970s	 was	 on	 equal	 rights	 for	

women	at	work	and	the	legalisation	of	contraception	(O'Connor	1998).		

The	 Women’s	 Liberation	 Movement	 in	 1971	 transformed	 public	

consciousness	about	equality	for	women.		High	profile	acts	of	resistance	

by	the	women’s	movement	in	Ireland,	such	as	the	‘contraceptive	train’,	

whereby	 women	 travelled	 to	 Belfast	 to	 purchase	 and	 import	

contraceptives	 to	 the	 Republic	 of	 Ireland,	 highlighted	 the	 need	 for	

reform,	 and	 placed	 a	 feminist	 consciousness	 in	 the	 public	 domain	

(O'Connor	 1998:	 75).	 	 The	 economic	 and	 social	 advancement	 for	

women	during	this	decade	affected	urban	and	rural	women’s	 lives.	 	 In	

1973	Ireland	joined	the	EEC	and	equal	pay	followed	with	the	removal	of	

the	marriage	bar.	 	Women’s	employment	rights	 improved	significantly	

with	 the	 introduction	 of	 the	 Anti-Discrimination	 (Pay)	 Act	 in	 1974.		

Once	 they	 could	 remain	 in	 the	 workforce	 after	 marriage	 women	

represented	27%	of	 employment	 in	1973,	 increasing	 to	43%	 in	2007,	

running	parallel	 to	a	 consistent	decline	of	 employment	 in	 the	 farming	

sector	for	both	men	and	women	(O'Brien	and	Hennessy	2008).		

	

In	 1978	 Mary	 left	 farming	 for	 a	 career	 in	 nursing,	 aged	 18.	 	 It	 was	

common	 practice	 for	 mothers	 to	 encourage	 their	 daughters	 out	 of	

farming	 from	 the	 1960s	 until	 the	 early	 1990s	 (O'Hara	 1998;	 Viney	

1968),	to	pursue	an	education	with	a	view	to	employment	and	financial	

independence.		This	career	choice	moved	Mary’s	social	position	from	a	

farming	 class	 background	 to	 a	 middle	 class	 professional	 status	 with	

financial	 and	 social	 independence	 as	 a	 single	women.	 	 By	 following	 a	

career	 in	nursing	Mary	 conformed	 to	 this	normative	 role	 for	 a	 young,	
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single	 woman	 coming	 from	 a	 farming	 background	 and	 arguably	

improved	 her	 social	 position	 from	 that	 of	 a	 farmer’s	 daughter	

depending	on	her	parents	for	financial	and	social	resources.	

	

When	Mary	married	in	1984,	she	started	a	new	job	closer	to	home	and	

continued	to	work	off	farm,	while	also	helping	her	husband	on	the	farm.		

Mary	conformed	to	the	expectations	of	a	farmer’s	wife	working	off	farm	

to	sustain	the	family	farm,	and	working	co-operatively	as	a	family	unit	

(Kelly	 and	 Shortall	 2002).	 	 A	 few	 years	 later,	 when	 Mary	 was	 27,	 in	

1987	 the	 traditional	 practice	 of	 farming	 with	 her	 husband’s	 family	

home	farm	was	not	economically	viable.		The	couple	separated	from	the	

family	 home	 farm	 and	 became	 an	 independent	 farm	 business	 on	 the	

property	her	husband	inherited	from	his	father.		It	was	unconventional	

for	a	farm	family	in	the	1980s	during	a	recession	to	break	the	union	of	

kinship	by	separating	the	land	and	communal	workforce.		

	

This	 stage	 in	 Mary’s	 life	 was	 marked	 by	 financial	 independence	 and	

autonomy	in	farming	that	was	required	to	build	up	the	family	farm.		The	

economy	in	Ireland	was	in	recession	in	the	1980s	and	dividing	from	the	

larger,	more	established	farm	business	was	a	financial	risk,	especially	in	

a	stagnant	economy.		The	combination	of	the	two	elements	of	financial	

and	familial	independence	despite	vulnerability	suggests	a	new	pattern	

of	 risk	 taking	 for	 Mary	 and	 her	 husband.	 	 During	 the	 1990s	 Ireland	

experienced	economic	prosperity,	referred	to	as	the	‘Celtic	Tiger’.		Until	

2008	there	was	a	significant	rise	in	property	prices	and	land	was	highly	

valued	 and	 sought	 after	 for	 investment.	 	 In	 1991,	 at	 31	 years	 of	 age,	

Mary	bought	a	75-acre	farm	and	cattle	shed	with	her	husband	and	the	

deed	was	in	Mary’s	name,	she	had	sole	ownership	of	the	property.		That	

same	year,	the	CAO	revealed	that	the	majority	of	women	(56%)	came	to	

own	property	by	inheritance	through	the	death	of	their	husband	(GEU	

2003).		Aged	60	and	older,	it	is	not	known	to	what	extent	these	women	

farmed	the	land	themselves	–	whether	they	farmed	the	land	themselves	

as	owner/operators,	or	whether	it	was	farmed	for	them	by	a	relative	or	
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hired	farm	hand.		Since	most	property	owners	in	Ireland	were	widows	

aged	60	 and	older,	 it	was	unusual	 for	 a	woman	of	Mary’s	 age	 to	 own	

property.		In	addition,	since	only	10%	of	farms	owned	by	women	were	

categorised	as	‘purchase’	at	this	time,	it	was	uncommon	for	a	woman	to	

purchase	property	and	farm	it	herself	(GEU	2003).		Several	years	later,	

Mary	 went	 into	 partnership	 with	 her	 husband	 and	 son	 in	 a	 formal	

capacity	through	a	milk	partnership	agreement.		This	type	of	agreement	

was	 relatively	 new	 at	 this	 time,	 and	 very	 few	 women	 were	 business	

partners	in	this	way.		Through	the	terms	of	the	partnership	agreement,	

they	were	equal	co-owners	of	the	business.		A	short	time	later,	Mary	left	

farming	 and	 returned	 to	work	 in	 nursing,	 occupying	 the	 role	 of	 farm	

wife	working	off	farm.	

	

The	pattern	suggested	by	events	 in	Mary’s	 lived	life	 indicates	a	search	

for	recognition	in	farming.		In	the	social	and	cultural	context	of	farming	

in	Ireland,	Mary’s	ownership	biography	was	different	from	the	norm	of	

other	 farm	women	 in	her	non-traditional	 position	 as	 farm	owner	 and	

operator,	 owner	 of	 a	 diversified	 business	 on	 the	 family	 farm,	 and	her	

position	 as	 business	 partner	 with	 her	 husband	 and	 son	 through	 a	

registered	partnership.		Her	biography	is	similar	to	other	farm	women,	

as	 a	 fifty	 year	old,	married	 farm	woman	and	mother	with	 an	off-farm	

career.	

4.3 Mary’s	Ownership	Story22	

Mary’s	 story	 is	 about	 separating	 from	 tradition	 in	 order	 to	make	 her	

own	way	 in	 farming.	 	 The	 selective	principle	 that	 guides	Mary’s	 story	

can	be	summarised	 in	 the	 following	statement:	 ‘…I	became	a	farmer	in	

my	own	right…’.	 	For	women	in	Mary’s	generation,	becoming	a	woman	

farm	 owner,	 entrepreneur	 and	 joint	 owner	 is	 problematic	 because	 of	

gender	 inequality	 in	 the	 distribution	 of	 farm	property.	 	 Her	 narrative	

focuses	 on	 the	 negotiation	 between	 traditional	 and	 non-traditional	

gender	 roles	within	 the	 context	 of	 the	 family	 farm.	 	Mary’s	 particular	

																																																								
22 See Appendix C for 11-Stage Model of BNIM Interpretation 
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upbringing	on	a	farm	provided	opportunities	in	how	she	conceptualised	

the	 problem	 of	 ownership,	 and	 the	 resources	 (cultural	 resource	 of	

family,	 and	 material	 resource	 of	 land)	 she	 deployed	 to	 support	 the	

strategies	she	adopted	to	achieve	joint	owner,	owner	and	entrepreneur	

status.	 	 Mary	 used	 five	 novel	 strategies	 to	 negotiate	 the	 structural	

constraints	 of	 traditional	 family	 farming	 and	 the	 challenges	 of	 gender	

inequality	 in	 farming:	 	 self-differentiation,	 self-preservation	 by	

separating	 from	 the	 tradition	 of	 family	 farm	 formation,	 marital	

bargaining,	 claiming	 her	 identity	 as	 farmer,	 and	 separation	 from	

farming.	

	

The	 first	 turning	 point	 in	 Mary’s	 story	 was	 when	 she	 differentiated	

herself	from	her	father.		From	an	early	age	Mary	appeared	to	negotiate	

normative	gender	roles,	reinforced	in	rural	life	at	that	time,	in	‘typically	

Irish	families,	where	ehm,	the	people	that	were	inside	kind	of	got	the	tea	

and	waited	 on	 the	men	when	 they	 came	 in.’	 	 From	 the	 perspective	 of	

looking	 back	 at	 her	 childhood,	 Mary	 pointed	 to	 a	 model	 of	 gender	

hierarchy	 within	 the	 family	 structure:	 she	 recognised	 that	 being	 an	

‘outside	girl’	brought	her	a	different	status	to	other	women,	and	that	it	

had	 it’s	 advantages.	 	 Looking	 back,	 she	 realised	 the	 power	 of	 her	

position	as	a	girl	being	accepted	like	a	boy	who	‘used	to	play	up	that	role	

and	kind	of	sit	back’	to	have	her	cup	of	tea	handed	to	her	and	‘insist	on	–	

that	I	would	be	treated	the	same	as	the	men’.		There	was	a	contradiction	

of	perspective	between	her	perspective	then	as	a	girl	who	wanted	to	be	

part	of	male	farming	culture,	and	her	perspective	now	telling	the	story,	

when	 she	 highlighted	 the	 constraints	 of	 traditional	 gender	 roles	 on	

women’s	decision	making	power	in	farming:		

	

I	often	disagreed	with	my…	I	often…	thought	 that	my	 father	was	

wrong	 in	 his	 attitude.	 [2]	 And	 yet	 it	 wasn’t	 that	 I	 had	 so	 much	

admiration	 for	 my	 father	 really,	 but	 he	 had	 the	 say,	 and	 my	

mother	didn't.		And	I	guess…	I	used	to	often	think	that	my	mother	

would	have	a	better	opinion.		If	you	know	what	I	mean?		But,	just	
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because	she	was	a	woman,	it	didn't	go,	which	I	thought	as	a	child	

was	a	bit	silly.	

	

Mary	differentiated	herself	from	her	father	and	his	way	of	doing	things,	

even	as	a	 child	 ‘it	wasn't	that	my	father	knew	everything	and	anything,	

but	I	just,	I	remember	thinking,	well	you	don't	know	everything.		You	don't	

know’.		She	evaluated	the	situation	looking	back	now,	‘because	I	wasn't	a	

man,	 I	 suppose	 I	 thought	 a	 little	 bit	 different’.	 	 Mary	 distinguished	 a	

difference	in	male	and	female	identities	in	farming	from	early	on.	

	

The	second	turning	point	in	Mary’s	life	was	when	she	decided	to	leave	

farming	 to	 become	 a	 nurse.	 	 Although	 Mary	 enjoyed	 a	 privileged	

position	 farming	 with	 her	 father,	 she	 changed	 the	 course	 of	 her	

biography	by	 choosing	 to	 leave	 farming	 for	 a	 career	 in	nursing	 in	 the	

city.		The	conflict	in	her	identity	is	highlighted	by	the	fact	that	she	was	

following	a	 successor	pathway.	 	 She	was	 farming	with	her	 father	 as	 a	

boy,	 even	 though	 she	 had	 a	 younger	 brother,	 and	 she	 went	 to	

agricultural	college	on	a	scholarship	to	develop	the	technical	expertise	

required	for	a	career	in	farming.		There	is	a	sense	of	loss	of	opportunity	

and	sacrifice	for	the	greater	good	of	the	family	unit	as	she	put	the	needs	

of	her	younger	male	sibling	ahead	of	her	own	when	she	stepped	aside	

from	the	family	farm	to	enable	her	brother	to	inherit:	 ‘it	wouldn't	have	

made	 any	 sense	 and	 it	 wouldn't	 have	 been	 right.	 	 Because	 my	 brother	

loved	farming	as	well	in	the	end’.	

	

While	nursing	in	the	city,	Mary	followed	a	more	conventional	pathway	

for	 a	 woman,	 exchanging	 farm	 life	 for	 an	 urban	 lifestyle	 ‘being	 a	 girl	

and,	you	know	I	didn’t	want	to	always	be	at	home	rurally…And	I	wanted	

to	live	in	the	city	and	be	glamorous’.		She	described	this	period	in	her	life	

as	‘a	real	free	stage’.		Mary	married	and	gave	up	her	urban	lifestyle,	aged	

24,	 to	move	 to	 her	 husband’s	 farm,	which	was	 expected	 of	 her	 at	 the	

time.	 	 Through	 marriage,	 Mary	 re-entered	 farming	 and	 built	 up	 a	

derelict	outfarm	that	was	 inherited	by	her	husband,	who	 farmed	with	



Chapter	4	–	Mary	

	 113	

his	father.		She	started	working	closer	to	home	to	help	on	the	farm.		By	

taking	 a	 job	 off	 farm,	 this	 suggests	 she	 was	 fulfilling	 her	 role	 as	 a	

modern	 farmer’s	 wife	 by	 bringing	 an	 extra	 income	 into	 the	 farm	

household,	thereby	fulfilling	her	role	as	a	contributor	to	the	communal	

family	 resource.	 	 Conversely,	 the	 job	 off-farm	 gave	 her	 a	 status	 as	 an	

individual	and	professional	as	well	as	being	a	farmer’s	wife.		While	her	

husband	 owned	 the	 farm	 and	 was	 the	 full-time	 operator/manager,	

Mary	worked	on	the	farm	without	a	wage	or	recognition	by	the	state	for	

pension	contributions.		By	keeping	her	job	off	the	farm	she	maintained	

an	independent	status	that	cannot	be	attributed	to	her	through	farming.	

	

Mary	had	three	children	and	stayed	at	home	to	help	on	the	farm	instead	

of	 going	 back	 to	 work	 as	 a	 nurse.	 	 She	 replicated	 the	 nuclear	 family	

composition	 characterising	 a	 traditional	 farm	 family	 unit	 where	 the	

husband	works	 full-time	 on	 the	 farm	while	 his	wife	works	 unpaid	 on	

the	 farm	 while	 carrying	 out	 domestic	 tasks.	 	 In	 the	 1980s,	 with	 the	

decline	of	 incomes	 from	farming,	women’s	off-farm	wage	was	keeping	

the	farm	going.		In	Mary’s	case,	they	were	financially	secure	enough	that	

she	could	leave	her	nursing	job	to	stay	at	home	after	her	first	son	was	

born	to	help	her	husband	on	the	farm.		Leaving	her	job	when	she	didn’t	

need	to	suggests	that	Mary’s	motivations	for	status	may	have	changed	

course.	 	 Instead	of	 finding	 status	and	 recognition	 through	a	 career	off	

farm,	she	was	seeking	to	build	the	farming	status	of	the	growing	family,	

building	 up	 the	 farming	 business	 as	 a	 sustainable	 enterprise	 for	 the	

next	 generation.	 	 Mary’s	 change	 in	 focus	 from	 making	 a	 career	 for	

herself	off	farm,	to	building	a	farm	and	family	at	home	indicates	unease	

about	 the	 future	 of	 the	 survival	 of	 their	 family’s	 farm.	 	 It	 is	 in	 this	

context	that	Mary	develops	a	preservation	strategy	to	protect	the	future	

of	the	family	farm	and	her	children’s	futures.	

	

The	third	turning	point	in	Mary’s	life	was	when	she	separated	from	her	

husband’s	parental	homefarm.		When	Mary	was	27,	in	1987	the	couple	

separated	from	her	husband’s	home	farm	and	became	an	independent	
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farm	 business	 on	 a	 property	 her	 husband	 inherited	 from	 his	 father.		

Mary	 enacted	 a	 strategy	 of	 separating	 from	 the	 tradition	 of	 family	

farming	 to	 create	 a	 more	 equal	 place	 for	 herself	 in	 farming.	 	 Having	

experienced	the	independence	of	an	urban	lifestyle	while	working	as	a	

nurse	 in	 Dublin,	 the	 farming	 model	 of	 working	 with	 her	 husband’s	

parents	and	brother	did	not	appear	 to	 reflect	 the	business	or	 lifestyle	

Mary	 or	 her	 husband	 wanted.	 	 Mary	 presented	 herself	 as	 Mary	

presented	herself	 as	different	 from	other	 farm	women	because	of	her	

background	 in	 farming	and	her	urban	experiences.	 	Although	she	was	

different	from		‘typical	farming	women’,	she	experienced	social	pressure	

outside	 her	 marital	 relationship	 ‘feeling	 a	 little	 bit	 challenged	 to	

conform’.	 	They	decided	 to	separate	 from	her	husband’s	home	 farm	to	

concentrate	 on	 building	 up	 their	 own	 dairy	 farm.	 	 Mary	 had	

considerable	 influence	 in	 changing	 the	 family’s	 circumstances,	

reflecting	her	self-preservation	strategy	and	what	she	described	as	‘the	

need	to	have	a	family	of	our	own	and	our	own	family	farm’.		An	amicable	

agreement	was	forged	with	the	family	in	exchange	for	independence.	

	

This	 phase	 in	 Mary’s	 life	 was	 a	 critical	 turning	 point,	 marked	 by	

acquiring	independence	and	ownership	over	how	the	family’s	land	was	

used.	 	Mary	enacted	a	 strategy	of	marital	bargaining	 to	 create	a	more	

equal	 relationship	 in	business	with	her	husband.	 	Mary	presented	her	

relationship	 as	 reflecting	 shared	 decision	 making	 in	 farming,	 even	

though	she	did	not	have	an	ownership	stake	in	the	business	at	this	time.		

Mary	was	actively	involved	in	what	her	husband	did	on	the	farm:	 ‘very	

much	 making	 all	 the	 decisions	 with	 [my	 husband].	 	 And	 very	 much	

involved	 in	 what	 we	 were	 doing	 together.	 It	 was	 a	 joint	 decision	

everything	we	done.’	 	To	Mary,	 separating	meant	 they	could	 focus	 full-

time	on	building	up	their	own	farm	and	securing	a	future	for	their	sons,	

and	 changing	 the	 model	 of	 farming:	 ‘Farming,	 is	 a	 business.	 	 And	 it	

should	 be	 treated	 as	 a	 business’.	 	The	 idea	 of	 independence	 from	 the	

main	 family	 farm	meant	 freedom	 to	 operate	 a	 farm	 business	 as	 they	

wanted	to,	and	take	risks	without	worrying	about	the	impact	on	others:		
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‘it's	a	big	enough	thing	to	make	a	change	in	life,	but	 if	you	are	affecting	

somebody	else	by	 that	 change	outside	your	own	 family	 it	would	be,	 just	

too	 difficult’.	 	Mary’s	 strategy	 is	 informed	 by	 constraint	 and	 moving	

towards	a	more	enabling	environment	in	which	she	is	trying	to	change	

‘family’	farming	to	‘business’	farming.			

	

The	 fourth	 turning	point	 in	Mary’s	 life	was	when	 land	was	put	 in	her	

name,	and	she	applied	for	milk	quota,	enacting	a	strategy	of	autonomy	

in	farming.	 	Mary	enacted	a	strategy	of	claiming	the	identity	of	 farmer	

through	setting	up	her	own	farm.	 	When	Mary	was	31	years	of	age,	 in	

1991,	she	and	her	husband	bought	a	75-acre	farm	and	cattle	shed	and	

put	the	deed	into	Mary’s	name.	 	Mary	 introduced	the	rationale	behind	

the	next	purchase	with	an	evaluation,	 ‘going	back	to	my	father	and	me	

thinking	more	 like	a	man.	 	There	was	no	point	 in	putting	all	 the	 land	in	

[my	husband’s]	name.		[The	new]	farm	went	in	my	name’.	 	She	explained	

the	 purchase	 as	 just	 occurring	 without	 reason,	 ‘it	was	 just	 the	way	 it	

happened	by	nought’,	 the	decision	to	buy	 land	was	strategic	because	 it	

meant	there	was	more	grazing	land	for	their	stock,	and	putting	the	land	

in	her	name	‘just	made	sense’.			

	

As	sole	owner	of	the	property,	Mary	was	on	a	trajectory	of	becoming	a	

farmer	in	her	own	right,	which	was	uncommon	at	that	time	considering	

that	only	10%23	of	women	farm	owners	purchased	their	own	property	

(GEU	2003).		Mary’s	husband	was	an	important	human	resource	for	her	

in	 this	 phase	 of	 her	 life.	 	 Through	 his	 support,	 she	 was	 able	 to	 gain	

access	to	property,	and	had	the	opportunity	to	become	a	new	entrant	in	

farming24.		Mary	talked	about	how	spousal	bonds	lead	to	her	acquisition	

of	land	of	her	own,	strengthening	her	identity	as	a	farmer:	

	

[my	husband]	was	100%	for	it…	to	go	in	my	name….		And	ehm,	we	

were	both	in	this	together.		So	it	was,	it	was	normal	that	it	went	in	

																																																								
23 In the category of ‘purchase’ based on CSO 1991 results 
24 New entrants are generally aged 21 to 62 (Mcdonald et al 2014)  
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my	name.	 	And	then	 it	became	a	big	advantage	that	went	on	my	

name	to	because	I	entered	as	a	new	entrant.		I	applied	for	my	own	

herd	number.	 	 I	applied…	it	had	it’s	own	cattle	handling	facilities	

and	I	applied	for	a	new	quota.	I	became	a	farmer	in	my	own	right.		

I	even	developed	my	own	separate	set	of	accounts.	

	

Mary	 subverted	 conventional,	 expected	 norms	 of	 a	 farmer’s	 wife	 by	

becoming	a	property	owner.		As	a	property	owner	actively	farming	the	

land,	Mary’s	identity	became	more	complex	as	she	tried	to	negotiate	the	

transition	from	farmer’s	wife	to	farmer,	and	consolidate	both	identities.		

In	terms	of	gender	relations	with	her	husband,	in	marriage	and	on	the	

farm,	Mary	evaluated	the	benefits	of	land	ownership	

	

I	think	that,	to	me	that	was	important	as	I	went	along,	that	I	was	

the	 boss	 in	 my	 own	 right.	 	 Not	 that	 I	 was	 the	 boss	 of	 [my	

husband’s]	things,	I	wasn't,	but	that	we	were	equal.		I	think	it	was	

important.		To	me	it	was	important.	

	

	Through	 the	 evolution	 of	 her	 farming	 relationship	with	 her	 husband	

into	 a	 partner	 relationship,	 Mary	 stepped	 out	 of	 the	 constrained	

identity	 of	 farmer’s	 wife	 and	 became	 a	 farmer	 herself	 and	 presented	

herself	as	an	equal	business	partner	to	her	husband:	

	

I	 felt	 [my	husband]	 felt	 that	he	had	a	 full	 team	player	with	him.		

Because	I	was	saying	‘yes	we’ll	go	for	it’.		But,	not	like	a	wife	way,	if	

you	know	what	I	mean?		Even	though	it	was	difficult	for	him	at	the	

time	 I	 think	 it	 became	 an	 advantage	 to	 him.	 	 It	 was	 like	 two	

partners,	 we	 were	 partners…there	 were	 two	 people	 in	 it.	 	 And,	

equally	so	when	 it	came	to	 then	getting	me	to	having	a	separate	

quota,	we	became	more	partners.	
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In	 the	 safe	 context	 of	 her	 marital	 relationship,	 her	 husband	 was	 a	

crucial	resource	and	social	support,	fostering	her	ability	to	take	control	

of	her	own	farm.	

	

The	fifth	turning	point	in	Mary’s	life	is	when	she	left	farming	for	the	last	

time.	 	 The	 final	 strategy	Mary	 used	was	 to	 separate	 from	 farming	 by	

exiting	farming	for	a	career	in	nursing.		In	2008,	when	Mary	was	forty-

eight	years	old,	 there	was	a	global	economic	downturn,	and	that	same	

year	Mary’s	eldest	son	returned	home	to	farm,	and	moved	into	his	own	

house	 that	 they	built	 for	him.	 	During	what	 she	called	 ‘the	good	years’	

when	 they	 bought	 and	 sold	 property	 to	 build	 three	 houses	 for	 their	

sons,	Mary	evaluated	the	strategy	of	providing	for	their	sons,	indicating	

that	her	own	beliefs	motivated	this	approach	 ‘I	do	feel	that	each	family	

section	has	to	be	in	their	independence’.	 	Her	strategy	comes	to	 fruition	

when	her	son	comes	home	to	farm	and	living	in	his	own	house	 ‘totally	

independent	and	not	living	with	his	mammy	and	daddy’.		Later	that	year,	

Mary	 and	 [her	husband]	went	on	 a	world	 tour,	while	 their	 eldest	 son	

managed	the	family	farm.		The	fact	that	they	leave	their	son	to	operate	

the	 farm	while	 they	go	on	holidays	 implies	 that	 they	 trust	him	 to	 run	

the	business	and	might	mean	that	they	no	longer	see	the	success	of	the	

business	 to	 depend	 on	 them.	 	 While	 on	 holiday	 she	 has	 a	 change	 of	

perspective:	 ‘It	 was	 a	 life	 changing	 experience	 for	me.	 	Which,	 I	 didn't	

even	know	I	needed.’	

	

Although	Mary	could	have	continued	in	the	farm	partnership	with	her	

husband	and	son,	and	continued	to	farm	with	them	she	chooses	not	to.		

Her	 son	 returning	 to	 the	 farm	 was	 another	 turning	 point	 in	 Mary’s	

biography,	 whereby	 she	 had	 the	 justification	 to	 exit	 farming.	 	 This	 is	

confirmed	when	she	left	farming	at	the	age	of	49	and	closed	the	tourism	

business	 on	 the	 farm	 to	 return	 to	work	 as	 a	 nurse.	 	 The	 fact	 that	 she	

started	 a	 two-year	higher	diploma	 in	diabetes	nursing	 confirmed	 that	

she	 was	 committed	 to	 seeking	 out	 opportunities	 off	 the	 farm:	 ‘I	 can	

throw	myself	into	this	career	now	and	I	feel	it's	going	to	be	a	career.		I	feel	
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it's	not	just	kind	of...’.		When	she	was	working	for	the	farm,	transitioning	

in	and	out	of	farming	four	times,	she	was	putting	her	career	in	nursing	

on	 hold	 for	 the	 good	 of	 the	 farm	 to	 keep	 the	 family	 unit	 and	 farm	

business	balanced:	‘they	didn’t	like	me	working’.		At	this	point	in	her	life,	

the	 farm	was	well	established	as	a	successful	business	and	her	role	 in	

building	 the	 business	 and	 raising	 her	 children	 was	 achieved,	 so	 she	

pursued	a	new	career	path	in	nursing	–	‘I’m	free’.			

	

Mary	 justified	the	decision	to	 leave	 farming	as	not	wanting	a	business	

relationship	 with	 her	 son.	 	 ‘I	 had	 very	much	made	 up	my	mind	 that	 I	

wasn’t	 going	 to	 farm	 with	 [my	 son]’.	 	 This	 indicates	 continuity	 in	

perspective,	whereby	keeping	the	farm	business	separate	from	family	is	

prioritised,	 just	 as	 it	 was	 when	 they	 separated	 from	 her	 husband’s	

home	farm	years	earlier:	

	

I	 suppose…	 as	 an	 independent	 thing,	 you	 know	 the	 way	 I	 didn't	

want	 to	 work,	 I	 didn’t	 want	 a	 partnership	 with	 [my	 husband’s]	

family?	 	 I	 feel	 equally	 you	 know,	 [my	 son	 and	 his	 girlfriend]…	 I	

could	 see	 it	 being	 part	 of	 their	 future	 together–I	 feel	 I	 want	 a	

relationship	with	 them	 that's	 not	 connected	 businesswise.	 	 And	 I	

would	 like	 that.	 	 And	 I	would	 like	an	 equal	 relationship	with	my	

three	sons,	so	I	don't	want	to	be	in	business	with	one	of	them.		The	

fact	that	[my	husband]	is,	is	nothing	to	do	with	me.		

	

Mary	didn’t	want	to	be	involved	in	the	tradition	of	succession	–	she	left	

that	responsibility	to	her	husband:	

	

I	 feel	 that	 I	 am	 in	 the	 best	 position	 now	 to	 go	 on	 because	 [my	

husband]	is	going	to	go	and	he	is	going	to	manage	the	assets	and	

manage	the	whole	inheritance	thing	with	the	boys	and	all	that.	 	I	

am	leaving	that	to	them	and	I	know	he'll	do	a	good	job.	
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Mary’s	motivation	for	leaving	farming	was	to	go	back	to	nursing,	and	to	

maintain	 a	 personal	 relationship	 with	 her	 sons,	 not	 a	 business	 one.		

Although	she	could	not	change	the	tradition	of	succession,	she	did	what	

she	could	to	establish	a	sustainable	model	of	farming	as	she	saw	it:	

	

I	can	see	them	being	partners	in	farming	for	a	long	time.	Different	

to,	 different	 to…	 [my	 husband]	 and	 his	 father,	 you	 know	 they	

stopped	 being	 partners.	 	 I	 would	 see	 that	 [my	 husband	 and	 my	

son]	will	be	partners.		But	part	of	it,	it	is	helped	by	the	fact	that…I	

don't	 think…	 if	 they're	 not	 family	 partners,	 if	 you	 know	 what	 I	

mean,	they’re	two	men	becoming	partners.			

	

She	also	made	provisions	 for	her	 two	sons	who	would	not	 inherit	 the	

family	farm.	

4.4 Case	Summary	

Five	 phases	 of	 evolving	 subjectivity	 can	 be	 identified	 in	 Mary’s	

ownership	story.	 	These	phases	provide	the	backdrop	to	the	strategies	

she	used	to	deal	with	acquisition	and	ownership	of	farm	property.	

	

Firstly,	 she	 used	 a	 strategy	 of	 self-differentiation	 to	 negotiate	 her	

gender	 identity	 on	 the	 farm.	 	 Mary	 differentiated	 herself	 from	 other	

farm	 women	 (sisters,	 mother)	 in	 order	 to	 distance	 herself	 from	

women’s	work	on	 the	 farm	and	occupy	 the	role	of	man’s	work	on	 the	

farm.	 	 Later	 in	 the	 progression	 of	 her	 subjectivity,	 she	 differentiated	

herself	 from	 her	 father’s	 masculine	 farmer	 identity,	 which	 she	

perceived	as	perpetuating	gender	inequality	in	the	farm	household.	

	

The	 second	 strategy	 Mary	 used	 was	 separation	 from	 the	 tradition	 of	

family	 farm	 formation	 to	 preserve	 the	 future	 of	 the	 family	 farm,	 and	

create	a	space	for	gender	equality	 in	farming	with	her	husband.	 	Mary	

positioned	and	deployed	the	human	and	material	resources	available	to	

her	 to	 change	 her	 biographical	 trajectory	 to	 gain	 independence,	
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autonomy	 and	 gender	 equality	 in	 farming	 through	 equal	 decision	

making	 with	 her	 husband.	 	 This	 phase	 of	 her	 subjectivity	 is	

characterised	by	independence	and	autonomy	in	farming	for	her	family.		

Mary	 used	 her	 influence	 in	marriage	 to	 separate	 from	 her	 husband’s	

home	 farm	 and	 change	 the	 model	 of	 farming	 to	 a	 more	 objective,	

business	model.	

	

The	third	strategy	Mary	employed	was	marital	bargaining	to	negotiate	

gender	 equality	 in	 farming.	 	During	 this	phase	of	her	 subjectivity,	 she	

referred	to	herself	as	a	 ‘team	player’	with	her	husband,	and	she	didn’t	

want	to	be	‘a	silent	partner’.		Ownership	of	her	own	business	and	farm	

property	progressed	her	role	of	farm	wife	invisible	in	farming,	to	equal	

contributor	and	decision	maker	as	entrepreneur	with	her	own	on-farm	

business,	a	legally	registered	farm	partner	and	property	owner.			

	

The	 fourth	 strategy	Mary	 used	was	 to	 claim	 her	 identity	 as	 a	 farmer.		

During	 this	phase	of	her	 subjectivity,	Mary	purchased	property	 in	her	

own	name	and	set	up	her	own	farm,	referring	to	herself	as	a	 ‘farmer	in	

my	own	right’.	

	

In	 the	 fifth	phase	of	her	 subjectivity,	Mary	 separated	 from	 farming	by	

re-inventing	herself	 outside	 of	 farming.	 	 She	 exited	 farming	when	her	

son	 returned	 home	 to	 preserve	 her	 family	 relationships	 ahead	 of	

business,	and	follow	a	career	in	nursing:	‘I’m	free’.	

4.5 Conclusion	

In	 summary,	 Mary’s	 story	 is	 about	 separating	 from	 tradition	 within	

family	 farming,	 in	 order	 to	make	 her	 own	way	 in	 farming.	 	 Property	

owner,	as	a	non-traditional	role	 for	a	woman,	meant	 that	Mary	had	to	

resist	 conformity,	 and	 separate	 from	 the	 constraints	 of	 tradition	 in	

order	 to	 become	 a	 farmer	 in	 her	 own	 right.	 	 Through	 ownership	 of	

property	 Mary	 achieved	 recognition	 of	 her	 status	 as	 farmer	 that	 she	

could	not	access	while	working	 ‘for	 the	 farm’.	 	Mary	separated	herself	
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from	 the	 ethos	 of	 traditional	 family	 farming	 in	 favour	 of	 a	 business-

orientated	model	to	segregate	family	from	the	running	of	the	business.		

Through	this	strategy	of	separation,	Mary	found	a	way	towards	a	more	

autonomous	path	in	farming	with	the	recognition	and	power	associated	

with	ownership	of	property.	

	

It	could	be	argued	that	Mary	became	a	property	owner	the	moment	her	

name	appeared	on	the	deeds	to	the	land,	but	in	telling	the	story,	Mary	

reveals	 that	 the	 farmer	 identity	 is	 at	 the	 root	 of	 the	 fundamental	

difference	between	her	construed	identity	of	farmer’s	wife	working	‘for	

the	 farm’,	 and	 farmer.	 	 With	 ownership	 of	 farm	 land	 comes	 the	

responsibility	 of	 custodianship	of	 land	and	 the	 informed	 choice	 about	

how	the	land	will	be	used	in	a	farming	capacity.		By	putting	her	name	on	

the	land	Mary	took	the	first	step	in	the	ownership	process,	but	by	taking	

control	 of	 the	 land	 she	 owned	 and	 claiming	 her	 role	 as	 active	 farm	

owner	 by	 applying	 for	milk	 quota	 when	 she	 became	 a	 farmer	 in	 her	

‘own	right’.		In	addition,	claiming	the	identity	of	farmer	changed	Mary’s	

marital	 and	professional	 relationship	with	 her	 husband,	making	 them	

equal	 peers	 and	 her	 description	 of	 their	 relationship	 shifted	 to	

‘partners’.	



Chapter	5	–	Mairead	

	 122	

Chapter	5 Mairead	

	

…I	have	rights	and	my	say…		

	

5.1 Introduction	

Mairead’s	interview	took	place	in	a	small	conference	room	in	a	hotel	of	

her	 choosing.	 	 She	asked	 that	we	 ‘meet	out’	 instead	of	meeting	at	her	

farm,	while	her	husband	took	care	of	things	at	home.	 	Mairead	was	35	

years	old	at	 the	 time	of	 the	 interview,	 she	owned	a	dairy	 farm,	which	

she	 inherited	 from	 her	 parents,	 she	was	 in	 a	 Dairy	 Farm	 Partnership	

arrangement	with	her	husband,	and	she	had	a	young	son.		

5.2 Mairead’s	Ownership	History	

Mairead	was	 born	 in	 1975	 into	 a	 farm	 family.	 	 The	 farm	was	 a	well-

established	 dairy	 farm,	 her	 father	 was	 the	 farm	 operator,	 and	 her	

mother	 helped	 on	 the	 farm,	while	 rearing	 their	 three	 daughters.	 	 The	

1970s	was	 a	productivist	 era	of	 Irish	 agriculture	 and	 it	was	 a	 time	of	

intense	change	and	prosperity	for	farming,	especially	for	dairy	farmers	

like	 Mairead’s	 father	 (Hennessy	 and	 Kinsella	 2013:	 13).	 	 During	 this	

decade,	dairy	farms	underwent	dramatic	modifications	in	‘technological	

developments,	 farm	modernisation	and	expansion	of	output’,	changing	

the	ways	farm	families	were	organised,	and	how	farms	were	operated	

(Hennessy	and	Kinsella	2013).			

	

Two	 years	 before	 Mairead	 was	 born,	 in	 1973,	 Ireland	 joined	 the	

European	Economic	Community	 leading	 to	a	 rise	 in	 farm	 incomes.	 	 In	

1975,	the	year	of	Mairead’s	birth,	the	farm	economy	had	recovered	and	

milk	prices	rose	dramatically	by	260%	due	to	the	CAP	Guarantee	Fund	

(supporting	price	increases	and	market	improvement)	and	agricultural	

intensification	across	the	European	community	(Hennessy	and	Kinsella	

2013).	 	 The	 farm	modernisation	 scheme	was	 introduced	 that	 year	 to	
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fund	land	improvement	and	new	farm	buildings,	and	headage	payments	

for	livestock	began	as	a	form	of	income	support	to	farmers.		In	the	first	

eight	 years	 of	 EEC	 membership,	 total	 milk	 production	 increased	 by	

almost	 50	 percent,	 driven	 by	 both	 an	 increase	 in	 cow	 numbers	 and	

productivity	per	cow.		This	meant,	that	in	economic	terms,	dairy	farms	

were	 prosperous,	 successful	 and	 busy	 farms	 with	 farmers	 working	

longer	hours	to	keep	up	with	the	changes	in	technology	and	production	

(Hennessy	 and	 Kinsella	 2013).	 	 There	 was	 a	 sudden	 income	 drop	 in	

farming	 in	 1979	 that	 remained	 low	 for	 10	 years	 due	 to	 an	 economic	

recession	in	the	mid	1980s	(Hennessy	and	Kinsella	2013).		This	did	not	

affect	Mairead’s	family	as	there	was	no	indication	of	economic	hardship	

in	her	biography,	during	this	time	of	economic	decline	in	the	state.			

	

With	no	boys	in	the	family,	Mairead	helped	her	father	with	farm	tasks	

from	 a	 young	 age.	 	 The	 organisation	 of	 farm	 families	 in	 the	 1980s	

involved	all	family	members	helping	on	the	farm,	regardless	of	gender,	

and	 Mairead	 was	 fulfilling	 these	 expectations	 of	 farming	 culture.		

Arensberg	 and	 Kimball’s	 1930s	 study	 of	 family	 farming	 in	 Clare,	

documented	 that	although	 labour	on	 the	 farm	was	divided	by	gender,	

the	social	structure	of	shared	 labour	was	the	 foundation	on	which	the	

farm	 business	 relied	 (Byrne	 et	 al.	 2001).	 	 Family	 formation	 took	

precedence	 over	 gender	 in	 this	 model	 of	 farming,	 and	 the	 future	 of	

family	farming	was	dependent	on	maintaining	the	family	formation	and	

it’s	 reproduction	 in	 the	 next	 generation	 (O'Hara	 1997a).	 	 Mairead	

developed	an	interest	and	confidence	in	her	abilities	to	do	the	tasks	on	

the	farm,	as	evidenced	by	the	increasing	number	of	tasks	she	took	on	in	

the	years	she	worked	on	the	farm	until	late	adolescence.		Her	interest	in	

farming	continued	 throughout	her	adolescence	and	 in	her	activities	at	

home	on	the	farm,	and	publically	at	the	mart.	

	

In	1992	Mairead	went	to	agricultural	college,	at	this	time,	farming	was	

not	 a	 popular	 career	 choice	 for	 women.	 	 The	 following	 year,	 she	

returned	 home	 to	 farm	with	 her	 father,	 and	 several	 years	 later	when	
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her	 father	 fell	 ill,	 she	 took	over	 the	operation	of	 the	 farm,	and	a	short	

time	 later	 she	 inherited	 the	 farm	 from	 her	 parents.	 	 Succession	 to	

daughters	was	 not	 a	 common	 occurrence	 in	 Ireland	 at	 that	 time,	 and	

there	 was	 a	 higher	 percentage	 of	 male	 heirs.	 	 In	 1991,	 a	 few	 years	

before	 Mairead	 returned	 home	 to	 the	 family	 farm,	 the	 percentage	 of	

daughters	 in	 Ireland	 who	 inherited	 the	 farm	 from	 their	 parents	 was	

27%,	compared	 to	56%	who	 inherited	 land	as	a	result	of	 the	death	of	

their	 spouse	 (GEU	 2003).	 	 	 The	 results	 from	 the	 1991	 Census	 of	

Agriculture,	 are	 evidence	 of	 the	 gendered	 division	 of	 property	

acquisition	 through	 inheritance,	 whereby	 ‘women	 inherit	 or	 acquire	

farms	only	 in	exceptional	 circumstances.	 	Most	women	on	 farms	have	

entered	 family	 farming	 through	 marriage	 to	 a	 ‘farmer’	 and	 become	

farmers	or	landowners	only	in	the	absence	or	death	of	male	successors	

(O'Hara	1997b:	125).	

	

In	 1999,	 the	 same	 year	 that	 Mairead	 inherited	 the	 farm	 from	 her	

parents,	 an	Advisory	Committee	on	 the	Role	of	Women	 in	Agriculture	

was	established	to	advise	the	Minister	for	Agriculture,	Food	and	Rural	

Development	at	that	time,	on	policies	to	promote	the	role	of	women	in	

agriculture.	 	 This	 Committee	 concluded	 that	 although	 women’s	 input	

into	 the	 viability	 of	 the	 family	 farm	 was	 acknowledged,	 their	

recognition	was	limited	‘by	way	of	income,	land	ownership,	[and]	herd	

number	 details’	 (DAFRD,	 2000:	 36).	 Through	 this	 process,	 the	 gap	 in	

ownership	of	farm	property	between	men	and	women	was	highlighted.	

It	 identified	 joint	 ownership	 of	 herd	 numbers	 as	 a	 method	 ‘of	

encouraging	farm	families	to	take	options	that	recognise	the	economic	

input	of	all	 involved	in	the	viability	of	the	holding’	(DAFRD,	2000:	36),	

and	resulting	in	women’s	access	to	income	(Direct	Payments)	and	social	

welfare	 entitlements.	 	 Discussions	 about	 gender	 equality	 and	 the	

benefits	 of	women’s	 inclusion	 in	 ownership	 of	 farm	property	were	 in	

the	early	stages.			
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Mairead	married	 a	 farmer	 shortly	 after	 she	 inherited	 the	 family	 farm	

from	 her	 parents.	 	 Mairead	 entered	 a	 Dairy	 Farm	 Partnership	

agreement	with	 her	 husband	 after	 five	 years	 of	marriage.	 	 They	 each	

had	 their	 own	 farms	 and	 the	 partnership	 agreement	 formalised	 their	

working	 relationship,	 and	 at	 the	 same	 time,	 they	 retained	 sole	

ownership	 of	 each	 farm.	 	 Within	 this	 intra-spousal	 business	

partnership,	Mairead	maintained	sole	ownership	of	her	farm.		The	first	

Milk	 Partnership	 was	 set	 up	 in	 Ireland	 in	 2002	 (Macken-Walsh	 and	

Roche	 2012).	 	 In	 2004	 when	 Mairead	 and	 her	 husband	 entered	 into	

partnership,	 there	 were	 301	 partnership	 agreements,	 and	 by	 2012	

there	were	591	partnerships	in	the	country	(Macken-Walsh	and	Roche	

2012).	 	 Although	 Mairead	 and	 her	 husband	 were	 among	 the	 first	

couples	to	enter	into	a	Milk	Production	Partnership,	there	has	been	an	

increase	 in	women’s	 participation	 in	 these	 arrangements.	 	 In	 2013,	 a	

quarter	of	all	Milk	Production	Partnerships	involved	women,	and	15%	

of	these	women	had	their	own	land	prior	to	partnership	(Roche	2013).	

	

At	the	age	of	35	Mairead	was	caring	for	her	father,	mother,	parents	 in	

law	 and	 her	 5	 year	 old	 son.	 	 Traditionally	 elder	 care	 has	 been	 the	

responsibility	of	farm	women,	along	with	domestic	work	and	care	of	the	

children	(O'Hara	1998).		Research	from	Northern	Ireland	on	the	care	of	

elderly	 relatives	 on	 farms	 highlights	 the	 expectation	 of	 provisions	 of	

informal	 care	 on	 farm	 families,	 and	 the	 lack	 of	 resources	 in	 the	

community	 to	 support	 this	 responsibility.	 	The	expectation	of	 care	 for	

the	 elderly	 in	 farm	 families	 occurs	 within	 the	 structure	 of	 family	

farming,	 and	 that	of	 the	community.	 	This	also	occurs	 in	 Irish	culture,	

where	elder	caring	takes	place	in	the	family.	

	

The	 pattern	 suggested	 by	 events	 in	 Mairead’s	 lived	 life	 indicates	

autonomy	 in	 farming.	 	 In	 the	 social	 and	 cultural	 context	of	 farming	 in	

Ireland	Mairead’s	 ownership	 biography	 is	 different	 from	 the	 norm	 in	

her	 non-traditional	 position	 as	 farm	 owner	 and	 operator,	who	 is	 in	 a	

partnership	 agreement	 with	 her	 spouse.	 	 Her	 biography	 is	 similar	 to	
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other	farm	women,	as	a	35	year	old,	married	farm	woman	and	mother	

inhabiting	a	traditional	role	in	a	farm	family	as	carer.	

5.3 Mairead’s	Ownership	Story25	

Mairead’s	 story	 is	 about	 gender	 equality	 in	 farming	 gained	 through	

property	 ownership.	 	 The	 underlying	 principle	 that	 guides	 Mairead’s	

story	 can	be	 summarised	 in	 the	 following	 statement:	 ‘respect	me	for	a	

person	and	my	 independence,	and	 I	have	rights	and	my	say’.	 	Mairead’s	

narrative	 focuses	 on	 the	 struggle	 for	 autonomy	 in	 farming	within	 the	

structural	boundaries	of	 family	 farming.	 	Operating	within	 the	context	

of	 the	 tradition	of	 farming,	Mairead’s	 trajectory	 towards	ownership	of	

her	 family	 farm	 is	 achieved	 through	 non-traditional	 practices,	 and	 a	

dominant	 pattern	 of	 non-conformism.	 	 The	 duality	 of	 the	 traditional	

poised	 against	 non-traditional,	 frames	 Mairead’s	 struggle	 against	

constraints	 to	her	 farming	 identity.	 	Within	 the	 frame	of	 this	 struggle,	

there	are	three	turning	points	that	mark	her	personal	and	professional	

life.	 	 The	 first	 turning	 point	 is	 when	 her	 identity	 in	 farming	 is	

challenged;	the	second	is	when	she	achieves	autonomy	in	farming;	and	

the	third	is	when	she	consolidates	her	farmer	identity	with	her	identity	

as	a	farm	woman.			

	

Mairead	was	 raised	on	 a	 farm	 that	 had	been	 in	 the	 family	 for	 several	

generations,	 since	 before	 Ireland’s	 War	 of	 Independence	 in	 1919.		

Patrilineal	transfer	of	farm	land	was	developed	after	the	famine,	aiming	

to	protect	and	strengthen	the	farm	by	keeping	the	 land	intact	through	

succession	to	only	one	family	member	in	each	generation	–	usually	the	

eldest	male.	 	 Given	 this	 custom	 of	 prioritising	 a	male	 heir	 is	 still	 the	

normative	 practice	 in	 succession,	 an	 underlying	 pattern	 of	 patrilineal	

custodianship	 of	Mairead’s	 family’s	 farm	 land	 from	 one	 generation	 to	

the	 next	 can	 be	 assumed.	 	With	 no	 boys,	 since	 there	were	 three	 girls	

born	into	the	family,	Mairead	helped	her	father	with	farm	tasks	from	a	

young	age.	 	She	took	on	an	 increasing	number	of	 tasks	 in	the	ten	year	

																																																								
25 See Appendix C for summary of stages of BNIM analysis work 
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period	 she	helped	on	 the	 farm,	until	 the	age	of	17	and	her	 interest	 in	

farming	continued	throughout	her	adolescence	–	 testament	 to	 the	 fact	

she	 ‘was	 always	 definitely	 the	 one	 who	 wanted	 to	 get	 stuck	 into	 the	

farming’.	 	 Despite	 being	 socialised	 into	 a	 cultural	 value	 system	

prioritising	the	male	farmer	as	successor	and	productive	 labourer,	 the	

elements	in	Mairead’s	early	life	suggest	a	pattern	of	social	acceptance	in	

farming	that	transcended	gender.	

	

As	 custodians	of	 a	 family	 farm	 in	 Ireland,	 finding	an	heir	 for	 the	 farm	

was	important	to	Mairead’s	family,	as	it	is	for	any	farm	family	in	Ireland	

–	 to	 keep	 the	 land	 for	 the	 next	 generation.	 	 For	 Mairead’s	 family,	

identifying	 a	 potential	 successor	 ensured	 the	 continuity	 of	 the	 family	

farm.	 	 Mairead’s	 active	 role	 on	 the	 farm	 and	 her	 interest	 in	 farming,	

indicated	her	suitability	as	a	successor,	especially	since	her	sisters	did	

not	 show	 an	 equivalent	 interest	 in	 farming.	 	 Mairead’s	 socialisation	

process	 in	 her	 early	 years	 was	 embedded	 with	 encouragement	 to	

participate	in,	and	develop	her	skills	in	farming.		This	is	reflected	in	her	

earliest	 state	 of	 subjectivity,	when	 as	 a	 young	 girl	 she	 volunteered	 to	

help	the	vet	with	the	cows	calving	in	the	early	hours:	

	

‘I think it was a Sunday morning, and mum came up and she said, 

‘There is a Caesarean being done below in the stall,’ kind of thing, 

‘Will one of ye go down and help the vet?’  And I said, ‘I will,’ and I 

popped out of the bed like, and there was three of us, there were 

three girls in the room and I was the youngest like, and I said, I 

popped out of the room, and I said, ‘Yeah, I’ll do it’, and like I went 

down and the vet was there, and just he was, ‘She’s going to faint 

now or whatever,’ and he couldn’t get over it, Janey, he was nearly 

taking me up and giving me a job after that, because he said, ‘Janey, 

you’re fantastic altogether’.’		

	

Up	to	this	point	in	Mairead’s	life,	there	was	no	mention	of	resistance	to	

her	 participation	 in	 productive	 farm	 work.	 	 In	 childhood	 and	
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adolescence	on	the	family	 farm	she	experienced	a	phase	of	stability	 in	

her	personal	development.		She	received	confirmation	of	her	skills	from	

her	 father	 when	 she	 helped	 him	 sell	 heifers	 at	 the	 mart	 while	 in	

secondary	school.		He	directed	customers	to	her:	‘go	to	her,	she	actually	

knows	 all	 the	 information’,	 due	 to	 her	 specialist	 knowledge	 of	 the	

animals.	 	 This	 form	 of	 recognition	 contributed	 to	 Mairead’s	 personal	

development,	 as	 reassurance	 that	 she	 was	 a	 valued	 member	 in	 the	

family	 farming	endeavour	and	provided	security	 in	her	self-identity	 in	

farming.			

	

This	first	period	of	Mairead’s	life	can	be	defined	through	her	integration	

into	 a	 family	 group	of	 embedded	 traditional	 rural	 values	 and	 farming	

knowledge.	 	Up	 to	 this	point	 in	her	self-structured	story	 there	was	no	

mention	of	conflict	over	the	gender	of	the	successor	to	the	family	farm,	

and	gender	was	inconsequential	during	this	phase	of	her	life.		Embraced	

and	 nurtured	 into	 a	 family	 tradition	 of	 farming	 regardless	 of	 her	

gender,	this	provided	Mairead	with	a	normative	framework,	which	will	

be	seen	to	have	conflicting	outcomes	in	her	future	trajectory.	

	

The	period	of	later	adolescence	brought	changes	in	Mairead’s	life.	 	She	

passed	from	a	non-problematic	period	in	her	life	of	childhood	and	early	

adolescence,	to	a	period	of	struggle	in	the	form	of	systemic	gender	bias.		

Influenced	by	her	social	environment	–	her	 family	upbringing	and	 the	

skills	 she	developed	on	 the	 family	 farm	–	Mairead	 chose	 farming	as	 a	

career	 and	 applied	 to	 agricultural	 college.	 	 Mairead’s	 farming	 career	

choice	was	questioned	by	her	school	career	councillor,	who	suggested	

she	 select	 a	 more	 conventional	 vocation	 for	 a	 woman.	 	 When	 taking	

these	initial	steps	towards	a	farming	career,	this	was	the	first	time	her	

self-identity	 in	 farming	was	 contested	 ‘‘Jesus,	 there’s	 something	wrong	

with	 you’’,	 and	 it	 was	 from	 a	 source	 outside	 of	 her	 family	 unit.	 	 It	 is	

significant	 that	 her	 family	 did	 not	 interfere	 in	 her	 decision	 to	 go	 to	

agricultural	 college,	 because	 later	 on	 in	 her	 life	 their	 lack	 of	 support	

contributes	to	insecurity	in	her	self-identity	in	farming.	
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Considering	that	at	this	time	in	1992,	attaining	technical	expertise	and	

educational	qualifications	in	farming	was	not	an	expected	career	choice	

for	women,	it	is	a	turning	point	for	Mairead	when	she	followed	through	

and	 attended	 agricultural	 college	 despite	 questions	 about	 her	 career	

choice.		This	phase	in	Mairead’s	life	is	characterised	by	her	persistence	

in	 choosing	 farming	 as	 a	 career,	 despite	 social	 and	 cultural	 pressures	

(from	 outside	 her	 family)	 to	 conform	 to	 a	 gender-specific	 vocation:	 ‘I	

was	 still	 strong	 minded	 and	 I	 wanted	 to	 do	 the	 farming’.	 	 Her	

unconventional	 career	 choice	 set	 her	 apart	 from	 other	 girls	 her	 age.		

Presumably,	 this	 is	 the	moment	when	Mairead	started	 to	 feel	 that	she	

was,	or	could	be,	different	from	her	female	peers.		

	

Gaining	qualifications	 at	 agricultural	 college	 is	 a	 gateway	 for	 students	

aspiring	 to	 become	 professional	 farmers.	 	 For	 Mairead,	 going	 to	

agricultural	college	 indicated	her	aspirations	 for	her	 future	 in	 farming	

and	 implied	 how	 serious	 she	 was	 about	 becoming	 a	 farmer.	 	 Her	

educational	pursuits	were	 in	 line	with	a	 traditional	 life	path	of	a	child	

with	 aspirations	 of	 inheriting	 the	 farm.	 	 Given	 her	 age,	 gender,	 and	

social	location	in	rural	Ireland,	she	did	not	follow	a	conventional	career	

trajectory	 for	 a	 farm	 woman;	 instead	 she	 followed	 a	 conventional	

career	 trajectory	of	 a	 (male)	 farmer.	 	All	 these	elements	 constitute	an	

unconventional	 pattern	 of	 non-conformism	 for	 a	 farm	woman,	 which	

emerged	 throughout	 different	 stages	 of	 her	 life.	 	 This	 period	 of	

Mairead’s	 life	 can	 be	 defined	 by	 her	 growing	 awareness	 of	 gender	

differences	 in	 farming,	 and	 her	 subsequent	 refusal	 to	 let	 systemic	

gender	bias	constrain	her	ambitions	to	become	a	farmer.	

	

When	 Mairead	 started	 agricultural	 college,	 her	 decision	 to	 move	 on	

campus	with	78	other	male	students	was	a	defining	moment	in	her	life,	

which	she	characterised	as	‘a	big	risk’.		She	asserted	her	autonomy	over	

her	 own	 decisions	 and	 distanced	 herself	 from	 the	 protection	 of	 her	

parents:	‘I	can	take	care	of	myself’.		After	separating	from	her	family,	she	
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negotiated	conflict	in	her	environment.		Aware	that	she	stood	out	as	the	

only	 female	student	at	 college,	 she	developed	a	protective	mechanism	

to	 defend	 herself	 against	 external	 threats	 to	 her	 professional	

development:		

		

‘some	of	them	[male	students]	were	very	nice	and	respected	me	

for	what	I	wanted	to	do	and	kind	of	thing	like	that.	 	But	then	

there	 was	 brats	 as	 you	 know	 (laughs),	 there	 always	 is,	 and	

running	you	down	and	stuff	like	that	and	I	used	never	let	it	get	

to	me	but	one	day	I	actually	snapped	and	I	said,	you	know,	I’m	

not	going	to	put	up	with	this	anymore’	

	

She	 reported	on	her	 time	 in	 college,	marked	with	 a	narrative	 about	 a	

physical	altercation	with	a	male	peer.	 	She	threw	him	to	the	ground	in	

front	of	the	other	students	to	make	a	statement	of	her	ability	to	fit	in	as	

equal	 with	 the	 other	 male	 students,	 and	 gained	 the	 respect	 and	

recognition	of	her	peers	in	the	process:		

	

‘the	other	lads	kind	of	said	just,	‘She	knows	how	to	take	care	of	

herself	alright’.’	

	

This	 phase	 in	Mairead	 life,	 suggested	 that	 conflict	 and	 struggle	 in	 her	

personal	 and	 professional	 development	 was	 coming	 from	 sources	

outside	her	family	group.		As	she	emancipated	herself	from	her	parents	

and	the	safety	of	the	home	farm	environment,	she	developed	a	strategy	

of	acceptance	amongst	her	male	peers	 to	negotiate	external	 threats	 to	

her	career	trajectory	as	a	farmer.		Even	though	she	did	not	conform	to	

traditional	 career	 expectations	 for	 a	 farm	woman,	 she	 found	ways	 of	

negotiating	a	place	for	herself	amongst	her	peer	group	by	becoming	one	

of	the	lads.			

	

During	the	period	of	adolescence	into	adulthood,	the	decision	moment	

to	 stay	 at	 home	 farming	 was	 crucial	 for	 Mairead’s	 life	 course.	 	 Her	
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commitment	 to	 farming	 during	 the	 years	 leading	 up	 to	 college	 could	

have	 been	 understood	 as	 a	 conditioning	 factor	 in	 her	 choice	 to	 go	 to	

agricultural	 college	 ‘I	 suppose	I	was	always	 interested	 in	 farming’.	 	 The	

absence	 of	 resistance	 from	 her	 family	 would	 corroborate	 this,	

indicating	 that	 her	 interests	 in	 farming	 were	 aligned	 with	 the	

aspirations	of	her	family	to	select	her	as	successor	to	the	farm.		But	her	

return	 home	 can	 be	 characterised	 otherwise	 –	 it	 was	 a	 transitional	

phase	marked	by	a	challenge	to	her	self-identity	in	farming.	

	

Due	to	significant	economic	decline	in	her	rural	community,	and	as	the	

youngest	 in	 the	 area,	 Mairead	 was	 doubtful	 when	 she	 returned	 to	 a	

changed	 community	 ‘I’m	 kind	 of	 stuck	 here	 in	 this	 rural	 area…I’m	 not	

going	 to	 last	 like’.	 	 Another	 dimension	 to	 Mairead’s	 return	 was	 the	

change	 in	 her	 professional	 development	 gained	 through	 the	 technical	

skills	 and	 knowledge	 acquired	 in	 farming	 at	 college.	 	 Her	 increased	

knowledge	had	an	impact	on	her	relationships	with	her	father	and	her	

expectations	 for	herself	when	she	returned.	 	When	she	returned	 from	

college,	the	recognition	from	her	father	that	she	experienced	helping	on	

the	 farm	throughout	childhood	and	adolescence	changed.	 	She	was	no	

longer	‘helping’	on	the	farm,	but	now	in	a	position	to	offer	new	ways	of	

farming	and	to	add	new	knowledge	and	methods	to	the	farm	business.		

Although	she	worked	alongside	her	father	for	several	years,	she	did	not	

receive	a	wage	and	the	pocket	money	she	was	given	could	not	sustain	

her	 basic	 needs,	 which	 she	 found	 unacceptable	 ‘coming	 home	 from	

college	and	being	landed	into	that’.		Her	labour	on	the	farm	and	technical	

skills	were	 not	 recognised,	 and	 her	 attachment	 to	 her	 father	 that	 she	

felt	when	she	first	left	home	for	college,	was	replaced	with	insecurity	of	

her	self-identity	in	farming	as	she	struggled	to	find	a	meaningful	place	

for	herself	on	her	return	home.			

	

Mairead	 joined	 a	 local	 young	 farmers	 organisation,	 finding	 an	

alternative	 outlet	 of	 support,	 to	 overcome	 the	 isolation	 and	 lack	 of	

recognition	 for	 her	 farming	 abilities	 at	 home.	 	 She	 evaluates	 herself	
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back	 then:	 ‘it	was	kind	of	all	action	and	 I	 filled	all	 those	years	and	was	

busy	 around	 the	 place.’	 	 	 The	 strategy	 Mairead	 used	 was	 to	 find	 a	

knowledgeable	social	network	that	would	recognise	her	capabilities	in	

farming.	 	 She	used	 the	community	of	peers	within	 the	organisation	 to	

gain	 official	 public	 recognition	 as	 an	 elected	 representative.	 	Mairead	

re-structured	 her	 identity	 to	 adapt	 to	 her	 transition	 back	 home.		

Through	this	process	of	re-integration	into	a	changed	community	upon	

her	 return,	 Mairead	 found	 formal,	 communal	 recognition	 of	 her	

expertise.		

	

During	this	period	of	her	life,	Mairead’s	father	fell	ill	and	withdrew	from	

farm	work.		This	was	a	turning	point	in	Mairead’s	life,	whereby	she	was	

on	 a	 trajectory	 of	 autonomy	 in	 farming	 as	 she	 took	 over	 the	 daily	

management	 and	 operation	 of	 the	 farm.	 	 Aware	 of	 the	 exploitation	 of	

her	 labour	on	the	farm,	Mairead’s	perspective	shifted	from	a	daughter	

helping	on	the	 farm,	 to	potential	successor	who	wanted	to	activate	an	

opportunity	–	inheritance	of	the	family	farm	from	her	parents	–	‘I	said,	‘I	

can’t	keep	going	like	this	like	–	I	have	to	be	paid	a	wage’.		This	is	a	crucial	

point	in	her	biography	whereby	her	father’s	illness	forces	him	to	move	

aside	 and	 give	 control	 of	 the	 farm	 to	 his	 daughter,	 enabling	 her	 to	

pursue	her	non-traditional	career	choice.		With	years	of	farm	work	and	

agricultural	 training	 behind	 her,	 Mairead	 had	 the	 competency	 and	

capacity	 to	 take	 over	 from	 her	 father.	 	 Through	 this	 opportunity,	

Mairead	 demonstrated	 her	 technical	 skills	 in	 farming	 and	 she	 gained	

confidence	in	her	abilities	in	farming,	empowering	her,	which	lead	her	

to	activate	a	succession	pathway.		

	

Mairead	enacted	a	strategy	of	separation	professionally	from	her	father,	

to	 mobilise	 her	 relationship	 with	 her	 father	 to	 improve	 her	 living	

conditions	and	professional	status.		As	the	farm	owner,	Mairead’s	father	

was	a	significant	social	resource	for	her	future	in	farming	since,	as	the	

current	owner	of	the	family	farm,	he	was	in	a	position	to	make	her	the	

successor	to	the	farm.		Her	father	was	slow	to	hand	over	the	farm	and	
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he	 was	 a	 barrier	 to	 her	 succession.	 	 By	 confronting	 her	 father	 she	

enacted	 a	 strategy	 of	 separation	 to	mobilise	 the	 human	 and	material	

resources	necessary	to	achieve	ownership:		

	

‘I	fought	for	my	transfer	with	my	father	kind	of	thing	because	

he	was	 kind	 against	 it,	 well	 I	 suppose	my	 father	was	 always	

kind	of	in	control	kind	of	thing’	

	

After	 she	 married,	 there	 was	 a	 sense	 of	 rejection	 in	 her	 father’s	

hesitation	to	hand	over	the	farm	to	her:		

	

‘I’ve	 done	my	 Green	 Cert,	 I’ve	 done	 the	whole	 thing	 like,	 and	 I	

said,	what	is	the	problem	like	I	mean	it	isn’t	as	if	[my	husband]	

and	myself	are	going	to	split	up	kind	of	thing,	or	whatever	like,	

do	you	know.’			

	

Instead	of	being	dissuaded	during	this	period	of	rejection	by	her	father	

to	 name	 her	 as	 successor,	 his	 uncertainty	 motivated	 her	 to	 find	 an	

alternative	way	to	activate	the	material	resource	of	property.			

	

The	 contradictory	 nature	 of	 traditional	 expectations	 with	 non-

traditional	career	aspirations	is	lived	through	actively	by	Mairead.		She	

recognised	 the	 contradiction	 between	 her	 marital	 status	 and	

determination	 to	 achieve	 farmer	 status	 through	 ownership	 of	 the	

family’s	farm:	‘I	said,	I	want	the	place	signed	over	to	me	I	said,	it’s	just	to	

me,	 it’s	not	 to	my	husband,	 I	 said,	 it’s	 to	me,	alone’.	 	 Instead	of	 viewing	

marriage	as	a	constraint	to	succession,	she	used	her	status	to	mobilise	

her	influence	over	her	father	to	activate	succession.	 	This	is	where	the	

tension	between	traditional	expectations	of	her	(as	a	farmers’	daughter	

and	married	woman)	collides	with	her	own	expectations	for	herself	as	a	

farmer.	 	 Marriage	 was	 the	 vehicle	 through	 which	 she	 achieved	

separation	from	her	parents	and	transcended	the	cultural	expectations	

on	her	as	a	farm	woman.		It	provided	her	with	a	normative	identity	and	
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status,	 and	 the	 possibility	 of	 reproduction	 of	 the	 family	 farm	 through	

heirs.		

	

Mairead’s	 final	 strategy	 was	 to	 mobilise	 the	 symbolic	 resource	 of	

marriage	 to	 gain	 access	 to	 the	 farm	 property	 from	 her	 father.	 	 She	

mirrored	the	traditional	value	system	of	family	farming	back	to	him:	

	

I	 said,	 ‘Look,	 I	 want	 the	 farm	 transferred	 over	 to	 me	 or	 else,’	 ‘I	

said,’	 I’m	 just	moving	 out	 to	my	husband’s	 farm,’	 I	 said….I’m	not	

going	to	be	walked	all	over	I	said….so	then	the	kind	of	realization	

kicked	into	my	father	like,	you	know,	‘This	doesn’t	look	good	like	if	

your	one’s	going	to	move	up	to,’	with	my	husband	like,	so	then,	and	

I	said,	‘Look	it	has	to	be	on	my	terms,’	I	said	

	

Mairead	used	her	marriage	to	negotiate	within	the	cultural	expectations	

to	which	her	father	subscribed.		Faced	with	the	prospect	of	being	seen	

by	the	farming	community	to	loose	his	daughter	and	heir,	he	agreed	to	

transfer	 the	 farm	 to	 her.	 	 Mairead	 exercised	 contractual	 power	 of	

marriage	by	 leveraging	 it	 to	 negotiate	more	 favourable	 conditions	 for	

her	life	and	gain	access	to	the	family	farm	through	inheritance.	

	

During	this	period	in	her	life,	Mairead	took	on	a	lot	of	responsibility	at	

the	young	age	of	24	when	she	married	and	inherited	the	family	farm	in	

the	same	year.		This	marked	her	transition	into	adulthood,	as	she	shed	

the	identity	of	single	daughter	helping	on	the	farm	in	favour	of	married	

daughter	who	 owned	 and	 controlled	 the	 family’s	 farm	property.	 	 The	

tension	 between	 traditional	 expectations	 of	 her,	 and	 Mairead’s	 own	

non-traditional	 expectations	 for	 herself	 as	 a	 farmer	 –	 a	 consistent	

contradiction	since	late	adolescence	–	is	resolved	through	the	activation	

of	 succession	 and	 ownership	 of	 property.	 	 The	 non-conformist	

tendencies	developed	during	her	youth	seem	to	have	prevailed	over	a	

more	traditional,	conformist	path	for	a	farm	woman.	 	With	ownership,	
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Mairead’s	 instability	 of	 her	 self-identity	 as	 a	 farmer	 came	 into	 a	

transitional	period	as	she	constructed	her	new	farmer	identity.	

	

Mairead’s	trajectory	so	far	could	be	interpreted	as	one	that	contradicts	

normative	 expectations	 for	 farm	 women	 of	 her	 generation,	 and	

preceding	generations	of	women.		This	next	period	in	her	life	continues	

in	this	same	theme.		Mairead	married	a	farmer	who	owned	his	farm	and	

her	 husband	 was	 of	 average	 economic	 status,	 so	 Mairead	 was	 not	

seeking	 to	 achieve	 upward	 social	 and	 economic	 mobility	 through	

marriage.		Instead	of	customarily	moving	onto	his	farm,	he	moved	onto	

her	farm.		This	set	a	precedent	in	their	relationship	for	a	non-traditional	

pattern	of	familial	organisation,	which	is	repeated	later	on.			

	

Marriage	 as	 a	 social	 institution	 challenged	 Mairead’s	 security	 of	 self-

independence	 and	 autonomy	 in	 farming.	 	 The	 tension	 between	 her	

‘then’	perception	of	her	mother,	and	her	own	non-conformist	tendency	

to	disrupt	the	normative	pattern	of	farm	family	organisation	resulted	in	

a	strategy	she	adopted	of	autonomy	of	identity	in	marriage,	signalled	by	

keeping	her	maiden	name:	

	

I	 said,	 ‘Look	 we	 owe	 it	 to	 ourselves	 that	 we	 have	 to	 keep	 our	

maiden	name	kind	of	 thing	because	 I	mean	 I	 just	 felt	my	mother	

was	never	recognised,	or	a	lot	of	farm	women	weren’t	recognised,	

farmers’	wives	weren’t	 recognised	 for	 all	 the	work	 they	 did,	 and	

held	the	whole	show	together,	and	reared	children	and	do	all	the	

inside	and	outside	work	and	 stuff	 like	and	 they	 just,	 they	were	a	

nothing	 at	 the	 end	 of	 the	 day,	 and	 I	 just	 said,	 ‘It’s	 not	 going	 to	

happen	to	me,’	so	that’s	why	I	held	tough	the	whole	time	in	it.	

	

It	 is	by	keeping	her	maiden	name,	and	her	awareness	of	 that	 to	her	 it	

represents	 gender	 equality	 in	 marriage,	 that	 Mairead	 differentiated	

herself	 from	other	women.	 	Firstly,	she	differentiated	herself	 from	her	

mother,	and	the	traditional	role	of	farmer’s	wife	of	her	generation:		
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‘I	felt	my	reason	for	holding	on	to	my	maiden	name	was	such	

that	 I	 think,	 my	 mother,	 farming	 over	 the	 years	 with	 my	

father,	she	kind	of	had	no	rights,	she	had	no	pension,	she	had	

nothing.		She	was	a	nothing	and	I	felt	myself	that	this	would	

happen	to	me	if	I	changed	my	name.’	

	

She	 also	 differentiated	 herself	 from	 other	 married	 women	 of	 her	

generation,	by	feeling	 ‘disappointed’	when	women	farm	owners	change	

their	names:	

	

‘I	mean,	 it	was	 their	 farms	 that	 they	worked	hard	 for	 them	

kind	of	thing,	and	why	can’t	they	just	hold	on	to	their	maiden	

name	and	just,	you	know,	respect	that.’	

	

Instead	 of	 conforming	 to	 what	 she	 perceived	 as	 a	 traditional	 role	 of	

farmer’s	 wife,	 Mairead	 constructed	 another	 identity	 in	 farming	 for	

herself.		Not	taking	her	husband’s	surname,	Mairead	was	aware	that	she	

was	 different	 from	other	 farm	women,	 and	 farm	women	owners	who	

change	 their	 maiden	 name.	 	 Keeping	 her	 name	 was	 a	 strategy	 for	

separating	 herself	 from	 other	 women,	 and	 men,	 farm	 owners,	 as	 a	

means	of	disrupting	the	symbolic	constraints	of	marriage	and	retaining	

her	status	as	farmer.			

	

Entering	 into	 a	 farm	 partnership	 with	 her	 husband	 represented	 the	

turning	point	 in	Mairead’s	narrative.	 	Keeping	her	 farm	separate	 from	

her	husband’s	through	a	formal	contract	of	partnership	was	a	strategy	

that	 enabled	 her	 to	 mobilise	 the	 symbolic	 resource	 of	 autonomy	 of	

ownership	 in	 farming.	Partnership	 set	Mairead	on	a	 trajectory	of	 self-

sufficiency	in	marriage,	and	control	of	ownership	of	her	farm,	mobilised	

by	 the	 economic	 independence	 of	 formally	 keeping	 her	 farm	 as	 a	

separate	entity	to	her	husband’s	farm.		The	couple	had	been	married	for	

five	years,	each	with	their	own	farms.		Entering	into	a	legal	partnership	
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agreement	 formalised	 their	 working	 relationship,	 while	 maintaining	

autonomy	 of	 ownership	 of	 each	 farm.	 	 The	 partnership	was	 an	 equal	

relationship	 on	 paper	 (legal	 agreement),	 and	 through	 this	 formal	

partnership	Mairead	maintained	her	 autonomy	of	 ownership,	 and	her	

identity	as	a	farmer.			

	

The	partnership	also	strengthened	their	professional	relationship,	and	

it	enabled	autonomy	to	be	retained	 in	marriage	by	consolidating	 farm	

and	 family	 life	 into	 a	 non-traditional	 division	 of	 labour.	 	 Mairead’s	

husband	was	a	significant	resource	to	her	upholding	her	career	security	

and	 farmer	 identity.	 	 Working	 with	 her	 husband,	 she	 said:	 ‘I	 felt	 you	

know,	 I	 can	 still	 hold	on	 to	my	name	and	my	 rights	and	everything	 like	

and	we’re	going	to	be	working	as	a	partnership’.		The	security	of	the	farm	

partnership	with	her	husband,	enabled	a	more	flexible	organisation	of	

family	and	work	life.		And,	the	stability	of	the	working	relationship	with	

her	husband	extended	into	her	marital	relationship:	 	 ‘we	don’t	pull	one	

another	 back’.	 	 This	 suggests	 that	 equality	 was	 an	 important	

characteristic	 of	 their	 relationship.	 	 The	work	 and	 family	 relationship	

was	 very	 important	 for	 enabling	 Mairead	 to	 retain	 her	 independent	

status	as	farmer.	 	Mairead	presents	all	these	stories	as	part	of	a	larger	

argument	 for	 equality	 in	 marriage.	 	 Mairead	 talked	 about	 how	

supportive	her	husband	was:	

	

‘I	mean	 if	 I	was	married	to	another	guy	he’d	kind	of	 say,	do	

you	 know,	 don’t	 do	 that	 kind	 of	 thing,	 you	don’t	 need	 to	 do	

that,	 you	 know,	 kind	 of	 thing….And,	 you	 know,	 I	mean	 that	

was	 in	 our	mother	 and	 father’s	 time	 you	 can’t	 do	 that	 like,	

you	know,	so	like	that’s	what	you	kind	of	feel	like,	you	know,	

this	is	great,	I	can	do	it	like,	you	know,	for	myself.’	

	

Mairead’s	 choice	 of	 husband,	 and	 subsequent	 management	 of	 their	

marital	and	working	relationship	was	strategic	 in	shaping	an	outcome	

that	consolidated	work	and	family	life,	while	ensuring	that	she	retained	
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her	independent	identity	as	farmer.		By	exerting	contractual	power	of	a	

legal	 partnership	 agreement	with	 her	 husband,	Mairead	 succeeded	 in	

creating	 more	 favourable	 conditions	 for	 herself.	 	 She	 employed	 the	

traditional	 strategy	 of	 marriage,	 and	 modified	 it	 for	 gender	 equality	

with	her	husband	in	their	personal	relationship,	and	the	organisation	of	

their	farm	business.	

	

At	the	age	of	35	Mairead	was	caring	for	her	father,	mother,	parents	 in	

law	 and	 her	 5	 year	 old	 son	 as	well	 as	 operating	 her	 own	 farm.	 	 This	

could	be	seen	as	a	period	of	biographical	upheaval	for	Mairead,	where	

she	transitions	into	the	traditional	role	of	carer	for	her	father	diagnosed	

with	Alzheimer’s.	 	The	added	burden	of	care	increased	the	demand	on	

her	time	on	top	of	her	full-time	work	on	the	farm	and	created	instability	

in	her	 family	 and	working	 life:	 ‘I	was	nearly	tearing	the	hair	out	of	my	

head	 like’.	 	 Additional	 social	 resources	 for	 care	 were	 not	 available	

within	 the	 family	 or	 in	 the	 community,	 which	 caused	 isolation	 and	

helplessness	 in	 her	 ability	 to	 actively	 find	 a	 solution	 to	 alleviate	 the	

pressure	‘I	was	so	alone’.			

	

In	 taking	 on	 the	 role	 of	 elder	 care,	 Mairead	 followed	 a	 conventional	

social	 trajectory	 on	 farms	 whereby	 inheriting	 children	 care	 for	 their	

parents.	 	 Mairead’s	 subjectivity	 is	 repositioned	 from	 a	 farm	 woman	

doing	the	unexpected	and	taking	an	unconventional	career	and	marital	

path,	 to	 doing	 what	 is	 expected	 of	 a	 farm	 woman	 and	 successor	

responsible	 for	 elder	 care.	 	 However,	 it	 is	 a	 role	 that	 she	 voluntarily	

activated,	 a	 choice	 that	 empowered	her:	 ‘at	the	end	of	the	day	 it	 is	 the	

person	 at	 home	 on	 the	 farm	 I	 think	 has	 to	 look	 after	 the	 parents’.	 	By	

choosing	 to	 care	 for	 her	 parents,	 the	 contradiction	 between	

conventional	expectations	of	familial	duty	(now	perspective)	within	the	

context	 of	 the	 non-traditional	 setting	 of	 her	 lifelong	 pattern	 of	 non-

conformism	to	 tradition	(then-perspective)	are	consolidated.	 	Mairead	

presents	 herself	 as	 a	 woman	 who	 deliberately	 chose	 to	 care	 for	 her	

parents,	and	she	purposefully	adopted	a	traditional	value	system	in	this	



Chapter	5	–	Mairead	

	 139	

regard,	but	she	does	so	within	a	non-traditional	framework	by	retaining	

her	identity	as	farmer,	which	enables	her	to	contract	out	the	care	on	a	

part-time	basis	by	finding	day	care	for	her	father.	

	

5.4 Case	Summary	

Eight	 phases	 of	 evolving	 subjectivity	 can	 be	 identified	 in	 Mairead’s	

ownership	story.	 	These	phases	provide	the	backdrop	to	the	strategies	

she	used	to	deal	with	acquisition	and	ownership	of	farm	property.	

	

The	 first	 strategy	 employed	 by	Mairead	was	 to	 gain	 acceptance	 from	

her	male	peers	in	farming	to	protect	herself	against	external	constraints	

to	 her	 career	 trajectory	 as	 a	 farmer:	 ‘I	 was	 still	 strong	 minded	 and	 I	

wanted	to	do	the	farming’.	 	This	phase	of	her	situated	subjectivity	was	

from	her	 childhood	 until	 she	 finished	 agricultural	 college,	 and	 can	 be	

described	 as	 her	 developmental	 perspective	 in	 farming.	 	 Throughout	

her	presentation	of	this	period	in	her	life	she	defended	her	capacity	to	

be	 independent	 in	 farming,	 and	 accepted	 for	 her	 abilities:	 ‘She	knows	

how	to	take	care	of	herself’.		Her	capacity	to	‘hang	tough’	enabled	her	to	

become	resilient.	

	

The	second	strategy	Mairead	used	was	to	build	a	social	network	off	the	

farm	 to	 gain	 recognition,	 acceptance	 and	 authority	 in	 farming,	 which	

was	 lacking	 at	 home	on	 the	 farm.	 	 	 She	 used	 the	 community	 of	 peers	

within	the	organisation	to	gain	official	public	recognition	as	an	elected	

representative:	 ‘it	 was	 kind	 of	 all	 action	 and	 I	 filled	 all	 those	 years’.		

During	 this	 phase	 of	 her	 subjectivity	 in	 the	 years	 after	 agricultural	

college,	 Mairead	 re-structured	 her	 identity	 to	 adapt	 to	 her	 transition	

back	home,	which	was	not	what	she	had	expected.	

	

The	 third	 strategy	 was	 separation	 from	 her	 father	 to	 mobilise	 the	

material	 resource	 she	 required	 to	 farm	 –	 land.	 	 During	 this	 phase	 of	

Mairead’s	subjectivity	prior	to	inheritance,	she	activated	her	succession	
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pathway	 by	 managing	 the	 farm	 when	 her	 father	 fell	 ill	 and	

demonstrating	 her	 capability	 in	 farming,	 occupying	 the	 decision-

making	 role	 of	 farmer,	 instead	 of	 unwaged	 daughter	 assisting	 on	 the	

farm.	

	

The	next	phase	of	her	 subjectivity,	 related	 to	 the	previous	phase,	was	

characterised	by	the	mobilisation	of	the	symbolic	resource	of	marriage.		

Mairead	 exercised	 contractual	 power	 of	 marriage	 by	 leveraging	 it	 to	

negotiate	more	favourable	conditions	for	her	life	and	gain	access	to	the	

family	 farm	 through	 inheritance.	 	 She	 used	 her	marriage	 to	 negotiate	

within	the	cultural	traditions	of	farming	to	which	her	father	subscribed.	

	

The	 next	 strategy	 Mairead	 employed	 was	 autonomy	 in	 marriage.		

During	 this	 phase	 of	 her	 subjectivity,	 after	 marrying,	 she	 kept	 her	

maiden	name.	 	This	disrupted	the	cultural	constraints	of	marriage	and	

she	retained	her	status	as	farmer.				

	

By	 keeping	 her	 maiden	 name	 when	 married,	 Mairead	 employed	 a	

strategy	 of	 self-differentiation	 from	 other	 farm	 women	 who	 did	 not	

keep	 their	 names	 or	 control	 of	 the	 farms	 they	 inherited.	 	 She	 also	

differentiated	 herself	 from	 her	 mother,	 who	 she	 presented	 as	 ‘a	

nothing’,	without	status	or	recognition,	after	all	her	years	of	farming	in	

the	 traditional	 role	 of	 farmer’s	 wife	 of	 her	 generation.	 	 Mairead	

constructed	 another	 identity	 in	 farming	 for	 herself	 instead	 of	

conforming	to	existing	traditional	behaviours	and	patterns.	

	

The	next	strategy	was	to	distinguish	her	material	farm	assets	from	her	

husband’s	in	a	legally	binding	contract	of	partnership.		This	phase	of	her	

subjectivity	can	be	characterised	by	her	access	to	the	symbolic	resource	

of	autonomy	of	ownership	in	farming.	

	

The	 final	strategy	employed	by	Mairead	was	 to	choose	 to	care	 for	her	

parents.		During	this	phase	of	her	subjectivity,	she	purposefully	adopted	
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a	 traditional	value	system	 in	 this	 regard,	but	 she	did	so	within	a	non-

traditional	 framework	 by	 securing	 her	 identity	 as	 farmer,	 which	

enabled	her	to	contract	out	the	care	on	a	part-time	basis	by	finding	day	

care	for	her	father.	

5.5 Conclusion	

In	 summary,	 Mairead’s	 story	 is	 about	 gender	 equality	 in	 farming.		

Mairead	 belongs	 to	 the	 generation	 of	 the	mid	 1970s	 and	 has	 had	 the	

opportunity	 to	 go	 to	 agricultural	 college	 and	 inherit	 her	 family	 farm.		

Mairead	does	not	conform	to	social	and	cultural	expectations	for	a	farm	

woman,	and	this	is	a	distinguishing	element	of	her	story.		Her	narrative	

is	 focused	 on	 the	 constraints	 to	 her	 farmer	 identity	 and	 how	 she	

overcame	 them	 to	 secure	 her	 autonomy	 as	 an	 independent	 farmer	

within	a	context	family	farming.		Mairead	was	active	in	influencing	the	

changes	to	her	biographical	future	by	employing	strategies	to	overcome	

barriers	 to	 her	 succession.	 	 As	 Mairead’s	 perspective	 changed	 from	

accommodating	 daughter	 to	 defensive	 successor,	 she	 developed	 a	

defence	 mechanism	 of	 self-protection	 enacted	 through	 a	 strategy	 of	

confrontation	to	negotiate	barriers	to	her	succession.			

	

When	 situated	within	 the	 context	 of	 Ireland	 from	 the	 1970s	 to	 2011,	

Mairead’s	 biographical	 story	 is	 one	 that	 can	 be	 characterised	 as	 not	

being	limited	by	external	pressures	to	conform	to	ideals	of	womanhood.		

Throughout	 the	 biographical	 phases	 of	 her	 life	 she	 is	 not	 limited	 by	

career	 choices	 expected	 for	 her	 gender:	 not	 limited	 by	 gender	

discrimination	 in	 succession;	 not	 limited	 by	 expectations	 for	 women	

who	marry	 farmers;	and	not	 limited	by	undertaking	 traditional	duties	

of	 care.	 	 As	 a	 young	woman	making	 career	 choices,	Mairead	was	 not	

limited	 by	 expected	 career	 choices	 for	women	 of	 her	 generation,	 and	

chose	farming	even	though	it	is	an	exceptional	job	for	a	woman	at	that	

time.	 	 Mairead	 inherited	 the	 farm	 from	 her	 father,	 which	 was	 an	

exceptional	occurrence	in	farming	in	1999,	and	even	in	2011	when	the	

interview	 took	 place,	 gendered	 succession	 was	 a	 barrier	 to	 women’s	
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farm	ownership.		This	suggests	that	Mairead	was	not	limited	by	gender	

discrimination	in	farming	within	her	family.	 	When	Mairead	married	a	

farmer,	 she	 retained	ownership	and	power	of	production	of	her	 farm,	

later	 formalising	 this	 business	 arrangement	 through	 a	 partnership	

agreement,	 which	 suggests	 that	 she	 had	 a	 supportive	 marital	

relationship	and	was	not	limited	by	expectations	for	women	who	marry	

farmers.	 	 Finally,	 even	 though	 Mairead	 followed	 a	 traditional	 social	

obligation	 for	 parental	 elder	 care,	 she	 retained	 her	 professional	

autonomy	and	status	as	farmer.		
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Chapter	6 Sarah	
…I	might	have	moved	on	more	if	I	had	got	that…	

6.1 Introduction	

Sarah’s	interview	took	place	on	her	farm.		She	was	39	at	the	time	of	the	

interview.		She	leased	a	farm	and	owned	her	own	farm	business	raising	

sucklers	and	selling	weanlings,	as	well	as	sheep	and	dry	stock,	and	was	

in	 partnership	 with	 her	 father	 on	 some	 family	 land.	 	 Along	 with	 her	

husband	 and	 children,	 hers	 was	 a	 three-generational	 farm	 family.		

When	 I	 arrived	 she	 showed	 me	 an	 article	 written	 about	 her	 several	

years	ago.			

6.2 Sarah’s	Ownership	History	

Sarah	was	born	in	1970	in	Ireland	and	her	family	farm	is	an	example	of	

a	traditional	small	family	farm.		Her	parents	represent	the	typical	family	

formation	ascribed	by	gender	roles:	her	father	is	the	land	holder	farmer	

and	 wage	 earner,	 and	 her	 mother	 assists	 on	 the	 farm	 and	 does	 the	

reproductive	work	at	home,	taking	care	of	the	family.		As	the	sole	child,	

Sarah	 was	 the	 only	 one	 available	 to	 help	 on	 the	 farm.	 	 She	 was	

socialised	 into	 a	 farming	 class,	 which	 instilled	 in	 her	 the	 norm	 of	

becoming	a	future	farmer	and	successor	of	the	farm.	 	Accordingly,	she	

had	 a	 privileged	 childhood	 for	 a	 girl	 helping	 on	 a	 farm,	 developing	

skilled	expertise	 in	 farming,	with	full	attention	from	her	 father.	 	Sarah	

went	to	a	rural	primary	and	secondary	school,	a	normative	pathway	for	

children	who	grew	up	on	farms	in	the	1980s.		Working	closely	with	her	

father	 during	 her	 childhood	 and	 youth,	 it	 is	 not	 surprising	 that	 she	

chose	 to	 go	 to	 Agricultural	 college	 in	 1988,	 indicating	 a	 pathway	 to	

farming	 and	 possible	 inheritance	 of	 the	 farm,	 as	 the	 only	 potential	

successor	in	her	family.		

	

Although	 few	 women	 attended	 agricultural	 college,	 Sarah	 completed	

the	course,	 fulfilling	criteria	necessary	for	young	farmers	who	want	to	
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pursue	farming	as	a	career.		Sarah	left	farming	the	following	year	to	do	

a	 secretarial	 course	 in	 1989,	 indicating	 an	 abrupt	 change	 in	 her	

professional	trajectory,	replacing	her	trajectory	of	farm	succession	after	

completing	agricultural	college,	with	off-farm	employment	for	the	next	

seven	years	(1989-1995).	 	The	economic	and	social	context	in	farming	

at	the	time	were	not	favourable	for	succession.		In	the	late	1980s,	when	

Sarah	started	working	off	 farm,	only	3%	of	the	country's	total	acreage	

changed	ownership	each	year.		The	majority	of	these	land	transactions,	

84%	 of	 land,	 was	 transferred	 through	 inheritance,	 14%	 through	

purchase	 on	 the	 open	market,	 and	 2%	went	 to	 the	 Land	 Commission	

(Oireachtas	 1989).	 	 Inheritance	 remained	 the	 most	 common	 way	 to	

acquire	 land,	 and	 there	 was	 a	 gender	 disparity	 influenced	 by	 the	

cultural	 tradition	 favouring	 male	 successors.	 	 In	 1991,	 10%	 of	 farms	

were	 owned	 by	 women,	 and	 of	 those	 women,	 almost	 a	 third	 were	

daughters	who	inherited	the	farm	from	their	parents	(GEU	2003).		

	

While	 Sarah	was	working	 off	 farm,	 rising	 employment	 rates	 between	

1993-1999	 signalled	 growth	 in	 the	 Irish	 economy	 generally.	 	Women	

benefitted	 the	 most,	 with	 their	 participation	 in	 the	 labour	 force	

increasing	 from	 35%	 in	 1991	 to	 44%	 in	 1999	 (O'Hara	 and	

O'Shaughnessy	2004).		During	the	first	thirty	years	since	Ireland	joined	

the	EU	in	1973,	the	services	sector	indicated	the	largest	increase,	from	

45%	in	1973,	to	65%	in	2003	(CSO	2003).		Women’s	participation	in	the	

labour	 force	 also	 increased	 by	 15%,	 due	 to	 improved	 economic	

conditions	and	more	flexibility	in	working	patterns,	accounting	for	42%	

of	the	numbers	at	work	(CSO,	2003).	

	

From	1975	to	1998,	the	total	number	of	farms	declined	from	228,000	to	

146,300,	 and	 the	 size	 of	 farm	 holdings	 decreased	 (DAFM	 2000).		

Corresponding	 to	 the	 decline	 in	 the	 number	 of	 farms,	 30%	 of	 family	

farms	 were	 categorised	 as	 viable,	 that	 is	 only	 50,000	 out	 of	 159,000	

family	farms	(DAFM	2000).		Farm	incomes	began	to	decline	during	the	

first	 thirty	 years	 of	 Ireland’s	 accession	 to	 the	 EU,	which	 resulted	 in	 a	
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significant	decrease	in	the	number	of	agricultural	workers	(CSO	2003).		

In	1973	agriculture	represented	24%	of	the	working	population,	and	by	

2003	those	working	in	agriculture	declined	to	under	7%	(CSO	2003).		In	

1991,	a	few	years	after	Sarah	started	working	off	farm,	not	all	farmers	

were	 working	 on	 the	 farm	 full-time:	 most	 farmers	 (73%)	 described	

farm	work	as	their	sole	occupation,	although	the	others	(27%)	had	an	

additional	 occupation	 and	 farmed	 part-time	 (CAP	 2007).	 By	 1999,	

either	 farmers	or	 their	spouses	(or	both)	on	45%	of	 farms	had	an	off-

farm	source	of	income	(Teagasc	2000:	12).	

	

As	 farm	 incomes	 began	 to	 decline	 in	 rural	 Ireland,	 women’s	 off-farm	

work	 became	 a	 significant	 factor	 in	 the	 survival	 strategy	 of	 the	 farm	

household,	both	 to	maintain	 the	 farm,	and	 the	male	 farmer’s	status	as	

farmer	 (Kelly	 and	 Shortall	 2002).	 	 On	 the	 other	 hand,	 some	 research	

suggests	that	women’s	off	farm	work	was	an	individualist	strategy,	and	

independent	 income	 resulted	 in	 independence	 and	 distance	 from	 the	

farm	 operation	 (O’Hara,	 1998).	 	 The	 contrast	 between	 communal	

household	and	individualist	strategies	highlighted	the	changes	 in	 farm	

family	households	during	this	period,	and	women’s	contribution	to	the	

household	and	farm	economies.		Significantly,	small	family	farms	could	

not	provide	adequate	income	for	two	generations	of	farmers,	and	farm	

incomes	 decreased	 by	 18%	 in	 1999	 compared	 to	 the	 previous	 year	

(Teagasc	 2000).	 	 While	 Sarah	 was	 earning	 an	 independent	 personal	

income	 off	 farm	 as	 a	 single	 professional,	 she	 was	 also	 contributing	

unpaid	part-time	labour	on	the	farm.			

	

In	1996,	Sarah	returned	to	farming	full	time	and	later	married	aged	26.		

There	were	incentives	for	continued	pursuit	of	a	successor	pathway	for	

trained	young	farmers	entering	the	profession.		Addressing	the	issue	of	

late	succession	in	Ireland,	the	Early	Retirement	Scheme	was	considered	

an	incentive	to	earlier	land	transfer	and	enabled	communication	within	

farm	families	about	succession	(Bogue	2013).			Over	10,000	candidates	

took	the	offer	of	early	retirement	from	farming	between	1994	and	1999	
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(CAP	2007).	 	The	scheme,	provided	a	pension	of	up	to	€15,000	for	10	

years	to	farmers	over	the	age	of	55	who	transferred	farms	by	gift,	sale	

or	lease.			

	

Sarah’s	 father	 did	 not	 retire	 under	 the	 scheme;	 so	 she	 leased	 a	

neighbouring	farm	on	her	own	to	start	her	business.		Sarah	was	among	

6%	of	women	who	acquired	farm	property	by	means	other	than	marital	

or	parental	transfer,	or	purchase	(GEU	2003).		When	Sarah	was	setting	

up	her	farm,	the	Installation	Aid	scheme	was	the	primary	incentive	for	

young	farmers	starting	out.	 	The	scheme	provided	support	for	farmers	

between	the	ages	of	18	and	35	setting	up	in	farming	for	the	first	time;	

and	it	helped	during	the	transition	to	taking	over	a	farm,	or	starting	up	

production	 resulting	 in	 enhanced	 career	 opportunities.	 	 The	 scheme	

was	popular,	in	1995	the	number	of	payments	made	to	applicants	of	the	

scheme	 was	 746,	 almost	 doubling	 the	 1994	 figure	 of	 403	 recipients	

(Oireachtas	1996).			

	

The	 Installation	 Aid	 Scheme	 was	 first	 introduced	 in	 1986	 and	

underwent	many	 changes	 in	 eligibility	 criteria	 from	 inception	 until	 it	

was	 discontinued	 in	 2008.	 	 Although	 the	 later	 versions	 of	 the	

Installation	Aid	Scheme	set	up	included	transfer,	purchase	and/or	lease	

of	 land,	 Sarah	 did	 not	 qualify	 for	 the	 scheme	 when	 she	 applied.		

Although	Sarah	applied	for	a	herd	number	and	was	under	the	age	of	35,	

meeting	 some	 of	 the	 criteria	 for	 the	 scheme,	when	 Sarah	 returned	 to	

farming	 in	 1996	 her	 status	 as	 land	 holder	 through	 leasing	 did	 not	

qualify	her	for	Installation	Aid.		She	set	up	on	her	own,	buying	out	quota	

with	a	loan	from	the	bank.			Through	leasing	and	funding	her	own	set	up	

costs,	Sarah	demonstrated	determination	in	setting	up	on	her	own,	and	

her	intent	to	remain	in	farming.		She	was	on	a	trajectory	of	autonomy	in	

farming.	

	

Later	 that	 year,	 Sarah	 took	 up	 her	 first	 position	 in	 the	 IFA	 at	 county	

level,	 in	a	committee	position	she	held	for	six	years.	 	Over	the	next	14	
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years	 she	 held	 various	 positions	 in	 the	 organisation	 at	 Secretary	 and	

Chairperson	level.	 	There	are	three	main	farm	organisations	in	Ireland	

Macra	 na	 Feirme,	 the	 Irish	 Farmers	 Association	 (IFA)	 and	 the	 Irish	

Creamery	 Milk	 Suppliers	 Association	 (ICMSA).	 	 Many	 women	 are	

members	 of	 these	 organisations,	 and	 some	 hold	 voluntary	 positions	

within	the	hierarchy	of	these	major	farming	organisations,	but	progress	

is	slow	for	women	entering	upper	level	positions.	 	In	2007,	with	8,000	

members,	 Catherine	Buckley	was	 the	 first	 female	president	 elected	 to	

Macra	 na	 feirme	 (the	 only	 woman	 president	 out	 of	 35	 previous	

president),	and	the	first	woman	to	head	up	a	major	farm	organisation	in	

Ireland	 (Healy	 2013,	 2015).	 	 Although	 the	 Irish	 Countrywomen's	

Association	has	 a	 large	membership	of	 rural	women,	 it	 is	 not	directly	

involved	 in	 agri-politics	 like	 the	 other	 main	 organisation.	 	 The	

organisation	 does	 have	 a	 presence	 in	 agriculture,	 through	 its	

involvement	 in	 social	 partnership,	 and	 is	 a	 ground	 for	 many	 women	

who	subsequently	gain	in	leadership	positions	in	the	IFA.		Sarah	began	

a	 family	 of	 her	 own	 and	 as	 her	 children	 got	 older	 she	 became	more	

involved	in	the	farm	organisation.	

	

Sarah	 entered	 into	 partnership	with	 her	 father	 on	 additional	 land	 he	

purchased.	 	Registering	a	partnership	encourages	 the	 formalisation	of	

partnerships	 between	 two	 farmers,	 or	 a	 parent	 and	 adult	 in	 a	 family	

partnership	agreement	(DAFM	2011).	 	The	arrangement	is	contractual	

and	they	work	as	two	equal	farmers,	partners	in	business	with	separate	

autonomy.	 	 In	 2009,	 aged	 38,	 Sinead	 cared	 for	 a	 family	member	who	

was	 ill.	 	 During	 this	 time	 she	 became	 more	 involved	 in	 voluntary	

activities	on	boards	and	committees	at	national	and	European	levels.	

	

The	pattern	suggested	by	events	in	Sarah’s	lived	life	indicate	autonomy	

in	 farming	 through	 self-preservation.	 	 Sarah’s	 ownership	 of	 farm	

property	was	a	significant	event	in	her	life.		Her	pathway	to	ownership	

was	unique	from	the	other	three	cases,	since	she	leased	land	instead	of	

inheriting	 the	 family	 farm	 from	her	 father.	 	 In	 the	 social	 and	 cultural	
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context	of	farming	in	Ireland,	Sarah’s	ownership	biography	is	different	

from	the	norm	of	other	farm	women	in	several	ways:	in	her	position	as	

land	 holder	 through	 leasing,	 as	 the	 only	 child	 she	 is	 the	 sole	 female	

successor	 in	 her	 family,	 she	 is	 in	 her	 partnership	 with	 her	 father	 on	

some	of	the	family	land,	and	she	is	in	a	leadership	role	as	a	woman	in	a	

farming	organisation.		She	is	similar	to	other	farm	women	as	a	39	year	

old,	married	farm	woman	and	mother	on	a	small	family	farm.	

6.3 Sarah’s	Ownership	Story	

Sarah’s	 story	 is	 about	 the	 preservation	 of	 family	 farming	 in	 order	 to	

make	 her	 own	way	 in	 farming.	 	 The	 underlying	 principle	 that	 guides	

Sarah’s	 story	 can	 be	 summarised	 by	 the	 sacrifice	 she	 makes	 in	

conserving	 the	 family	 farm:	 ‘I	might	 have	moved	 on	more	 if	 I	 had	 got	

that’.		Sarah	belongs	to	a	generation	where	becoming	a	woman	farmer,	

and	 subsequently	 a	 woman	 farm	 owner	 is	 problematic.	 	 Sarah’s	

narrative	 focuses	 on	 the	pursuit	 of	 autonomy	and	 equality	 in	 farming	

within	 the	 structural	 boundaries	 and	 constraints	 of	 family	 farming.		

Operating	 within	 the	 context	 of	 the	 traditional	 family	 farm,	 Sarah’s	

trajectory	 towards	 ownership	 is	 achieved	 through	 non-traditional	

practices,	and	a	pattern	of	non-conformism.		Her	narrative	is	governed	

by	two	competing	aspects:	the	family	farm	and	her	voluntary	work	off-

farm	 in	 a	 farming	 organisation.	 	 The	 duality	 of	 the	 traditional	 poised	

against	non-traditional	frames	Sarah’s	negotiation	of	constraints	to	her	

farming	identity.	

	

The	 experience	 of	 ownership	 structures	 Sarah’s	 preservation	 strategy	

and	her	conceptualisation	of	the	issue	of	ownership	is	influenced	by	her	

small	 family	 farm	 upbringing.	 	 The	 problem	 of	 the	 case	 is	 the	

contradiction	 she	 experiences	 between	 the	 constraints	 of	maintaining	

the	 traditional	 family	 farm	model,	 and	becoming	 a	 farmer	 in	her	own	

right.	 	Her	response	to	the	problem	is	to	utilise	the	material	resources	

associated	with	ownership	alongside	the	symbolic	human	resources	of	

the	family	farm.		Sarah	uses	several	creative	strategies	to	deal	with	the	
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constraints	 of	 becoming	 a	 land	 holder,	 and	 the	 negotiation	 of	 familial	

relationships.		It	is	at	various	turning	points	that	these	strategies	come	

under	 strain	 as	 she	 mobilises	 resources	 available	 to	 her.	 	 The	 first	

turning	point	is	when	she	leases	her	own	farm;	the	second	occurs	when	

she	distances	herself	from	tradition	to	preserve	her	father’s	farm.	

	

The	pattern	suggested	by	events	 in	Sarah’s	 lived	 life,	self-preservation	

in	 farming,	 are	 further	 clarified	 in	 her	 told	 story	 extending	 to	 the	

preservation	of	family	farming	by	the	family.		From	the	point	of	view	of	

the	 only	 child	 raised	 on	 a	 traditional	 farm,	 Sarah	 described	 a	 firm	

grounding	 in	 family	 farming	 due	 to	 the	 relationship	 with	 her	 father:	

‘whatever	my	father	got	involved	in,	I	always	wanted	to	do	it	as	well’.		The	

practical	experience	she	gained	working	on	the	farm,	gave	her	a	frame	

of	 a	 farming	work	 ethic.	 	 Consistent	with	 her	 interest	 in	 farming	 as	 a	

child,	 Sarah	 attended	 agricultural	 college,	 which	 she	 evaluated	 as	

positive,	not	once	referring	to	the	fact	that	she	was	outnumbered	by	her	

male	peers.		Until	she	left	agricultural	college,	this	first	period	in	Sarah’s	

life	 of	 childhood	 and	 youth	 was	 lived	 through	 as	 a	 process	 of	 self-

development	and	provided	her	with	a	strong	identity	through	farming.		

Her	 integration	 into	 a	 farmer	 class	 with	 traditional	 values,	 and	 no	

apparent	 gender	 bias	 constraining	 her	 choices	 in	 farming,	 provided	

Sarah	with	a	normative	 framework	within	an	 inclusive	 family	 farming	

value	 system.	 	 All	 these	 elements	 constitute	 a	 socialisation	process	 in	

her	 early	 years	 and	 youth,	 embedded	with	 expectations	 of	 continuing	

the	family	tradition	of	farming.			

	

The	 strong	 relationship	 between	 family	 and	 farming	 had	 problematic	

outcomes	 in	 her	 future	 pathway	 in	 farming	 as	 the	 period	 of	 early	

adulthood	 brought	 a	 change	 in	 Sarah’s	 life.	 	 She	 passed	 from	 a	 non-

problematic	period	in	her	life	in	childhood	and	youth	on	her	family	for,	

to	a	period	of	conflict	and	uncertainty	because	she	could	not	sustain	a	

living	 farming	with	 her	 father	 on	 his	 farm.	 	 Sarah	 changed	 her	 social	

environment	through	a	shift	 in	career	the	following	year	to	a	vocation	
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off	 the	 farm	 and	 unrelated	 to	 farming.	 	 Sarah	 completed	 a	 secretarial	

course	 and	worked	part-time	 in	 various	 jobs	 for	 the	next	 eight	 years,	

putting	 distance	 between	 herself	 and	 a	 farming	 pathway.	 	 Although	

Sarah	still	helped	on	 the	 family	 farm	on	a	part-time	basis,	 leaving	her	

farming	career	pathway	for	a	career	off	farm	as	a	secretary	indicated	an	

abrupt	 change	 in	 her	 professional	 trajectory.	 	 This	 change	 in	 her	

biographical	 pathway,	 interrupted	 the	 trajectory	 of	 potential	 farm	

successor	in	favour	of	a	career	off	the	farm.	 	These	elements	suggest	a	

struggle	 between	 the	 pattern	 of	 traditional	 family	 farming,	 and	 an	

alternative	social	pattern	that	abandons	farming	as	an	occupation.	

	

There	 is	 an	 apparent	 conflict,	 which	 lies	 in	 the	 relationship	 between	

Sarah’s	 commitment	 off	 farm	 to	 her	 new	 career	 path,	 and	 her	

commitment	 to	 farming.	 	 Sarah	 lived	 through	 this	 situation	 in	 a	

contradictory	 way.	 	 Although	 she	 was	 involved	 in	 a	 youth	 farming	

organisation,	 which	 could	 have	 been	 understood	 as	 a	 conditioning	

factor	 in	her	choice	to	 join	an	organisation	in	her	adult	 life,	Sarah	was	

uncertain	 about	 renewing	 this	 commitment	 in	 her	 adult	 life	 when	

recruited,	 confirming	her	weakened	 resolve	 towards	 a	 farming	 career	

pathway:	

	

‘I	 don't	 think	 so,	 I	 don't	 think	 I	 want	 to	 do	 this	 like’;	 ‘I	 don't	 know	 if	 I	

would	do	it.’	

	

But,	the	decision	moment	of	joining	a	farming	organisation	in	her	adult	

life	is	crucial	for	Sarah’s	life	course.		Strong	family	influences	within	the	

organisation,	from	her	uncle	and	parents,	played	a	strategic	role	in	the	

moment	 Sarah	 formalised	 her	 commitment	 to	 public	 life	 in	 farming.		

This	 seems	 to	 have	 re-established	 the	 family	 project	 to	 maintain	 her	

continued	 involvement	 in	 farming.	 	Therefore,	her	public	commitment	

to	 farming	actively	supports	with	her	 farming	 trajectory	based	on	her	

family’s	 expectations.	 	 She	 presented	 her	 political	 socialisation	 not	 in	

terms	of	conflict	within	the	family,	but	of	a	conflict	within	herself.		She	
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went	on	to	join	the	organisation	and	become	an	elected	representative.		

This	 experience	 lead	 her	 to	 become	 interested	 in	 issues	 of	 farming	

policy,	her	perception	of	the	core	ideology	being	that	the	role	of	farmers	

in	 food	 production,	 and	 the	 contribution	 of	 farming	 to	 the	 national	

economy	 is	 undervalued	 in	 society.	 	 Presumably,	 this	 is	 the	 moment	

when	Sarah	started	 feeling	closer	 to	a	public	and	private	commitment	

to	 farming	 and	 its	 value	 to	 self,	 society	 and	 economy.	 	 From	 that	

moment	 on	 she	 renewed	 her	 commitment	 to	 farming	 and	 became	

increasingly	 involved	 in	 the	 organisation.	 	 As	 a	 result,	 Sarah	 was	

moving	 in	 a	 new	 social	 direction	 towards	 a	 public	 life	 in	 farming,	

instead	of	a	private	(family)	one.	

	

This	period	in	Sarah’s	life	can	be	defined	through	the	dissolution	of	the	

pattern	of	traditional	family	farming,	replaced	with	a	pattern	of	public	

representation	 in	 farming.	 	 Although	 the	 stability	 of	 her	 family	 life	

provided	 her	 with	 a	 normative	 framework	 to	 start	 with,	 it	 seems	 to	

have	 had	 conflictual	 outcomes	 in	 her	 future	 trajectory	 resulting	 in	 a	

change	of	career	out	of	farming.	Subsequently,	Sarah	lived	through	the	

situation	of	conflicting	loyalties	in	her	private	life	by	re-establishing	her	

trajectory	in	farming	in	a	different	way	–	in	the	form	of	a	public	life	in	

farming,	aligning	her	personal	and	political	interests.	

			

Returning	 home	 aged	 23,	 there	 was	 a	 shift	 in	 career	 direction	 again	

back	 to	 farming,	 as	 Sarah	became	 a	 land	holder	 by	 leasing	 a	 farm.	 	 It	

was	a	turning	point	in	Sarah’s	objective	and	subjective	biography	when	

she	returned	home	to	farm	and	leased	land	of	her	own.		This	indicated	a	

major	 change	 in	 her	 professional	 trajectory	 and	 social	 status:	 	 from	a	

single	 woman	 earning	 an	 independent	 income	 off	 farm,	 to	 that	 of	 a	

single	woman	returning	home	to	set	up	a	farm	of	her	own	and	establish	

a	 new	 career	 in	 a	 male-dominated	 profession.	 	 Sarah	 separated	 her	

professional	 farming	 identity	 from	 her	 familial	 identity	 as	 a	 farmer’s	

daughter	through	her	strategy	to	return	home	and	farm	by	leasing.		Her	

strategy	 was	 temporary,	 resting	 on	 the	 implicit	 contract	 between	
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herself	and	her	parents	that	she	would	inherit	the	farm	eventually,	but	

this	had	consequences	for	her.	 	There	were	economic	and	institutional	

influences	 in	 selecting	 a	 non-traditional	 pathway	 to	 becoming	 a	 land	

holder	through	leasing.	 	This	was	evident	in	Sarah’s	perspective	of	the	

situation,	 that	 leasing	 land	 to	 set	 up	 a	 farm	 was	 difficult	 because	 of	

restrictions	 of	 land	 ownership	 in	 the	 financial	 aid	 schemes	 for	 young	

farmers:	‘the	setting	up	part	of	it,	and	the	hard	part	that	I	found	I	was	I,…	

no	 scheme	was	 fitting	 in	my	 criteria	 at	 the	 time.’.	 	 The	 social	 stability	

gained	from	having	her	own	farm,	and	coming	home	to	farm	as	a	family,	

was	counteracted	by	 instability	of	 lack	of	material	 resources	 resulting	

from	 the	 delay	 in	 succession	 and	 not	 owning	 land,	 which	 put	 her	

outside	 the	 criteria	 for	 financial	 aid.	 	 This	 threatened	 her	 farming	

identity.	 	Sarah	lived	through	this	moment	in	a	contradictory	way.	 	On	

the	one	hand,	she	preserved	the	tradition	of	family	farming	by	enabling	

her	 father	 to	 retain	 his	 status	 as	 farmer,	 on	 the	 other	 hand	 she	

navigated	around	tradition	 to	become	a	 farmer	 through	 leasing.	 	With	

argumentation	 around	 land	 ownership,	 Sarah	 presented	 herself	 as	

defensive	of	her	decision	to	lease	instead	of	inherit	–	a	reaction	rooted	

in	 her	 decision	 to	 delay	 succession.	 	 On	 a	 trajectory	 of	 autonomy	 in	

farming,	Sarah	developed	a	strategy	of	preservation	of	her	home	farm	

from	this	moment	on	to	fulfil	her	own	career	path,	and	keep	her	father	

in	farming	at	the	same	time.	

	

In	 the	 tension	 between	 the	 implicit	 contract	 of	 succession	 with	 her	

parents,	 the	 delay	 in	 inheritance,	 and	 fulfilling	 her	 own	 career	

aspirations	 of	 becoming	 a	 farmer,	 Sarah	 responded	 with	 active	

solutions.	 	Despite	 the	 absence	of	 funding	 in	 setting	up	her	own	 farm	

she	 overcame	 adversity	 by	buying	her	 own	 stock	 to	 qualify	 for	 single	

farm	 payment.	 By	 accessing	 economic	 resources	 Sarah	 became	 the	

owner	 of	 her	 own	 herd.	 	 Sarah	 accessed	 the	 material	 and	 economic	

resources	available	to	her	to	start	farming	on	her	own	land	and	secure	

the	 identity	 of	 farmer,	 while	 at	 the	 same	 time	 maintaining	 family	

relationships.	 	 After	 this,	 Sarah	married	 and	had	 children	of	 her	 own,	
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perpetuating	 the	 implicit	 contract	 of	 succession	 she	 had	 with	 her	

parents	 by	 establishing	 her	 own	 farm	 family,	which	would	 eventually	

replace	the	existing	family	formation.	

	

Another	 apparent	 contradiction	was	 the	 relationship	 between	 Sarah’s	

family	preservation	values	and	her	growing	dedication	to	public	life	in	

farming.		Over	the	years	following	her	return	home,	her	involvement	in	

the	farming	organisation	increased,	and	she	evaluated	this	period	in	her	

life	 positively	 as	 she	 situated	 her	 identity	 among	 a	 socially	 and	

politically	 active	 group	 of	 farmers.	 	 As	 her	 focus	 in	 farming	with	 the	

organisation	took	her	off	farm,	an	opportunity	brought	her	commitment	

back	into	the	family	farm.		Her	father	formalised	the	implicit	contract	of	

succession	 by	 putting	 her	 name	 on	 additional	 land	 he	 bought	 and	

creating	 a	partnership	 agreement	between	 them.	 	As	 a	partner,	 Sarah	

kept	 her	 own	 independent	 farm	 business	 separate	 through	 the	

partnership	agreement	and	they	worked	as	two	equal	farmers,	partners	

in	 business	 with	 separate	 autonomy.	 	 Sarah’s	 trajectory	 towards	

autonomy	in	farming	put	her	back	on	a	secured	pathway	as	successor	of	

the	family’s	farm,	and	eventual	inheritor	of	the	farm.		Recognition	of	her	

formalised	 position	 within	 the	 family	 farm	 consolidated	 her	 dual	

identity	in	farming	as	successor	and	public	representative.		Partnership	

with	her	father	implied	that	she	had	support	from	her	family	to	follow	a	

career	 in	 farming,	and	the	family	project	of	securing	her	 future	on	the	

family	 farm	 was	 achieved.	 	 In	 this	 regard,	 Sarah’s	 father	 was	 a	

significant	actor	for	Sarah’s	future	security	in	farming,	especially	since	

he	was	the	primary	land	holder	of	the	family	farm	that	she	expected	to	

inherit	once	he	retired.	

	

Subsequently,	Sarah’s	aunt	became	ill	and	she	took	on	the	responsibility	

of	 primary	 carer.	 	 This	 period	 is	 lived	 through	 with	 conflict	 as	 the	

tension	between	 familial	 expectations	 and	personal	 ambition	 off	 farm	

coexist.	 	She	was	close	to	her	aunt	and	this	was	a	period	of	emotional	

anxiety	 and	 inner	 turmoil	 over	 what	 the	 future	 would	 hold,	 this	 is	 a	
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significant	period	of	unrest	in	her	life	that	she	presents	with	a	negative	

evaluation:	

	

I	 thought	 she	 was	 going	 to	 die.	 	 She	 had	 a	 major	 operation	 at	

Christmas,	 she	 was	 wired	 up	 she	 was	 in	 intensive	 care,	 she	 was	

wired	up	to	the	last.		And	I	said	‘this	is	it	now’	

	

This	 period	 of	 conflict	 between	 her	 responsibilities	 of	 care	 for	 her	

family,	and	her	ambitions	off	farm	are	lived	through	in	a	contradictory	

way.		From	that	moment	on	Sarah	develops	a	strategy	of	separation	to	

differentiate	 her	 private	 life	 from	 her	 public	 life,	 segregating	 her	

identity	 in	 family	 life	 on	 the	 farm	 from	 her	 identity	 as	 public	

representative	 off	 the	 farm.	 	 To	 compensate	 for	 the	 pressures	 on	 the	

farm	 during	 this	 period	 of	 her	 life,	 Sarah	 found	 distraction	 in	 her	

activities	off	farm	and	increased	her	involvement	in	the	organisation:	

	

if	 you're	 not	 involved	 in	 something	 you're	 doing	 the	 same	 thing	

day	in	and	day	out	and	it's	the	same	difference.	

	

As	a	 result	of	 the	strong	 link	between	her	 familial	and	public	political	

commitments	 in	 the	 construction	 of	 her	 identity,	 when	 familial	

instability	occurd,	it	created	uncertainty	in	her	public	life	because	of	the	

expectations	of	care	on	her	from	herself	and	her	family.		Just	before	her	

aunt	 fell	 ill	 Sarah	 ran	 for	 election	 to	 a	 higher	 position	 in	 the	

organisation	 but	 did	 not	 win.	 	 Consoling	 herself	 for	 this	 failure	 to	

achieve	 her	 goal,	 in	 retrospect	 she	 evaluated	 that	 she	 was	 glad	 she	

didn’t	win	because	she	couldn’t	have	taken	care	of	her	aunt	and	held	a	

time-consuming	position	in	the	organisation:		

	

And	at	the	time	it	suited	me	not	to	do	it	then.		Because	my	aunt	got	

so	sick	come	the	election,	within	just,	at	the	time	when	she	got	sick.		

And	 I	 could've	done	without	 it	because	 I’d	be	down	every	 second	

day	of	the	week.		That's,	you	have	to	be	prepared	to	do	it	if	you're	
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going	 to	do	 it.	 	And	 I	would	not	 like	 to	have	 taken	 it	 on	and	not	

doing	it.		Because	then	I'd	have	to	step	down.	

	

She	 resolved	 the	 tension	between	her	private	and	public	 identities	by	

locating	the	conflict	in	herself	in	ideological	value	terms.	

	

The	moment	Sarah	decided	to	run	for	election	for	promotion	to	a	higher	

position	 in	 the	 farming	organisation	was	an	 important	moment	 in	her	

current	 life	 course.	 	 She	 lived	 through	 this	 moment	 in	 conflict,	

struggling	 to	 be	 taken	 seriously	 in	 the	 farming	 organisation	 for	 a	

promotion	 to	 be	 elected	 to	 a	 higher	 position	 when	 she	 was	 told	 she	

was:	 ‘too	young	to	be	on	the	committee’.	 	But	with	encouragement	and	

support	from	elected	friends	in	the	organisation	she	ran	for	election.	

	

Sarah’s	 formal	 involvement	 with	 one	 of	 the	 most	 influential	 farming	

organisations	 in	 the	 country	 indicated	 a	 pattern	 of	 further	 skills	

development	and	networking	off	farm.		The	farming	organisation	was	a	

significant	 resource	 for	 her	 social	 and	 professional	 advancement	 in	

farming.		Involved	in	a	formal	capacity	within	the	hierarchy	of	a	farming	

organisation,	 the	 fact	 that	 Sarah’s	 involvement	 in	 this	 organisation	

increased	 suggested	 she	 was	 on	 a	 trajectory	 of	 organisational	

leadership	within	 the	 farming	sector.	 	 Sarah	was	among	a	minority	of	

women	 holding	 elected	 positions	 in	 the	 male	 dominated	 echelons	 of	

farming	 and	 agricultural	 institutions,	 and	 she	 set	 herself	 apart	 from	

other	 farm	women	by	 increasing	her	 status	 in	 a	 professional	 position	

amongst	 different	 peers	 off	 farm	 in	 a	 public	 capacity.	 	 Sarah	 was	

entering	 a	 context	 of	 transformation	 as	 her	 pathway	 to	

professionalisation	 and	 leadership	 through	 the	 consolidation	 of	 her	

identity	as	a	woman	farmer,	property	owner	and	elected	representative	

of	one	of	the	most	powerful	farming	organisations	develops.		Her	role	in	

the	 organisation	 enabled	 her	 to	 negotiate	 her	 own	 farming	 identity	

within	the	broader	context	of	the	institution	of	farming,	suggesting	that	
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the	 organisation	 was	 an	 important	 resource	 in	 her	 pursuit	 of	 a	

professional	identity	in	farming.		

	

Different	 episodes	 in	 her	 biography	 in	 the	 present,	 can	 be	 read	 as	

indicators	 of	 family	 negotiation.	 	 Her	 husband	 took	 over	 her	 farming	

duties	while	she	was	off	farm;	and	her	mother	took	care	of	the	children.		

This	allowed	Sarah	to	live	in	the	present,	without	suffering	any	kind	of	

pressure	from	family	responsibilities.		Sarah	lived	through	this	current	

period	in	her	life	actively	in	pursuit	of	her	goals.	 	She	experienced	this	

time	as	a	 life-stage	transition	whereby	stability	 in	her	 family	situation	

gave	her	more	opportunity	to	work	off	farm.		She	presented	this	period	

in	her	life	as	a	liberation	from	the	responsibilities	of	family	and	farm:	

	

And	it	suited	me	now	to	go	for	it.		The	kids	are	older	and	you	know,	

if	 they're	here	any	day	on	 their	 own,	 they	don't	 be	here	 on	 their	

own,	my	mother	is	always	there,	if	there's	something	and	I'm	gone	

someplace.	 	 But,	 they'll	manage.	 	 They	would	 not	 go	 hungry	 lets	

put	it	that	way….		So	I'm	in	a	better	position	because	[my	husband]	

is	at	home	now	more,	he's	doing	the	lease.		You	know.		And	I'm	not	

stuck	 for	 someone	 to	 go	 to	 school	 for	 them	 and,	 so	 that's	 why	 I	

suppose	 I'm	 going	 for	 it	 this	 time	 because	 I	 have	 people.	 	When	

you're	 in	 this	 organisation	 as	 well	 you	 have	 to	 have	 people	 at	

home	that	are	able	to	back	you	up	because	if	not	you	can't	do	it.	

	

Sarah	was	able	 to	reconfigure	her	 identity	allowing	her	 to	 focus	more	

time	 on	 her	 career	 off	 farm.	 	 Her	 family’s	 social	 solidarity,	 created	 a	

stable	family	environment	to	support	her	goal	to	‘climb	up	the	ladder’	in	

the	 organisation	 and	 achieve	 formal	 public	 recognition	 in	 farming.		

Sarah	lived	through	this	period	in	her	life	accepting	the	support	of	her	

family,	and	acknowledging	their	continued	support.		
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6.4 Case	Summary	

Six	 phases	 of	 evolving	 subjectivity	 can	 be	 identified	 in	 Sarah’s	

acquisition	and	ownership	story.		These	phases	provide	the	backdrop	to	

the	strategies	she	used	to	deal	with	acquisition	and	ownership	of	farm	

property.	

	

The	first	phase	of	Sarah’s	situated	subjectivity	is	from	her	childhood	up	

to	early	adulthood	when	she	chose	a	career	off	the	farm.		This	could	be	

described	as	her	developmental	perspective.		Up	until	this	point	in	her	

life	she	was	 following	a	 trajectory	of	succession,	helping	her	 father	on	

the	 farm	 and	 gaining	 a	 qualification	 in	 farming	 after	 a	 year	 in	

agricultural	college.	 	She	presented	this	period	 in	her	 life	 in	a	positive	

perspective	 that	was	 unproblematic	 in	 both	 her	 then-perspective	 and	

her	now-perspective:	‘I’ve	always	been	involved	in	farming’.	

	

The	 second	 phase	 is	 marked	 by	 a	 change	 in	 perspective	 and	 career	

pathway	 when	 Sarah	 chooses	 a	 career	 off-farm	 and	 is	 uncertain	

whether	 to	 join	 a	 farming	 organisation.	 	 Although	 Sarah	 did	 not	

acknowledge	 any	 conflict	 in	 her	 presentation	 of	 this	 event	 during	 the	

interview,	 her	 perspective	 demonstrated	 uncertainty	 in	 her	 future	 in	

farming:	‘I	don't	know	if	I	would	do	it.’		Her	change	in	career	off	the	farm	

represents	a	shift	 in	her	biographical	trajectory	away	from	a	career	 in	

farming.	 	 It	 is	 the	 beginning	 of	 a	 move	 towards	 separation	 from	 the	

traditional	family	farm.	

	

Sarah	developed	a	strategy	of	preservation	of	her	home	farm	from	this	

moment	on	to	fulfil	her	own	career	path,	and	keep	her	father	in	farming	

at	 the	same	time.	 	The	 third	phase	 is	demonstrated	by	Sarah’s	actions	

when	 she	 leases	her	own	 farm,	 thereby	actively	 securing	 an	 alternate	

pathway	 into	 farming	 and	 circumventing	 the	 tradition	 of	 succession.		

This	phase	is	marked	by	a	change	in	perspective	back	towards	a	career	

in	 farming	as	she	activates	the	resources	she	has	access	to	 in	order	to	

change	 her	 social	 status	 to	 farmer.	 	 Her	 actions	 represent	 a	 turning	
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point	 as	 she	 negotiated	 between	 a	 strategy	 of	 preservation	 of	 the	

traditional	 family	 farm	 (her	 father	 as	 head	 of	 household),	 and	 the	

development	of	her	own	career	goals.			

	

The	 fourth	phase	 is	 characterised	by	Sarah’s	 strategy	of	 separation	of	

her	private	and	public	 life	as	she	distanced	herself	 from	 family	 life	by	

getting	more	involved	in	the	farming	organisation	she	volunteers	with.		

She	 presented	 this	 strategy	 as	 necessary:	 ‘if	 you're	 not	 involved	 in	

something	 you're	 doing	 the	 same	 thing	 day	 in	 and	 day	 out	 and	 it's	 the	

same	difference’.		Segregating	her	identity	on	the	farm	from	her	identity	

as	 a	 public	 representative	 off	 the	 farm,	 allows	 her	 to	 recognise	 the	

changes	 in	 her	 life	 stage	 that	 enable	 her	 dual	 identity	 to	 occur:	 ‘I	

suppose	it's	easier	now’.	

	

The	 fifth	 phase	 is	 marked	 by	 her	 decision	 to	 run	 for	 election	 for	

promotion	within	 the	 farming	 organisation.	 	 The	 formalisation	 of	 her	

public	identity	in	farming	represents	a	strategy	of	public	recognition	for	

her	knowledge	in	farming.	

	

The	 sixth	phase	of	her	 situated	 subjectivity	 is	her	 contradictory	 ‘now’	

perspective.	 	While	 she	presents	not	 owning	 land	 as	 irrelevant	 to	her	

ability	to	farm,	she	is	also	conscious	of	the	cost	of	leasing	land:	

	

I	don’t	own	any	land	at	the	minute	and	I	suppose	I	don’t	find	that	a	

big	issue	because	eh,	we	still	seem	to	be	able…I	still	seem	to	be	able	

to	go	on	and	do	what	needs	to	be	done	on	the	farm.		I	know	when	

you	don’t	own	it,	it’s	harder	and	it’s	more	expensive	–	your	paying	

land	rent	every	year	but	if	I	didn’t	have	land	rent	I’d	be	able	to	put	

money	into	something	else,	but	that’s	just	the	biggest	hindrance.			

	

This	contradiction	culminates	in	her	perspective	now	as	disadvantaged	

in	 farming	 by	 not	 having	 inherited	 the	 farm,	 looking	 back	 at	 the	
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moment	she	didn’t	qualify	for	financial	aid	when	setting	up	on	her	own:		

‘I	might	have	moved	on	more	if	I	had	got	that’.	

6.5 Conclusion	

This	 chapter	presents	 the	 third	of	 the	 four	 cases	 in	 this	 study.	 	When	

trying	 to	 explore	 the	 dimensions	 of	 ownership	 in	 Sarah’s	 biography,	

there	is	an	internal	tension	between	the	strong	normative	framework	of	

family	 farming	 values	 in	 which	 she	 is	 immersed	 in	 her	 private	 life	

through	 her	 extended	 family,	 delayed	 succession,	 and	 her	 public	

political	 socialisation	 obtained	 through	 social	 networks	 outside	 the	

family.	 	It	is	by	separating	her	private	life	from	her	public	life	that	one	

does	not	 take	precedent	over	 the	other.	 	Within	 the	 family	sphere	she	

found	a	supportive	social	network	that	enabled	her	to	balance	her	dual	

role	as	 farm	woman	and	public	representative	of	 farming	issues.	 	As	a	

result,	 her	 former	 frameworks	 of	 orientation	 towards	 preservation	 of	

family	 farming	 and	 her	 own	 self-preservation	 in	 farming	 through	

leasing	 and	 public	 recognition	 in	 farming	 are	 interconnected.	 	 She	

resolved	 the	 tension	 between	 her	 private	 and	 public	 life	 through	 a	

balance	of	family	and	public	life,	consolidating	both	identities.		

	

From	 the	 analysis	 of	 her	 ownership	 story,	 it	 is	 evident	 that	 Sarah	

experienced	 constraints	 in	 farming.	 	 Sarah	 activated	 the	 resources	

available	 to	 her	 in	 her	 familial	 and	 social	 structures	 to	 develop	 key	

strategies	for	dealing	with	these	constraints:		preserving	the	traditional	

family	 farm	 while	 working	 to	 become	 a	 land	 holder	 through	 leasing,	

separating	 her	 private	 and	 public	 life	 to	 allow	 both	 to	 co-exist	

independently,	and	formalising	her	public	identity	in	farming	to	achieve	

recognition.	 	 The	 case	 of	 Sarah	 shows	 how	 family	 networks	 alleviate	

pressures	 of	 constraints	 from	 external	 dimensions	 of	 gender-biased	

cultural	traditions.	She	resolves	the	tension	between	the	two	through	a	

process	 of	 re-construction	 of	 her	 identity	 integrating	 all	 areas	 of	 her	

life.	 	 The	 situation	 of	 women’s	 unequal	 access	 to	 property	 may	 be	

experienced	 as	 an	 internal	 conflict	 in	 balancing	 familial	 expectations	
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with	personal	goals.		The	conflict	of	material	and	social	constraints	from	

external	 influences	 require	 creative	 strategies	 to	 come	 into	 play,	 and	

the	 traditional	 role	 of	 the	 family	 to	 adapt.	 	 The	 strategies	 of	

preservation	 and	 separation	 adopted	 by	 Sarah	 demonstrate	 the	

difficulty	 in	 acquiring	 a	 balance	 of	 social	 and	material	 recognition	 in	

farming.	
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Chapter	7 Carol	
	

…	let	me	be	recognised…	

	

7.1 Introduction	

Carol’s	interview	took	place	in	an	office	in	a	location	of	her	choice.		She	

was	55	at	the	time	of	the	interview.		Carol	was	not	a	property	owner	but	

she	 was	 the	 farm	 manager	 of	 her	 family’s	 farm,	 mainly	 based	 on	

subsistence.	 	 Carol	 married	 into	 her	 husband’s	 family	 farm,	 and	

although	the	farm	was	in	her	husband’s	name,	she	managed	the	farm	on	

a	daily	basis.		Although	her	name	was	on	the	herd	number	as	a	keeper	

of	the	animals,	she	was	not	a	joint	owner	of	the	herd	number.		

7.2 Carol’s	Ownership	History	

Carol	was	 born	 onto	 a	 typical	 family	 farm	 in	 the	 1950s,	whereby	 the	

small	farm	sustained	the	needs	of	the	family.		With	this	background	of	a	

typical	 farming	 trajectory	 of	 subsistence	 farm	 families	 in	 Ireland,	 it	 is	

necessary	to	underline	the	impact	of	this	livelihood	on	Carol’s	family	as	

a	 pattern	 of	 difficult	 manual	 labour	 during	 the	 1950s	 and	 1960s.	 	 A	

farmer	 class	 background	 at	 this	 time	 meant	 that	 all	 family	 members	

were	 involved	 in	 the	 farm	 work.	 	 Gender	 may	 have	 structured	 and	

organised	 participation	 in	 farm	 labour.	 	 The	 fact	 that	 Carol	was	 born	

onto	a	subsistence	farm	with	five	brothers	and	five	sisters,	meant	that	

all	the	siblings	helped	on	the	farm.		At	that	time,	small	farms	would	not	

have	had	access	to	machinery,	and	the	manual	work	would	have	been	

arduous.			

	

A	 pattern	 of	 resistance	 to	 farm	 life	 and	 what	 it	 represented	 was	

reflected	in	the	attitudes	of	young	women	in	the	1950s	who	left	farming	

(see	 section	 2.4.2)	 by	 migrating	 to	 bigger	 cities	 for	 employment	 or	

emigrating	 (Viney	 1968).	 	 Women	 began	 to	 see	 the	 advantages	 of	
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modern	 conveniences	 in	 the	 home	 (see	 section	 3.4.2),	 and	 leveraged	

their	continued	labour	on	the	farm	with	better	standards	of	 living	and	

equipment	 (Daly	 1997;	 Viney	 1968).	 	 It	 wasn’t	 until	 the	 1960s	 that	

policies	were	introduced	to	maintain	and	modernise	farms	with	a	view	

to	 remedying	 the	 problem	 of	 rural	 depopulation	 (Share	 et	 al.	 2007).		

The	population	in	Ireland	reached	a	historical	low	of	2.8	million	in	1961	

(Share	 et	 al	 2007).	 	With	 depopulation	 in	 rural	 Ireland	 due	 to	 wide-

spread	 economic	 deprivation,	 emigration	 offered	 the	 hope	 of	 higher	

standards	 of	 living	 (Brody	 1973).	 	 A	 high	 rate	 of	 female	 emigration	

continued	until	the	1980s	and	beyond	(Share	et	al.	2007;	Walter	2008).	

	

Carol’s	parents	died	when	she	was	very	young,	which	would	have	been	

an	 unusual	 occurrence	 on	 a	 family	 farm	 to	 loose	 both	 parents	 at	 a	

young	age.	 	As	a	 result,	 she	 relied	on	extended	 family	and	neighbours	

for	 assistance.	 	 Free	 secondary	 school	 was	 introduced	 in	 1967	 in	

Ireland,	but	the	death	of	Carol’s	mother	so	young,	meant	that	Carol	left	

school	 aged	 15,	 in	 1970,	 to	 look	 after	 the	 other	 siblings	 and	 they	

remained	on	the	 farm	with	occasional	help	 from	her	uncle.	 	For	Carol,	

after	the	death	of	her	mother	and	so	many	children	to	look	after,	leaving	

school	was	her	only	option	to	continue	her	work	on	the	farm,	and	carry	

out	domestic	and	farm	tasks.			

	

At	 the	 age	 of	 20,	 Carol	married	 and	moved	 onto	 her	 husband’s	 farm.		

More	recently,	changes	 in	 Irish	agriculture,	 leading	to	 increased	strain	

on	 the	 small	 farmer,	 meant	 that	 the	 household	 income	 came	 under	

strain	 as	 the	 viability	 of	 small	 farms	 decreased.	 	 Motivations	 for	 off-

farm	employment	were	increased	by	the	need	to	sustain	the	survival	of	

the	 family	 farm.	 	 By	 1990	 an	 increasing	 number	 of	 married	 women	

were	 in	 paid	 employment	 outside	 the	 home,	 an	 outcome	 that	 Daly	

names	 a	 ‘social	 revolution’	 (Daly,	 1997:	 123)	 that	 necessitated	 a	 re-

negotiation	of	traditional	roles	within	the	family,	whereby	farm	women	

became	 the	 primary	 breadwinners.	 	 As	 a	 result	 of	 this	 trend	 in	

agriculture,	more	women	than	men	worked	off-farm	to	sustain	the	farm	
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economy.	 	In	this	context,	the	roles	are	reversed	and	it	 is	unusual	that	

Carol’s	husband	worked	off-farm	while	she	managed	the	farm.	

	

Though	women’s	 labour	 is	 integral	 to	 the	 efficient	 functioning	 of	 the	

family	 farm,	 they	 held	 lower	 social	 status	 and	 received	 little	 or	 no	

remuneration	(O'Hara	1997b).		Due	to	limiting	traditional	definitions	of	

farm	work,	 farm	women’s	work	was	unaccounted	 for	 in	 statistics	 and	

available	 data	 did	 not	 represent	 the	 true	 value	 of	 women’s	 work	

(Shortall	 1992).	 	 Farmer’s	 spouses	 who	 worked	 on	 the	 farm	 were	

classified	as	 ‘engaged	in	home	duties’,	and	assigned	a	non-work	status	

in	official	 statistics.	 	Farm	women	were	not	enumerated	as	a	separate	

category	 in	 the	Census	of	Agriculture	until	1991	 (O'Hara	1998).	Carol	

was	refused	a	car	 loan	 in	1996:	highlighting	the	 fact	 that	her	work	on	

the	family	farm	had	no	economic	equivalent	value.		She	did	not	own	any	

assets.	 	 She	 married	 into	 farming	 and	 all	 assets	 were	 held	 in	 her	

husband’s	 name.	 	 This	 arrangement	 disadvantaged	 her,	 limiting	 her	

prospects	 of	 independence,	 and	 setting	 her	 on	 a	 trajectory	 of	

dependence	on	her	husband	for	financial	support.	

	

When	Carol	was	52	years	old	in	2008,	her	children	had	left	home.		She	

registered	 her	 name	 on	 the	 herd	 number	 as	 a	 keeper	 of	 the	 animals,	

thereby	 formally	 attaching	 her	 name	 to	 an	 aspect	 of	 the	 farm’s	

operation.	 	Carol	conforms	to	 the	profile	of	women	family	agricultural	

workers	who	are	older	 than	male	 agricultural	workers,	working	part-

time	 (86%),	 married	 to	 the	 holder,	 and	 managing	 small	 holdings	

(Linares	 2003).	 	 According	 to	 an	 EU	 survey	 compiled	 in	 2003,	 farm	

management	is	a	profession	that	many	farm	women	ascribe	to.		One	in	

five	women	were	managers	in	small-sized	holdings	(Linares,	2003).		In	

countries	 such	 as	Austria,	 a	 high	percentage	of	women	manage	 farms	

(30%),	making	women’s	work	on	farms	more	visible	(Otomo	and	Oedl-

Wieser,	 2009).	 	 In	 Ireland,	 only	 10%	 of	 holdings	 are	 managed	 by	 a	

woman	(Linares,	2003).	
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Carol	started	a	 job	off	 the	farm	in	2009	when	she	was	53.	 	Survival	of	

the	family	business	is	often	the	primary	motivating	factor	for	women’s	

off-farm	 employment.	 	 The	 structure	 of	 farming	 in	 Ireland	 implicitly	

links	 women’s	 off-farm	 employment	 with	 sustaining	 the	 family	 farm	

(Kelly	 and	 Shortall	 2002).	 	 It	 has	 been	 suggested	 that	 women’s	

motivation	 for	 off-farm	 employment	 are	 both	 economic,	 in	 order	 to	

ensure	the	survival	of	the	farm,	as	well	as	social,	as	a	means	of	retaining	

men’s	position	as	the	farmer	and	head	of	household	(Kelly	and	Shortall	

2002).	 	 Literature	 on	 farm	 women	 in	 Ireland	 confirms	 this	 pattern,	

whereby	 farm	 women	 perceive	 off-farm	 employment	 as	 a	 means	 of	

gaining	 financial	 independence,	 status	 and	 personal	 identity	 (Shortall	

1992).	 	 It	 also	 reflects	 the	 strained	 economic	 situation	 of	 farming	 in	

2009,	where	the	Teagasc	National	Farm	Survey	reported	that	in	53%	of	

farm	 households,	 either	 the	 farmer	 or	 spouse	 had	 an	 off-farm	 job	

(Teagasc	2009).	

	

The	pattern	suggested	by	events	in	Carol’s	lived	life,	indicates	a	pattern	

of	 self-sufficiency	 in	 farming.	 	 In	 the	 social	 and	 cultural	 context	 of	

farming	in	Ireland	during	Carol’s	progression	in	farming,	her	ownership	

biography	 is	 different	 from	 the	 norm	 of	 other	 farm	 women	 in	 her	

officially	recognised	position	as	a	female	farm	manager.	 	She	is	similar	

to	most	other	farm	women	in	Ireland	of	her	age,	married	farm	woman	

and	mother,	without	an	ownership	stake	in	the	family	farm	business.	

7.3 Carol’s	Property	Ownership	Story	

Carol’s	 story	 is	 about	making	 her	 labour	 visible	 in	 farming	 as	 a	 farm	

woman	actively	farming	who	does	not	own	property.		Carol	is	caught	in	

a	 juxtaposition	 between	 the	 pursuit	 of	 recognition	 in	 farming,	 and	

deciding	not	to	take	an	ownership	stake	in	the	business	by	adding	her	

name	 to	 the	 herd	 number	 in	 partnership	 with	 her	 husband:	 ‘I	 didn't	

want	to	go	in	the	herd	number’.		The	underlying	principle	that	organises	

Carol’s	story	can	be	summarised	 in	the	 following	statement:	 ‘let	me	be	

recognised’.	 	Carol	belongs	to	a	generation	where	being	a	farmer’s	wife	
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and	a	farm	manager	is	paradoxical.		Her	narrative	focused	mostly	on	the	

death	of	her	mother,	her	married	farming	life,	and	registering	her	name	

on	 the	 herd	 number.	 	 Within	 the	 context	 of	 family	 farming,	 Carol’s	

trajectory	 towards	 recognition	 in	 farming	 was	 achieved	 through	

consciousness	 and	action	–	 standing	up	 for	herself	 and	 claiming	what	

she	 was	 entitled	 to.	 	 Within	 the	 frame	 of	 this	 pursuit	 of	 recognition,	

there	 were	 turning	 points	 that	 marked	 her	 farming	 life.	 	 The	 first	

turning	 point	 was	 the	 death	 of	 her	 mother;	 the	 second	 was	 the	

experience	of	being	rejected	for	a	car	loan;	and	the	third	was	when	she	

modernised	the	farm,	becoming	a	self-sufficient	one-woman	farm26.	

	

The	pattern	suggested	by	events	 in	Carol’s	 lived	life,	self-sufficiency	in	

farming,	was	 also	 an	 important	 characteristic	 of	 her	 told	 story.	 	 Carol	

and	 her	 family	 lived	 on	 a	 family	 farm	 focussed	 on	 subsistence	 and	

providing	 for	 the	 family.	 	 Her	 early	 year	 socialisation	 process	 was	

embedded	 with	 expectations	 of	 labour.	 Carol	 developed	 skilled	

expertise	 on	 the	 farm.	 	 From	 the	 point	 of	 view	 of	 a	 child	 raised	 on	 a	

traditional	 farm,	 at	 a	 time	 when	 manual	 labour	 was	 prevalent	 over	

mechanised	 tasks,	 she	described	everyday	 tasks	on	 the	 farm	at	 length	

with	vivid	details	about	laying	out	food	for	people	coming	to	help	with	

farming;	and	sowing	potatoes	with	her	father	and	siblings.	

	

When	Carol	was	only	15,	the	death	of	her	mother	represented	the	first	

turning	 point	 in	 her	 life.	 	 Carol	 referred	 to	 the	 emotional	 trauma	 of	

loosing	her	mother	as	‘very	hard	to	take	the	cross	we	got’.		Subsequently,	

she	 left	 school	 and	 took	 over	 the	 role	 of	 her	 mother,	 caring	 for	 the	

children,	 running	 the	 household,	 and	 tending	 to	 the	 farm.	 	 Carol	was	

socialised	 into	 a	 traditional	 family	 farming	 ethos,	 whereby	 the	 farm	

takes	 precedence.	 	 Carol	 replaced	 her	mother,	 caring	 for	 her	 siblings.		

Her	 father	 died	 three	 years	 later,	 and	 Carol	 carried	 on	 in	 her	 role	 of	

carer	and	farm	worker	 ‘It	was	nothing	new	to	me,	but	just	without	your	

																																																								
26 My adaptation of the ‘one man farm’ (Almas, 2010) model where the farm man is the 
main farm operator with little or no help from family or additional labour. 
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parents	was	very	tough’.		She	did	not	say	much	about	her	father’s	death,	

only	to	mention	that	she	couldn’t	do	as	much	farm	work	without	him.		

Help	 from	 her	 uncle	 was	 essential	 in	 maintaining	 the	 family	 farm:	 ‘I	

don’t	know	how	I	would’ve	survived’.		The	kindness	of	neighbours,	and	of	

her	uncle,	gave	her	a	 frame	of	valuing	community.	 	All	 these	elements	

constitute	 a	 legacy	 of	 a	 conservative,	 traditional	 social	 pattern	 that	

emerged	throughout	different	stages	of	her	life.	

	

For	 Carol,	 marrying	 into	 farming	 in	 the	 mid	 1970s	 was	 a	 welcome	

transition	 into	 her	 adult	 life	 ‘I	 was	 delighted	 because	 that’s	 the	

background	I	had’,	maintaining	the	stability	 in	 farming	she	had	always	

known	and	 the	 comfort	of	being	an	 integral	part	of	 the	 farm.	 	At	 that	

time	modern	 farm	equipment	was	more	 readily	 accessible,	 improving	

labour	 on	 the	 farm	 considerably:	 ‘it	was	different	 then,	because	people	

got	more	modern.	We	had	a	tractor,	we	had	sheds’.	 	Carol	continued	on	

her	 husband’s	 farm	 as	 she	 had	 before	 on	 her	 family’s	 farm,	 ‘my	

livelihood	was	 really	 outside’.	 	 She	 had	 five	 children.	 	 The	 farm	was	 a	

small	 farm	 on	 which	 she	 milked	 cows,	 made	 butter,	 tended	 to	 fowl,	

tillage	 –	 potatoes	 and	 corn.	 Carol	 presented	 herself	 as	 skilled	 family	

farm	 worker,	 and	 farmer’s	 wife:	 ‘I	 used	 to	 do	 the	 inside	work	 then	 as	

well.		Because	my	husband	was	working.		And	I'd	be	inside	gettin’	dinners	

ready	 and	 doing	 the	 chores	 inside	 in	 the	 house,	 cleaning	 and	 tidying	

things	like	that,	but	I	used	to	love	outside.’	

	

Carol	 brought	 a	 strong	work	 ethic	 into	 the	work	 on	 her	marital	 farm	

taking	on	what	she	called	 ‘man’s	work’	on	her	own	while	her	husband	

was	at	work.		She	explained	that	she	‘was	ashamed	to	tell	people’	in	case	

they	 questioned	 why	 her	 husband	 did	 not	 do	 the	 work	 on	 the	 farm,	

evoking	 a	 conflict	within	 herself,	 in	 her	 perception	 of	 how	others	 see	

her	in	farming.		The	complexity	of	the	duality	of	her	identity	as	farmer’s	

wife	and	family	farm	worker	on	the	farm	began	to	emerge,	and	recurred	

as	 a	 source	 of	 contradiction	 in	 her	 future	 trajectory.	 	 The	 tradition	of	

Carol’s	background	in	farming	was	influential	on	how	she	organised	her	
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married	farming	life	and	lead	her	to	continue	farming.		It	maintained	a	

stability	of	traditionalist	and	conservative	values	in	her	new	identity	as	

a	farm	wife.	 	This	provided	her	with	a	normative	framework,	that	was	

already	 conflicted	with	 the	 ‘man’s	work’	 she	 did	 on	 the	 farm,	 and	 the	

traditional	perception	of	a	farmer’s	wife	that	she	tried	to	maintain.	

	

Carol	became	more	authoritative	about	making	decisions	about	the	

type	of	farming	that	should	be	done	when	she	spoke	about	the	technical	

details	of	the	farming	business	during	the	interview,	–	‘I	decided	to	buy	

more	cows	in’;	‘then	I	could	see	the	profit	coming	in’.			She	is	the	active	

agent	as	there	is	a	change	in	pronoun	from	‘we’	to	‘I’	and	the	changed	

tone	from	reporting	on	details	of	her	life	on	the	farm,	to	details	of	her	

skilled	work	on	the	farm	signals	a	shift	in	her	identity	in	farming.		It	is	in	

this	period	in	her	life	that	she	becomes	more	aware	of	her	abilities	in	

farming	and	the	value	of	her	skills	to	the	family	farm.	

	

Although	 Carol	 was	 not	 the	 owner	 of	 farm	 or	 herd,	 she	 presented	

herself	as	 ‘the	breadwinner’	of	the	family	farm	by	arguing	that	she	was	

the	one	that	did	everything	while	her	husband	is	working	off-farm	full	

time:	‘he	was	gone	every	day	and	he	worked	all	his	life’.		Even	though	she	

described	 her	 marital	 relationship	 as	 reciprocal	 and	 supportive	 ‘we	

never	had	an	argument’,	she	presented	herself	as	having	more	expertise	

and	knowledge	than	her	husband,	and	that	 ‘he	couldn’t	manage’	on	the	

farm	without	her	because	she	did	 the	 farm	accounts	and	her	husband	

‘does	nothin’!	He	does	nothin’’.		By	controlling	the	incoming	and	outgoing	

financial	 management	 of	 the	 household	 and	 farm,	 she	 asserted	

authority	 over	 the	 management	 of	 the	 family	 farm.	 	 By	 presenting	

herself	 as	 the	 full	 time	 farmer,	 her	 husband	 became	 farm	 owner	 in	

name	only,	as	she	relegated	his	role	to	a	silent	partner	who	brought	in	

the	off-farm	wages	to	sustain	the	farm:	

	

‘to	the	present	day,	the	women	[1]	to	the	present	day,	they’re	the	

breadwinner.	 	In	my	house	[1]	(tuts)	for	instance	(taps	table,	tuts	
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and	 takes	a	deep	breath)	bills	 come	 in	 (taps	 table),	 [1]	 I	pay	 the	

bills	(taps	table)	my	husband	never	(taps	table)	opened	a	cheque,	

never	 opened	 (taps	 table)	 an	 envelope	 yet	 (taps	 table)	 with	 his	

wages.	 	 He	 never	 opened	 it.	 	 I	 opened	 it.	 	 He'd	 leave	 it	 on	 the	

television,	when	he	was	workin’	now,	oh…	for	years	and	years	[1]	

he	never	opened	his	wages.’27	

	

Carol	claimed	the	management	of	the	household	as	her	own	domain,	as	

she	 had	 always	 done,	 maintaining	 a	 stability	 and	 continuity	 of	 her	

farming	role.		This	is	her	stake	in	the	family	business,	the	control	of	the	

assets	even	if	she	doesn’t	own	them:	

	

I	 manage	 everything	 at	 home	 because	 I	 came	 from	 a	 farming	

background	and	I,	this	was	always	the	way	[1]	and	I	married	into	

farming	again.		And	that's	what	I	used	to	love	doin’	all	that,	[1]	you	

know.		[1]	So,	no	matter	what	bills	had	to	be	paid	(tuts)	I,	[1]	that's	

me.		That's	my	[1]	part	of	the	house.	[1]	

	

Despite	her	confidence	in	her	skills,	and	the	years	of	work	on	the	family	

farm,	Carol	was	rejected	for	a	car	loan	by	the	bank	manager.		This	was	

another	turning	point	in	her	life	because	her	experience	with	the	banks	

is	 presented	 as	 a	 limiting	 factor	 to	 her	 independence	 in	 farming	 as	 a	

woman:	‘what	got	me	was,	he	sent	me	home	to	my	husband’.		Conversely,	

when	 she	 talked	 about	working	 on	 the	 farm	 she	 presented	 herself	 as	

self-sufficient	‘I	have	great	judgement’.	

	

When	her	children	went	to	college,	Carol	officially	registered	her	name	

on	 the	 herd	 number	 as	 an	 animal	 keeper	 of	 stock	 going	 to	 the	mart,	

thereby	 formalising	 her	 role	 on	 the	 farm,	 and	 changing	 her	 social	

positioning.	 	This	came	about	after	she	realised	that	she	would	not	be	

entitled	 to	 a	 contributory	 pension	 if	 she	 was	 not	 visible	 on	 official	

documentation	for	the	farm	as	evidence	that	she	was	a	family	labourer:	
																																																								
27 See section 3.8 for use of paralanguage. 
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‘the	 simple	 fact	 is	 that	 I	did	all	 the	 farming…	and	 the	woman	should	be	

getting’	entitled	to	something	as	well.’	

	

Carol	 was	 let	 down,	 that	 her	 work	 on	 the	 farm	 was	 not	 officially	

recognised	for	so	many	years	and	that	she	was	entitled	to	something:	

	

I	put	my	name	down	on	that	because	I	said,	I	did	everything	that	

was	out	 in	that	yard.	 	Looked	after	all	the	stock/animals;	did	the	

accounts;	 farm	accounts	 everything!	 You	 know.	 	 And	 knew	what	

was	 goin’	 to	 be	 sold	 and	 what	 wasn't	 going	 to	 be	 sold,	 and	 if	

there's	anything	to	be	bought	or	if	there’s	a	cow	to	be	sold	-	say	we	

won’t	 keep	 her	 again,	we	won't	 keep	 her	 in	 calf	 again.	 	 I	 did	 all	

that	work!		And	you	know,	it	would	be	only	right,	you	know.	

	

Carol	proclaimed:	 ‘let	me	be	recognised!’,	actively	investing	in	changing	

her	 situation	and	adding	her	name	 to	other	 farm	assets	 to	 secure	her	

own	future:	

	

with	 the	 REPS,	 our	 two	 names	 on	 it,	 joint	 names,	 and	 the	 joint	

names	 in	 the	 bank	account	 (takes	 deep	breath)	 but,	 he	wouldn't	

have	 a	 clue…	 of	 anythin’,	 and	 I	 say,	 come	 on	 (husband),	 and	 he	

knows	 he’s	 spoiled	 by	 me.	 	 But,	 I	 do	 all	 the	 work.	 	 All	 the	

paperwork.	 	 You	 know.	 	 And,	 I	 suppose	 that's	 the	 way	 it	 ‘twas	

always.	

	

Carol	 accessed	 resources	 through	 marital	 bargaining,	 by	 negotiating	

with	her	husband	to	put	her	name	on	the	cards.	 	 	This	shows	how	she	

leveraged	 the	 status	 of	 “husband”	 to	 achieve	 formalised	 visibility	 in	

farming.	

	

Carol’s	 son	 was	 unhappy	 about	 her	 name,	 not	 her	 husband’s	 name,	

appearing	on	the	board	at	the	mart:	‘your	name	shouldn’t	be	comin’	up	it	

should	 be	 dad's	 name	 that	 should	 be	 comin’	 up’.	 	 Carol	 explained	 and	
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justified	the	decision	to	him:	‘‘twas	no	one,	nothing	else	I	really	could	put	

my	name	into.	 	(tuts)	[1]	to	be	you	know	[1]	to	be	sure	to	be	sure.	 	Even	

though	 it	 goes	 in	 the	 tax’.	 	 Justifying	 to	 her	 son,	 indicates	 a	 change	 of	

perception.	

	

It	is	perceived	as	unusual	for	a	woman	to	buy	and	sell	cattle	at	the	mart.		

Carol’s	work	is	known	in	the	local	community,	and	she	is	proud	that	her	

cattle	are	on	display:	

	

‘First	 of	 all	 they'll	 see	 the	name	and	 they'll	 say	 [location]	 let’s	 say	

well,	 they'll	 have	 a	 fair	 idea,	 if	 ‘twas	 my	 neighbour	 or	 someone	

wanted	 to	 buy,	 [tuts]	 if	 someone	 wanted	 to	 buy	my	 cattle,	 they’d	

know	where	they	came	from	by	lookin’	on	the	screen’	

	

Carol’s	evidence	of	changing	perspective	to	one	of	control	in	her	work,	

and	her	emerging	identity	as	farmer	are	signalled	by	her	reputation	and	

status.	

	

Carol	 modernised	 the	 farm	 so	 she	 could	 farm	 on	 her	 own.	 	 She	

purchased	machinery	so	she	could	do	the	work	herself,	without	having	

to	depend	on	her	husband	 for	help.	 	 ‘It	was	making	life	a	lot	easier	for	

me’.	 	Carol	 was	 technically	 skilled	 and	 modernisation	 and	 machinery	

were	crucial	to	her	real	sense	of	independence:	

		

I	bought	more	machinery.		And	added	a	tractor.		A	smaller	tractor	

for	myself	because	the	other	tractor	was	too	big,	and	with	my	own	

little	 tractor	 I	 could	go	down	 the	 field	doing	 this	or	doing	 that	–	

because	my	 husband	was	 still	 working	 all	 the	 time.	 	 And	 it	 was	

making	 life	 a	 lot	 easier	 for	me	 that	 I	 didn’t	 have	 as	much	 to	 do	

outside	when	the	slated	sheds	come	in…			

	

Carol	retained	her	independence	and	authority,	taking	on	the	role	of	the	

farmer,	and	assigning	 the	role	of	assistant	 to	her	husband:	 ‘I	would	be	
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the	one,	the	very	one,	that	would	administer	the	injections	then.		Then	the	

same	 thing	 with	 dosing.	 	 I	 would	 dose	 them,	 he	 would	 help	 be.’	 	Carol	

developed	a	strategy	of	modernising	the	farm	and	buying	machinery	to	

become	 autonomous	 in	 farming:	 	 ‘I	 am	 organised	 and	 I	 can	 do	 that	

myself	now,	I	can	do	that	on	my	own	now,	do	it	by	myself	alone,	without	

any	help,	and	put	them	into	the	crush	for	myself’.		Carol	argued	about	the	

benefits	of	mechanisation	 for	 silage,	 and	 the	advantages	of	machinery	

based	work:		

	

an	awful	change	to	me	you	know,	so	I'm,	so	I	says	it's	all	gone	now…	

machine.	 	 It's	all	gone	that	way,	there's	no	more	manhandling	and	

no	more,	you	know,	and	I	suppose	 it's,	 I	 suppose	 it's	 the	right	way,	

maybe	it's	not,	I	don't	know.	

	

The	 opportunity	 for	 power	 and	 control	 arose	 as	 a	 consequence	 of	

Carol’s	ability	 to	 farm	and	her	husband’s	off-farm	work.	 	Carol	gained	

strategic	and	operational	control	of	resources.	

	

Although	 Carol	 achieved	 authority	 and	 autonomy	 on	 the	 farm,	 she	

started	an	off-farm	job	a	few	years	later	as	a	part-time	cook:		

	

And	 then	 I	 took	up	a	 part-time	 job	 because	 they're	 all	 reared.	 	 I	

never	worked	while	 I	was	rearing	my	 family	now	they're	all	very	

now	and	they're	all	working,	so	I	took	up	a	part-time	job	as	a	cook	

maybe	two	to	three	days	of	the	week.		

	

It	 is	 indicative	 of	 societal	 normative	 role	 expectations	 that	 Carol	

referred	 to	 herself	 as	 never	 working.	 	 She	 became	 financially	

independent	with	off	farm	employment.		Without	an	ownership	stake	in	

the	 family	 farm	 she	 was	 working	 for	 the	 family	 farm28,	 with	 profits	

mainly	going	back	into	the	farm.	 	The	elements	presented	in	her	story	
																																																								
28 O’Hara’s four categories of women’s working relationships, “farm helper, farm 
homemaker, working for the family farm, farm women in paid work” (O’Hara 1998, 158-
9). 
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indicate	 that	she	was	unable	 to	name	and	claim	a	professional	 farmer	

identity,	without	an	ownership	stake	in	the	business.	

	

Carol	finished	her	main	narration	with	an	evaluation	about	her	love	of	

farming:	‘I	love	my	farming,	I	love	it.		[4]	even	though	now	there	isn't	a	lot	

out	of	farming,	but	it	just	keeps	things	together	for	you’.		

7.4 Case	Summary	

At	 the	 turning	 points	 that	 occurred	 at	 various	 points	 in	 her	 self-

structured	 interview,	 Carol	 developed	 strategies	 to	 activate	 key	

material	and	symbolic	resources	to	gain	access	to	farm	land.		Six	phases	

of	 evolving	 subjectivity	 can	 be	 identified	 in	 Carol’s	 ownership	 story.		

These	phases	provide	 the	backdrop	 to	 the	 strategies	 she	used	 to	deal	

with	the	negotiation	and	control	of	farm	property.	

	

The	first	strategy	was	to	create	permanence	in	a	farming	lifestyle.		This	

phase	 of	 her	 situated	 subjectivity	 was	 from	 her	 childhood	 until	 her	

marriage,	 and	 can	 be	 described	 as	 her	 developmental	 perspective	 in	

farming.		Throughout	her	presentation	of	this	period	in	her	life	she	was	

emotionally	 involved	 in	 the	 trauma	 of	 loosing	 her	 parents,	which	 left	

her	to	take	over	the	operation	of	the	family	farm	out	of	a	sense	of	duty.	

	

The	next	phase	occurred	when	she	married	into	farming	and	continued	

in	 the	 farming	 lifestyle	 in	 which	 she	 was	 raised	 and	 familiar	 with.		

Through	her	marriage	she	constructed	a	role	 for	herself	 in	 farming	as	

farm	manager	on	 the	 family	 farm,	making	herself	 indispensible	 to	 the	

operation	of	the	family	farm	and	household:	‘I	love	that	work’.	

	

The	 second	 strategy	 Carol	 employed	was	 to	 formalise	 her	 position	 in	

farming	to	make	her	labour	visible.		During	this	phase,	she	was	rejected	

for	 a	 car	 loan	 because	 of	 her	 lack	 of	 assets.	 	 The	 realization	 of	 her	

economic	vulnerability	 in	public	 institutions	awakens	a	perspective	of	
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injustice	 and	 inequality:	 ‘what	 got	 me	 was,	 he	 sent	 me	 home	 to	 my	

husband’.	

	

As	a	 result	of	 the	previous	phase	of	her	situated	subjectivity,	 the	next	

phase	 is	 marked	 by	 a	 change	 in	 perspective,	 and	 activation	 of	 her	

formalization	 strategy,	when	 she	 accesses	 human	 and	material	 assets	

available	to	her	by	registering	her	name	as	the	keeper	of	the	herd.		She	

actively	 changes	 her	 situation	 and	 transforms	 her	 identity	 publicly	 to	

farmer,	 to	 have	 her	 labour	 on	 the	 farm	 accounted	 for:	 ‘let	 me	 be	

recognised’.	 	 Carol’s	 move	 towards	 overcoming	 structural	 constraints	

and	making	 her	 presence	 in	 farming	 visible	 by	 associating	 her	 name	

with	the	herd,	demonstrates	an	alternative	path,	 thereby	changing	the	

pattern	 of	 dependence	 on	 her	 husband	 that	 the	 lack	 of	 assets	 has	

imposed	on	her.			

	

As	 a	 consequence	 of	 the	 previous	 two	 phases	 of	 her	 situated	

subjectivity,	 Sarah	publicly	 claimed	her	 identity	 as	 farmer:	 ‘it’d	be	 too	

bad…all	my	life	on	the	farm	business…and	to	get	nothing	out	of	it’.	 	And,	

she	 claims	 a	 farmer	 identity	 within	 the	 farm	 family	 by	 recognising	

herself	 as	 a	 human	 asset	 to	 the	 farm	 and	 household,	 she	 identifies	

herself	 as	 ‘the	 breadwinner’.	 	 She	 had	 power	 over	 economic	 and	

material	resources,	managing	farm	and	household.	

	

The	third	strategy	used	by	Carol	was	the	separation	of	her	farming	life	

from	 her	 ‘working’	 life.	 	 She	 differentiated	 the	 two	 according	 to	

remuneration	 for	 her	 labour:	 	 ‘I	 never	 worked	 in	 my	 life’.	 	 As	 the	

contextualization	of	her	biographic	data	 indicated,	 she	worked	 for	 the	

family	farm.		Separating	the	two	identities	of	work	and	farm	allows	her	

to	access	an	alternative	identity	via	paid	labour.		

7.5 Conclusion	

The	 problem	 of	 the	 case	 is	 that	 Carol	 is	 in	 the	 middle,	 between	 two	

different	models:	 the	 traditional	 family	 farm,	 supporting	 a	 traditional	
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family	 formation	 with	 a	 male	 farmer	 as	 head	 of	 household;	 and	 the	

other	is	a	non-traditional	model	whereby	she	claims	recognition	for	the	

work	 she	 does	 on	 the	 farm,	 and	 publicly	 asserting	 her	 expertise	 in	

farming.	 	The	former	might	be	structured	by	a	past	characterised	by	a	

traditional	 family	 farming	background	 in	 subsistence	 farming	 and	 the	

orienting	principle	of	experiencing	the	present;	including	the	loss	of	her	

mother	and	working	on	her	husband’s	farm.		The	latter	is	structured	by	

a	 more	 future-orientated,	 un-established	 pattern	 that	 includes	 the	

themes	of	formalising	her	name	in	farming,	and	taking	a	stand	against	

her	son	to	make	her	labour	visible	so	she	can	avail	of	her	rights	to	PRSI	

and	pension	benefits.	 	To	conclude,	Carol	 located	herself	between	two	

conflicting	identities	that	coexist	within	the	context	of	the	farm	family,	

and	she	identified	with	both	of	them.		Although	her	name	is	not	on	the	

title	 of	 the	 farm	 land,	 she	 performed	 like	 a	 property	 owner,	 and	

established	authority	and	autonomy	in	farming.	
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Chapter	8 Cross	Case	Theorisation	

8.1 Introduction	

As	 the	 final	 stage	of	 the	BNIM	11-stage	process,	 this	 chapter	 contains	

the	 outcomes	 of	 a	 cross-case	 theorisation	 of	 the	 four	 case	 account	

chapters	 in	 relation	 to	 the	 overall	 aims	 of	 the	 study.	 	 The	 central	

research	question	of	the	study	sets	out	to	explore	how	farm	women	in	

Ireland	experience	property	ownership	in	their	biographical	narratives,	

and	 the	 socio-historical	 context	 of	 their	 biographical	 lives	 between	

1940	 and	 2011.	 	 While	 we	 know	 generally	 how	 important	 women’s	

participation	in	agriculture	is,	and,	how	important	property	ownership	

is	 in	 fostering	 and	 enabling	 women’s	 participation,	 there	 has	 been	 a	

lack	 of	 research	 in	 the	 Irish	 context	 of	 how	 women’s	 lives	 in	 rural	

Ireland	 are	 affected	 by	 owning	 or	 not	 owning	 property.	 	 There	 is	 a	

dearth	of	evidence	of	whether	property	ownership	 improves	women’s	

opportunities	 in	 farming,	or	not.	 	Addressing	 this	 lack	of	research,	 the	

central	 aim	 of	 this	 study	 is	 to	 understand,	 through	 the	 narratives	 of	

women	 who	 own	 farm	 property	 in	 Ireland,	 how	 they	 succeed	 in	

performing	 as	 active	 and	 knowledgeable	 actors	 giving	 shape	 to	 their	

lives	 albeit	 within	 the	 constraining	 context	 of	 patriarchal	 structures.		

The	objectives	of	this	research	are:	

	

• To	explore	how	farm	women	experience	property	ownership	in	

Ireland	 through	 their	 diverse	 pathways	 into	 property	

ownership;		

• To	explore	the	factors	that	contribute	to	women’s	agency	in	the	

rural	economy;		

	

Chapters	 four	 to	 seven	 presented	 individualised	 interpretive	 case	

accounts	of	four	cases:		Mary,	Mairead,	Sarah	and	Carol.		The	movement	

between	the	particular	and	the	general	is	a	characteristic	of	the	findings	

presented	 in	 these	 case	 accounts,	 represented	 through	 a	 methodical	
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analysis	 of	 each	 individual	 case	 in	 the	 socio-historical	 context	 of	 the	

time	period	in	which	they	occurred.		The	personal	narratives,	captured	

by	 the	biographical	narrative	method	employed,	 represent	 the	 shared	

experiences	of	women	property	owners.		Through	a	comparison	of	four	

cases,	 this	 chapter	will	 consider	what	broader	 social	narratives	are	at	

work	in	these	personal	experiences.			

	

The	rationale	for	comparing	the	cases	is	that	there	are	similarities	and	

differences	 among	 the	 cases,	 based	 on	 the	 generation	 in	 which	 they	

operate	in	farming,	and	the	circumstances,	or	context,	in	which	they	are	

farming.	 	This	 is	 important,	because	while	 the	socio-historical	context,	

and	structures	in	agriculture	are	similar	across	all	 four	cases,	they	are	

distinct	in	their	pathways	into	ownership,	the	type	of	farming,	and	the	

resources	 deployed	 to	 negotiate	 ownership.	 	 The	 data	 from	 the	 cases	

presented	 in	 chapters	 four	 to	 seven,	 is	 discussed	 using	 a	 feminist	

perspective	 to	 highlight	 how	 women’s	 pathways	 into	 ownership	 are	

gendered	by	the	constraints	of	patriarchal	structures	of	family	farming	

and	agriculture.	

8.1.1 Evolution	of	Subjectivity	and	Property	Ownership	

Although	women	 in	 this	 study	experienced	 their	pathway	 to	property	

ownership	 differently,	 there	were	 similarities	 in	 how	 they	 structured	

their	 biographical	 story.	 	 The	 ways	 participants	 constructed	 their	

stories	 suggested	 patterns	 of	 how	 they	 perceived	 their	 individual	

situation.		The	three	women	who	were	property	owners,	Mary,	Mairead	

and	 Sarah,	 structured	 the	 telling	 of	 their	 stories	 in	 a	 particular	 way.		

They	 started	with	 the	 formative	 years	 in	 farming	while	 living	 on	 the	

family	farm,	the	transition	to	acquisition	of	property,	the	experience	of	

being	a	property	owner,	and	 finished	with	perspectives	on	 the	 future.		

The	fourth	case,	Carol,	was	different	from	the	other	three	since	she	did	

not	 own	 the	 family	 farm.	 	 Although	 she	 did	 not	 own	 property,	 she	

constructed	her	story	in	a	similar	way	to	the	other	cases:	starting	with	

her	 formative	 years	 in	 farming,	 her	 transition	 to	 farm	 manager,	 the	
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experience	 of	 managing	 the	 farm	 on	 her	 own,	 and	 finished	 with	 her	

perspective	on	the	future.	

	

The	evolving	perspectives	within	the	individual’s	story	were	marked	by	

turning	 points	 that	 indicated	 that	 a	 change	 of	 interiority	 occurred	 by	

way	of	a	change	of	subjectivity.		Through	changes	in	their	subjectivity	as	

they	 progressed	 across	 different	 phases	 and	 perspectives	 in	 their	

ownership	 story,	 a	 process	 of	 biographical	 transformation	 occurred	

that	 shaped	 the	 telling	 of	 their	 story.	 	 The	 evolution	 of	 subjectivity	

through	 property	 ownership	 influenced	 the	 structure	 of	 this	 chapter,	

since	it	reveals	aspects	of	how	women	farmers	accessed	and	activated	

various	 resources	 to	 enable	 them	 to	 achieve	 ownership	 of	 farm	

property	 (or	 farm	 management	 in	 the	 case	 of	 Carol).	 	 Subjectivity	

emerged	in	the	way	women	in	this	study	presented	their	experiences	of	

ownership	 on	 farms	 in	 Ireland	 through	 the	 stories	 they	 told,	 and	 the	

way	that	they	structured	the	telling.	

8.1.2 Case	Summaries	

Mary’s	pathway	to	ownership	 through	purchase	was	 initiated	through	

gender	equality	in	marriage.		She	broke	from	the	traditional	patrilineal	

model	of	communal	 family	 farming,	 in	which	she	did	not	have	a	voice	

because	her	father	in	law	was	at	the	top	of	the	hierarchy	over	decision	

making	 for	 the	 family.	 	 By	 separating	 into	 an	 autonomous	 farm	

business,	the	couple	claimed	control	over	of	their	own	farm	and	set	up	

their	own	system	of	organising	 labour,	 resources	 and	 shared	decision	

making.		Mary	became	a	farm	owner	through	purchase	of	a	second	farm	

for	 the	 family	 in	 her	 early	 30s,	 after	 seven	 years	 of	 marriage.	 	 The	

decision	 to	 put	 this	 land	 into	 her	 name	 lead	 her	 to	 operate	 the	 farm	

herself	 and	 claim	 the	 identity	 of	 farmer.	 	 Built	 on	 partnership	 and	

equality	in	decision	making,	the	model	of	family	farming	on	Mary’s	farm	

was	 more	 flexible	 because	 of	 gender	 equality	 in	 her	 marital	

relationship.	
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Mairead	became	a	farm	owner	through	inheritance	when	her	father	fell	

ill.	 	 Ownership	 enabled	 her	 to	 change	 farming	 practices,	 and	 the	way	

labour	 was	 organised	 when	 she	 took	 over	 the	 farm.	 	 Sarah’s	 family	

farmed	together,	in	a	communal	model	of	farming	whereby	each	family	

member	contributed	labour	to	the	farm.		To	maintain	this	balance,	she	

wanted	her	father	to	remain	as	the	head	of	the	farm.		Sarah	strategised	

around	 how	 to	 farm	 on	 her	 own	 without	 inheriting	 the	 farm.	 	 By	

separating	 from	 the	 tradition	 of	 succession,	 Sarah	 worked	 around	

limitations	 of	 land	 ownership	 for	 women	 in	 farming	 by	 leasing	 land	

instead	 of	 inheriting	 land,	 which	 would	 have	 displaced	 her	 father	 as	

owner.	

	

Although	Carol	 lived	on	a	 traditional	 farm,	 framed	within	a	patrilineal	

model	 of	 male	 ownership	 by	 succession,	 labour	 on	 the	 farm	 was	

organised	in	a	non-traditional	way.	 	As	the	manager	of	the	farm,	Carol	

controlled	 the	 resources	and	made	decisions	on	 the	 farm	because	she	

was	 the	 farm	manager.	 	 Due	 to	 institutional	 constraints,	 her	work	 on	

the	 farm	was	 not	 recorded	 or	 recognised	 by	 the	 state.	 	 Carol	 actively	

worked	 to	 increase	 her	 visibility	 and	 recognition	 on	 the	 farm	 in	 an	

official	 capacity	 by	 putting	 her	 name	 on	 assets	 shared	 with	 her	

husband,	thereby	enabling	her	to	claim	a	pension.	

8.1.3 Main	Findings	

The	main	findings	that	emerged	from	the	comparative	analysis	through	

the	cross-case	theorisation	process	are	outlined	below.		The	main	focus	

is	 what	 the	 similarities	 and	 differences	 across	 each	 of	 the	 four	 cases	

reveals	about	how	farm	women	experience	and	account	for	their	farm	

owner	identities.		The	findings	show	that	there	are	key	similarities	and	

differences	 across	 the	 categories	 of	 ownership	 along	 a	 range	 of	

indicators,	such	as	pathways	into	farming,	the	types	of	farming	engaged	

in,	 family	cycle	stage,	marital	 relationships,	and	succession	and	 legacy	

issues.	 	 Each	of	 the	 four	 cases	 says	 something	different	 about	women	

and	 property	 ownership,	 with	 distinguishing	 features	 that	 makes	 it	
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stand	 out	 from	 the	 rest.	 	 Based	 on	 analysis	 of	 the	 cases,	 there	 are	

indications	 of	 agency	 in	 shared	 narratives	 among	 them.	 	 There	 is	

evidence	 across	 the	 cases	 of	 agency	 in	 the	 non-traditional	 roles	 of	

women	property	owners	in	farm	families,	and	in	intimate	relationships	

–	such	as	the	presence	of	equality	in	marital	relations.		Although	various	

resources	are	used	to	acquire	and	maintain	property,	the	cases	indicate	

that	 creative	 strategies	 are	 deployed	 to	 overcome	 external	 obstacles,	

such	 as	 gender	 discrimination,	 along	 the	 route	 to	 ownership,	 and	 in	

ownership.	 	 Each	 case	 shows	 a	 personal	 intentionality	 through	 the	

active	movement	into	farming	through	property	ownership.	

	

The	research	findings	are	divided	into	four	themes	in	this	chapter	and	

are	discussed	in	relation	to	relevant	literature,	reflecting	what	emerged	

from	 the	 individualised	 narratives	 in	 the	 cases	 presented	 in	 chapters	

four	 to	 seven.	 	 The	 first	 section,	 gender	 and	 farming,	 compares	 the	

pathways	 into	 farming	 for	 women	 who	 aspire	 to	 become	 property	

owners,	and	the	impact	of	early	experiences	in	farming	on	their	lives.		A	

key	finding	in	this	section	is	the	early	development	of	a	farming	identity	

of	girls	 living	on	 family	 farms.	 	The	 findings	demonstrate	that	 farming	

and	 family	 are	 intertwined	 in	 the	 formation	 of	 the	 self	 and	 social	

identity	of	girls	on	family	farms.		Relationships	with	parents	and	other	

family	members	shape	the	access	girls	have	to	farming	through	the	type	

of	 labour	 they	 are	 engaged	 in	 on	 the	 farm,	 and	 their	 inclusion	 in	 all	

aspects	of	farm	work.		Women	who	actively	participated	in	agricultural	

college	 strengthened	 their	 potential	 as	 successors	 of	 the	 family	 farm	

and	 as	 farm	 owners	 in	 their	 own	 right.	 	 The	 qualifications	 gained	

through	education	formalised	their	technical	abilities	and	knowledge	as	

capable	 farmers	 in	 a	 male-dominated	 profession,	 and	 gave	 them	 the	

choice	 to	 farm	 professionally.	 	 Although	 agricultural	 education	

establishes	 an	 intention	 to	 farm,	 recognition	 of	 women’s	 skills	 and	

input	 on	 the	 farm	 through	 succession	 is	 an	 established	 pathway	 to	

property	 ownership.	 	 The	 findings	 demonstrate	 the	 complex	

relationships	 between	 fathers	 and	 daughters	 on	 farms	 for	 women	
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activating	their	choice	to	farm	through	succession.		Cultural	barriers	to	

succession	obstruct	and	delay	women’s	pathways	to	succession	through	

competition	 with	 male	 siblings	 for	 the	 farm,	 lack	 of	 recognition	 of	

farming	 expertise,	 withdrawal	 of	 family	 support	 and	 gendered	

expectations	for	women	on	farms.	

	

The	 second	 section,	 gender	 and	 labour,	 compares	 the	 strategies	 farm	

women	 property	 owners	 use	 to	 achieve	 different	 outcomes	 for	

themselves,	 despite	 the	 barriers	 and	 constraints	 they	 experience	 as	

farmers.	 	A	finding	of	this	research	is	that	when	their	farming	abilities	

were	not	realised	on	the	family	farm,	women	established	legitimacy	for	

their	labour,	technical	skills,	and	knowledge	in	farming	from	alternative	

sources	 off	 the	 farm.	 	Women	 in	 this	 study	 found	 alternative	ways	 of	

securing	recognition	of	 their	 skills	 in	 farming	 through	participation	 in	

farming	 organisations	 and	 the	 support	 of	 farming	 advisory	 services.		

Women	 in	 this	 study	 strategically	 step	 out	 of	 tradition	 by	 separating	

themselves	 from	 traditional	 identities	 of	 womanhood	 established	 in	

farming	 culture,	 in	 order	 to	mobilise	 the	 opportunities	 and	 resources	

available	 to	 them.	 This	 research	 found	 that	 women	 property	 owners	

used	marriage	as	leverage	to	mobilise	opportunities	in	farming.	

	

The	 third	section,	gender	and	 identity,	 considers	how	women	become	

property	owners	compares	the	outcome	of	these	strengthened	roles	for	

women’s	 participation	 in	 agriculture,	 and	 visibility	 as	 established	 and	

capable	 farmers	 in	 their	 own	 right.	 	 Women	 in	 this	 study	 rejected	

traditional	gendered	identities	in	farming	by	differentiating	themselves	

from	 their	 mothers’	 generation,	 and	 other	 farm	women	 of	 their	 own	

generation.	 	 This	 strategy	 allows	 farm	women	 to	 accommodate	more	

unconventional	forms	of	womanhood	to	enable	them	to	compete	in	the	

male-dominated	profession	of	 farming.	 	Although	women	in	this	study	

did	not	identify	with	other	categories	of	farm	women,	they	found	ways	

to	farm	that	did	not	replace	or	contest	existing	male	farmer	identities.		

Distinct	from	women’s	traditional	roles	in	farming,	women	in	this	study	
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activated	 their	 choice	 to	 become	 farmers	 by	 acquiring	 farm	property.		

Despite	 constraints	 to	 their	 ownership	 pathways,	 a	 moment	 of	

transformation	 occurs	 in	 each	 case	 that	 signifies	 a	 transition	 from	

property	owner	to	claiming	the	identity	of	farmer.	

	

The	fourth	section,	gender	and	the	family	farm,	compares	the	strategies	

used	 by	women	 property	 owners	 to	maintain	 gender	 equality	 on	 the	

farm	 and	 the	 impact	 this	 has	 on	 the	 farm	 family.	 	 The	 empirical	

evidence	demonstrates	that	while	women	are	in	an	exceptional	position	

as	 farm	 property	 owners	 in	 Ireland,	 they	 find	 ways	 to	 negotiate	

recognition	 for	 themselves	as	 farmers,	both	on	 the	 farm	and	off	 farm.		

Despite	gender	discrimination	within	the	farm	family,	and	externally	at	

the	 mart	 or	 in	 farming	 organisations,	 women	 in	 this	 study	 used	

strategies	to	overcome	threats	to	their	social	identity	as	farmers.		A	key	

finding	of	this	research	is	that	ownership	formalised	and	strengthened	

women’s	self	 identities	as	 farmers,	which	allowed	them	to	construct	a	

farmer	 identity	 in	a	male-dominated	profession.	 	Women	in	this	study	

actualised	 their	 ideas	 about	 being	 farm	 property	 owners	 by	

demonstrating	agency	in	key	moments	to	change	their	circumstances.	

8.2 Gender	and	Farming	

The	 women	 in	 this	 study	 entered	 into	 farming	 through	 different	

pathways.	 	 This	 first	 section	 compares	 the	 pathways	 into	 farming	 for	

women	 property	 owners,	 and	 the	 impact	 of	 early	 experiences	 in	

farming	 on	 their	 decision	 to	 pursue	 farming	 as	 a	 career	 choice.		

Becoming	 a	 farmer	 is	 not	 just	 about	 ownership	 of	 property,	 the	

pathway	 into	 ownership	 involves	 the	 accumulation	 of	 social,	 cultural	

and	 technical	 skills.	 	 The	 personal	 and	 cultural	 resources	 used	 by	

women	property	owners	to	establish	a	sense	of	self	identity	in	farming	

are	considered.			
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8.2.1 Establishing	 a	 Connection	 to	 farming:	 Formation	 of	 Farming	

Identities	

A	common	biographical	element	 in	the	 four	cases	was	participation	 in	

farm	labour	on	the	farm	during	childhood.		All	four	women	came	from	

similar	backgrounds	of	 family	 farming,	 and	 this	had	 an	 impact	 on	 the	

structure	 of	 their	 stories.	 	 They	 had	 similar	 ways	 of	 starting	 their	

response	to	the	researcher’s	initial	question	in	the	interview		–	they	all	

started	with	details	of	where	they	were	born	and	their	family	structure,	

and	 then	 began	 to	 contextualise	 their	 lives.	 	 They	 started	 off	 as	

biographer	 by	 putting	 themselves	 into	 the	 story	 from	 the	 outset,	

providing	 clues	 into	 emotional	 dynamics,	 and	 the	 importance	 of	 the	

family	farm	in	their	lives.		The	dominance	of	this	structure	indicates	the	

importance	of	farming	and	family	in	the	formation	of	their	self	identity.		

	

Mary	 started	 the	 interview	 with	 a	 background	 story	 introducing	 her	

father’s	 influence	 on	 her	 identity	 formation	 in	 her	 early	 life.	 Mary	

invited	the	researcher	into	the	core	aspect	of	her	account	by	reporting	

on	her	 early	 years	working	on	 the	 farm	with	her	 father.	 	 It	 is	 not	 the	

relationship	 with	 her	 father	 that	 she	 focused	 on	 at	 this	 time	 in	 the	

telling,	 however,	 but	 how	her	 identity	 as	what	 she	 referred	 to	 as	 ‘the	

outside	girl’,	afforded	her	a	connection	to	farming	and	the	land	early	on.		

From	an	early	age	 she	was	 segregated	as	different	 from	 the	work	her	

sisters	 did	 indoors,	 because	 she	 worked	 outdoors	 with	 her	 father	

instead	 of	 her	 brother.	 	 She	 said	 her	 brother	 even	 did	 her	 chores	

indoors.	 	 She	 crossed	 a	 traditional	 barrier	 of	 gender	 expectations	 on	

family	 farms,	 whereby	 the	 succession	 pathway	 of	 a	 male	 sibling	 is	

prioritised	 early	 on.	 	 Mary’s	 was	 a	 dichotomy	 of	 male	 and	 female	

identities	as	she	disassociated	herself	from	feminine	traits	by	choosing	

to	 become	 one	 of	 the	 ‘lads’.	 	 Mary’s	 use	 of	 a	 tomboy	 persona	 is	 a	

gendered	social	identity	that	provides	her	a	defence	against	traditional	

expectations	 of	 gender	 found	 in	 farming.	 	 This	 type	 of	 social	 identity	

provides	 women	 with	 temporary	 protection	 in	 which	 they	 can	 gain	

access	to	privileged	spaces	that	require	traits	of	masculinity,	and	it	is	an	
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identity	 that	 protects	 the	 individual,	 families,	 and	 patriarchal	 culture	

(Craig	and	LaCroix	2011).		

	

The	 other	 three	 cases	 experienced	 their	 social	 identity	 in	 farming	

differently,	due	 to	non-competitive	access	 to	 farming.	 	As	one	of	 three	

girls,	 there	were	 no	male	 siblings	 to	 compete	 for	Mairead’s	 successor	

pathway	 to	 farming.	 	 She	 helped	 her	 father	 on	 the	 farm	 and	 showed	

more	of	an	 interest	 in	 farming	 than	her	sisters	did.	 	Until	 she	went	 to	

college	 she	 had	 a	 close	 farming	 relationship	 with	 her	 father,	 who	

acknowledged	her	farming	skills	and	technical	knowledge.		Mairead	did	

not	 have	 to	 assume	 a	 tomboy	 image	 to	 secure	 a	 farming	 identity	 in	

childhood	and	youth,	because	she	gained	access	to	farming	through	her	

father.	 	 At	 this	 stage	 in	 her	 life,	 her	 social	 identity	was	 based	 on	 the	

social	unit	of	the	family	farm.		It	wasn’t	until	she	returned	from	college,	

and	 her	 farming	 relationship	 with	 her	 father	 changed,	 that	 tension	

occurred	in	her	social	identity	as	female	successor.	

	

As	 the	 only	 child,	 Sarah	 did	 not	 have	 competition	 to	 her	 successor	

pathway.		She	attended	the	mart	with	her	father	on	a	regular	basis	and	

their	 relationship	 through	 farming	 established	 protective	 bonds	 that	

meant	 her	 social	 identity	 in	 farming	 was	 not	 restricted	 by	 gendered	

expectations.	 	 She	 had	 the	 support	 and	 encouragement	 of	 family	

members	 to	 be	 involved	 in	 farming,	 and	 she	 described	 how	 it	 was	 a	

significant	influence:	

	

Anytime	 I	went	 to	 the	mart,	 I	always	went	with	my	 father	and	 it	

was	 something	 that	 we	 always	 did	 together	 down	 through	 the	

years.		I	just	got	involved	that	way.	

	

After	 she	 completed	 agricultural	 college,	 her	 social	 identity	 as	 female	

successor	 came	 under	 strain,	 as	 she	 rejected	 cultural	 expectations	 of	

succession	that	would	necessitate	her	father	to	retire	and	exclude	him	

from	having	a	primary	role	 in	 the	control	and	decision	making	on	 the	
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farm.	 	 In	 Sarah’s	 case,	maintaining	 the	 power	 relations	 on	 the	 family	

farm	 was	 prioritised	 over	 her	 rights	 to	 the	 land,	 which	 had	

consequences	for	career	prospects	and	opportunities	in	farming.	

	

Carol	had	fond	memories	of	tillage	with	her	father	before	he	died.		Her	

family	farmed	for	subsistence,	and	her	social	identity	was	not	restricted	

by	gendered	expectations	since	the	labour	of	every	family	member	was	

necessary	for	the	survival	of	the	farm.		The	only	time	her	social	identity	

in	 farming	came	under	strain	was	when	her	 subjectivity	as	a	 farmer’s	

wife	 on	 the	 farm	was	 conflicted	 by	what	 she	 considered	 to	 be	 ‘man’s	

work’	on	the	farm.	

8.2.2 Commitment	to	Farming:	Agricultural	Education	

The	 cases	 all	 demonstrated	 evidence	 that	women	were	 handed	 down	

technical	 and	 business	 knowledge	 of	 farming	 from	 their	 fathers.	 	 In	

most	of	 the	cases,	 the	 informal	 training	on	the	 family	 farm	lead	to	 the	

formalisation	 of	 skills	 through	 qualifications	 in	 agriculture:	 this	 was	

evident	 in	 the	 three	cases	where	women	owned	 farm	property	(Mary,	

Mairead	and	Sarah).		Traditionally,	daughters	were	encouraged	by	their	

mothers	 to	 leave	 farming	 for	 other	 professions	 off	 the	 farm	 (O'Hara	

1998).	 	 Encouraging	 women	 to	 leave	 farming	 reinforced	 agricultural	

education	and	farming	as	a	male	dominated	institution.		The	women	in	

this	 study	were	 single	 and	 chose	 to	 attend	 agricultural	 college	 at	 this	

stage	 in	 their	 biographies.	 	 Most	 women	were	 outnumbered	 by	 their	

male	 peers,	 as	 it	 was	 an	 unconventional	 choice	 for	 women	 to	 go	 to	

agricultural	 college,	 thereby	 inferring	 an	 unconventional	 choice	 of	

farmer	as	profession.		The	fourth	case,	Carol,	managed	her	family’s	farm	

after	 her	 mother	 and	 father	 died	 when	 she	 was	 a	 teenager,	 and	 she	

managed	 her	 marital	 farm	 since	 she	 lived	 there,	 but	 did	 not	 attend	

agricultural	education	and	she	did	not	own	farm	property.			

	

Mary	was	on	a	successor	pathway,	as	the	chosen	sibling	to	 learn	from	

her	father.		It	was	a	natural	next	step	in	her	biography	that	she	attended	
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agricultural	 college	 and	 demonstrated	 an	 intention	 to	 continue	 in	

farming.	 	 In	 telling	 her	 story	 Mary	 omitted	 details	 about	 her	

experiences	at	agricultural	college,	 suggesting	avoidance,	and	changed	

topics	 to	 the	 next	 stage	 in	 her	 biography	 when	 she	 left	 farming	 and	

started	 nursing	 college.	 	 The	 abrupt	 change	 in	 career	 indicates	 a	

disruption	 in	 her	 intended	 biographical	 pathway,	 and	 she	 did	 not	

return	to	the	family	farm.	

	

Mairead	 also	 attended	 agricultural	 college.	 	 Different	 from	 Mary’s	

silence	on	the	subject,	Mairead	spoke	in	detail	about	her	experiences	at	

agricultural	college	and	her	struggle	to	prove	herself	to	all	male	peers,	

which	 culminated	 in	 a	 physical	 fight	 that	 she	 won,	 establishing	 her	

status	 among	 her	 peers.	 	 Mairead	 made	 a	 transition	 from	 single	

daughter	 from	 a	 farm	 family	with	 prospects	 in	 farming,	 to	 the	 single	

woman	choosing	farming	as	her	profession	and	drawing	on	the	identity	

developed	 in	 her	 formative	 years,	 to	 chose	 to	 defend	 her	 right	 to	

become	a	farmer.		She	is	the	only	women	of	the	four	cases	who	entered	

into	farming	after	graduating	from	agricultural	college.		This	is	different	

from	Mary	who,	although	she	had	support	as	a	child,	farming	with	her	

father,	 she	had	a	 crisis	of	 confidence	when	her	 father	encouraged	her	

towards	 nursing	 instead	 of	 farming.	 	 After	 agricultural	 college	 she	

decided	not	 to	 act	 on	 her	 right	 to	 become	 a	 farmer,	 at	 this	 time,	 as	 a	

single	woman.	 	Later,	as	a	married	woman,	she	had	independence	and	

decision	making	power	in	her	marriage,	and	became	a	farmer	through	

the	purchase	of	a	farm	in	her	own	name.	

	

Sarah	 went	 to	 agricultural	 college,	 but	 like	 Mary,	 she	 did	 not	 enter	

farming	 after	 graduation.	 	 Although	 Sarah	 had	 the	 support	 from	 her	

family,	 developed	during	 her	 formative	 years	 farming	with	 her	 father	

(like	 Mary	 and	 Mairead),	 she	 made	 a	 conscious	 choice	 to	 defer	 her	

inheritance,	to	protect	her	father’s	status	as	farm	holder.		Sarah	worked	

in	 paid	 employment	 off	 farm,	 and	 did	 not	 return	 to	 farming	 as	 a	
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profession	until	almost	ten	years	later	when	she	started	her	own	farm	

on	leased	land.		

	

Born	 in	 the	1950s,	Carol	was	 the	eldest	woman	of	 the	 four	cases,	and	

because	of	her	family	circumstances,	she	did	not	have	the	opportunity	

to	go	to	college.	 	When	both	her	parents	died,	she	left	school	at	fifteen	

years	old	to	care	for	her	younger	siblings	and	operate	the	family	farm.		

Despite	 a	 lack	 of	 college	 qualifications,	 Carol	 acquired	 the	 technical	

skills	 to	 manage	 her	 marital	 farm.	 	 She	 developed	 labour	 efficiency	

strategies	on	the	farm,	which	were	less	physically	restricting,	by	using	

machinery	to	operate	the	farm	on	her	own.			

	

Personal	development	through	education	and	training	qualifies	women	

and	 men	 to	 choose	 farming	 as	 a	 career.	 	 In	 the	 three	 cases	 that	

completed	 agricultural	 college,	 only	 Mairead	 remained	 in	 farming	

directly	after	college,	the	other	two	cases,	Mary	and	Sarah,	left	farming	

for	 alternative	 careers	 off	 the	 farm,	 and	 returned	 to	 farming	 as	 a	

profession	later	in	their	biographies.		In	the	case	of	Mairead	and	Sarah,	

access	 to	 ownership	 of	 the	 farm	 was	 deferred	 by	 constraints	 from	

within	the	family,	because	their	fathers	did	not	retire	to	allow	them	to	

inherit	the	farm.		Despite	familial	support	in	farming	in	her	early	years,	

Mary	exited	 farming	after	agricultural	 college	 for	a	different	 career	 to	

allow	her	brother	to	take	over	the	family	 farm.	 	Without	 land,	none	of	

these	women	 categorised	 themselves	 as	 farmers	 at	 this	 stage	 in	 their	

biographies.	

8.2.3 Acceptance	or	Rejection:	Father-Daughter	Relationships	

Women	rarely	inherit	land	in	Ireland,	as	discussed	in	detail	in	Chapter	

2.	 	 It	 is	 acknowledged	 in	 rural	 sociology	 that	 women	 only	 inherit	 in	

exceptional	 circumstances,	 when	 they	 are	 the	 only	 daughter,	 or	

resulting	 from	 the	 death	 of	 their	 husbands	 (Shortall	 1999).	 	 A	 recent	

report	 carried	 out	 by	 Macra	 na	 Feirme	 found	 that	 farmers	 were	

reluctant	 to	 name	 daughters	 as	 successors,	 exacerbating	 gender	



Chapter	8	–	Cross	Case	Theorisation	

	 187	

inequality	 in	 inheritance	 (Bogue	 2013).	 	 It	 is	 not	 surprising	 that	

inheritance	was	 the	means	 of	 property	 acquisition	 in	 only	 one	 of	 the	

cases	 in	 this	 study.	 	 A	 comparison	 of	 father	 daughter	 relationships	

within	 farm	 families	 can	 shed	 light	 on	 the	 complexities	 behind	

succession	decisions.	 	In	Irish	rural	sociology	literature,	the	traditional	

family	formation	is	at	the	heart	of	negotiations	around	gender	equality	

(O'Hara	1998;	Shortall	1999).	 	Families	are	 the	 foundation	of	 ‘identity	

verification’	 for	 women	 in	 the	 formation	 of	 who	 they	 are	 as	 farmers	

(Shortall	2014:	70).	 	Father-daughter	relationships	 in	 the	cases	where	

women	 owned	 property,	 revealed	 the	 complexities	 of	 identity	

verification	 on	 family	 farms	 in	 adulthood.	 	 Kennedy	 conceptualizes	

inheritance	 as	 the	 ‘transition	 to	 full	 adult	 status’	 in	 the	 eyes	 of	 the	

community	 when	 a	 farmer	 transfers	 ownership	 to	 a	 child	 (Kennedy	

1991:	478).		Fewer	women	than	men	inherit	land	from	their	parents	in	

this	way,	as	explained	 in	Chapter	2,	negating	 the	opportunity	 to	 fulfill	

this	transition.	

	

Mairead	was	the	only	case	that	inherited	the	farm	from	her	father.		As	a	

single	 woman	 returning	 home	 from	 agricultural	 college,	 she	 was	 an	

underpayed	 labourer,	 undervalued	 for	 her	 technical	 skills	 learned	 at	

agricultural	college	and	her	practical	knowledge	of	 farming	developed	

as	a	 child	and	adolescent	assisting	on	a	 family	 farm.	 	The	change	 that	

occurred	in	her	farming	relationship	with	her	father	was	that	he	did	not	

treat	her	as	knowledgeable	and	skilled	in	farming,	as	he	did	before	she	

left	 for	 college.	 	 Dismissing	 her	 technical	 expertise	 was	 the	 first	

rejection	 to	 Mairead’s	 successor	 pathway	 that	 she	 experienced.	 	 But	

instead	 of	 giving	 up	 on	 her	 career	 in	 farming	 she	was	 determined	 to	

inherit	the	farm,	and	convinced	her	father	of	her	suitability	to	take	over	

the	farm:	‘I	fought	for	my	transfer	with	my	father	kind	of	thing	because	he	

was	kind	of	against	it.’.		When	her	father	stepped	aside	and	gave	control	

and	 ownership	 of	 the	 farm	 to	 her,	 Mairead	 established	 autonomy	 in	

farming.	
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As	the	only	child	in	the	family,	Sarah	was	in	line	for	inheriting	the	farm	

from	 her	 parents.	 	 Her	 supportive	 relationship	 with	 her	 father	 in	

farming	sustained	her	interest	in	a	career	in	farming,	both	on	the	farm,	

and	 off	 the	 farm.	 	 This	 relationship	 was	 a	 detriment	 to	 her	 farming	

career	 after	 she	 completed	 agricultural	 college,	 because	 she	 did	 not	

want	her	father	to	take	early	retirement,	and	she	chose	to	start	a	new	

career	off	farm	to	preserve	her	father’s	position	as	farm	holder.		Sarah’s	

pathway	to	property	ownership	is	different	from	Mairead’s	pathway	to	

property	through	 inheritance.	 	 Instead	of	pressuring	her	 father	off	 the	

farm	to	take	his	place	as	farm	owner,	Sarah	chose	an	alternative	to	land	

ownership	 through	 leasing	 a	 farm	 and	 setting	 up	 her	 own	 farming	

business.	 	 It	 was	 by	 farming	 on	 her	 own	 through	 this	 alternative	

pathway	to	property	ownership,	that	Sarah	found	autonomy	in	farming.	

	

Mairead	 and	 Sarah	 both	 shared	 a	 commonality	 in	 their	 background,	

both	originating	from	all-girl	family	formations,	female	succession	was	

implicit	 and	 there	 was	 an	 identified	 pathway	 to	 ownership	 through	

inheritance.		Mary	was	different	from	these	two	cases	because	she	had	a	

younger	 brother,	 who	would	 be	 selected	 as	 successor	 if	 a	 traditional	

patrilineal	pattern	were	to	occur.	 	 In	the	case	of	Mary,	 later	 in	 life	she	

identified	a	missed	opportunity	to	 inherit	the	farm	by	not	standing	up	

for	claim	to	the	farm.		Although	she	had	a	strong	bond	through	farming	

with	 her	 father,	 there	 was	 a	 progression	 of	 her	 subjectivity	 from	

childhood	when	she	wanted	to	be	like	her	father	and	reveled	in	 ‘living	

life	like	a	boy’,	until	adolescence	when	she	questioned	the	principles	of	

his	 male	 authority.	 	 She	 employed	 a	 strategy	 of	 separation	 from	 her	

father’s	 traditional	 views	 that	 attributed	 to	 perpetuated	 gender	

divisions	 of	 labour	 on	 the	 family	 farm:	 ‘It	wasn’t	 that	my	 father	 knew	

everything	and	anything,	but	 I	 just,	 I	 remember	 thinking,	well	you	don’t	

know	 everything.	 You	 don’t	 know.’	 	Although	 she	 was	 on	 a	 successor	

pathway	 and	 completed	 agricultural	 college,	 immediately	 after	

graduating	 she	 left	 farming	 to	 follow	 her	 own	 career	 in	 an	 urban	

setting.	 	 Choosing	 to	 let	 her	 brother	 inherit	 the	 farm,	 instead	 of	
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competing	 with	 him,	 demonstrates	 the	 difficulty	 in	 destabilising	

patrilineal	 successor	 pathways	 in	 family	 farming.	 	 As	 a	 single,	

independent	woman	off	farm,	she	described	this	phase	in	her	life	as	 ‘A	

real	free	stage’.		Mary	had	to	leave	farming	to	find	an	identity	for	herself	

that	consolidated	her	search	for	autonomy,	which	she	could	not	achieve	

at	home	on	the	farm	through	the	successor	pathway	she	was	following,	

which	 put	 her	 in	 direct	 competition	with	 her	 brother.	 	Mary’s	 case	 is	

similar	to	Sarah	who	separated	herself	 from	the	traditional	succession	

pathway,	and	both	are	different	from	Mairead	who	disassembled	male	

authority	 over	 the	 family’s	 farm	 land	 to	 actively	 claim	 her	 place	 as	

successor.		

	

The	 last	 case,	 Carol,	 is	 different	 from	 the	 others.	 	 She	 experienced	 a	

strong	bond	with	her	father	through	farming,	and	she	was	dedicated	to	

keeping	 the	 farm	 going,	 but	 she	 did	 not	 inherit	 the	 farm.	 	 Although	

loosing	her	parents	at	such	a	young	age	was	a	traumatic	event,	she	had	

the	skills	and	technical	knowledge	learned	from	her	father	to	adapt	to	

the	 situation,	 she	 expressed	 difficulty	 in	 loosing	 her	 parents,	 moreso	

than	any	difficulties	 in	 taking	over	 the	 farming	duties:	 	 ‘It	was	nothing	

new	 to	 me,	 but	 just	 without	 your	 parents	 was	 very	 tough’.	 	 Her	

circumstances	loosing	her	parents	as	a	teenager	meant	that	she	took	on	

the	carer	and	farm	manager	roles	in	her	family,	replicating	the	roles	of	

both	her	parents.	 	Although	 the	early	death	of	her	parents	meant	 that	

Carol	 managed	 the	 family	 farm	 and	 household,	 her	 younger	 brother	

inherited	the	farm	after	she	married.			

8.2.4 Pathways	to	Ownership:	Disruptions	in	pathways	to	ownership	

Despite	 the	 ambition	 and	 intentionality	 to	 enter	 farming	 exhibited	 by	

the	 women	 in	 this	 study,	 each	 woman	 experienced	 barriers	 to	 their	

ability	 to	actualise	 the	material	resource	of	property.	 	The	pathway	to	

ownership	was	not	 straightforward;	 a	 similarity	among	 the	 cases	was	

the	negotiation	around	cultural	barriers	to	succession	–	both	within	the	

farm	family	and	external	factors.		In	each	case,	there	was	a	disruption	to	
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their	pathway	to	ownership	and	operation	of	the	farm	that	they	had	to	

overcome.		An	element	of	powerlessness	was	shared	in	each	individual	

biography,	mediated	by	their	particular	socio-economic	circumstances,	

familial	support,	and	assessment	of	 their	 future	 in	 farming.	 	For	Mary,	

cultural	 barriers	 lead	 her	 to	 sacrifice	 inheritance	 of	 her	 family	 farm.		

Mairead	 encountered	 constraints	 in	 her	 pathway	 to	 farming	 due	 to	

traditional	 expectations	 of	 suitable	 careers	 for	 women,	 and	 cultural	

expectations	of	succession.		In	Sarah’s	case	her	success	as	a	farmer	was	

undermined	by	 institutional	 constraints,	 since	she	was	not	 recognised	

in	 the	 category	 of	 ‘young	 farmer’	 because	 she	was	 leasing	 land.	 Carol	

was	 constrained	 by	 institutional	 barriers	 that	 did	 not	 recognise	 her	

labour	on	the	farm.	

	

One	of	the	ways	BNIM	contributes	to	a	greater	understanding	of	women	

property	owners,	is	through	the	analysis	of	narrative	strategies	used	to	

tell	 their	 story.	 	 In	 two	of	 the	 cases,	 the	use	of	 a	narrative	 strategy	of	

hypothetical	past	 constructions	 (Wengraf	2010)	by	 the	women	 in	 this	

study	reflected	 the	powerlessness,	and	helplessness	 they	experienced.		

Hypothetical	past	constructions	can	indicate	a	lack	of	‘volitional	control	

over	 actions	 and	 emotions	 by	 talking	 about	 them	as	 taking	place	 in	 a	

hypothetical	past	world’	(Capps	and	Ochs:	70).		Evaluating	the	measure	

of	her	success	in	starting	her	own	farm	business	by	leasing	land,	Sarah	

reflected	 on	what	 she	 considered	 an	 restriction	 to	 her	 success	 in	 her	

past,	 whereby	 as	 a	 lease	 holder,	 institutional	 constraints	 in	 her	

eligibility	for	funding	prevented	her	from	gaining	financial	aid.		Looking	

back,	she	says	‘I	might	have	moved	on	more	if	I	had	got	that’,	indicating	

a	 lack	of	power	 in	starting	off	on	an	equal	 footing	with	her	peers	who	

did	qualify	for	the	grant.	

	

Similarly,	 Mary	 used	 biographical	 past	 constructions	 to	 convey	 her	

experience	 of	 helplessness	 against	 the	 cultural	 expectations	 of	 male	

succession.	 	Mary’s	 lack	 of	 power	 in	 choosing	 to	 become	 a	 farmer,	 at	

that	point	in	her	biography,	was	evident	from	her	narrative	strategy	of	
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looking	back	on	the	probabilities	of	a	past	that	could	not	happen,	given	

the	 gendered	 social	 and	 cultural	 expectations	 in	 farming	 in	 her	

adolescence.		In	retrospect	she	indicates	that	she	could	have	fought	for	

her	position	as	successor,	she	says:	

	

if	I	had	decided	myself	that	I	wanted	to	inherit,	I	would	have	been	

prepared	to	put	up	a	fight	for	it.		To	place	my	argument.		And	I	was	

very	much	my	father’s	girl.	 	So	I	probably	could	have.	 	 If	 I’d	have	

wanted	to.		But	it	wasn’t	viable.	

	

Despite	 her	 adequate	 suitability	 to	 inherit	 the	 farm,	 based	 on	 her	

agricultural	 college	 education,	 technical	 skills	 and	 knowledge	 in	

farming,	she	did	not	fight	for	her	place	as	inheritor	of	the	family	farm.		

The	social	and	cultural	conditions	at	the	time	she	was	making	decisions	

about	 her	 career,	were	 prohibitive	 to	 female	 succession	 if	 there	were	

suitable	male	family	members	to	take	on	the	role,	which	she	had	little	

or	 no	 palpable	 control	 over.	 	 It	 was	 not	 achievable	 because	 she	 was	

guided	by	the	awareness	that	it	was	better	for	the	family	that	she	step	

aside	to	secure	her	younger	brother’s	future	on	the	farm.			

	

Cultural	 norms	 of	 male	 succession	 were	 a	 constraint	 in	 Mairead’s	

pathway	 to	 property	 ownership.	 	 After	 returning	 from	 agricultural	

college	her	labour	was	undervalued	by	her	father	who	did	not	recognise	

her	as	 the	competent	and	educated	 farmer	 that	 she	had	become.	 	The	

perceived	 cultural	 barriers	 preventing	 succession	 were	 evident	 from	

her	father’s	withdrawal	of	familial	supports.	

	

Due	 to	 institutional	 barriers	 in	 agricultural	 policy,	 Carol	 realised	 that	

her	 labour	 on	 the	 farm	was	 not	 recognised	 by	 the	 state.	 	 She	 did	 not	

own	 any	 farm	 property	 and	 her	 name	 was	 not	 on	 any	 assets	 to	

demonstrate	the	contribution	she	made	to	the	farm.	
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This	section	explored	the	impact	of	early	experiences	in	farming	on	the	

lives	 of	 women	 property	 owners,	 and	 the	 formation	 of	 farming	

identities.	 	 All	 three	 property	 owners,	 Mary,	 Mairead	 and	 Sarah,	

completed	a	qualification	 in	agriculture,	demonstrating	a	commitment	

to	farming.	 	After	completing	agricultural	education,	the	negotiation	of	

their	 relationship	 with	 their	 father	 was	 a	 key	 factor	 in	 whether	 the	

women	 in	 this	 study	 stayed	 or	 exited	 farming.	 	 The	 next	 section	

explores	the	theme	of	gender	and	labour	on	the	farm.	

8.3 Gender	and	Labour	

This	 second	 section	 compares	 the	 strategies	 farm	 women	 property	

owners	used	to	achieve	different	outcomes	for	themselves,	despite	the	

barriers	and	constraints	they	experience	as	farmers.		

8.3.1 Validation	In	Farming:	Farming	Organisations	and	Agencies	

A	 similarity	 between	 the	 cases	was	 the	 identification	 and	 claiming	 of	

opportunities	 in	 farming	 to	 prepare	 a	 pathway	 to	 ownership.	 	 A	

strategy	 used	 by	 women	 in	 this	 study	 when	 their	 labour	 was	 not	

recognised	 in	 the	 farming	 community	 or	 farm	 family	 was	 to	 find	

farming	 organisations	 and	 agencies	 that	 were	 more	 accomodating	 to	

women.		Organisations	such	as	Macra	na	Feirme	and	the	IFA	have	been	

seen	 to	 foster	 participation	 and	 leadership	 among	 women	 members.		

All	 four	 women	 were	 registered	 with	 Teagasc	 for	 farm	 advisory	

services.		Mary	used	the	resources	available	to	her	through	Teagasc	and	

State	 funded	 grants	 to	 start	 her	 own	 tourism	 business	 on	 the	 farm.		

Through	diversification,	she	became	a	farm	business	owner	before	she	

owned	farm	land.			

	

Mairead	was	unhappy	with	 the	 lack	of	 recognition	 for	her	skills	when	

she	returned	home	to	farm	after	college.		As	her	technical	abilities	and	

knowledge	of	farming	changed,	her	farming	relationship	with	her	father	

deteriorated	 because	 she	 did	 not	 have	 a	 voice	 on	 the	 family	 farm	 in	

terms	 of	 input	 or	 decision	 making	 while	 her	 father	 remained	 farm	

owner.	 	 She	 joined	 a	 farming	 organisation	 and	 found	 an	 alternative,	
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knowledgeable	 social	 network	 through	 which	 she	 could	 validate	 her	

identity.			

	

Similarly,	 Sarah	 successfully	 navigated	 family	 farming	 through	 her	

volunteer	work	in	a	farming	organisation.	 	She	found	legitimacy	in	the	

organisation	to	match	her	ambition	in	farming	by	getting	involved	in	a	

leadership	 capacity	 in	 the	 organisation.	 	 As	 an	 elected	 representative,	

Sarah	 was	 validated	 in	 a	 visible	 public	 role,	 where	 she	 found	

recognition	in	farming.		Her	public	life	reflected	her	success	in	farming.	

	

Carol	 utilised	 the	 support	 through	 the	 Teagasc	 Advisory	 Service	 to	

identify	and	activate	her	formalised	position	as	farmer	so	her	labour	on	

the	 farm	was	 recognised	 and	 she	 could	 secure	 a	 pension.	 	 In	 all	 four	

cases,	 the	 women	 farmers	 found	 alternative	 ways	 to	 validate	

themselves	in	farming,	demonstrating	intentionality	and	determination	

to	remain	in	farming.	

8.3.2 Resistance:	 Separating	 from	 traditional	 expectations	 of	

womanhood	

Evidence	 from	 the	 comparison	 of	 the	 four	 cases	 suggests	 that	 a	

common	strategy	of	 resistance	was	used	 to	gain	autonomy	 in	 farming	

by	separating	from	traditional	expectations	of	womanhood	in	farming.		

Mary	separated	from	the	tradition	of	family	farming	by	separating	from	

her	 husband’s	 homefarm,	 in	 doing	 so	 she	 changed	 her	 identity	 in	

farming	by	separating	herself	 from	being	a	daughter	 in	 law	on	a	 farm.		

Mairead	 and	 Sarah	 both	 separated	 themselves	 from	 being	 farmer’s	

daughters.	 	Carol	separated	herself	 from	traditionally	gendered	labour	

in	farming	by	doing	what	she	referred	to	as	‘man’s	work’.	

	

Mairead	 separated	 herself	 from	 her	 father	 to	 mobilise	 the	 material	

resource	 she	 required	 to	 farm	–	 land.	 	During	 this	phase	of	Mairead’s	

subjectivity	prior	to	inheritance,	she	activated	her	succession	pathway	

by	managing	 the	 farm	when	 her	 father	 fell	 ill	 and	 demonstrating	 her	
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capability	 in	 farming,	 occupying	 the	 decision-making	 role	 of	 farmer	

instead	of	unwaged	daughter	assisting	on	the	farm.	 	Her	story	focused	

on	the	struggle	to	be	independent	and	to	secure	autonomy	in	farming,	

despite	being	the	only	available	successor.	

	

Sarah	 developed	 a	 strategy	 of	 preservation	 of	 her	 home	 farm	 to	 fulfil	

her	own	career	path,	and	keep	her	father	in	farming	at	the	same	time.		

She	 leased	 her	 own	 farm,	 thereby	 actively	 securing	 an	 alternate	

pathway	 into	 farming	 and	 circumventing	 the	 tradition	 of	 succession.		

This	phase	is	marked	by	a	change	in	perspective	back	towards	a	career	

in	farming	as	she	activated	the	resources	she	had	access	to	in	order	to	

change	her	social	 status	 to	 farmer.	 	Her	actions	represented	a	 turning	

point	 as	 she	 distanced	 herself	 from	 tradition	 to	 initiate	 a	 strategy	 of	

preservation	 of	 the	 traditional	 family	 farm	 (maintaining	 her	 father	 as	

head	of	household),	and	of	her	own	career	goals.			

	

In	 a	 similar	 way,	 Carol	 stepped	 out	 of	 tradition	 by	 occupying	 the	

profession	of	farmer	instead	of	her	husband.	 	Carol	took	on	the	role	of	

full-time	farmer	while	her	husband	worked	off	farm	full-time;	this	was	

a	role	reversal	in	the	traditional	division	of	labour	on	the	family	farm.		

8.3.3 	Organisation	 of	 Labour	 on	 the	 Family	 Farm:	 Gender	 Equality	 in	

Marriage	

This	 section	 examines	 gender	 equality	 on	 the	 farm	once	 farm	women	

become	 property	 owners	 and	 the	 impact	 this	 has	 on	 the	 farm	 family.		

Early	 literature	on	women	 in	 farming	emphasises	 the	role	of	 the	 farm	

spouse	 as	 ‘relative	 assisting’,	 with	 her	 labour	 unaccounted	 for	 in	

statistics	 (Shortall	 1991).	 	 The	 traditional	 role	 of	 the	 farmer’s	wife	 is	

well	 documented	 in	 rural	 sociological	 literature,	 outlining	 a	 role	

assisting	with	 farming,	 and	 that	 functions	 as	 carer	 for	 the	 farmer	 and	

sons	 that	will	 be	 successors,	 and	 ensuring	 daughters	 are	 educated	 in	

preparation	for	 life	off	 the	farm	(O'Hara	1998).	 	The	farmer’s	wife	has	

been	 presented	 as	 a	 position	 tied	 to	 the	 marital	 contract	 in	 rural	



Chapter	8	–	Cross	Case	Theorisation	

	 195	

sociological	 literature	whereby	 ‘their	 independent	 status	 is	weak	 and	

hardly	recognised’		(Brandth	2002:	184).		

	

In	all	four	cases	presented	in	this	study,	the	farm	women	were	married	

and	negotiated	 the	 organisation	 of	 labour	within	 the	 family.	 	 In	 three	

cases	where	women	owned	property,	 their	 husbands	were	 a	 valuable	

social	 resource	 in	 enabling	 property	 ownership	 to	 happen.	 	 In	 the	

fourth	 case,	 Carol,	 she	 did	 not	 own	 property,	 but	 her	 husband	was	 a	

social	 resource	 in	 enabling	 her	 labour	 to	 be	 recognised	 officially.		

Evidence	 from	 the	 cases	 in	 chapters	 four,	 five,	 six	 and	 seven	 suggests	

that	 women	 property	 owners	 used	 marriage	 as	 leverage	 to	 mobilise	

opportunities	 in	 farming.	 	 The	 marriage	 contract	 was	 employed	 to	

create	change	on	 the	 farm,	and	 to	achieve	a	strengthened	position	 for	

women	as	 farmers.	 	Using	 the	 traditional	 strategy	of	 the	 institution	of	

marriage,	 the	 actions	 of	 each	 farm	 woman	 demonstrated	 non-

conformism	 through	 a	 modification	 of	 tradition	 for	 gender	 equality.		

Mary	 nurtured	 gender	 equality	within	 her	marriage	 to	 gain	 access	 to	

farm	property	through	purchase;	Mairead	was	specific	about	her	choice	

of	 marriage	 partner,	 and	 she	 retained	 her	 maiden	 name	 to	 keep	 her	

individual	 claim	 to	 property	 rights	 in	marriage;	 Sarah	 negotiated	 her	

husband’s	labour	on	the	farm	so	she	could	pursue	a	career	off	farm;	and	

Carol	 used	 her	 position	 in	marriage	 to	 claim	 a	 role	 for	 herself	 on	 the	

farm,	 and	 become	 more	 knowledgeable	 in	 farming	 practices	 and	

business	than	her	husband.			

	

The	formation	of	spousal	bonds	is	a	form	of	social	support	that	fosters	

self-esteem	 and	 confidence	 in	 married	 women	 (Byrne	 et	 al.	 2015).			

Mary’s	relationship	with	her	husband	was	formed	early	in	her	marriage	

when	 she	 prioritised	 joint	 decision	 making.	 	 Her	 relationship	 was	

grounded	by	her	confidence	in	decision	making	in	farming,	a	trait	that	

she	brought	with	her	 from	childhood	when	working	with	her	 father	 ‘I	

made	up	my	mind	as	a	man	would	really’.		Her	experiences	highlighted	

the	difference	between	making	a	decision	to	get	consensus,	and	trusting	
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in	 the	 decision	 made	 independently	 by	 one	 party	 to	 serve	 the	 best	

interest	of	the	business.		It	is	in	this	sense	that	Mary’s	relationship	with	

her	husband	was	based	on	the	concept	of	equality,	as	she	said	‘I	wasn’t	

going	 to	 be	 a	 silent	 partner.’	 	 Mary’s	 farming	 relationship	 with	 her	

husband	evolved	into	a	symbolic	partnership	whereby	a	relationship	of	

equality	was	 based	 on	 their	working	 relationship	 on	 the	 farm,	which	

she	described	as	two	partners		

	

I	 felt	 [my	husband]	 felt	 that	he	had	a	 full	 team	player	with	him.		

Because	I	was	saying	yes	will	go	for	it.		But,	not	like	a	wife	way,	if	

you	know	a	mean?		….		It	was	like	two	partners,	we	were	partners.		

ehm,	there	were	two	people	in	it.		And,	equally	so	when	it	came	to	

then	 getting	 me	 to	 having	 a	 separate	 quota,	 we	 became	 more	

partners	because	of	my	strong	mindedness	really.	

	

Owning	property	changed	the	dynamics	of	Mary’s	relationship	with	her	

husband	as	her	status	changed:	 	 ‘I	think	that,	to	me	that	was	important	

as	I	went	along,	that	I	was	the	boss	in	my	own	right.	 	Not	that	I	was	the	

boss	of	[my	husband’s]	things,	I	wasn't,	but	that	we	were	equal.		I	think	it	

was	important.		To	me	it	was	important.’	

	

In	 the	case	of	Mairead,	 she	was	purposive	 in	her	choice	of	a	marriage	

partner	who	would	enable	her	to	protect	her	farmer	status,	and	retain	

autonomy	and	control	of	her	own	farm	assets.	 	She	said:	 ‘I	want	a	fella	

that’s	going	to	respect	me	for	a	person	and	my	independence,	and	I	have	

my	 rights	 and	 my	 say	 like,	 and	 that	 was	 important	 to	 me	 when	 I	 was	

looking	for	a	fella’.		She	employed	a	strategy	of	autonomy	in	marriage	by	

keeping	her	maiden	name,	 thereby	disrupting	 the	 cultural	 constraints	

of	 marriage	 and	 retaining	 her	 status	 as	 farmer:	 ‘I	 wanted	 my	 own	

independence	and	that	was	by	keeping	my	name	really,	because	I	mean,	it	

was	my	 farm…and	he	had	his	 own	 farm…’.	 	 She	 also	 distinguished	 her	

material	farm	assets	from	her	husband’s	in	a	legally	binding	contract	of	
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partnership,	retaining	her	autonomy	of	ownership	by	renegotiating	the	

conventional	arrangement	of	spousal	labour	on	farms.			

	

Sarah’s	career	in	farming,	both	on	and	off	the	farm,	was	fortified	by	the	

support	of	a	strong	 family	unit,	whereby	 farm	 labour	and	running	 the	

farming	 household	 were	 shared	 among	 three	 generations	 of	 family	

members.	 	 By	 farming	 together,	 there	 was	 a	 reciprocal	 relationship	

between	 all	 family	 members,	 in	 a	 traditional,	 collective	 approach	 to	

farm	work.	 	Sarah	advocated	combined	 labour,	economic	support,	and	

social	companionship	as	elements	of	farming	as	a	family:	‘you	can’t	just	

manage	on	your	own’.	 	The	support	of	family	on	the	farm	provided	her	

with	 more	 options	 and	 opportunities	 off	 the	 farm.	 	 The	 reciprocal	

relationship	carried	over	into	her	marriage,	whereby	she	negotiated	her	

husband’s	help	with	farm	work,	while	she	developed	a	career	off	 farm	

with	 the	 farming	 organisation	 she	was	 involved	 in.	 	 She	 said	 ‘He	does	

more	sometimes	than	I	do’,	 yet	 she	 still	 retains	 ownership	 of	 her	 farm	

business	and	operational	control	over	farming	activities.	 	She	also	had	

her	 mother’s	 support	 with	 the	 children.	 	 Sarah	 adapted	 a	 traditional	

strategy	of	collective	farming,	to	suit	her	non-traditional	circumstances	

as	owner	of	her	own	farm	business.	

	

Carol’s	role	on	the	family	farm	since	marriage	was	as	farm	manager.		As	

she	 became	 more	 involved	 in	 the	 business,	 her	 husband	 distanced	

himself	from	the	everyday	operation	of	the	farm,	even	through	he	was	

the	owner.		 	She	became	more	knowledgeable	about	the	farm	than	her	

husband,	 by	 stepping	 aside,	 her	 husband	 gave	 her	 the	 informal	

authority,	and	 independence	to	make	business	decisions.	 	This	was	an	

unconventional	 arrangement	 since	 women	 commonly	 work	 off	 farm	

while	 their	 husbands	 manage	 the	 farm.	 	 Carol	 accessed	 resources	

through	marital	bargaining,	by	negotiating	with	her	husband	to	register	

her	name	on	 the	herd	documentation	as	handler	of	 the	animals.	 	 	Her	

husband	was	 a	 social	 resource	 to	 achieve	 her	 formalised	 visibility	 in	

farming.			
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The	 next	 section	 explores	 gender	 and	 identity	 in	 farming	 and	

ownership.	

8.4 Gender	and	Identity	

The	third	section	considers	how	women	become	property	owners,	and	

compares	 the	 strengthening	 of	 farm	 women’s	 roles	 in	 farming	 and	

agriculture	as	a	result	of	farm	ownership.	

8.4.1 Independence:	 Differentiation	 from	 Mothers	 and	 Other	 Farm	

Women	

All	 four	 cases	 differentiated	 themselves	 from	 other	 farm	women	 as	 a	

strategy	 to	 distance	 themselves	 from	 traditional	 identities	 in	 farming	

that	were	 limiting	 to	women’s	opportunities	 in	 farming.	 	Two	women,	

Mary	 and	 Mairead	 differentiated	 themselves	 from	 their	 mothers	 as	

strategy	 to	 create	 separate,	 alternative	 identities	 for	 themselves	 in	

farming.	 	 Differentiating	 themselves	 from	 other	 farm	women,	 both	 in	

their	 families	 and	 community,	 indicated	 a	 conscious	 change	 in	 their	

identities	as	 farm	owners	occurred,	and	 farm	manager	 in	Carol’s	case,	

to	 accommodate	 more	 unconventional	 forms	 of	 womanhood.	 	 An	

omission	 from	 accounts	 in	 all	 cases	was	 the	 absence	 of	 references	 to	

female	 farm	 owner	 mentors	 during	 the	 formative	 years	 of	 their	

biographies,	highlighting	the	lack	of	visibility	and	availability	of	female	

farm	 owners	 in	 farming	 communities.	 	 Rural	 sociological	 literature	

points	 to	women’s	desire	 to	 leave	 farming	 to	 improve	 the	outcome	of	

their	 lives	 away	 from	 farming,	with	mothers	 providing	 exit	 strategies	

for	daughters	‘my	mother’s	hard	life	put	them	off,	they	didn’t	want	a	life	

of	 misery	 in	 farming’	 (O’Hara	 1998:	 68).	 	 In	 the	 case	 of	 Mary	 and	

Mairead,	they	counteracted	this	narrative	of	women	exiting	farming	for	

a	 better	 life,	 by	 separating	 themselves	 from	 being	 like	 their	mothers,	

making	them	more	determined	to	 find	alternative	pathways	to	stay	 in	

farming.	 	 Both	 women	 displayed	 an	 intentionality	 to	 continue	 in	

farming	in	some	way,	and	to	achieve	independence	in	farming.		Neither	

woman	wanted	to	replicate	their	mother’s	lack	of	visibility	on	the	farm,	
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which	left	them	without	pension	rights,	and	a	lack	of	power	in	decision	

making	on	the	farm.			

	

Male	farming	mentors	were	more	available	to	Mary,	given	her	 ‘outside	

girl’	 status	as	one	of	 the	 lads.	 	By	observing	 inequalities	 in	 status	and	

roles	 of	 women	 and	 men	 on	 farms,	 Mary	 experienced	 a	 change	 in	

subjectivity	whereby	instead	of	replicating	her	father,	she	realised	she	

was	different	from	him.	 	Mary	referred	to	her	mother’s	powerlessness	

in	influencing	decision	making,	and	lack	of	agency:		‘he	had	the	say,	and	

my	mother	 didn't.	 	 And	 I	 guess…	 I	 used	 to	 often	 think	 that	my	mother	

would	have	a	better	opinion.	 	If	you	know	I	mean?		But,	just	because	she	

was	 a	 woman,	 it	 didn't	 go,	 which	 I	 thought	 as	 a	 child	 was	 a	 bit	 silly.’		

Although	she	differentiated	herself	 from	her	mother’s	 lack	of	decision	

making	 power,	 she	 also	 differentiated	 herself	 from	 a	 male	 farmer	

identity:	 ‘because	I	wasn't	a	man,	I	suppose	I	though	a	little	bit	different’.		

Mary	did	not	identify	with	the	traditional	category	of	farm	woman,	nor	

did	she	identify	with	a	traditional	male	farmer	identity.		The	foundation	

of	her	 identity	 in	 farming	after	marriage	was	based	on	her	capacity	to	

activate	agency,	unlike	her	mother:	

	

I	very	much	 feel	 that	we	all	have	the	power	to	make	up	our	own	

minds	about	everything.		So,	I	wouldn't	be	the	type	of	woman	who	

say,	in	any	way	that	my	husband	ehm,	that	I	don't	have	a	good	life	

because	of	my	husband.	 	 In	any	way.	 	 I	 feel	 that	 if	 I	don't	have	a	

good	life	that	I	should	go	and	make	a	good	life	myself.	

	

Compared	 to	 her	 parents,	 Mary’s	 relationship	 with	 her	 husband	 was	

non-traditional	 and	 based	 on	 equality	 in	 decision	 making.	 	 Mary	

constructed	 an	 identity	 in	 farming	 that	was	 different	 from	 traditional	

categories	of	farm	women	and	farm	men.	

	

Mairead	 also	 employed	 a	 strategy	 of	 self-differentiation	 from	 her	

mother,	 who	 she	 presented	 as	 a	 traditional	 farmer’s	 wife	 of	 her	
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generation,	who	was	 ‘a	nothing’	after	all	her	years	of	 farming,	with	no	

rights	 or	 pension	 to	 recognise	 her	 labour	 on	 the	 farm.	 	 She	 also	

differentiated	 herself	 from	 other	 farm	women	 in	 her	 own	 generation	

who	did	not	keep	control	of	the	farms	they	inherited,	ceding	control	to	

their	 husbands.	 	 She	 did	 not	 identify	 with	 other	 categories	 of	 farm	

women,	 and	 instead	 of	 conforming	 to	 existing	 traditional	 social	

patterns,	Mairead	 constructed	 another	 identity	 in	 farming	 for	 herself.		

By	 differentiating	 herself	 from	 other	 women	 as	 a	 strategy,	 Mairead	

distinguished	 herself	 from	 other	 farm	 women	 who	 did	 not	 own	

property	 (like	her	mother),	 and	women	owners	who	 ceded	 control	 of	

the	 farms	 they	 inherited	 to	 their	husbands.	 	 In	 this	 context,	Mairead’s	

choice	to	work	the	farm	she	inherited	was	an	unconventional	one.			

	

Sarah	 presented	 herself	 as	 distinct	 from	 conventional	 understandings	

of	land	ownership,	and	women’s	traditional	roles	on	farms.		By	leasing	a	

farm,	she	was	exempt	from	the	conventional	pathway	to	ownership	of	

inheritance	 in	 order	 to	 become	 a	 farmer.	 	 She	 presented	 herself	 as	

distinct	 from	other	farm	women,	being	from	an	unconventional	 family	

farm	where	gender	was	not	a	constraint	to	farming:	 ‘as a farm woman I 

see myself that…We don't kind of have this attitude that, right, the reps that 

come in deal with men. We don't have that here. And I suppose a lot of the 

houses that's what's going on’.  Sarah	 differentiated	 herself	 from	 other	

farm	 women,	 by	 presenting	 herself	 as	 knowledgeable	 in	 the	

organisation	 she	 volunteered	 for.	 	 Although	 she	 did	 not	 experience	

gender	discrimination	on	her	own	farm,	she	said	 it	was	 ‘hard	for	some	

farm	women’.	 	 In	 this	 dichotomy	of	 roles,	 Sarah	 located	herself	 as	not	

fitting	 in	 to	 the	 conventional	 understanding	 of	 a	 land	 holder,	 or	 of	 a	

farm	woman,	that	are	predominant	in	farming	culture.		In	effect,	she	did	

not	 identify	 with	 either	 category,	 and	 similar	 to	 Mairead,	 she	

constructed	 an	 identity	 that	 was	 autonomous	 from	 the	 societal	 and	

cultural	constraints	of	farming.	
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The	 division	 of	 labour	 by	 gender	 on	 farms	 characterises	 the	

juxtaposition	of	many	farm	women	working	on	family	farms	in	Ireland.		

The	 underlying	 tension	 of	 gender	 created	 conflict	 for	 Carol’s	 identity.		

Carol	 differentiated	 herself	 from	 other	 farm	 women	 by	 making	 a	

distinction	between	the	male	and	female	farm	work	she	carried	out	on	

the	farm.		Carol	presented	herself	as	between	what	is	expected	of	her	as	

a	farm	woman,	and	the	work	she	did	on	the	farm	that	was	traditionally	

men’s	 labour.	 	 She	 placed	 herself	 in	 the	 tension	 between	 the	 two	

different	roles,	as	a	woman	doing	a	man’s	job:	‘it’s	a	man’s	job,	I	laid	the	

blocks’.		The	identity	of	farmer’s	wife,	and	the	male	farmer	identity	was	

consolidated	in	her	work	on	the	farm	as	‘the	breadwinner’:	

	

I	 managed	 everything	 at	 home	 because	 I	 came	 from	 a	 farming	

background	and	 I,	 this	was	always	 loved	always…	and	 I	married	

into	 farming	again.	 	And	that's	what	 I	used	to	 love	doin’	all	 that,	

you	know.		So,	no	matter	what	bills	to	be	paid,	I…	that's	me.		That's	

my	part	of	the	house.	

	

In	contrast	to	the	other	cases,	Carol	presented	herself	as	different	from	

other	 farm	women	 by	 associating	 with	 both	male	 and	 female	 farmer	

identities,	instead	of	separating	herself	from	either	identity.	

	

The	 similarities	 between	 these	 cases	 demonstrated	 that	 change	

occurred,	and	the	women	in	this	study	sought	to	overcome	the	lack	of	

recognition	and	barriers	to	ownership	experienced	by	their	mothers.			

8.4.2 Continuity	 of	 Patriarchal	 Power:	 Protecting	 Traditional	 male	

farmer	identity	in	family	farming	

Male	 farmer	 identity	 is	 tied	 to	 land	ownership,	 occupational	 status	 as	

farmer,	and	men’s	perceived	productive	work	on	the	 farm,	an	 identity	

that	is	defined	by	men’s	position	as	head	of	household	(Brandth	2002;	

O'Hara	1997b).	 	Men	are	farm	owners	on	the	majority	of	family	farms.		

Given	 the	 disparity	 of	 farm	 ownership	 between	men	 and	women	 and	
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the	 low	 number	 of	 women	 in	 agricultural	 education,	 presented	 in	

Chapter	2,	male	farmer	mentors,	such	as	fathers	(referred	to	in	section	

8.3.2)	 were	 the	 only	 available	 source	 of	 influence	 for	 women	 in	 this	

study	who	intended	to	follow	a	career	in	farming.		There	is	evidence	of	

women	protecting	traditional	male	farmer	identity	in	each	of	the	cases,	

perpetuating	 male	 authority	 in	 family	 farming	 to	 protect	 the	 farm	

family	unit.			

	

Mary	 protected	 her	 younger	 brother’s	 identity	 as	 farmer	 by	 stepping	

aside	 from	 her	 successor	 pathway	 and	 leaving	 farming	 for	 a	 nursing	

career.	 	 Although	 it	 was	 not	 a	 decision	 she	 made	 easily,	 her	 actions	

demonstrate	the	prioritisation	of	traditional	patrilineal	inheritance.	

	

Mairead	protected	both	her	own,	and	her	husband’s	farmer	identity	by	

separating	 her	 farming	 assets	 from	 his,	 enabling	 both	 of	 them	 to	

continue	 as	 sole	 owner	 of	 their	 own	 farms,	 and	 working	 as	 they	 did	

before	marriage.		In	this	instance,	Mairead’s	strategy	of	separation	was	

motivated	 by	 self-protection	 of	 her	 own	 farm	 property	 that	 she	

inherited	from	her	 father.	 	Her	priority	was	to	keep	her	own	name	on	

the	land,	and	maintain	operational	control	over	the	running	of	the	farm	

business,	 instead	 of	 ceding	 control	 to	 her	 husband	 (as	many	married	

women	do).	

	

Delayed	succession	was	a	strategy	used	by	Sarah	to	protect	her	father’s	

farmer	 identity	and	preserve	 familial	 ties.	 	She	did	this	by	choosing	to	

lease	 a	 farm	 instead	 of	 claiming	 her	 right	 to	 succession,	 in	 order	 to	

maintain	 his	 position	 as	 head	 of	 household	 and	 farmer.	 	 Her	 actions	

indicated	the	prioritization	of	the	family	structure,	by	finding	a	way	out	

of	 the	 traditional	 male	 succession	 patterns	 that	 exclude	 the	 older	

farmer.	

	

Carol	 used	 a	 strategy	 of	 concealed	 labour	 to	 protect	 her	 husband’s	

farmer	identity.		Carol	publicly	hid	what	she	referred	to	as	‘man’s	work’	
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that	she	did	on	the	farm	while	her	husband	was	working	off-farm	full-

time.	 	 To	Carol,	maintaining	 the	perception	 that	 her	husband	was	 the	

farmer	was	prioritized.	

8.4.3 Acquisition	of	Property:	Activating	Resources	 in	 the	Transition	to	

Ownership	

In	 three	 cases	 ownership	 was	 an	 important	 event	 in	 the	 lives	 of	 the	

women	 in	 this	 study.	 	 The	 lack	 of	 recognition	 in	 farming	 prompted	

these	women	to	seek	out	different	outcomes	for	themselves,	where	they	

had	 increased	 recognition	and	economic	 security.	 	A	 similarity	among	

the	 three	 women	 property	 owners	 in	 this	 study	 was	 the	 strategy	 of	

identifying	 and	 harnessing	 opportunities	 for	 ownership	 by	 accessing	

and	activating	resources	available	to	them.		By	contrast,	one	woman	did	

not	 own	 property,	 but	 she	 used	 a	 similar	 strategy	 of	 accessing	 and	

activating	 resources	 available	 to	 her	 to	 seize	 the	 opportunity	 of	

formalising	 her	 position	 as	 farm	 manager.	 	 This	 section	 will	 explore	

how	women	in	this	study	experienced	and	negotiated	the	acquisition	of	

farm	 property,	 and	 how	 they	 successfully	 navigated	 the	 transition	 to	

ownership.	 	 As	 established	 above,	 there	 are	 biographical	 similarities	

between	 the	 cases	 in	 terms	 of	 social	 background	 in	 farming,	 and	

varying	 degrees	 of	 familial	 support	 in	 farming	 throughout	 their	

developmental	years.		When	gaining	access	to	property,	or	establishing	

farmer	status	in	the	case	of	Carol,	each	case	had	a	unique	pathway	into	

ownership	 with	 access	 to	 different	 resources,	 based	 on	 their	 social	

position	at	the	time,	and	their	socio-economic	circumstances.			

	

Mary’s	 transition	 to	ownership	was	an	 important	 turning	point	 in	her	

biography.	 	 The	 search	 for	 recognition	 in	 farming	 was	 a	 feature	 of	

Mary’s	early	life	growing	up	on	a	farm,	and	her	married	life	before	she	

became	a	property	owner.	 	In	addition	to	this	dominant	pattern	in	her	

biography,	was	a	sense	of	personal	resilience	through	her	proclivity	to	

negotiate	between	traditional	expectations	for	a	woman	in	farming	and	

her	 non-traditional	 responses	 to	 these	 expectations.	 	 Many	 external	
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constraints	 implicitly	 restricted	 the	 fulfilment	 of	 Mary’s	 ownership	

status	 in	 farming:	 	 cultural	 norms	 around	 succession	 favouring	 male	

inheritance	 on	 the	 family	 farm;	 the	 unequal	 distribution	 of	 property	

between	 men	 and	 women;	 and	 gender	 segregation	 of	 labour	 on	 the	

farm	were	barriers	 to	property	ownership	 for	her	as	a	woman.	 	Mary	

negotiated	 these	 barriers	 to	 become	 the	 owner	 of	 her	 own	 farm	

through	 purchase.	 	 By	 activating	 the	 material	 resource	 of	 land,	 she	

identified	 an	opportunity	 to	operate	her	own	 farm,	 independent	 from	

her	husband,	establishing	autonomy	in	farming	through	ownership.	

	

Similar	 to	 Mary,	 many	 constraints	 stood	 in	 the	 way	 of	 Mairead’s	

establishment	 in	 farming:	 farming	was	a	non-traditional	 career	choice	

for	 women,	 resulting	 in	 a	 dearth	 of	 women	 in	 farming	 education,	 a	

culture	 of	 gender	 discrimination	 and	 non-succession	 to	 farm	women;	

and	 the	 propensity	 of	 women	 to	 cede	 control	 of	 property	 to	 their	

husbands	 upon	 marriage.	 	 The	 pattern	 of	 autonomy	 in	 farming	 in	

Mairead’s	 biography	 was	 a	 result	 of	 recognising	 and	 responding	 to	

these	social	and	cultural	constraints	that	caused	conflict	for	her	identity	

as	 farmer,	 and	 overcoming	 the	 obstacles	 as	 they	 occurred.	 	 Mairead	

mobilised	 the	 symbolic	 resource	 of	 marriage	 by	 exercising	 the	

contractual	 power	 of	 marriage	 and	 leveraging	 it	 to	 negotiate	 more	

favourable	 conditions	 for	 her	 life	 and	 gain	 access	 to	 the	 family	 farm	

through	 inheritance.	 	 She	 used	 her	 marriage	 to	 negotiate	 within	 the	

cultural	traditions	of	farming	to	which	her	father	subscribed.		Although	

her	 pathway	 to	 ownership	 was	 confrontational,	 Mairead’s	 father	

stepping	 aside	 and	 ceding	 control	 of	 the	 farm	 to	 her	 by	 transfer	 of	

ownership,	 was	 a	 crucial	 element	 in	 enabling	 her	 to	 pursue	 the	 non-

traditional	choice	of	being	a	farmer.		The	material	resource	of	property	

was	necessary	for	her	to	progress	in	farming,	since	she	could	not	farm	

with	autonomy	while	her	father	still	had	operational	control.		

	

Sarah’s	 pathway	 to	 property	 ownership	was	 different	 from	Mary	 and	

Mairead.	 	Sarah	 identified	 the	opportunity	of	 farm	ownership	 through	
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an	 alternative	 pathway,	 and	 activated	 the	 material	 resource	 of	 land	

through	leasing.		Sarah	actively	managed	the	situation	of	succession	by	

delaying	 succession	 and	 leasing	 land	 instead	 of	 inheriting.	 	 Sarah	

deployed	 a	 strategy	 of	 preservation	 of	 her	 home	 farm,	 keeping	 her	

father	 in	 farming	and	 the	 farm	 family	unit	 intact.	 	This	 is	what	makes	

her	distinct	from	the	other	women	in	this	study,	she	did	not	wait	to	own	

land	through	inheritance,	but	found	an	alternative	pathway	to	land.	

	

In	 contrast,	 Carol	 did	 not	 own	 land,	 but	 she	 initiated	 a	 formalisation	

strategy	to	secure	her	status	as	farmer	and	receive	recognition	for	her	

labour	 on	 the	 farm.	 	 She	 had	 power	 over	 economic	 and	 material	

resources,	managing	the	farm	and	household,	even	though	she	did	not	

own	the	farm	and	did	not	have	an	ownership	stake	in	the	farm	business.		

Carol	 activated	 her	 formalisation	 strategy	 when	 she	 accessed	 human	

and	material	resources	available	to	her	by	registering	her	name	as	the	

keeper	 of	 the	 herd.	 	 Carol’s	 move	 towards	 making	 her	 presence	 in	

farming	visible	by	associating	her	name	with	the	herd,	demonstrated	an	

alternative	 pathway	 towards	 autonomy	 in	 farming	 that	 did	 not	

necessitate	 ownership.	 	 Her	 professional	 identity	 was	 strengthened	

when	her	animals	were	officially	associated	with	her	name	at	the	mart.			

8.4.4 Transformative	 Ownership	 Identities:	 Claiming	 the	 Identity	 of	

Farmer	

This	 section	 considers	 the	 consequences	 of	 owning	 property	 for	

women’s	 identities.	 	 A	 common	 strategy	 used	 across	 the	 cases,	which	

indicated	a	moment	of	transformation	is	the	claiming	of	farmer	identity.		

Access	 to	 land	 is	 insufficient	 for	 transformation,	 and	 the	 evidence	

suggests	 common	 strategies	 in	 achieving	 autonomy	 in	 farming	 when	

claiming	 farmer	 identity.	 	 In	 the	 cases	 of	Mary	 and	Mairead	 an	 active	

management	of	their	acquisition	of	property	occurs,	and	in	the	cases	of	

Sarah	and	Carol,	the	dismissal	of	property	occurs.	 	The	transition	from	

one	 identity	 to	 another	 through	 the	 phases	 of	 ownership	 leads	 to	 a	
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transformation	 in	 farm	 women’s	 identities,	 whereby	 the	 identity	 of	

farmer	is	claimed.		

	

Mary	 claimed	 the	 identity	 of	 farmer	 when	 she	 was	 31.	 	 She	 had	 the	

opportunity	 to	 own	 land	 through	 inheritance	 after	 completing	

agricultural	college,	but	the	social	circumstances	at	the	time	made	this	

option	prohibitive	and	she	exited	 farming	 for	a	change	 in	career.	 	 She	

entered	 farming	 once	 again	 through	 marriage,	 and	 worked	 with	 her	

husband	 to	 build	 their	 farm	 business,	 entering	 and	 exiting	 farming	

periodically	to	work	as	a	nurse.		She	claimed	the	identity	of	farmer	after	

purchasing	property	in	her	own	name	and	setting	up	her	own	farm.		By	

owning	 property,	 she	 identified	 opportunities	 in	 farming	 for	 herself	

that	formalised	her	self-identity	as	a	farmer:	

	

Owning	property	became	a	big	advantage…because	I	entered	as	a	

new	entrant.		I	applied	for	my	own	herd	number…	it	had	its	own	

cattle	handling	facilities	and	I	applied	for	a	new	quota.	I	became	a	

farmer	in	my	own	right.	

	

The	opportunity	to	operate	her	own	farm	was	not	available	to	her	

before	she	became	a	property	owner,	and	through	the	process	of	

claiming	the	identity	of	farmer	she	achieved	autonomy	in	farming.	

	

The	search	for	autonomy	in	farming	governed	Mairead’s	life	before	and	

after	 she	 became	 a	 property	 owner.	 	 This	 dominant	 pattern	 in	 her	

biography	marked	 crucial	 turning	 points	 leading	 up	 to,	 and	 following	

the	acquisition	of	the	family	farm.		Along	with	the	pattern	of	autonomy	

in	Mairead’s	 biography	 is	 the	 sense	 of	 her	 persistence	 in	 overcoming	

challenges.	 	Mairead’s	 ownership	 of	 the	 family	 farm	was	 a	 significant	

event	 in	her	 life.	 	What	happened	before	and	after	she	became	a	 farm	

owner	was	instrumental	in	shaping	how	she	lived	her	life	and	told	her	

story	 –	 from	her	 childhood	on	 a	 farm	 to	 actively	 owning	 and	 farming	

her	 own	 land	 within	 the	 context	 of	 family	 farming	 model.	 	 Once	
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married,	 Mairead	 claimed	 her	 farmer	 identity	 by	 establishing	

boundaries	between	her	familial	 identity	and	her	professional	 identity	

as	 a	 farmer.	 	 By	 keeping	 her	 farm	 as	 a	 separate	 entity	 from	 her	

husband’s	 farm,	 and	 keeping	 her	 surname,	 she	 retained	 autonomy	 in	

farming	 and	 control	 over	 her	 assets	 instead	 of	 amalgamating	 into	 a	

singular	family	farm.	

	

By	 leasing	 a	 farm,	 Sarah	 circumvented	 the	 conventional	 pathway	 to	

ownership	 of	 inheritance	 in	 order	 to	 become	 a	 farmer.	 Although	 she	

acknowledged	 the	 disadvantages	 associated	 with	 leasing	 in	 terms	 of	

cost,	 she	 was	 empowered	 by	 owning	 her	 own	 farm	 business	 and	

claimed	 the	 identity	 of	 farmer	without	 owning	 land	 in	 a	 conventional	

way:	 ‘it	just	wouldn't	bother	me	if	I	didn’t	own	land’.	 	As	 the	only	child,	

she	 was	 guaranteed	 ownership	 through	 inheritance	 once	 her	 father	

retired,	 similar	 to	 Mairead,	 and	 had	 the	 security	 of	 inheriting	 land	

eventually.			

	

By	contrast,	even	though	Carol	did	not	own	farm	property,	formalising	

her	 identity	 as	 a	 farmer	 by	 adding	 her	 name	 to	 the	 herd	 number	

resulted	in	greater	autonomy	and	recognition	in	farming.		It	resulted	in	

her	 name	 appearing	 on	 the	 board	 at	 the	 mart	 when	 she	 was	 selling	

animals,	 publicly	 identifying	 her	 as	 the	 farmer.	 	 She	 also	 secured	

pension	rights	by	making	her	labour	on	the	farm	visible	officially.		Carol	

became	self-reliant	in	farming	through	the	purchase	of	machinery,	such	

as	a	 tractor,	 to	enable	her	 to	do	work	on	her	own	that	she	previously	

would	have	required	her	husband	or	 family	 to	help	with.	 	By	working	

the	 land	 in	 her	 own	 way,	 Carol	 took	 control	 of	 the	 land,	 and	 of	 her	

occupational	 abilities	 as	 a	 farmer,	 since	 the	operation	of	machinery	 is	

based	on	skill,	not	physical	strength.			Carol	separated	herself	from	the	

traditional	 position	 of	 the	 farmers’	 wife,	 constructing	 a	 new	 identity	

based	on	her	farm	work	and	‘breaking	gender	barriers’	(Brandth	2002:	

193)	associated	with	traditional	forms	of	womanhood	in	farming.	
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What	 distinguishes	 Carol	 from	 the	 other	 cases	 who	 were	 property	

owners,	formalising	her	position	in	farming	was	not	enough	to	keep	her	

in	 farming	 full	 time,	 or	 to	 expand	 the	 business	 to	 make	 it	 more	

financially	viable.		Her	status	as	non-owner	working	for	the	family	farm,	

meant	that	she	didn’t	have	an	ownership	stake	in	the	business,	and	the	

farming	income	was	directed	back	into	the	farm.		While	she	still	farmed	

mainly	for	subsistence,	she	had	to	 leave	the	farm	and	take	an	off-farm	

job	to	achieve	autonomy	of	her	own	independent	income,	separate	from	

the	farm.			

	

The	next	section	considers	the	consequences	of	women’s	ownership	on	

family	farming.		

8.5 Gender	and	the	Future	of	Family	Farming	

The	 fourth	 section	 considers	 the	 strategies	 used	 by	 women	 property	

owners	to	maintain	gender	equality	on	the	farm	and	the	impact	this	has	

on	the	farm	family.		

8.5.1 Constraints	 to	 Women’s	 Ownership	 Identities:	 Gender	

Discrimination	

This	section	considers	the	impact	of	claiming	the	identity	of	farmer	for	

women	property	owners	and	the	role	 that	gender	plays	 in	 the	 lives	of	

women	property	owners.		Ownership	resulted	in	a	change	to	the	social	

identities	of	the	women	in	this	study,	as	they	occupied	the	category	of	

property	owner,	and	consequently	farmer.		The	evidence	suggested	that	

the	women	 in	 this	study	developed	a	 farming	 identity	 that	 recognised	

their	difference	from	male	farming	peers.	 	Gender	awareness	occurred	

in	 narratives	 about	 being	 treated	 differently	 in	 some	 circumstances	

(buying	 at	 the	mart	 or	 people	 coming	 onto	 the	 land	 for	 business).	 	 A	

similarity	 between	 the	 four	 cases	 was	 that	 they	 experienced	 gender	

discrimination	 in	 farming:	 three	women	as	 farm	owners,	and	one	as	a	

farm	manager.	 	 All	 four	women	 experienced	 gender	 discrimination	 in	

different	 forms.	 	 Mary	 and	 Mairead	 experienced	 discrimination	 as	

women	farmers;	Sarah	experienced	implicit	institutional	discrimination	
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on	 the	 basis	 of	 gender;	 and	 Carol	 experienced	 institutional	

discrimination	and	gender	discrimination	within	the	farm	family.		

	

Once	 she	 became	 a	 farm	 owner,	 Mary	 experienced	 gender	

discrimination	 on	 her	 farm.	 	 Ownership	 formalised	 and	 strengthened	

her	self	 identity	as	a	 farmer,	and	delineated	her	 job	 in	 farming,	giving	

her	autonomy	in	decision	making	in	her	working	relationship	with	her	

husband.		While	she	was	aware	of	the	exceptionality	of	her	position	as	

property	owner,	with	her	name	on	land,	she	experienced	the	benefits	of	

ownership	 and	 a	 change	 in	 her	 social	 identity.	 	 In	 her	 interactions	 in	

public,	 Mary	 was	 taken	 more	 seriously	 by	 bank	 managers,	 and	

neighbours	 and	 contractors	 treated	her	 as	 if	 she	was	 ‘a	 farmer	 in	my	

own	right’.		Despite	a	strengthened	sense	of	self,	and	social	identity,	she	

experienced	gender	discrimination	as	an	owner,	by	people	coming	onto	

the	farm	and	undermining	her	authority	by	looking	for	her	husband:	‘do	

you	want	 to	 ask	 the	 boss?’.	 	Mary	 used	 a	 strategy	 of	 confrontation	 to	

assert	her	position	as	farmer	and	decision	maker	and	stand	her	ground.		

	

Similar	 to	Mary,	Mairead	 experienced	 gender	 discrimination.	 	 Despite	

the	 male-dominated	 profession	 of	 farming,	 Mairead	 found	 ways	 of	

working	 within	 it	 by	 creating	 a	 working	 environment	 to	 prevent	

discrimination.		She	experienced	discrimination	at	the	mart	in	the	form	

of	intimidation	while	bidding	on	animals,	and	to	prevent	replicating	the	

experience,	 she	 found	 an	 alternative	 to	 acquiring	 animals	 by	 visiting	

farms	with	an	auctioneer	from	the	mart	to	select	animals	to	buy.		In	this	

environment	her	 social	 identity	 as	 a	 female	 farmer	was	 strengthened,	

as	she	says	‘they	really	respected	me’.	

	

In	Sarah’s	case,	there	were	advantages	to	the	multi-generational	family	

farming	 community,	 whereby	 she	 had	 familial	 support	 from	 her	

parents,	which	enabled	her	to	negotiate	her	position	as	a	farm	property	

owner	 through	 leasing	 land.	 	 Sarah	 did	 not	 experience	 gender	

discrimination	 at	 home	 on	 the	 family	 farm	 because	 it	 was	 inclusive	
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regardless	of	gender:	‘we	all	farm	together	here’.		In	the	voluntary	work	

in	 the	 farming	 organisation	 she	 was	 involved	 in,	 she	 showed	 an	

awareness	 of	 implicit	 disadvantages	 for	women	 trying	 to	 balance	 the	

commitments	of	family	life	with	the	demands	of	the	organisation.	 	She	

described	the	organisation	ethos	as	 ‘a	man’s	organisation’.	 	Sarah	used	

family	support	as	an	integral	part	of	the	success	of	her	career	off	farm,	

because	 she	needed	help	with	 family	 and	 farm	commitments	 to	 allow	

her	 time	 off	 the	 farm:	 	 ‘people	 at	 home	 that	 are	 able	 to	 back	 you	 up	

because	if	not	you	can't	do	it’.		

	

Carol’s	 case	was	 different	 from	Mary,	Mairead	 and	 Sarah,	 she	 did	 not	

experience	discrimination	from	external	sources	such	as	her	peers	or	at	

the	mart,	but	within	her	 family.	 	Although	Carol	was	acknowledged	as	

the	 full-time	 farmer	 on	 the	 family	 farm,	when	 she	 publically	 declared	

her	 labour	on	 the	 farm	by	putting	her	name	on	 the	herd	number,	her	

name	appeared	on	the	board	at	the	mart.		She	had	to	negotiate	her	son’s	

support	when	 he	 challenged	 her	 strategy	 to	 formalise	 her	 position	 in	

farming,	because	publicly	associating	her	name	with	the	 farm,	put	her	

husband’s	 farm	 holder	 identity	 under	 threat.	 	 Carol’s	 social	 identity	

changed	 once	 she	 publicly	 formalised	 her	 position	 as	 farmer,	 both	

within	the	family	and	off-farm	among	her	peers.		The	advantage	to	her	

public	identity	as	farmer	was	her	ability	to	claim	credit	for	the	work	she	

did	on	the	farm	and	the	reputation	she	built	up	in	her	profession.			

8.5.2 Agentive	Moments	of	Change:	Turning	Points	

Following	on	from	the	previous	section	that	explored	the	constraints	to	

ownership	 for	 women,	 this	 section	 considers	 agentive	 moments	 of	

change	 in	 women’s	 perspectives	 towards	 ownership	 and	 farmer	

identities.		The	shared	narratives	among	the	cases	that	have	influenced	

ownership	 up	 to	 this	 point	 are:	 establishment	 of	 a	 close	 farming	

relationship	 with	 a	 male	 family	 member	 (father);	 completing	 a	

qualification	in	agriculture;	withdrawal	or	continuity	of	family	support;	

and	 negotiation	 of	 constraints	 to	 ownership	 pathways.	 	 This	 section	
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considers	 the	moments	 of	 change	 in	 subjectivity	 that	 occurred,	 in	 the	

individualised	cases,	which	lead	women	to	consider	themselves	as	farm	

property	owners.	

	

Turning	 points	 are	 a	 device	 used	 in	 narrative	 to	 indicate	moments	 of	

change	in	an	individual’s	life	(Byrne	and	Kovacic	2015).		In	the	analysis	

of	 women’s	 stories	 of	 their	 experiences	 of	 property	 ownership,	

identifying	 turning	 points	 is	 a	 way	 of	 highlighting	 moments	 where	

changes	take	place	in	women’s	subjectivity.		The	changes	in	subjectivity	

are	 marked	 by	 particular	 turning	 points	 that	 signify	 moments	 of	

tension,	where	a	 choice	or	 event	occurs	 that	directs	 the	 course	of	 the	

individual’s	biography.	 	These	moments	of	 tension	have	been	referred	

to	 as	 epiphanies,	 whereby	 ‘ruptures	 in	 the	 structure	 of	 daily	 life’	 are	

represented	 as	 the	 individual	 experiences	 a	 situation	 of	 crisis	 that	

changes	 them	 (Denzin	 2001:	 38).	 	 As	Denzin	 explains,	 the	 researcher	

locates	 epiphanies	 by	 making	 a	 connection	 between	 the	 personal	

moment	of	 crisis	 and	 the	public	historical	 social	 structure,	 connecting	

the	biographical	with	 a	historical	 context	 (Denzin,	 2001).	 	 It	 is	 in	 this	

way	that	BNIM	is	a	useful	analytical	tool	for	relating	the	biographical	to	

a	relevant	social	and	historical	context,	situating	the	subjectivity	in	the	

context	and	time	in	which	the	individual	tells	the	story,	and	the	relevant	

factors	that	brought	about	a	change	in	subjectivity.			

	

Tracing	 the	 evolution	 of	 subjectivity	 within	 women’s	 stories	 of	 their	

lives	 provides	 the	 researcher	 with	 access	 to	 variations	 in	 the	

individual’s	perspective	over	time.		For	this	thesis,	tracing	the	evolving	

subjectivity	 within	 women’s	 stories	 of	 their	 experiences	 of	 property	

ownership,	 also	 considers	 what	 Gilligan	 refers	 to	 as	 ‘positive	 turning	

points’	 (2009:	17)	to	take	 into	account	shifts	 in	 the	 life	 trajectory	that	

bring	 about	 change	 that	 is	 transformational.	 	 While	 this	

conceptualisation	 of	 turning	 points,	 takes	 account	 of	 change	 resulting	

from	 crisis,	 it	 also	 considers	 the	 role	 of	 ‘chance’	 in	 bringing	 about	

unexpected	outcomes	(Gilligan	2009:	17).			
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If	 we	 consider	 the	 expected	 trajectory	 of	 farm	 women	 based	 on	 the	

literature,	there	is	an	imbalance	of	equality	of	opportunity	for	women	in	

farming	 to	 become	 property	 owners	 compared	 to	 men.	 	 As	 the	

literature	on	 the	 topic	 reveals,	property	ownership	 is	not	an	expected	

outcome	 for	 farm	 women,	 because	 cultural	 and	 familial	 practices	 of	

succession	 favour	men	 (O'Hara	 1998;	 Shortall	 1999).	 	 In	 Gergen	 and	

Gergen’s	 typology	 of	 narrative	 forms,	 progressive	 narratives	 view	

change	 as	 advancement,	 offering	 ‘the	 opportunity	 for	 people	 to	 see	

themselves	 and	 their	 environment	 as	 capable	of	 improvement’,	which	

can	be	motivational	 (Gergen	 and	Gergen	1997:	175).	 	Other	narrative	

forms	that	can	occur	in	plot	development	are	the	‘regressive	narrative’,	

whereby	a	decline	in	the	plot	occurs,	and	the		‘stability	narratives’	that	

indicate	predictability	and	no	change	in	plot	(Gergen	and	Gergen	1997).		

Using	BNIM,	the	analysis	of	the	life	stories	of	women	property	owners	

demonstrated	 a	 development	 of	 the	 plot	 of	 their	 story	 over	 time,	

whereby	 the	 story	 moved	 forward.	 	 Taking	 the	 conceptualisation	 of	

progressive	 narratives	 into	 account,	 the	 evidence	 suggests	 that	 the	

women	 property	 owners	 participating	 in	 this	 study	 constructed	

narratives	 that	 demonstrated	 that	 obstacles	 were	 overcome	 in	

achieving	property	ownership.		

	

The	evidence	 from	 this	 research	suggests	 that	owning	property	 is	not	

enough	 on	 its	 own	 to	 be	 a	 farmer,	 which	 necessitates	 control	 over	

production	 and	 decision	 making.	 	 Mary	 purchased	 farm	 land	 and	

became	 a	 property	 owner,	 but	 her	 perspective	 about	 what	 type	 of	

owner	she	would	be	changed	at	the	turning	point	when	she	decided	to	

apply	for	milk	quota,	instead	of	claiming	ownership	in	name	only.		She	

demonstrated	agency	in	determining	the	type	of	ownership	she	wanted	

to	 have	 of	 her	 farm,	 and	 she	 activated	 her	 right	 to	 operate	 her	 own	

farm,	which	lead	her	to	formally	claim	the	identity	of	farmer.	
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It	was	 a	 turning	point	 in	Mairead’s	 story	when	 she	 realised	her	 ideas	

about	being	a	woman	farmer	were	different	to	her	mother’s	generation:	

‘I	 said,	 I	 don’t	 want	 to	 be	 one	 of	 those	 women’.	 	 The	 moment	 when	

Mairead	actualised	her	 ideas	about	being	a	 farm	owner	was	when	she	

demonstrated	 agency	 in	 leveraging	 her	 marriage	 to	 strengthen	 her	

position	 as	 successor	 to	 the	 family	 farm,	 and	 weaken	 her	 father’s	

resistance	 to	 handing	 over	 control	 of	 the	 farm.	 	 This	 moment	 in	

Mairead’s	story	represented	a	power	shift,	in	which	she	took	the	upper	

hand.	

		

Initially,	 Sarah	 distanced	 herself	 from	 the	 possibility	 of	 ownership	

because	she	did	not	want	to	destabilise	the	hierarchy	on	the	family	farm	

by	 replacing	 her	 father	 as	 farm	 owner.	 	 She	 demonstrated	 agency	 in	

finding	a	solution	that	benefitted	both	herself	and	her	father.	 	 It	was	a	

turning	 point	 in	 her	 story	 of	 ownership	when	 she	 decided	 to	 lease	 a	

farm,	so	she	could	own	farm	property	and	retain	her	father’s	status	as	

farmer.			

	

In	 terms	 of	 narrative	 progression,	 Carol’s	 story	 was	 similar	 in	 plot	

development	 to	 the	 other	 three	 cases,	 demonstrating	 advancement	

towards	a	goal	as	she	overcame	obstacles	to	achievement.	By	sustaining	

her	livelihood,	putting	her	name	down	as	a	keeper	of	the	animals	was	a	

crucial	turning	point	in	her	story	through	which	she	discovered	another	

part	of	herself:	

	

that's	why,	that’s	why	I	looked	after	myself.	It’d	be	too	bad	if	all	my	

life	on	the	farm	business,	and	to	get	nothing	out	of	it,	you	know.	So	

that’s,	that's	why	I	did	now,	that’s	why	I	did	that.	

	

In	Carol’s	story,	her	forward	moving	narrative	about	the	recognition	of	

her	labour	was	initiated	by	the	possibility	of	a	negative	outcome	of	her	

situation	 in	 farming	 if	her	circumstances	remained	 the	same,	which	 is	

the	 possibility	 of	 a	 regressive	 narrative.	 	 The	 function	 of	 regressive	



Chapter	8	–	Cross	Case	Theorisation	

	 214	

narratives	can	sometimes	be	motivational	in	order	to	offset	a	decline	in	

plot,	 to	 initiate	 positive	 activity	 towards	 a	 goal	 and	 turn	 a	 regressive	

narrative	 into	 a	 progressive	 one	 (Gergen	 and	 Gergen	 1997).	 	 In	 the	

sequence	of	changes	 in	her	subjectivity,	 the	 turning	point	 in	her	story	

was	 the	 awareness	 of	 a	 regressive	 narrative	 in	 her	 future,	 which	

motivated	her	into	action.		Carol	demonstrated	agency	in	changing	her	

situation	and	registering	her	name	on	the	herd,	as	a	way	of	having	her	

labour	on	the	farm	recognised.		Carol’s	case	is	different	from	the	others	

because	 she	did	not	 seek	 to	become	owner,	part	owner,	or	partner	 in	

the	 farm	business,	 therefore,	 her	 objective	 or	 goal	was	 different.	 	 She	

found	 an	 alternative	 means	 to	 ownership	 in	 having	 her	 labour	

recognised	on	the	farm.			

8.6 Conclusion	

The	 findings	 from	 the	 individual	 case	 accounts,	 presented	 in	 chapters	

four	 to	 seven,	 and	 the	 findings	 of	 the	 cross-case	 comparison	 are	

critically	 discussed	 in	 relation	 to	 their	 implications	 for	 our	

understanding	of	women’s	acquisition	and	ownership	of	farm	property.	

A	 discussion	 of	 these	 findings	 relating	 to	 the	 relevant	 literature	 is	

presented	in	the	following	chapter.		It	also	discusses	the	implications	of	

property	ownership	for	farm	women	and	how	BNIM	contributes	to	an	

understanding	of	categories	of	ownership	among	farm	women.	
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Chapter	9 Discussion	 and	 Conclusion	 –	 Feminisation	

Strategies,	Ownership	and	Identity	

This	 chapter	 discusses	 the	 implications	 of	 the	 findings	 of	 the	 thesis.		

Firstly,	it	locates	and	adds	to	the	research	findings	in	the	wider	fields	of	

literature	relevant	to	this	study	that	formed	the	basis	of	its	conceptual	

framework.		Then,	the	chapter	brings	together	some	conclusions	about	

what,	when	considered	collectively,	all	the	cases	might	begin	to	suggest	

about	 agency,	 subjectivity	 and	 identity	 in	 women’s	 experiences	 of	

property	ownership.		

9.1 Aim	and	objectives	of	the	study	

The	aim	of	the	study	is	to	understand,	through	the	narratives	of	women	

farm	 owners,	 how	 they	 succeed	 in	 performing	 as	 active	 and	

knowledgeable	actors	in	the	rural	economy	giving	shape	to	their	 lives,	

albeit	 within	 the	 constraining	 context	 of	 patriarchal	 structures.	 	 The	

premise	of	this	research	is	to	explore	women’s	experiences	of	property	

ownership	on	farms	in	Ireland.		The	participants	selected	for	this	study	

were	a	heterogeneous	group	who	because	of	their	gender,	background	

on	 family	 farms,	 ownership	 status	 and	 farm	 type	were	most	 likely	 to	

actively	 farm	 the	 land	 they	 owned.	 	 The	 research	 question	 developed	

for	 this	 study	 was:	 what	 are	 the	 experiences	 of	 property	 ownership	

among	women	who	own	family	farms	in	Ireland?		

9.2 Feminisation	Strategies	

Property	 ownership	 can	 be	 seen	 as	 strengthening	 the	 position	 of	

women	 in	 agriculture,	 whereby	 women	 can	 take	 an	 active	 role	 in	

farming	 on	 their	 own	 terms.	 	 The	 strategies	 deployed	 to	 mobilise	

resources	 demonstrate	 a	 feminisation	 of	 farming	 practices,	

organisation	of	labour,	and	gender	relations	on	the	farm.		As	explained	

in	Chapter	2	of	this	thesis,	the	feminisation	of	agriculture	has	five	main	

forms:	substitution,	 integration,	competition,	progressive	 feminisation,	

and	 reconstitutive	 feminisation.	 	 This	 framework	 is	 useful	 for	
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understanding	 the	 implications	 of	 property	 ownership	 for	 women	 in	

the	key	findings	of	this	study.	

	

Property	 ownership	 can	 be	 seen	 as	 strengthening	 the	 position	 of	

women	 in	 agriculture,	 whereby	 women	 can	 take	 an	 active	 role	 in	

farming	 on	 their	 own	 terms.	 	 The	 experiences	 of	 women	 property	

owners	 in	 this	 study	 demonstrate	 that	 they	 were	 able	 to	 act	 for	

themselves,	 within	 the	 constraints	 of	 family	 farming,	 demonstrating	

agency.	 	 They	 did	 this	 by	 recognising	 and	 utilising	 resources	 and	

opportunities	available	to	them	and	making	strategic	choices	that	 lead	

them	 to	 successfully	 establish	 an	 ownership	 pathway.	 	 The	 evidence	

presented	 in	 chapters	 four	 to	 eight	 demonstrates	 that	 women	 use	

different	 strategies	 to	mobilise	 resources.	 	 The	 strategies	 deployed	 to	

mobilise	 resources	 indicate	 a	 feminisation	 of	 farming	 practices,	 the	

organisation	of	labour	on	the	farm,	and	gender	relations	on	the	farm.	

9.3 Key	Findings	

The	findings	of	this	study	suggest	that	despite	the	considerable	barriers	

and	constraints	faced	by	women	property	owners	at	different	stages	of	

their	 farming	 careers,	 farm	women	use	 strategies	 to	 achieve	different	

outcomes	 for	 themselves.	 	 This	 results	 in	 a	 strengthening	 of	 farm	

women’s	 roles	 in	 farming	 and	 increases	 their	 visibility	 as	 farmers	 in	

their	 own	 right.	 	 This	 section	 discusses	 these	 strategies	 in	 relation	 to	

the	feminisation	of	agriculture,	and	how	the	concept	applies	to	women	

property	owners.	

9.3.1 Gender	and	farming	

Early	life	experiences	on	the	farm	impact	women’s	construction	of	self-

identity,	and	their	pathways	into	farming.		Shared	narratives	among	the	

cases	 signalled	 influences	 in	 whether	 women	 in	 this	 study	 stayed	 or	

exited	 farming.	 	The	negotiation	of	a	 farming	relationship	with	a	male	

family	 member	 (father)	 in	 childhood	 was	 a	 strong	 indicator	 of	

continued	interest	in	farming.		Completing	a	qualification	in	agriculture	

showed	 commitment	 to	 farming.	 	 The	 withdrawal	 or	 continuity	 of	
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family	support	and	father/daughter	relationships	 in	the	negotiation	of	

succession	was	a	crucial	aspect	of	how	women	inherited	property,	and	

how	they	negotiated	constraints	to	ownership	pathways.			

9.3.2 Family	formation	

Evidence	 from	 the	 findings	of	my	 study	 suggest	 that	women	property	

owners	 renegotiate	 a	 more	 favourable	 place	 for	 themselves	 within	

family	 farming	 through	 the	organisation	of	 labour	on	 the	 farm,	 taking	

the	 lead	 in	 decision-making	 on	 the	 farm,	 and	 finding	 autonomy	 in	

farming.	 	 Oláh	 defines	 family	 life	 as	 ‘a	 social	 construction,	 as	 families	

embed	 their	 everyday	 family	 lives	 in	 internal	daily	 routines,	 practices	

and	external	social	activities,	 interlinked	with	changes	 in	gender	roles	

and	 family	 relationships’	 (Oláh	 et	 al.:	 17).	 	 Women	 in	 this	 study	

demonstrated	that	there	is	flexibility	in	the	social	construction	of	family	

that	is	more	adapted	to	a	family	formation	where	joint	decision	making	

between	 spouses,	 and	 women’s	 autonomous	 control	 of	 farming	

operations	exists.					

9.3.3 Gender	and	Labour	

A	strategy	used	by	some	women	in	the	study	(Mairead	and	Sarah)	was	

to	 find	 opportunities	 in	 farming,	 external	 to	 the	 family,	 to	 secure	 a	

pathway	 to	 ownership,	 such	 as	membership	 in	 farming	organisations.	

Farming	 organisations	 were	 more	 accommodating	 to	 women	 when	

their	 technical	 skills	 and	 knowledge	 were	 where	 their	 skills	 and	

knowledge	 were	 not	 recognised	 at	 home.	 	 The	 organisations	 also	

fostered	 leadership	 among	 members,	 and	 women	 in	 this	 study	

demonstrated	 agency	 in	 participating	 in	 elected	 positions	 within	 the	

Irish	Farming	Association	(IFA)	and	Macra	na	Feirme.	

	

Resistance	 to	 traditional	 expectations	 of	 womanhood	 was	 another	

strategy	 used	 by	 women	 in	 this	 study.	 	 There	 is	 evidence	 across	 the	

cases	of	agency	in	the	non-traditional	roles	of	women	property	owners	

in	farm	families,	and	in	intimate	relationships	–	such	as	the	presence	of	

equality	 in	marital	 relations.	 	 Although	 various	 resources	 are	 used	 to	
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acquire	 and	 maintain	 property,	 the	 cases	 indicate	 that	 creative	

strategies	are	deployed	to	overcome	external	obstacles,	such	as	gender	

discrimination,	 along	 the	 route	 to	 ownership,	 and	 in	 sustaining	

ownership.			

9.3.4 Spousal	relationships	

Hannan	 and	 Katsiaouni’s	 study	 demonstrates	 that	 the	 internal	 family	

relationships	 between	 spouses	 outweigh	 external	 influences	 when	 it	

comes	 to	 the	negotiation	of	a	more	equitable	marital	 relationship	 in	a	

farming	 context	 (Hannan	 and	 Katsiaouni	 1977).	 	 The	 findings	 of	 my	

study	 concur	 that	 the	 relationships	between	women	property	 owners	

and	their	spouses	are	based	on	foundations	of	joint	decision	making	on	

the	farm,	as	demonstrated	in	the	case	of	Mary	(Chapter	4)	and	Mairead	

(Chapter	 5).	 	 As	 presented	 in	 section	 8.3.3,	 spouses	 were	 a	 valuable	

social	 resource	 in	 enabling	 property	 ownership	 to	 occur,	 and	 the	

negotiation	of	 the	division	of	 labour	on	the	 farm	once	women	become	

property	 owners.	 	 In	 three	 cases	 of	 property	 owners	 presented	 in	

section	8.3.2,	Mary,	Mairead	and	Sarah	separated	from	family	members	

and	 traditional	 expectations	 of	 womanhood	 in	 order	 to	 access	 the	

pathway	to	property	ownership.	 	Contrary	to	Hannan	and	Katsiaouni’s	

(1977)	 findings,	 my	 study	 suggests	 that	 the	 emotional	 ties	 between	

spouses	allows	for	separation	from	kin,	in	order	to	move	forward	in	an	

alternative	direction	 in	 farming.	 	The	relationships	with	kin	presented	

barriers	 to	 women	 in	 this	 study	 through	 traditional	 expectations	 of	

womanhood	 in	 farming	 (section	 8.3.2)	 and	 delays	 in	 succession	 to	

daughters,	 reflecting	 complex	 father	 daughter	 relationships	 (sections	

8.2.1	and	8.2.3).	 	 In	 the	cases	presented	 in	this	study,	separation	 from	

family	 was	 necessary	 for	 women’s	 ownership	 of	 property	 to	 occur.		

Separation	from	family	enabled	the	formation	of	a	professional	farmer	

identity	that	secured	the	control	of	assets	and	operation	of	the	farm.			

	

The	 evidence	 from	 the	 cases	 in	 my	 study	 suggests	 that	 women	

navigated	 the	 two	 complex	 roles	 of	 farming	 and	 family	 successfully,	
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while	 working	 around	 structural	 constraints	 in	 farming.	 	 It	 showed	

great	 strength	 of	 character	 that	women	 in	 this	 study	 sought	 to	 find	 a	

new	way	of	organising	 labour	on	 the	 farm	to	enable	 them	to	continue	

farming	after	marriage,	and	despite	considerable	constraints	leading	up	

to	 the	acquisition	of	property.	 	A	marriage	built	on	 the	 foundations	of	

gender	 equality	 was	 a	 vehicle	 of	 support	 that	 enabled	 ownership	 to	

happen.			

9.3.5 Gender	and	Identity	

Although	 there	 was	 a	 lack	 of	 access	 to	 female	 mentors,	 each	 case	

demonstrated	 a	 personal	 intentionality	 through	 the	 active	movement	

into	 farming	 through	 property	 ownership.	 	 Many	 of	 the	 cases	

performed	innovative	action	to	alter	their	circumstances	or	futures.	 	A	

strategy	used	by	women	 in	 this	 study	was	 to	differentiate	 themselves	

from	 other	 women,	 whereby	 an	 identity	 was	 constructed	 that	 was	

autonomous	 from	 the	 constraints	 of	 farming,	 and	 separated	 her	 from	

other	women’s	farm	and	family	identities.	

9.4 Changing	Legacies	

Crowley’s	(2013)	concept	of	community	states	that	you	are	either	born	

into,	 or	 you	 work	 to	 achieve	 community.	 	 Similarly	 in	 the	 practices	

surrounding	succession	and	farm	property	ownership,	patrilineal	 land	

transfer,	depends	on	gender	and	birth	order	to	a	large	extent	–	legacy.		

Since	 inheritance	 of	 farms	 to	 women	 is	 not	 presumed,	 they	 have	 to	

work	 to	 achieve	 it.	 	 Although,	 only	 children	 who	 are	 daughters	 can	

presume	to	inherit,	evidence	from	my	study	suggests	that	women	work	

hard	 to	 inherit	 the	 farm	 and	 to	 change	 the	 legacy	 by	 altering	 the	

landscape	 as	 soon	 as	 they	 do	 inherit,	 by	 re-organising	 instead	 of	

replicating	what	is	there	already.		Women	who	inherit	have	a	vision	for	

what	their	farm	will	become.	

	

While	women	are	making	changes	on	family	farms,	can	greater	visibility	

of	women	in	farming	through	property	ownership	make	a	difference?		A	

recent	study	on	the	feminisation	of	governance	in	rural	communities	in	
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Poland,	 found	 that	 the	 presence	 of	 women	 in	 local	 public	 roles,	

traditionally	 only	 held	 by	 men,	 strengthened	 the	 acceptance	 of	 their	

involvement	 in	 these	 positions	 among	 women	 and	 men	 in	 the	

community	(Matysiak	2015).		Evidence	from	my	research	suggests	that	

women	are	not	replacing	men,	but	claiming	an	identity	in	farming	that	

suits	 their	 own	 particular	 circumstances	 as	 farm	 women	 operating	

within	the	context	of	family	farming.	

	

In	this	study	I	demonstrated	that	subjectivity	is	a	process,	a	map	of	the	

progression	of	women’s	 identity.	 	Byrne’s	 (2003)	 conceptualisation	of	

self-identity	 can	 be	 used	 to	 demonstrate	 how	 women’s	 identities	 as	

property	 owners	 cross	 boundaries	 of	 conventional	 categories	 of	

womanhood	 in	 farming,	 which	 are	 persistent	 social	 identities	 in	 the	

context	of	farming	in	Ireland.		Byrne	describes	self-identity	as	a	process	

whereby	 ‘people	 can	 choose	 from	 a	 range	 of	 identities,	 recomposing	

biographical	 narratives	 of	 self	 and	 re-presenting	 themselves	 anew.	 In	

naming	 and	 claiming	 identities	 outside	 the	 traditional	 range,	 the	

possibility	 for	 new	 forms	 of	 social	 identities	 is	 created’	 (Byrne	 2003:	

445).		The	women	in	my	study	created	new	identities	for	themselves	as	

property	owners	and	farmers.	

9.5 Transformative	identities	

A	transformation	in	farm	women’s	identities	has	to	occur	for	change	to	

occur	in	agricultural	structures	and	farming	culture.		The	experiences	of	

acquiring	property	and	the	decisions	that	have	to	be	made	indicate	that	

claiming	ownership	as	 ‘farmer’	 takes	 time	and	does	not	 automatically	

occur	 at	 the	 moment	 the	 title	 or	 deed	 is	 transferred.	 	 Constructing	

farming	as	a	business	is	‘highly	gendered’	(Ní	Laoire	2002:	22)	and	the	

transition	of	women	 farmers’	 to	 new	 identities	 of	 ownership	 involves	

negotiating	gendered	sites,	 such	as	 the	mart,	which	 is	a	site	of	gender	

discrimination.		By	claiming	a	farmer	identity,	the	women	in	this	study	

demonstrated	 determination	 to	 persist	 as	 owners	 of	 their	 own	 farm	

businesses,	and	to	remain	in	farming	as	property	owners.		The	findings	
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show	that	there	are	key	similarities	and	differences	of	ownership	types	

along	a	range	of	indicators,	such	as	pathways	into	farming,	the	types	of	

farming	 engaged	 in,	 family	 cycle	 stage,	 marital	 relationships,	 and	

succession	 and	 legacy	 issues.	 	 Each	 of	 the	 four	 cases	 says	 something	

different	 about	 women	 and	 property	 ownership,	 with	 distinguishing	

features	that	makes	it	stand	out	from	the	rest.		Based	on	analysis	of	the	

cases,	there	are	indications	of	agency	in	shared	narratives	among	them.		

There	is	evidence	across	the	cases	of	agency	in	the	non-traditional	roles	

of	 women	 property	 owners	 in	 farm	 families,	 and	 in	 intimate	

relationships	 –	 such	 as	 the	 presence	 of	 equality	 in	 marital	 relations.		

Although	various	resources	are	used	to	acquire	and	maintain	property,	

the	 cases	 indicate	 that	 creative	 strategies	 are	 deployed	 to	 overcome	

external	obstacles	along	the	route	to	ownership,	and	in	maintaining	and	

organising	 ownership.	 	 Each	 case	 shows	 a	 personal	 intentionality	

through	 the	 active	 movement	 into	 farming	 through	 property	

ownership.				

	

The	 family	 farming	model	 is	 adapted	 differently	 in	 each	 of	 the	 cases.		

This	difference	is	based	on	the	ways	in	which	the	women	farm	owners	

maintained	their	farmer	identity.		Jamieson	conceptualizes	making	and	

claiming	identities	as	a	process,	as	resources	that	people	use	(Jamieson	

2002).	 	 This	 is	 a	 useful	 frame	 for	 understanding	 women’s	 farmer	

identity	 as	 property	 owners	 because	 making	 their	 identities	 through	

ownership,	 and	 claiming	 farmer	 identity,	 demonstrates	 that	 a	

transformation	 has	 occurred,	 and	 the	 material	 resource	 of	 land	

activated	agency.		According	to	Jamieson,	there	are	many	aspects	of	self	

identity,	 but	 dominant	 ‘primary’	 self-identities	 occur	 according	 to	

different	circumstances	(Jamieson,	2002).		There	can	be	more	than	one	

identity	 present	 at	 a	 time,	 what	 Shortall	 refers	 to	 as	 competing	

identities	(Shortall	2014).	 	There	 is	evidence	of	a	 fluidity	of	 the	self	 in	

the	cases	whereby	women	property	owners	claim	different	identities	to	

suit	their	circumstances.	
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While	 women	 faced	 many	 constraints	 to	 securing	 ownership,	 the	

women	 in	 this	 study	 did	 succeed	 in	 becoming	 property	 owners.	 	 The	

moments	 of	 change	 in	 subjectivity	 that	 occurred	 in	 the	 individualised	

cases	 lead	 women	 to	 consider	 themselves	 as	 property	 owners.	 By	

claiming	 a	 farmer	 identity,	 the	 women	 in	 this	 study	 demonstrated	

determination	to	survive	as	owners	of	 their	own	farm	businesses,	and	

to	 remain	 in	 farming	 as	 property	 owners.	 	 They	 found	 innovative	

strategies	 to	 achieve	ownership	despite	 constraints	 of	 family	 farming,	

and	delays	in	succession,	changing	legacies	of	property	ownership.	

9.6 Contributions	of	the	study	

The	research	will	make	a	valuable	contribution	to	current	knowledge	in	

the	areas	of	gender	and	ruralities,	as	well	as	to	 literature	on	narrative	

and	biographical	methods.	 	This	study	will	add	to	existing	sociological	

and	 feminist	 knowledge	 on	 women	 property	 owners,	 by	 providing	

detailed	insight	into	the	nuances	of	what	ownership	means	for	women	

on	farms	and	the	consequences	of	ownership	for	their	lives,	the	lives	of	

their	 families	 and	 the	 broader	 rural	 economy.	 	 Women	 in	 this	 study	

used	 material	 and	 symbolic	 resources	 to	 negotiate	 the	 experience	 of	

property	ownership.	 	 The	 individual	 stories	highlight	 social	 processes	

and	collective	issues.		The	study	offers	insight	into:	

	

• The	 evolution	 of	 women’s	 subjectivity	 in	 farming	 and	 what	 it	

takes	to	become	a	property	owner.	

• Understanding	women’s	property	ownership	from	an	individual	

and	cultural	perspective	–	specific	and	general.	

• Changing	 gender	 relations	 on	 the	 family	 farm	 –	 indications	 of	

equality	within	relationships	on	the	family	farm.	

9.7 Advantages	of	BNIM	

This	PhD	research	on	women	property	owners	used	the	BNIM	method	

in	full	for	data	collection	and	analysis.		The	study	made	methodological	

contributions	in	the	use	of	narrative	and	BNIM	approaches,	to	generate	

detailed	data	 from	which	 sociological	 theory	 about	women’s	property	
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ownership	 was	 produced.	 	 Using	 this	 method,	 the	 cases	 revealed	

patterns	 and	 dominant	 elements.	 	 There	 were	 many	 advantages	 to	

using	 BNIM	 for	 this	 research.	 	 BNIM	 provided	 the	 opportunity	 to	

explore	women’s	experiences	of	property	ownership	and	contributed	to	

a	 greater	 understanding	 of	 women	 property	 owners.	 	 BNIM	 analysis	

seeks	 to	 understand	 the	 inner	 subjectivity	 of	 an	 individual	 through	 a	

holistic	 approach	 to	 understanding	 the	 evolution	 of	 the	 subjectivity	

within	 the	 social	 and	 historical	 context	 of	 their	 lives.	 	 The	 individual	

accounts	told	in	the	BNIM	interview	were	analysed	and	interpreted	to	

better	understand	the	 inner	subjectivity,	and	thereby	comment	on	the	

collective	story.		For	this	particular	study,	the	BNIM	analysis	revealed	a	

map	 of	 relations:	 conjugal/marital;	 family;	 property	 relations	 and	

relationships;	the	age	people	come	into	property	ownership	(captured	

by	 the	 BNIM	 biography).	 	 The	 individual	 personal	 experiences	 are	

generalised	to	inform	the	collective	story	that	they	represent.				

	

One	of	the	strengths	of	BNIM	is	that	the	interviews	are	self-structured.		

This	 provides	 insight	 into	 the	 inner	 workings	 of	 the	 individual’s	

evolving	perspectives	as	 told	 in	 the	 interview.	 	 I	was	 interested	 in	 the	

subjectivity	 of	 the	 individual.	 	 And,	 when	 using	 biographic	 methods,	

lived	 experiences	 are	 recognised	 as	 central	 to	 an	 individual’s	

construction	of	 their	 life	 story.	 	BNIM	 is	 an	analytical	 tool	 that	 allows	

the	exploration	and	interpretation	of	the	meaning	within	these	stories.		

Turning	 points	 are	 a	 device	 used	 in	 narrative	 to	 indicate	moments	 of	

change	 in	an	 individual’s	 life	(Byrne	and	Kovacic	2015).	 	The	evolving	

perspectives	 in	 women’s	 stories	 are	 separated	 by	 particular	 turning	

points	 that	 signal	 a	 change	 of	 interiority,	 marking	 an	 individual’s	

changing	 subjectivity	 (Wengraf	 2010).	 	 In	 the	 analysis	 of	 women’s	

stories	of	 their	experiences	of	property	ownership,	 identifying	turning	

points	 is	 a	way	 of	 highlighting	moments	where	 changes	 take	 place	 in	

women’s	subjectivity.	 	Turning	points	highlight	the	choices	they	make,	

that	 direct	 the	 individual’s	 biography	 within	 the	 historical	 context	 of	

the	 time.	 	 These	 moments	 of	 tension	 can	 be	 considered	
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transformational.	 	It	is	in	this	way	that	BNIM	is	a	useful	analytical	tool	

for	relating	the	biographical	to	a	relevant	social	and	historical	context,	

situating	the	subjectivity	in	the	context	in	which	the	individual	tells	the	

story,	 and	 the	 relevant	 factors	 that	 brought	 about	 a	 change	 in	

subjectivity.		

9.8 Limitations	of	research		

It	must	 be	 acknowledged	 that	 the	 findings	 of	my	 study	 are	 limited	 to	

four	 cases	 representing	 the	 experiences	 of	 women	 farm	 property	

owners	in	Ireland.		The	use	of	a	small,	purposive	sample	was	intentional	

in	this	study	in	order	to	develop	insights	about	particular	categories	of	

farm	property	owners.		The	typology	of	property	ownership,	described	

in	 section	 3.5.2.,	 was	 developed	 to	 create	 a	 representative	 sample	 of	

women	property	owners.		The	purpose	of	the	typology	was	to	identify	a	

cross-section	of	categories	of	ownership	based	on	 farm	types,	and	 the	

ways	women	acquired	farm	property.		I	should	make	clear	that	I	did	not	

focus	on	categories	of	women	who	own	farm	property,	but	do	not	work	

on	 the	 land,	because	 their	experiences	of	ownership	would	not	reflect	

active	participation	in	farming.		

	

BNIM	 analysis	 provides	 in-depth	 details	 of	 the	 biographical	 lives	 of	

participants,	 and	 the	 events	 and	 experiences	 that	 were	 important	 to	

them.	 	 One	 disadvantage	 of	 using	 this	 method	 for	 a	 small,	 purposive	

sample	is	that	participants	could	be	identified	from	the	case	chapters.			

9.9 Further	Research	

There	 are	 diverse	 categories	 of	 farm	 property	 ownership,	 and	 not	 all	

could	 be	 covered	 by	 this	 PhD	 thesis.	 	 Specific	 categories	 that	 were	

excluded	from	this	study	were	farm	owners	who	did	not	grow	up	on	a	

family	 farm,	 since	 their	 background	 was	 not	 in	 farming;	 and	 women	

who	 did	 not	 operate	 the	 farm	 they	 owned,	 since	 their	 experiences	 of	

property	ownership	are	not	based	on	actively	farming	the	land.		These	

distinct	categories	of	farm	owners	offer	opportunity	for	future	research	
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on	 women’s	 experiences	 of	 farm	 ownership,	 and	 a	 comparison	 of	

subjectivity	in	different	or	contradicting	categories	of	ownership.	

	

Because	 the	 majority	 of	 women	 do	 not	 own	 property,	 and	 are	 often	

underestimated	 as	 part	 of	 the	 farming	 workforce,	 their	 needs	 and	

interests	are	not	taken	into	account	 in	policy	formation.	 	For	example,	

in	how	education	programmes	are	 formulated.	 	 International	research	

suggests	 that	 women	 have	 not	 felt	 comfortable	 entering	 formal	 and	

informal	training	opportunities	and	networks	in	agriculture	because	of	

they	are	outnumbered	by	men	(Sachs	2006).		Some	research	in	Ireland	

suggests	that	agricultural	education	programmes	are	designed	based	on	

male	interests,	which	often	excludes	women.		In	Ireland,	a	recent	study	

by	 the	 National	 Rural	 Network	 found	 that	 for	 young	 women	 who	

wanted	 a	 career	 in	 farming,	 adequate	 information	 about	 agricultural	

courses	 was	 not	 sufficiently	 available	 for	 girls	 (Mulhall	 and	 Bogue	

2013).	 	 This	 study	 also	 found	 that	 more	 active	 recruitment	 from	

agricultural	 colleges,	 of	 female	 students	 at	 second	 level,	 is	 needed	 to	

bring	more	women	into	career	farming.		Among	the	group	of	women	in	

this	study	aspiring	to	a	career	in	farming,	access	to	land	was	cited	as	a	

critical	 barrier	 facing	 women	 who	 want	 to	 farm	 for	 a	 living.	 	 Low	

enrolment	 of	 female	 students	 in	 these	 programmes	 suggests	 that	

targeted	 support	 and	 a	 clear	 path	 to	 ownership,	 could	 improve	

opportunities	for	women	in	career	farming.	

	

Partnership	 agreements	 are	 a	 way	 of	 ensuring	 a	 more	 agentive	

direction	for	farm	women	because	they	have	guidelines	that	need	to	be	

adhered	to:	partners	do	equal	work	on	the	farm;	division	of	assets;	the	

profits	 are	distributed	equally;	 and	 the	 input	 and	output	 is	 accounted	

for.	 	The	 registered	partnership	model	 encourages	married	women	 to	

formalise	 their	 stake	 in	 the	 family	 farm	 business,	 whether	 they	 own	

land	or	not,	 and	 creates	 a	distinction	between	 informal	 arrangements	

and	formalised	contracts	between	spouses.	
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Gender	gaps	 in	entrepreneuship	generally	have	been	acknowledged	in	

all	 countries	 of	 the	 UNECE	 region	 (Giovannelli	 et	 al.	 2003).	 	 But	 a	

significant	 increase	 in	 the	 number	 of	women	 entrepreneurs	 has	 been	

observed	in	Ireland	with	women’s	entrepreneurial	activity	increased	to	

5.9%	 in	 2007	 from	 4.2%	 in	 2006,	 representing	 over	 one	 thousand	

women	on	average	starting	new	businesses	in	Ireland	each	month	(GEU	

2009).		Despite	the	increase	in	activity,	research	has	shown	that	women	

face	 particular	 challenges	 in	 relation	 to	 starting	 their	 own	 businesses	

and	have	a	 lower	perception	of	 opportunities,	 less	belief	 in	 their	own	

skills,	they	are	less	likely	to	know	an	entrepreneur	to	mentor	them,	and	

they	have	a	greater	fear	of	failure	(DJELR	2007).		Research	in	the	area	of	

farm	women’s	experiences	of	engagement	in	entrepreneurial	activities	

on	and	off	the	farm,	and	their	subjective	perception	of	the	factors	that	

constrain	and	enable	their	diversification	needs	would	provide	data	on	

this	pathway	into	farming	for	women.	

	

In	terms	of	policy	and	policy	formation,	it	is	not	just	women’s	identities	

that	need	to	change,	 the	structures	also	have	to	change.	 	This	 leads	 to	

further	questions	that	could	be	considered	in	relation	to	identifying	the	

structures	that	need	to	be	changed	and	where	there	might	be	spaces	for	

action.	

9.10 Conclusion	

Evidence	 from	 this	 study	 showed	 that	 women	 property	 owners	 had	

advantages	in	their	pathways	to	ownership.		They	had	a	background	in	

farming,	 and	 a	 commitment	 to	 a	 future	 in	 farming	 through	 education	

and	labour	on	the	family	farm,	yet	they	still	had	constraints	to	becoming	

farmers	 through	 succession,	 with	 only	 one	 woman	 in	 this	 study	

becoming	 a	 successor.	 	 I	 have	 demonstrated	 that	 the	 factors	 that	

impeded	 women’s	 succession	 were:	 competition	 with	 family	 (ceding	

inheritance	to	male	family	members);	gender	discrimination;	rejection	

of	agricultural	knowledge	and	skills;	and	delayed	succession.	 	This	has	

implications	 for	 agriculture	 since	 as	 farming	 prospects	 improve,	
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daughters	 will	 be	 needed	 as	 successors	 of	 their	 parents’	 farms	

(Bjorkhaug	et	al.	2006;	Heggem	2014).		By	becoming	property	owners,	

women	 destabilise	 traditional	 patterns	 of	 ownership,	 a	 status	 that	 is	

mainly	 reserved	 for	men,	 and	 change	 the	 legacies	 of	male-dominated	

farm	 property	 ownership.	 	 Evidence	 from	 this	 research	 suggests	 that	

once	women	become	property	owners,	 they	make	changes	 to	 the	way	

farming	 is	 done,	 and	 the	 way	 family	 labour	 is	 organised	 to	 make	

conditions	 more	 advantageous	 for	 themselves	 in	 sustaining	 their	

ownership	status.	 	When	women	become	property	owners,	 the	power	

dynamics	remain	on	family	farms,	and	with	agriculture	in	general,	with	

women	working	alongside	the	dynamics	of	power.	
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Appendix	A	–	Participant	Information	Sheet	

Rural	Women:	Property	Ownership,	Agency	and	Rural	

Entrepreneurship		

in	Ireland	2010	

Dear	_________,	

	

You	 are	 being	 invited	 to	 take	 part	 in	 a	 research	 study.	 	 Before	 you	

decide,	it	is	important	for	you	to	understand	why	the	research	is	being	

done	and	what	 it	will	 involve.	 	This	Participant	 Information	Sheet	will	

tell	you	about	the	purpose,	risks	and	benefits	of	this	research	study.		If	

there	is	anything	that	you	are	not	clear	about,	I	will	be	happy	to	explain	

it	to	you.		Please	take	as	much	time	as	you	need	to	read	it.		You	should	

only	 consent	 to	 participate	 in	 this	 research	 study	when	 you	 feel	 that	

you	understand	what	 is	being	asked	of	you,	and	you	have	had	enough	

time	to	think	about	your	decision.		Thank	you	for	reading	this.	

	

Purpose	of	Study:	

This	 research	 is	 interested	 in	 rural	women’s	 position	 in	 rural	 society.		

The	overall	 aim	 is	 to	 talk	with	women	property	owners	 about	how/if	

owning	 property	 has	 been	 an	 important	 factor	 in	 their	 lives.	 	 This	

includes	 women	 who	 became	 property	 owners	 through	 inheritance,	

lease/purchase	 or	 co-ownership	 through	 legal	 partnership.	 	 You	 have	

been	asked	 to	 take	part	because	you	are	a	property	owner	 living	 in	a	

rural	area.		A	total	of	9	women	will	be	interviewed.		This	study	started	

in	September	2008	and	will	finish	in	September	2011.	

	

Taking	Part	–	What	it	Involves:	

	

Do	I	have	to	take	part?	

It	is	up	to	you	to	decide	whether	or	not	to	take	part.	If	you	do	decide	to	

take	part	you	will	be	given	this	information	sheet	to	keep	and	be	asked	
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to	sign	a	consent	 form.	 	 If	you	decide	 to	 take	part	you	are	still	 free	 to	

withdraw	 at	 any	 time	 and	 without	 giving	 a	 reason.	 	 A	 decision	 to	

withdraw	at	any	time,	or	a	decision	not	to	take	part,	will	not	affect	your	

rights	in	any	way.	

What	will	happen	to	me	if	I	take	part?	

If	 you	 do	 take	 part,	 you	 will	 participate	 in	 one	 long	 audio	 taped	

interview,	 lasting	2	to	3	hours,	about	your	life	as	a	farm	woman.	 	This	

will	 be	 an	 open	 conversation	 about	 your	 life	 in	 general.	 	 With	 your	

permission	 I	 will	 take	 photographs	 of	 your	 surroundings,	 as	 a	 visual	

reminder.		A	few	weeks	later,	we	will	speak	over	the	phone	and	decide	

whether	to	do	a	follow-up	interview.	

Possible	Benefits	of	Participation	

You	will	get	to	tell	your	life	story	in	your	own	way	to	someone	who	is	

non-judgmental	 and	 genuinely	 interested	 in	 what	 you	 have	 to	 say.		

Some	 people	 find	 this	 type	 of	 interview,	 where	 they	 are	 given	 the	

opportunity	to	tell	their	life	story,	a	very	rewarding	experience.	

Potential	Risks	of	Participation	

If	you	do	feel	uncomfortable	after	the	interview,	we	can	talk	about	this	

‘off	the	record’.	 	You	might	find	that	you	would	like	to	talk	to	someone	

about	 some	 of	 the	 issues	 the	 interview	 raises.	 	 I	 would	 be	 happy	 to	

recommend	someone	else	for	you	to	speak	to.	

What	happens	at	the	end	of	the	study?	

At	 the	 end	 of	 the	 research	 I	 will	 invite	 you	 to	 look	 at	 the	 written	

transcript	of	the	interview.		You	will	also	be	invited	to	feedback	on	my	

interpretation	 of	 your	 words	 and	 experiences.	 	 All	 information	 and	

topics	discussed	are	confidential	and	will	remain	anonymous.	 	Written	

or	verbal	abstracts	 from	the	 interviews	and	photographs	may	be	used	

for	 future	 conference	 papers,	 published	 work,	 and	 teaching/learning	

purposes.		Your	name,	names	of	family	members,	and	places	mentioned	

in	the	interview	will	never	be	identified.	Quotes	are	anonymised.	

What	happens	if	I	change	my	mind	during	the	study?		

Participation	in	this	research	project	is	completely	voluntary.		You	have	

the	right	to	say	no.	You	may	change	your	mind	at	any	time.	You	are	free	
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to	withdraw	from	participation	in	advance	of	the	interview;	to	stop	the	

interview	at	any	stage;	or	to	withdraw	immediately.		

What	if	I	have	a	complaint	during	my	participation	in	the	study?		

If	 you	 would	 like	 to	 register	 a	 complaint	 about	 this	 study,	 you	 may	

anonymously	 contact	 the	 following:	 Chairperson	 of	 the	 NUI	 Galway	

Research	 Ethics	 Committee,	 c/o	 Office	 of	 the	 Vice	 President	 for	

Research,	NUI	Galway,	ethics@nuigalway.ie.	

Whom	 do	 I	 contact	 for	 more	 information	 or	 if	 I	 have	 further	

concerns?		

If	you	have	any	questions	about	 this	study,	or	your	role	or	rights	as	a	

research	participant	please	contact	me	at	the	address	below.		You	may	

also	 contact	 my	 supervisors:	 Dr.	 Áine	 Macken	 Walsh,	 RERC,	 Teagasc	

(091)	 845241;	 and	 Dr.	 Anne	 Byrne,	 School	 of	 Political	 Science	 and	

Sociology,	NUI	Galway	(091)	493035.	

Confidentiality	

All	 information	 that	 is	 collected	 about	 you	 during	 the	 course	 of	 the	

research	will	be	kept	strictly	confidential.	 	 It	will	be	necessary	to	discuss	

the	 project	 with	 the	 PhD	 supervisors.	 	 The	 information	 collected	 in	 this	

research	study	will	be	stored	in	a	way	that	protects	your	identity.		The	

recordings	 will	 be	 transcribed	 for	 analysis.	 	 Recordings	 and	

photographs	will	 be	 stored	 securely	 in	 the	 School	 of	 Political	 Science	

and	 Sociology,	 NUI	 Galway	 c/o	 Dr.	 Anne	 Byrne	 for	 up	 to	 five	 years.		

Results	from	the	study	will	not	identify	you	in	any	way.	

	

Summary	

If	you	have	any	questions	about	this	study	please	contact	Tanya	Watson	

at	 Rural	 Economy	 and	 Development	 Programme,	 Teagasc	 Mellows	

Campus,	 Athenry,	 Co.	 Galway,	 Ireland.	 PH:	 (091)	 845208	

tanya.watson@teagasc.ie.		Thank	you	for	considering	taking	part	in	this	

study.		
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Appendix	B	-	Participant	Consent	Form	

Rural	Women:	Property	Ownership,	Agency	and	Rural	

Entrepreneurship	in	Ireland	2010	
Tanya	Watson	(PhD	Candidate	and	Teagasc	Walsh	Fellow)	

School	of	Political	Science	and	Sociology,	National	University	of	Ireland,	Galway	

Address:	Rural	Economy	and	Development	Programme,	Teagasc	Mellows	Campus,	

Athenry,	Co.	Galway,	Ireland.		

Email:	tanya.watson@teagasc.ie			Telephone:	(091)	845208		

	

Please	initial	box		

1.		 I	confirm	that	I	have	read	the	participation	information	sheet	dated	_____for		

the	above	study	and	have	had	the	opportunity	to	ask	questions.	

2.		 I	 am	 satisfied	 that	 I	 understand	 the	 information	 provided	 and	 have	 had	

enough	time	to	consider	the	information.		

3.	 I	 understand	 that	 my	 participation	 is	 voluntary	 and	 that	 I	 am	 free	 to	

withdraw	at	any	time.		

4. In	signing	this	consent	form	I,	________	agree	to	volunteer	to	participate		
in	this	research	study	being	conducted	by	Tanya	Watson.		

5.		 I	 understand	 that	 I	 will	 participate	 in	 a	 recorded	 interview	 with	 the	

researcher	on	the	agreed	topic.		

5.		 I	understand	that,	with	my	permission,	photographs	will	be	taken.	

6.	 I	understand	that	interview	recordings	will	be	stored	securely	in	the	office	of		

	 Dr.	Anne	Byrne	in	the	School	of	Political	Science	and	Sociology,	NUI	Galway	

	 for	at	least	5	years.	

7.		 I	understand	that	a	written	transcript	of	the	interview	is	available	to	me	

on	request.		

8.		 I	grant	full	authorization	for	the	use	of	the	above	information	on	the	full	

	 understanding	that	my	anonymity	and	confidentiality	is	preserved	in		

public	use	of	this	data.	

	

______________________	 	 _________		 __________________	

Participant		 	 	 	 Date	 	 	 Signature	

	

______________________	 	 _________		 __________________	

Researcher		 	 	 	 Date		 	 	 Signature		 	
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Appendix	C	-	11-Stage	Model	of	BNIM	Interpretation		
Track	One	:	Living	of	Lived	Life	

1. Create	the	chronology	of	‘Objective’	Biographical	Data	
2. Use	the	chronology	to	do	a	Biographical	Data	Analysis	first	in	a	kick-start	

panel,	then	reviewed	and	revised	by	you	as	a	BDA-process	account.	This	is	
best	then	followed	by	your	summarising	your	current	understanding	of	
the	pattern	of	that	lived	life	in	a	provisional	short	document,	the	BDA-
structure	account.	

3. BDA	Creation:	Imagine	and	predict	different	ways	in	which	such	a	pattern	
of	living	the	lived	life	might	be	told	by	the	person	who	had	lived	that	life:	
hypothesised	alternatives	of	self-presentation	in	the	interview.	

	

Track	Two:	Telling	of	the	Told	Story	

4. Construct	the	Text	Structure	Sequentialisation	(TSS),	the	sequence	of	
segments	in	which	the	telling	of	the	told	story	was	told.	

5. Use	that	sequentialisation	to	do	a	Teller	Flow	Analysis	–	process	and	then	a	
Teller	Flow	Analysis	–	structure,	started	off	in	a	kick-start	panel,	then	
continued	reviewed	and	revised	by	you,	followed	by	your	summarising	
your	current	understanding	of	the	pattern	of	that	telling	of	the	told	story	
in	a	provisional	short	document.	

6. Facilitate	micro-analysis	panels	where	and	when	helpful	to	explain	micro-
flow	difficulties	

7. Construct	a	Phase	Model	of	the	Successive	States	of	‘Subjectivity	Perspective’	
prior	to	–	as	well	as	including	--	the	current	state	of	subjectivity	
perspective	in	which	the	interview	occurred	and	as	embodied	in	the	TFAs.		

	

Relate	Lived	Life	to	Told	Story	

8. Think	about	how	to	relate	the	separate	patterns	of	the	living	of	the	lived	
life	and	the	telling	of	the	told	story,	going	back	to	the	original	transcript,	
tape	and	field	notes	where	and	when	appropriate.	Constructing	and	
testing	structural	hypotheses	relating	the	two	tracks.		

• It	is	at	this	point	that	you	construct	a	3-column	one-page	
condensation	

	

Construct	a	Case-Evolution	Narrative	+	a	Case-Structure	Account	

9. On	the	basis	of	(8),	write	up	and	review	a	short	document	summarising	
the	‘history	of	the	mutations	of	the	case’	as	you	see	it.	This	normally	
involves	constructing	a	model	of	a	succession	of	case-phases	in	the	history	
of	the	dated	situated	subjectivity	in	question:	your	case-evolution	
narrative	(process).	

	
10. On	the	basis	of	(9)	construct	a	Case-Account	–	structure	(HCE=History	of	

the	Case	Evolution)	Many,	most	or	all	of	the	above	procedures	are	carried	
out	for	each	of	your	focal	or	gold-star	cases.	Non-focal	cases	may	be	
examined	in	much	more	summary	ways.	Depending	on	your	overall	
research	design,	you	are	likely	to	do	between	3	and	6	of	such	cases.	
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Check	your	derived	apprehension	of	the	case	with	the	experience	of	the	
interview	
•	 Go	back	to	the	Audio+Field-Notes.	Listen	again	to	the	interview,	
correct	and	understand	your	errors	of	interpretation.		
	
After	you	have	constructed	case-accounts	for	two	or	three	cases,	you	then	
move	towards	comparison	and	theorisation	in	terms	of	your	research’s	
Central	Research	Question.	This	will	lead	you	to	revise	your	earlier	separate	
case-account	narratives.	
	
Comparing	Case-Evolution	Narratives,	Theorising	from	Cases	
11. Compare	case-evolution	narratives,	revising	the	separate	earlier	case-

accounts,	and	then	theorising	and	typologising	from	cases.	Comparing	and	
contrasting	the	results	from	all	cases	allows	for	the	development	of	a	
conceptualisation	of	all	cases	in	terms	of	a	fully-theorised	answer	to	the	
researcher’s	central	research	question.	The	description	of	the	cases	and	
the	theorisation	of	the	answer	are	expressed	in	a	public	theory-language	
appropriate	to	the	public	research	community	being	addressed.		(The	
concepts	of	‘theory-language’	and	‘central	research	question’	are	
explicated	in	Wengraf	2001:51-69.)	
	

	(BNIM	guide	2010	edition)	
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Appendix	D	–	Family	Farm	Types	

	
	

Family	Farm	Type	

Farm	

property	

owner	

Traditional	Family	Farm	

Farming	 is	 the	 full-time	 occupation,	 core	

enterprise	 and	 main	 source	 of	 income.		

Subsidiary	 income	may	 also	 be	 generated	

from	 renting	 of	 farmland.	 	 The	 farm	does	

not	 depend	 on	 other	 sources	 of	 income.		

Property/assets	 are	 farm	 related,	 for	

example:	 farm	 land,	 farmhouse,	 farm	

buildings,	herd	numbers	and	machinery.	

Farm	

property	

owner	

Non-traditional	Family	

Farm	

As	above	except	that	the	farming	system	is	

considered	 ‘non-conventional’	 or	 adheres	

to	 a	 social	 movement	 such	 as	 organic	

farming.		

Farm	and	

Non-farm	

property	

owner	

Diversified	Family	Farm	

Diversified	 farm	 business	 model	 where	

income	 comes	 from	 farming	 combined	

with	another	business	activity.	Diversified	

activity	 exists	 on	 or	 off	 the	 farm,	 and	

income	 is	 earned	 from	 diversified	

activities	 such	 as	 B&B,	 market	 gardening	

or	eco-tourism.		Property/assets	related	to	

the	diversified	activity	is	non-farm	related,	

for	 example:	 business	 premises,	 bank	

account	or	loans	equipment.	
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Appendix	E	–	BNIM	Notepad	
	
stan

dard	

ques

tion	

topic		

key-

phr

ase	

nudge	

towards	

narrative	Q-	

only	 if	

necessary	
PURPLE	

Beta	n-pointed	

question	

	

	

				YELLOW 											RED												

Alpha		n-pointed	

	question	

	

	‘IT	ALL’	

‘ALL	THAT’	

BLUE 

	

“You	

said	

	

	

	

	

XX	

XX	

	

	

Do	 you	 have	

any	 images	 or	

feelings	 about	

that,		

that	struck	you	

at	 the	 time	 [or	
only	 if	 necessary,		

“strike	 you	 now?”]	

29	

Or	 any	

thoughts?	
[Then	go	back	 to	

‘images’	 as	

above]	

Do	 you	 remember	 [any		

more	about]	that		

																												particular	
												any																						

							1-4																						6-10	

	

		1				situation																5.		day	

			2.		time															6.	occasion	

			3.		phase										7.		happening	

			4.	example														8.			event	

																																							9	.	incident	

																																						10.	moment	

	

How	it	all	happened?	

Do	you	remember		

any	 more	 details	

about		how	

	

all		that	happened?	

	

it	all	happened?	

	

all	that	occurred?	

	

	

	

all	 the	 changes	

occurred?	
Unspecific	non-directional		prompt	–	use	‘within’	a	response	for	hesitation	

“Can	you	remember	anything	more	about	all	that	?”	

“Any	other	thing	that	happened		that	comes	to	mind?”	

	

	

	

	
YOUR	AIM	is	an	N-pointed	question	in	the	last	or	2nd	to	last	column	on	the	right.	

																																																								
29  Most people are visualisers. [Some (blind people) will respond to questions about other 
modalities: smell, hearing, touch, emotional feel, how their body felt (kinaesthetic), etc. Everybody’s 
different.].  Do ‘reconstruction of the scene’ (e.g. “the café where it all happened”) any way that 
works…..   

	 before	moving	back	to…	the	right	to	go	for	your	PIN…..	
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TO	GET	THERE,	you	may	need	first	to	move	left	and	then	move	back	to	

the	right,	towards	Beta-Red	or	Alpha-Blue		
In	 case	 of	 doubt,	 use	 “Beta-Red”!	 And	 when	 this	 is	 not	 appropriate,	 the	 less	 specific	 Beta-

Yellow	often	works	to	get	back	towards	Beta-Red	on	the	right!	

TECHNICAL	NOTE:	the	stress	on	“it	all	happened”	in	the	SQUIN,	in	Beta-Blue	and	in	Alpha.		This	

phrase	should	suggest	to	the	interviewee	that	(a)	there’s	a	single	coherent	narrative	to	be	told	

(the	“it”)	and	(b)	that	it	is	to	be	composed	from	several	events	(the	“all”).	Use	‘Alpha-blue’	only	

when	a	particular	“it	all”	is	subjectively	established.	
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Appendix	F	–	Biographical	Data	Chronology	of	Mary	

1	
1960	 In	1960	Mary	 is	 born	 to	 a	 hill	 farmer	 in	Wicklow.	 	 She	 is	 the	

second	girl.	

2	

1972	

1976	

1977	

(12)	Mary’s	father	is	hospitalised	for	an	operation.	

(16)	Mary	does	her	leaving	cert.	She	goes	to	her	debs	on	a	blind	

date	with	future	husband.		

(17)	She	completes	one	year	in	agricultural	college.	

3	

1978	 (18)	Mary	leaves	farming	and	starts	nursing	training.	

Her	 future	 husband	 completes	 agricultural	 college	 and	 goes	

home	to	farm	with	his	father	in	Wexford.	

4	

1981	 (21)	 Mary	 finishes	 nursing	 training,	 qualifies	 as	 a	 nurse	 and	

starts	a	nursing	job	in	Dublin.	

Land	 (the	 outfarm)	 is	 transferred	 into	 her	 future	 husband’s	

name	by	his	father.	

5	

1983	

1984	

(23)	Mary	gets	engaged.	

(24)	 She	 gets	 married	 the	 following	 year.	 Mary	 gives	 up	 her	

nursing	 job	 in	Dublin	 and	 starts	working	 as	 a	nurse	 closer	 to	

home.	

6	
1985	

1985	

(25)	Mary	is	pregnant.	 	Her	husband’s	younger	brother	comes	

home	from	college	to	farm	the	homeplace.	

	 1986	 (26)	Mary’s	son	is	born	and	she	stays	at	home.	

7	

1987	 (27)	 Mary’s	 second	 son	 is	 born.	 	 Mary	 and	 her	 husband	

separate	from	the	homeplace	and	become	an	independent	farm	

business.	

	 1988	 (28)	Mary’s	third	son	is	born.	

8	

1991	 (31)	Mary	and	her	husband	buy	a	100-acre	farm.	

They	buy	a	75-acre	farm	and	cattle	shed	in	her	name.		

Mary	applies	for	milk	quota	as	a	new	entrant.	

9	
1994	 (34)	 Mary	 goes	 back	 to	 nursing	 full	 time	 and	 hires	 a	 live-in	

farmhand	to	help	her	husband.	Mary	leaves	her	nursing	job.	

10	

1994	

	

	

1997	

(34)	They	go	on	a	family	holiday	to	Donegal,	return	home	and	

start	 converting	 cow	 sheds	 into	 holiday	 cottages.	 	 They	 get	

LEADER	 funding	 to	 renovate	 the	 cottages	 and	 create	 a	 farm	

walk	as	a	tourist	activity.	

(37)	 They	 open	 a	 B&B,	 holiday	 cottages	 and	 farm	 holidays	

venture.	

11	
2005	

	

(45)	They	apply	for	planning	permission	for	three	houses	and	

build	three	houses	for	their	sons.			
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2007	 (47)	They	sell	one	of	the	houses	to	pay	off	some	loans.			

12	

2008	 (47)	Her	 eldest	 son	works	 in	New	 Zealand	 on	 a	 three-month	

placement	and	learns	about	share	farming	as	an	alternative	to	

inheritance.	

(48)	 Her	 eldest	 son	 finishes	 his	 degree	 in	 agriculture;	 comes	

home	to	farm;	and	moves	into	his	own	house.	

13	

2008	

	

2009	

(48)	Mary	and	her	husband	go	on	a	world	tour	to	Australia	and	

the	USA,	while	their	eldest	son	runs	the	family	farm.	

(49)	Mary	leaves	farming,	doesn’t	open	the	B&B,	and	runs	the	

cottages	as	self-catering.	

14	

2009	 (49)	Mary	gets	a	job	as	a	diabetic	nurse	in	a	local	GP	practice.	

Her	 husband	 and	 their	 eldest	 son	 enter	 into	 a	 share	 farming	

agreement.		

Their	 second,	 and	 third	 sons	 finish	 their	 University	 degrees	

and	move	abroad.	

15	

2009	

	

2010	

2011	

(49)	 Mary	 starts	 a	 two-year	 higher	 diploma	 in	 nursing	 and	

rents	out	the	three	cottages	long-term.	

(50)	Mary	and	her	husband	turn	50.		

(51)	Mary	finishes	a	higher	diploma.	
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Appendix	G	–	Interpretive	Panel	Notes	

	

Datum	1	

(1)	 In	1960	Mary	 is	born	 to	 a	hill	 farmer	 in	Wicklow.	 	 She	 is	 the	

second	girl.	

H1.	 Born	 into	 a	 hill	 farm	 that	 was	 geographically	 isolated	 in	 its	

remoteness	in	the	Wicklow	mountains.	

FH1.1.	Mary	will	be	very	independent	because	she	is	used	to	being	self-

sufficient	(they	would	have	snow	in	the	mountains	and	get	stuck	there	

in	the	winter,	with	no	choice	but	to	provide	for	their	own	survival)	

==>	 Counterhypothesis	

FH1.2.	She	will	be	insular	because	her	limited	view	of	life	is	all	she	will	

have	known	

FH1.3.	She	will	 have	 a	 lack	 of	 confidence/inferiority	 complex	 because	

she	comes	from	a	background	of	poverty	and	feels	she	doesn’t	measure	

up.	

FH1.4.	She	will	 have	 innocence	 about	 her	 and	 her	 view	 of	 life	will	 be	

naïve.	

	

H2.	 She	is	the	second	girl,	but	a	boy	is	needed	as	an	heir	to	the	farm.	

FH2.1.	She	was	unwanted	by	her	parents	because	they	wanted	a	boy	

FH2.2.	There	 is	 a	 pre-determined	 role	 for	 her	 [on	 the	 farm]	 of	 doing	

housework	because	women’s	work	is	inside	

	

H3.	 Her	 strong	 accent	 marks	 her	 as	 rural	 and	 [makes	 her]	

undesirable	

FH3.1.		 	 -	 This	 [could	 be	 a]	 catalyst	 to	 change	 herself,	

redefine	herself	in	some	way		

==>	 Counterhypothesis	

FH3.2.		 	 -	 It	 [would	 be	 a]	 disadvantage	 because	 people	

would	have	a	pre-conceived	notion	of	her	
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Appendix	H	–	Mary	3-Column	Summary	

BNIM	3-Column	of	Mary	 (BDA	Phases,	 Subjectivity	 Phases,	 TFA	+	

Case	Phases)	for	BNIM	case-summary	

	 Objective	Data	 Subjective	Data	
Broad	
Historical	
Context	

I.	 Biographical	
Data	Analysis:	
Phases	 of	 the	
Lived	Life	

II.	Subjective	phases	–	
mutating	 subjectivity	
at	 the	 time	 of	
experiencing	
(hypothesis)	
P	 =	 phase	 of	
subjectivity	

III.	 Thematic	 field	
analysis	(TFA)	ss1	
+	 Notes	 on	 any	
significant	
difference	in	ss2	
Structure	 of	 the	
initial	account	
	

1960s	 –	
modernisation	
of	 Irish	 farm	
production.	
Rural	
population	
decline;	
decreased	
dependence	 on	
Irish	
agriculture.	
12%	 of	 rural	
homes	 had	
water	 supply,	
compared	 to	
97%	 of	 urban	
homes	 running	
water	in	1961.	
1965	 –	
Succession	 Act:	
widows	 given	
percentage	 of	
estate.	
	
1967	 –	 free	
secondary	
education.	
1970s	 –	 Irish	
Women’s	
Liberation	
Movement	
founded:	
focussed	 on	
equal	 rights	 for	
women	 at	 work	
and	 the	
legislation	 of	
contraception.	
	
1973	 –	
Accession	 to	 the	
EU,	 CAP	

Phase	 1:	
Farming	
Childhood,	
Education,	Work	
and	 Engaged	 to	
be	married	
• 1960-1978	

Rural	
upbringing,	
farms	 with	
father,	
leaving	 cert,	
meets	
boyfriend,	
agricultural	
college	

• 1978-1984	
Nursing	
training	 and	
job	 in	Dublin,	
engagement	

	
Phase	 2:	
Marriage	 and	
Family		
• 1984	 gets	

married,	
moves	 onto	
husband’s	
farm,	 starts	
local	 nursing	
job	

• 1985-1988	
pregnant,	
husband’s	
younger	
brother	
returns	 home	
to	 farm,	
leaves	 job	
when	 son	 is	
born	 to	 help	

Phase	 1:	 	 Following	
father,	 being	 one	 of	
the	lads	
Hill	walking	with	father	
“followed	 him	 kind	 of”	
and	 “we	 did	 everything	
together”	
Helping	the	neighbours	
on	 their	 farms	 “nearly	
considered	 one	 of	 the	
lads.”	 	When	served	tea	
insisted	 on	 being	
“treated	the	same	as	the	
men”	
	
Phase	 2:	 Disagreed	
with	 father’s	
behaviour	
Mother	wasn’t	 listened	
to	“just	because	she	was	
a	 woman”.	 Father	 had	
the	final	say:	“you	don't	
know	 everything”;	
“because	 I	 wasn't	 a	
man,	 I	 suppose	 I	
thought	 a	 little	 bit	
different”;	“it	was	handy	
to	 be	 a	 man”;	 “it	
questioned	the	ability	of	
a	man	to	make	his	mind	
up	 on	 something”;	
because	 “they	 were	
having	it	their	own	way	
really	 you	 know.	 	 It	
suited	 themselves	 you	
know”.			
	
Phase	 3:	 Couldn’t	
inherit	the	farm	
Back	 then	 “I	was	 a	 girl	
and	 I	 couldn't	 inherit	
it”,	 “They	never	thought	

Subsession	 One	
TFA	
I	 ‘thought	 like	 a	
man’	
Mary	 the	 ‘outside	
girl’	 working	 with	
her	 father.	
Evaluations	 from	
the	 start	 about	 the	
impact	 working	
with	her	 father	had	
on	 her	 way	 of	
thinking.	
Argumentation	
about	 being	 ‘one	 of	
the	lads’.		
Narrative	 with	 PIN	
about	 hillwalking	
with	 father,	 getting	
a	 cup	 of	 tea	 in	 her	
hand	 ‘like	one	of	the	
men’.	
PIN	about	 sitting	 in	
a	 tree	
contemplating	
leaving	farming.	
(short	 reports	 and	
narratives	 followed	
by	 argumentation	
and	evaluations)	
Moves	
chronologically	
from	 one	 topic	 to	
the	 next:	 working	
outside,	 lambing,	
hillwalking,	
neighbours,	 father	
hospitalised,	
choosing	 to	 leave	
farming	for	nursing,	
debs,	 agriculture	
college	 ‘most	 girls	
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introduced,	
intensification	
of	 agricultural	
production.	
Marriage	 ban	
lifted.	
	
1974	 -	 Anti-
Discrimination	
(Pay)	Act	
	
1971-1981	 -	
Rural	
population	
decline	
reversed.	
	
1979	 	 -	 Health	
(Family	
Planning)	 Act	 –	
Contraception	
	
1980s	 –	
Economic	
decline	 and	
recession.	 High	
levels	 of	
emigration.	
Rural	 out-
migration,	 low	
rural	 population	
growth.		
	
1983	 –	 First	
abortion	
referendum	
	
1986	 –	 First	
Divorce	
referendum	
	
1989	 –	 reform	
to	 constitution:	
judicial	
separation	
included	 a	
provision	 for	
equitable	
division	 of	
property.			
	
1992	 –	 Second	
abortion	
referendum	 and	
Amendment	 to	
Article	 40	 (3.3)	
–	X	case,	right	to	
travel	 for	
abortion	

on	 farm,	
second	 son	 is	
born,	
separation	
from	
homeplace,	
third	 son	 is	
born	

	
Phase	 3:	
Property	Owner,	
Farmer	 and	
Entrepreneur	
• 1991	 buys	

100-acre	
farm	 with	
husband,	 75-
acre	 cattle	
shed	 bought	
in	 her	 name,	
applies	 for	
milk	quota	as	
new	entrant		

• 1994-1997	
starts	nursing	
job	 and	 hires	
a	 farmhand,	
quits	 nursing	
job,	 family	
holiday	 to	
Donegal,	
opens	 B&B,	
holiday	
cottages	 and	
farm	holidays	
venture	

• 2005-2008	
build	 three	
houses	 for	
sons,	 sell	 one	
to	 pay	 off	
loans,	 eldest	
son	 returns	
home	 to	
farm,	 Mary	
goes	 on	
world	 tour	
with	husband	
while	 son	
operates	
farm	

	
Phase	4:	Nurse	
• 2009	 Leaves	

farming,	
starts	
specialist	
nursing	 job,	
son	 and	

of	me	 inheriting	 it”	 but	
“I	 probably	 could	 have.		
If	I'd	have	wanted	to.”	
	
Phase	 4:	 Freedom	
leaving	farming	
	Leaving	 farming	 for	
nursing	 “very	 sad”.		
Nursing	 training	 and	
working	 in	 the	 city:	 “A	
real	free	stage”	
	
Phase	 5:	 Non-
conformity	and	keeps	
individuality	
Proposal	 and	 planning	
life	at	 future	husband’s	
inherited	 farm	 “this	
would	 be	 lovely”.	
Marriage	 on	 the	 farm	
“challenged	 to	
conform”.	 But	 did	 not	
meet	 expectations	 of	
“good	 little	 farmers	
wife”;	 retained	 “who	 I	
was	myself.”		
	
Phase	 6:	 Positions	
resources	 –	
independent	 farm,	
marital		
Feeling	guilty	spending	
money	 attached	 to	
homefarm	 “I	very	much	
wanted	 to	 separate.”		
Independence	 was	
important	 for	 future,	
and	 future	 of	 children	
“I	was	 just	100%	happy	
that	 we	 made	 that	
decision.”	 Buying	
windows	 without	
husband	 -	 not	 going	 to	
be	 “a	 silent	 partner”.	
Making	 decisions	
“more	 like	 a	 man”	 and	
not	“being	defiant”.	
	
Phase	 7:	 Activates	
resources	 –	 property	
ownership	 and	
becomes	 a	 farmer	 in	
her	 own	 right,	 and	
equality	 with	
husband	
A	 farm	 went	 in	 her	
name	 and	 she	 got	 a	
herd	 number	 “I	 was	 a	
farmer	in	my	own	right”	

wouldn’t	 have	
bothered	 applying	
to	do	that.	But	I	just	
did’.	
	
II	Separating	 from	
tradition		
Reports	 with	
extended	
argumentation	
about	 ‘old-
fashioned’	 farming	
[her	 husband]	 did	
with	 his	 father	
before	 they	 were	
married.	He	wanted	
‘more	 of	 a	 lifestyle,	
more	of	a	life’	
Detailed	
description	 of	
history	 of	 outfarm	
transferred	 to	 [her	
husband].	
Narrative	 with	
PIN	about	her	first	
time	 seeing	 it	 and	
‘our	 decision	 to	
stay’.	
Mostly	
argumentation.		
Separating	from	the	
family	 homefarm	
and	 farming	 on	
their	own.	
	
III	 Marrying	 back	
into	 farming:	
family	and	farm	
Engaged,	 married,	
new	nursing	job.	
Extensive	
evaluations	 about	
separating	 from	
homefarm	 to	 ‘live	
our	own	lives’.	
	
IV	 Expanding	 the	
Farm:	Buying	land	
‘it's	 a	 big	 thing	 to	
make	 a	 change	 in	
life’	 argumentation	
on	 becoming	 an	
independent	farm.	
Reporting	 and	
argumentation	 on	
buying	land,	a	farm	
going	 into	 her	
name,	 and	
applying	 as	 a	 new	
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1996	 –	 Second	
Divorce	
referendum	
1990s	 –	 ‘post-
productionist’	
phase	
prioritised	 rural	
development.	
Off-farm	 work	
needed	 to	
sustain	 the	
family	 farm.		
The	 number	 of	
farms	 did	 not	
decrease	
significantly	 –	
small	 farms	
rented	 out	 land.	
Celtic	 Tiger	
economic	 boom	
commenced	 in	
1998.	
2000s	 –	
Increased	
interest	 in	niche	
products	
(organic	
produce,	
speciality	
foods);	
environmental	
initiatives	
(REPS)	 for	 less	
commercial	
farms.	Increased	
focus	 on	 food	
rather	 than	
agriculture.	
	
2003	 –	 CAP	
reform:	
decoupling.	
Single	 Payment	
Scheme	
introduced.	
	
2003	 -	 under	
7%	 of	 working	
population	 in	
Ireland	
employed	 in	
agriculture	
	
2008	 –	
economic	
downturn	 and	
property	bust	

husband	
enter	 share	
farming	
agreement,	
other	 two	
sons	 finish	
college	 and	
move	 abroad,	
starts	nursing	
higher	
diploma,	
rents	 out	
cottages	 long	
term	

• 2010-2011	
turns	 50,	
finishes	
higher	
diploma	(May	
2011)	

• NOW	 –	 full-
time	 nurse	
and	student	

perceived	 as	 “the	 boss	
in	 my	 own	 right.”;	
Farming	 relationship	
with	 husband	 was	
“equal.”:	 “my	 job	 was	
farming:	 and	 [his]	 job	
was	farming.”	
	
Phase	 8:	 Succession,	
leaving	farming	
Son	 returned	 farming.		
Went	on	world	tour	“do	
we	 stay	 in	 farming?”;	
Contemplated	 other	
options	“I	could	go	back	
nursing”;	 “changed	 my	
way	of	thinking”	and	on	
return	 home	 “that’s	
where	I	 left	farming”;	“I	
wasn’t	 going	 to	 farm	
with	 [my	 son]”;	 “as	 an	
independent	thing”.		
Started	nursing	job	and	
college	 course	 “I'm	
free”.	 “I	 decided	 I'd	
leave	 farming	
altogether.		Because	you	
can’t	 do	 two	 things	
well.”	
		
P-Now	 Perspective:	
Continuity	 of	
Perspective		
	
“I	 want	 a	 relationship	
with	 them	 [my	 sons]	
that's	 not	 connected	
businesswise”	 (could	
have	 farmed	 with	 her	
father	 but	 decided	 not	
to;	separation	from	her	
husband’s	 homefarm	 –	
cutting	 off	 family	
business	relationship)	
	
Husband	 and	 son	 will	
be	 business	 partners,	
not	 family	 in	 business	
together	 (like	 husband	
and	his	father	were):	“if	
they're	 not	 family	
partners,	 if	 you	 know	
what	 I	 mean,	 they’re	
two	 men	 becoming	
partners”	
	
	“if	 I	 don't	 have	 a	 good	
life	that	I	should	go	and	
make	a	good	life	myself”	

entrant	 to	
increase	 milk	
quota.	
Back	to	nursing	but	
quit	 because	
working,	 ‘it	 was	
more	of	a	rat	race’	
	
V	
Entrepreneurship:	
Family	security	
Holiday,	 decide	 to	
start	 tourism	
business	 ‘it	 just	
solved	 our	 income	
problem’.	 Children	
went	 to	 university	
and	 are	
independent.	
	
VI	 Succession:	
Future	 of	 farm	
and	family		
Son	 came	 home	 to	
farm,	world	tour		
Conflicted	 as	 they	
both	 ‘contemplated	
moving	 out	 of	
farming	altogether’		
Contemplated	 a	
different	 life	 for	
herself:	 ‘it	was	I/me	
who	 made	 the	
greater	 change	as	a	
result	of	the	travel’	
	
VII	 Resolution	 of	
story:	 Career	
change	
Close	 tourism	
business,	 stopped	
farming	 with	 son	
and	husband,	job	as	
diabetes	 nurse,	
back	 to	 college	 to	
specialise,	 leased	
cottages.	
	
Omissions	 –	
relationship	 with	
mother,	 brother,	
sisters;	 complexity	
of	relationship	with	
father	 (disagreed	
with	him)	
	
Subsession	 Two	
(Any	 sort	 of	
differences	 from	
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(not	afraid	of	change)	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

ss1?)	
• Talks	about	her	

mother	 for	 the	
first	time.	

• Disagrees	 with	
her	 father’s	
behaviour	 in	 a	
more	open	way	
through	
argumentation	
and	 narratives	
of	 particular	
incidents	 of	
gender	
inequality	
between	 her	
mother	 and	
father.	

• Gives	 global	
evaluations	
about	
feminism:	 ‘not	
women’s	 lib	
but	we	all	have	
the	 power	 to	
make	 up	 our	
own	 mind	
about	
everything’.		

	
Very	 brief	
summary	 of	
socio-
historical	
context	

Very	 brief	
summary	 of	
BDA	pattern	

Very	 brief	 summary	
of	pattern	of	mutating	
subjectivity	

Very	 brief	
summary	 of	 TFA	
and	how	it	related	
to	the	interview	as	
a	whole	

	
Modernisation	
of	 farming	 and		
living	conditions	
on	 farms.	 	 The	
Succession	 Act	
secured	
women’s	
inheritance	 of	
farm	 property	
upon	 the	 death	
of	their	spouse.	
	
Accession	 to	 the	
EEC	 improved	
income	 for	
farmers,	 and	 for	
women’s	
equality	 in	
society	 more	
broadly.	
	
1980s	 recession	
and	 decline	 in	

	
Farming	
upbringing;	
works	 on	 farm	
with	 father	 but	
disruption	 in	
farming	 career	
pathway	 means	
she	 leaves	
farming	 for	 a	
nursing	 career.	
Marries	 back	 into	
farming	 and	
builds	 up	 a	 new	
family	 farm;	 has	
children;	
becomes	 a	 farm	
co-owner,	 then	 a	
sole-farm	 owner	
and	farmer.	Then	
shifts	 back	 and	
forth:	 briefly	 a	
nurse,	 then	 back	
to	 the	 farm	 as	 an	

Phase	 1	 –	 She	 was	
treated	 like	 a	 boy	
because	 she	 helped	 her	
father	
Phase	 2	 –	 men	 made	
decisions	 because	 they	
had	 the	 power,	 they	
didn’t	 look	 at	 the	
broader	 picture	 –	 she	
wasn’t	 a	 boy	and	didn’t	
act	like	a	boy	
Phase	 3	 –	 Awareness	
that	 she	was	 a	 girl	 and	
farming	 culture	 did	 not	
enable	 female	
succession.	 Later	
perspective	 realised	
that	 she	 could	 have	
because	 of	 influence	 on	
her	father.	
Phase	 4	 –	 Sadness	
leaving	 farming,	 but	
found	 freedom	 off	 the	
farm	–	no	constraints.	

I	Background	of	her	
childhood	on	a	farm	
and	 personal	
development	
II	 Separating	 from	
homefarm	 –	
dividing	 up	 family	
labour	 into	 smaller	
units	 –	 a	 non-
traditional	
approach	
III	 Continuing	
married	 life	 with	
independence	 in	
farming	
IV	 Land	 put	 in	 her	
name,	 and	
exercising	
autonomy	 in	
farming	 through	
applying	 as	 new	
entrant	 to	 get	 her	
own	 herd	 number.	
Back	 to	 nursing	 to	
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rural	 areas,	
decrease	 in	
rural	
population.	
	
1990s	 women’s	
off-farm	 work	
was	 needed	 to	
sustain	 the	
smaller	 family	
farm.	
	
1998	 economic	
upturn	 and	
increased	 value	
of	property.	
	
2008	 economic	
downturn.	

entrepreneur;	
leaves	 farming	
again	 for	 nursing	
and	 higher	
education	 degree	
=	 nurse	 and	
student.	

Phase	 5	 –	 kept	 her	
individuality	 despite	
pressure	 to	 conform	 to	
traditional	 model	 of	
farmer’s	 wife,	 used	
marital	 bargaining	 to	
structure	 equality	 into	
the	relationship.	
Phase	 6	 –	 Drives	
separation	 from	
husband’s	 homefarm	 to	
achieve	 autonomy	 in	
farming	for	their	 family	
unit.	Positions	resources	
for	future.	
Phase	 7	 –	 Activates	
resources	 to	 own	
property	 and	 become	 a	
farmer	 with	 her	 own	
herd	 number.	 Separate	
from	 her	 husband’s	
farm.	 Achieves	
autonomy	 in	 farming	
for	herself.	
Phase	8	–	on	world	tour	
decided	 to	 go	 back	 to	
nursing	 and	 leave	
farming	 to	her	husband	
and	 son.	 Freedom	
leaving	farming.	
	
Narrative	 of	
differentiation:	
She	 differentiates	
herself	 from	 the	
‘men’s’	 way	 of	 doing	
things	 from	 phase	 2	
onwards	to	justify	her	
decision	 to	 leave	
farming.	 She	 sees	 the	
other	 side	 of	 the	
situation	 –	 of	
deceiving	 her	 family.	
She	 could	 see	 things	
differently	 because	
she	 was	 a	 woman;	
men	didn’t	 look	at	the	
other	side.	
	
Continuity	 of	 now	
perspective:	 family	
farming	is	a	business.	

	

increase	 income,	
but	 it	 disrupted	
family	balance.	
V	 Started	 on-farm	
tourism	 businesses	
to	 increase	 income	
and	stay	home	with	
family.	
VI	 Went	 on	 world	
tour	 with	 husband	
when	 son	 came	
home	 to	 farm.	 Her	
perspective	
changed.	
VII	 Changed	 life	
path:	 Closed	 on-
farm	 businesses;	
left	 farming	 and	
started	 a	 nursing	
job	 and	 college	
course.	
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Appendix	I	–	Mairead	Case	Diagram	

	
	

	

	 	

Mairead:	Case	Diagram	
	
	
FARMING	
	
Born	Ireland	

Farm	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
College	 	 	Returns	home	to	farm	 DAUGHTER	
	
	

	 	 	 Farm	helper	
	

		
	

Professional	Farmer	 		
	

	
	
	

Gets	Married	 	 	
WIFE	

	
	
Husband	moves	to	her	farm	
	

		Inherits	farm	
OWNER	

	
	 	 	
	
	 	 	
	

	
Independent	Farmer		

PARTNER	
	
	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 Father	Alzheimer’s	
	
	 	 	 	 	 CARER	

Partnership with 
Husband	

Father	Falls	Ill	(she	
manages	farm)	

Fought	for	
Transfer	

Farming	
Career	
Choice	

Alone	&	
Pressure	
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