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“The Source of All My Joy and All My Stress”: Children and Childcare as 
Underappreciated Sources of Stress That Affect Farm Women
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ABSTRACT
Objective: Women have always played a crucial role in agriculture through their work on the 
farm, caring for the family and the household, and off-farm employment. Yet, like their essential 
contributions to agriculture, their mental health and well-being have largely been invisible since 
much of the focus of the mental health in agriculture research has been on older, male farmers. 
This paper seeks to address this knowledge gap by focusing on the emotional consequences 
stemming from the expectations of juggling childcare responsibilities, farm work and managing 
the household whilst keeping children safe. 
Methods: The data were collected via focus groups and photovoice activity with, respectively, 68 
and 33 farm women from Ohio, Wisconsin, and Vermont. 
Results: The content thematic analysis first indicates that the juggling of multiple roles along with 
limited support deeply impacted farm women’s wellbeing. Worries that the children could get hurt 
was a major source of stress. Stress and mental health issues connected to children do not lessen as 
they age but rather shift and become more complex. 
Conclusion: This article highlights the implications of the lack of investment in farm women’s 
mental wellbeing and their lived realities of caring for children on the farm. Future research should 
address supply chain and affordability issues, particularly for rural childcare provision.  
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Introduction

Women have always played a crucial role in agricul
ture through their work on the farm, caring for the 
family and the household, and off-farm 
employment.1–8 Yet, similar to their essential contri
butions to agriculture, their mental health and well- 
being have largely been invisible since much of the 
focus of the research on mental health in agriculture 
has been on older, male farmers.9–15 The limited 
identification, and incorporation of the needs and 
realities of farm women into the study of mental 
health in agriculture means that we do not have 
a full understanding of how lived realities across gen
der shape mental health. In turn, mental health inter
ventions may not adequately account for gender 
variations and needs.16,17 This is a problematic short
coming given the extensive research among the gen
eral population documenting variations in sources of 
stress across gender identities, and variations in how 
mental health challenges manifest themselves.18–22

Just in the last four years, a handful of studies 
have amplified the importance of focusing on the 
mental health needs and realities of farm 
women.9,14,15,23,24 Out of the United Kingdom 
and Canada, studies have found that farm 
women report higher levels of mental health chal
lenges (i.e., stress, depression, anxiety, loneliness) 
than their male counterparts. While this research 
brings increased attention to the gender knowl
edge gap, these studies are largely quantitative. 
This means that the breadth and depth of our 
understanding of the stressors experienced by 
farm women and their consequences is limited. 
Furthermore, and connecting to the work of 
Nichols and Davis (2023), these studies do not 
adequately account for the ways in which tradi
tional gender roles and responsibilities carried out 
by farm women intersect with their mental health. 
This could be because these previous studies were 
modelled off scales developed and used with farm
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men. This shortcoming is nevertheless surprising 
as decades of rural social science research have 
documented differences in gender norms and 
expectations including the “triple burden” that 
farm women experience. See for example.2,25–27 

Simply defined, the triple burden refers to farm 
women simultaneously juggling different roles on- 
and off-the farm as they often do the invisible 
labor of caring for their households, children, 
and farms. The multiplicity of work embedded in 
the triple burden came to a head during the 
COVID-19 pandemic, which triggered a societal 
reckoning around how paid work and informal 
caregiving work affect women’s mental health in 
the general population28–31 but also among farm 
women.4,32

As much as the triple burden of farm women has 
long been documented, our understanding of how 
farm women navigate the day-to-day of the triple 
burden and the intersection with women’s mental 
health has received little attention.9,12,33 This includes 
how farm women navigate their caregiving responsi
bilities. On the contrary, raising children on the farm 
has often been idealized and romanticized both in the 
peer-reviewed literature and in farm 
programming.25,26,34–36 The farm safety literature has 
long studied how attitudes, behaviors, and knowledge 
of farm parents intersects with farm children safety 
outcomes, yet as Becot (2022) argued, this body of 
work has seemingly glossed over the lived realities of 
raising children in a dangerous environment and the 
consequences on farm parents’ mental health. 
A handful of studies on farmer mental health have 
noted that childcare is a source of stress for women. 
However these observations have been confined to 
a single sentence in a larger paper or as an ‘’unexpected 
finding’.9,12,33 Even when mental health was not 
a research focus, recent studies on children in agricul
ture point to the ways in which childcare challenges 
can have profound impacts on farm parent’s mental 
health,25,25,26,32,37–39 and the ways in which the lack of 
affordable quality childcare can impact farm business 
viability and farm children safety.40,41

In this article, we braid together three distinct, yet 
related elements, as the purpose of this article is to 
examine the ways in which farm safety, farm women’s 
personal and professional responsibilities, and farm 
women’s mental health intersect. More specifically we 
focus on two research questions: 1) How does raising

children in a dangerous farm environment shape 
farm women’s mental health? and 2) To what extent 
do the interactions between children’s caregiving 
needs and farm women’ mental health vary based 
on the age of the children? While farm parents must 
contend with the dangerous nature of the agricultural 
worksite for children of any age, children’s cognitive, 
physical, social, and emotional needs shift overtime 
and so does their involvement in farm activities. As 
such we expect that farm women’s stress and worries 
around the needs of their children and keeping them 
safe likely vary over time. We answer our two research 
questions by drawing on data from focus groups and 
a photovoice activity with, respectively, 68- and 33- 
farm with children under 18 on farms in three US 
states (Ohio, Vermont, Wisconsin). Our study design 
and interpretation of the results are driven by the 
merging of interdisciplinary bodies of knowledge: 
mental health in agriculture, women in agriculture 
and their triple burden, childcare in agriculture, and 
farm children safety. We made the choice of putting 
in dialog these bodies of literature over using an 
established theory for two reasons. First, given the 
dearth of studies on the topic, our study is explora
tory. Second, these bodies of literature have seldom 
been merged, yet as our study should demonstrate, 
doing so provides productive and novel insights. 
While we use the term “farm women” as 
a shorthand in this article, we note that our recruit
ment material specifically did not use these terms, but 
rather “women raising children on farms”. We did so 
in recognition that a “farm woman” is a complex term 
connected to a multitude of roles, and that some 
women would not identify as a farmer.42 

Recognizing the heterogeneity of the agriculture 
population, we also had chosen this broader set of 
terms so that the study would be inclusive of the 
diversity of caregiver roles and identities (i.e., biologi
cal, adoptive, foster parents, grandparent, etc.) and 
geographies (i.e., rural, suburban, and urban).

Literature review

How the triple burden of farm women affects 
mental health

A key difference between farm women and farm 
men are the roles and responsibilities traditionally 
attributed to each gender. These gender-based
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roles and responsibilities in turn have varying 
effects on women and men’s mental 
health.1,4,14,15,43,44 For farm women, these roles 
and responsibilities have been encapsulated by 
the concept of the triple burden, whereas farm 
women are expected to do on and off farm work 
whilst supporting the emotional and physical 
needs of those in the household through care 
and domestic work.2,7,45,46 Relevant to the farmer 
mental health literature, this care work extends to 
the important role farm women play in support
ing their male partners experiencing mental 
health challenges.47,48 Yet, family farm scholars 
have long noted the invisibility of women’s con
tributions and the unrealistic expectations placed 
on them.1,7,49–52 This has remained the case even 
as women have increasingly taken on more lea
dership roles on and off the farm.6,8,43,48 As much 
as the COVID-19 pandemic fragilized women’s 
social progression within the household and 
society, it has illuminated the complexity and 
the emotional burden on women from the gen
dered expectations surrounding unpaid care 
work. 4,29–32,36

Whilst the triple burden and invisibility experi
enced by farm women has been extensively 
researched by rural social scientists, this body of 
work has yet to fully consider the consequences of 
farm women’s triple burden on their lived realities 
and their mental health.37 Indeed, much of the lit
erature on women in agriculture focuses on power 
structures, women’s identity, and their professional 
roles, including their ability to, or not, access these 
roles. See for example.1,3,43,49,53,54 However, there is 
some evidence that farm women experience chal
lenges juggling their multiple roles and that these 
challenges have consequences on their health and 
well-being.4,14,15,25,26,37,55,56 Out of the handful of 
empirical studies that have specifically focused on 
childcare for farm families, none specifically set out 
to study the connection to mental health. Yet, all 
noted that key informants and farm parents repeat
edly shared that childcare is a source of stress for 
farm women.12,25,26,32,33,41,57–59

Farm children safety affects mental health

In addition to the mental health burden from 
juggling professional and personal roles, some

studies have noted the stress associated with keep
ing children safe on the farm.25,26,58,60 Farms are 
dangerous environments, and farm safety experts 
have long noted the importance of supervising 
children off the worksite.18,61–63 In reality, when 
farm parents experience childcare challenges (i.e., 
due to availability, cost, or quality), farm parents 
can find themselves in situations where their only 
choice is to bring the children to the 
worksite.26,32,58,60,64 Having children on the farm 
work site impacts the safety of the children, farm 
parents ability to get the work done, and the devel
opment trajectory of the farm business,26,38,41,58,64 

leading Becot (2022) to argue that the nature of 
caring for children in the dangerous farm environ
ment may also be a currently underappreciated 
source of stress.

Variations in farm women’s mental health as 
children age

Anthropologists and child development psycholo
gists have long established that as children 
develop, their cognitive, physical, social, and emo
tional needs change. In turn, these variations can 
present differing challenges for parents as they 
care for their children.65–69 The farm safety litera
ture also shows farm children’s exposure to risks 
varies based on these development stages.65,70–72 

Looking across children’s development stages, 
young children require constant and time- 
consuming physical care, while in comparison 
older children require more emotional and social 
support in adolescence as they begin to make 
decisions that will structure their future adult
hoods (e.g., the relationships they are forming, 
the subject they want to study at school and 
which extra-curriculum activities they want to 
focus on).68 Besides caring for their children’s 
general cognitive, physical, social, and emotional 
needs, farm parents also need to contend with the 
dangerous nature of the agricultural worksite. 
Very young children are most at risk for farm 
incidents; as children age and become more inde
pendent, they become capable of comprehending 
dangers on the farm and are less likely to experi
ence a farm incident.70,73 As such, farm parents’ 
mental health burden of ensuring the safety of 
children should theoretically decrease overtime.
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However, research shows that although older chil
dren are more capable as they develop cognitively, 
they can still get distracted and are prone to peer 
pressure and risk taking.70,71,74,75 In terms of phy
sical needs of farm children, although greater 
supervision is required for younger children, the 
over estimation of farm children’s physical abilities 
to operate machinery such as quad bikes and trac
tors can result in serious accidents.71,76 In short, 
the farm safety literature hints at the fact that 
although the physical, cognitive, social, emotional, 
and safety needs of children shift as they age, 
keeping the children safe is not a linear burden 
that decreases as a children age; it should therefore 
follow that there is a constant and consistent 
impact on farm parents’ mental health even as 
children become older.

Methods

Study background and recruitment

Our qualitative data are from 11 focus groups 
with 68 women raising children under 18 on 
farms and two rounds of a photovoice activity 
(33 women in the first round and 19 women in 
the second round) in three study states (Ohio, 
Wisconsin, and Vermont). Seldom used in agri
cultural safety and health research,77 photovoice 
is a participatory and emancipatory visual narra
tive approach that allows participants to take on 
the simultaneous roles of being the researcher 
and the knowledge creator.78,79 This is done via 
the participants taking photos and then debrief
ing about them afterwards in a group session. 
Part of a larger CDC NIOSH project on childcare 
and children farm safety, participants were 
recruited using a convenience sample approach, 
by asking farm service providers and farm orga
nizations in our study states to share recruitment 
information through their social media accounts 
and listservs networks.80 To participate in the 
study, participants had to: 1) be the parent or 
primary caregiver of at least on child under the 
age of 18; 2) identify as a woman; and 3) live on 
a farm or ranch operation in either Ohio, 
Wisconsin, or Vermont. As noted above, we 
chose inclusion criteria that would be welcoming 
to a diversity of caregivers who identify as

a woman. For this study, we focused on people 
who identify as women because they continue to 
be the primary caregivers. We elected to not 
include people who identify as men because the 
women in agriculture literature highlight the 
importance of creating women identifying-only 
spaces, given the discrimination and invisibility 
they have faced in agriculture related 
spaces.45,54,81 Participants in the focus groups 
were not required to participate in the photovoice 
activity. The attrition between the two activities 
may be in part explained by the public nature of 
the photovoice activity and the time commit
ment. The second round of the photovoice activ
ity was the least attended, which we fully 
expected, since the activity was conducted in 
June. Depending on commodities produced, this 
can be busy on the farm while the childcare load 
increases with school being out for the summer.

Study instruments and data collection

We used a semi-structured guide during the focus 
groups that covered the topics of childcare 
arrangements, farm safety strategies, farm business 
decisions, and women’s quality of life. Our study 
design and interpretation of the results were 
informed by interdisciplinary bodies of knowledge: 
mental health in agriculture, women in agriculture 
and their triple burden, childcare in agriculture, 
and farm children safety. Most relevant for this 
article, we asked: 1) how farm safety concerns 
impact what they do with the children while they 
work on the farm, and 2) how juggling the chil
dren, getting the work done, and keeping them 
safe impact their quality of life. The guide was 
reviewed for clarity, coverage of the topic, and 
potential bias by family farm and farm safety 
experts and by piloting the instrument twice with 
a total of 13 farm women recruited from outside 
our study area. Focus group data were collected in 
February 2022. On average, the focus groups lasted 
an hour and were followed by a 30-minute train
ing session for the photovoice activity.

After the focus groups, we developed the picture 
prompts for the photovoice activity as well as the 
group debrief guide to provide farm women with 
an opportunity to show their realities and expand 
on the issues identified in the focus groups. We
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provided participants with three sets of prompts 
for each of the two rounds of the photovoice 
activity and, most relevant to this article, we 
asked farm women to take pictures connected 
to: 1) how thinking about juggling children, farm 
work, taking care of the household, and off-farm 
work makes them feel, and 2) when juggling the 
children and keeping them safe, farm work, taking 
care of the house and off-farm work, what makes 
their day easier and what makes their day harder. 
We used the SHOWED technique to develop our 
debrief guides.79 Farm women were asked to 
describe their picture, why they took it, how it 
spoke to the picture prompts, how it reflected the 
childcare and schooling options they have access. 
Women were also asked to share about what they 
wanted farm organizations, farm service providers, 
and policy makers to know and do about the 
picture. We conducted one round of photovoice 
in February–March 2022 and one round in 
June 2022. Across the two rounds the group 
debriefs lasted on average 1hour.

The focus groups and photovoice activities gen
erated 28 hours of audio and 377 pictures. Farm 
women received a stipend of $50 for their partici
pation in the focus groups and $50 for their parti
cipation in each round of the photovoice activity 
(participants could receive up to $150). The first 
and second authors conducted the data collection. 
Both are PhD holders with graduate-level training 
in qualitative data analysis and over 30 years of 
combined experience conducting qualitative 
research. After each focus group and photovoice 
activity debrief, we debriefed for 15–30 minutes on 
what had just happened, the findings we were 
seeing emerging, and potential changes in our 
approach to asking the questions and follow-up 
we might need to make so that we did not intro
duce a bias around what participants might feel 
like they can(not) say. Often, these debriefs 
included conversations around what we expected 
to have happened but had (not) happened and 
reflections on how our own positionality might 
be impacting the data collection.

The focus group protocol was exempt from IRB 
review, while the photovoice protocol went 
through expedited review. When designing the 
study instruments, we had decided to ask about 
quality of life but not about mental health (i.e.,

stress, anxiety, and depression). We chose this 
approach in part due to the public nature of our 
research activities and the stigmas around mental 
health in agriculture.9,82 However, and based on 
studies leading up to this one,25,26 we had noted in 
our IRB protocol the eventuality that mental 
health challenges might come up (this is in part 
why we sought expedited review for the photo
voice activity), and we had developed a strategy 
to respond if participants exhibited signs of dis
tress. For more information about the photovoice 
activity, including the ethical implications for an 
agricultural health and safety project and the IRB 
protocol, see Becot et al. (2023).

Study participants

Among the 68 farm women who participated in the 
study, almost all were either married or lived with 
a partner (97%). They had on average two children, 
including 52% with children ages 0 to 2, 48% with 
children ages 3 to 5, and 66% with children ages 6 
to 18. Almost all (99%) reported being the biologi
cal parent of a child, but in addition, 6% reported 
being an adoptive parent, 4% a step-parent, and 1% 
a foster parent. While there was little race and 
ethnic diversity among our participants (94% were 
white), there was a fairly even split based on farm 
background (60% grew up on a farm or ranch) and 
farm experience (55% were beginning farmers). 
There were 84% who reported at least one person 
in the household had an off-farm job, and their 
household operated farms of varying scale: 20% 
reported less than $10,000 in farm sales, 42% 
reported sales between $10,000 to $249,999, 22% 
reported sales between $250,000 to $499,999, and 
6% reported sales $500,000 and over. Commodities 
produced on their farms varied: 79% produced live
stock, 52% produced field crops/hay, 45% produced 
fruits and vegetables, and 11% had nurseries and 
greenhouses.

Our sample captures a diversity of experiences 
on the basis of the age of the children and farm 
operations, and to some extent on the basis of 
relationship to the children. Furthermore, while 
we had not asked specifically about geographical 
location, the focus groups revealed participants 
were located in rural, suburban, and urban geogra
phies. However, we note that demographically our
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sample is not diverse in terms of race, ethnicity, or 
gender. Related to race and ethnicity, the propor
tion of participants of color is in line with the racial 
and ethnic make-up of farmers in our three study 
states.83 Related to gender, we specifically recruited 
individuals who identify as women given that 
women continue to play a disproportionate role in 
caregiving.29–31 We acknowledge that the lack of 
demographic diversity is a limitation of our study 
and that future studies should examine the interac
tions between caregiving responsibilities and mental 
health across race, ethnicity, and gender identities.

Coding and data analysis

We used a directed content analysis approach to 
code and analyze the data.84,85 This is an iterative 
approach that includes both a deductive and an 
inductive approach. The deductive codes were 
based on the questions from the study instru
ments, while the inductive codes were generated 
during the coding process to capture important 
ideas and concepts not already captured through 
the deductive codes.86 Our coding process was as 
follows. The first author and a research staffer first 
coded the same transcript to refine the codebook 
and ensure consistency in use. We used the Kappa 
coefficient to discuss necessary codebook changes 
and variations in the approach to coding. We 
repeated this step two more times, which is when 
we reached the threshold for excellent agreement 
(average Kappa score of 75% for all codes), and 
when we were satisfied with the usability and 
coverage of the codebook. From then on, we split 
the remaining transcripts and met bi-weekly to 
discuss potential adjustments to the codebook 
along with emerging themes and patterns. Bi- 
weekly meetings among coders were also used to 
reflect on and address potential biases in our 
coding.87

Most relevant to answer our research ques
tions, our analysis was focused on the following 
codes: quality of life (family’s quality of life and 
own quality of life), mental health, negative 
aspects, and positive aspects of current life, (in) 
visibility of women, and women’s identity. The 
thematic analysis included reading through the 
text associated with each code and identifying 
themes and sub-themes in response to our

research questions. We analyzed and coded the 
data using NVivo (QSR International, 
Burlington, MA). In what follows, we present 
the research findings and include quotes and 
pictures to illustrate these findings. The pictures 
represent what participants choose to share to 
show their lived realities and perspectives. Some 
of the pictures may not be in line with current 
farm safety recommendations but in line with 
the emancipatory nature of photovoice, “we 
can’t fix what we can’t see”.77,78 Throughout 
the analysis process, the three authors consis
tently reflected on potential biases stemming 
from our positionality and how to address 
these biases. The discussion of our findings in 
the context of the existing literature was also 
a way to continue the reflexivity process.

Findings

We now present the findings from the three 
themes and Table 1 provides an overview of the 
findings.

Farm women’s lived realities with mental 
health: juggling everything

My whole existence has felt defined by the fact 
I have chosen to be a farmer and a mother, those 
things are such gifts and they’re the source of all of 
my joy and also all of my stress. 

Reflective of what many women shared, this 
Vermont participant describes a trapped life and 
highlights the complex dual roles of being both 
a mother and a farmer. The constant pressures 
and mental health consequences were illustrated 
throughout the focus groups and photovoice 
activity with the frequent mention of negative 
mental health outcomes, depression, stress, and 
anxiety. For example, the words “depression, 
post-natal/post-partum depression” and “anxi
ety” were mentioned in 8 out of the 11 focus 
groups. In all the focus groups, participants con
sistently emphasized the “stress” they were under 
and how this negatively impacted on their quality 
of life.

The participants provided nuanced insights into 
their lived realities by speaking at length about 
their past and/or current mental health issues.
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A participant from Ohio, stated she was currently 
dealing with postpartum anxiety and “breaks down 
crying one to two times per week”. While another 
participant from Vermont commented: “I just 
handle an absurd amount of stress all the time

and it makes me tired and depressed . . . it has 
a serious effect on quality of life”. Across the 
focus groups and as the picture and caption in 
Figure 1 illustrate, participants frequently voca
lized that women were at the end of their tether,

Table 1. Overview of study findings.
Themes Definition Supporting quotes

Farm women’s lived 
realities with mental 
health: Juggling 
everything

This theme speaks to the emotional challenges that farm 
women face and how these are shaped by the 
multiplicity of personal and professional roles they 
are expected to fulfill, the support their receive (or 
lack thereof), the feeling of guilt from not doing 
enough and/or sense of not being good enough. This 
includes the idealized norm that children should 
come along while working, and the limited variation 
across farm type participants came from.

● “Being the scheduler for everything, expected to 
organize all the childcare and activities, appoint
ments etc. This isn’t shared. Again, the mental 
load can be intense and overwhelming at times. 
Trying to juggle everything is hard.”

● “I just handle an absurd amount of stress all the 
time and it makes me tired and depressed . . . it has 
a serious effect on quality of life”

● “My whole existence has felt defined by the fact 
I have chosen to be a farmer and a mother, those 
things are such gifts and they’re the source of all of 
my joy and also all of my stress”.

● “We feel obligated to also have our kids with us, 
because we want them with us, we want them 
learning what we are doing. But there’s the social 
pressure that in this day and age of you’re not doing 
enough and in reality we are doing way too much. 
And that is a significant impact, I would say more 
on the mental health and it’s going to have an even 
bigger impact down the road as this keeps 
compounding.”

Connections between farm 
women’s mental health 
and farm safety.

This theme explored how 
awareness of dangers on the farm, the pressure to 
provide a safe environment for their children, and 
childcare options available (or lack thereof) intersect 
with farm women’s mental health challenges

● “The anxiety piece comes from the fear of some of 
the accidents that can happen, you’re always 
worried.”

● “My kids are usually at daycare during the day but 
when my days run long they sometimes have to 
come with [me] for chores. They’re usually willing 
to tag along but it worries me when the bigger 
tractors are running that they’re safe enough. I try 
to save the safer chores for when the kids are at the 
farm but occasionally we have to divide and con
quer between adults watching kids. Juggling my 4 
kids and farming is stressful, it does make me 
worry, but things need to get done so I do the best 
I can.”

Mental health impacts 
based on the age of 
children.

This theme speaks to how the stress and mental health 
issues connected to raising children on a farm does 
not decrease over time, per the common refrain. 
Rather, the stress and mental health issues shift and 
become more complex as children grow.

● “It’s good to know that there’s light at the end of 
the tunnel when once your kids all start going to 
school so that’s a little bit of a relief. I mean it is 
overwhelming right now with three little kids and 
trying to get barn work and everything done.”

● “I’ve been really, really surprised at how the emo
tional needs of these young adult humans how 
consuming those needs are and so much more 
physical needs when the kids were younger . . . now 
it’s a much more intense emotional need from these 
teenagers that feels so much more important than 
anything I’m doing.”

● “As children age- the risks change for what they can 
do on a farm. My child is as tall as I am and can 
physically help with milking cows. I would not 
allow her to do this task alone- as mentally she is 
not mature enough- but supervised, yes!”
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with women often vocally and visibly upset, tear
ing up, and on one occasion breaking down in 
tears.1

These findings are particularly noteworthy. As 
highlighted in the methods section, while the 
interview guide asked participants about their 
quality of life, we did not ask about mental health, 
stress, anxiety, or depression. Yet, over, and over, 
the farm women launched into descriptions of 
how their mental health was connected to their 
quality of life. Many did not hold back in describ
ing how the pressures they were under were hav
ing detrimental impacts on their mental health and 
quality of life.

The tension described by participants of enjoy
ing farming and being with their children, whilst 
simultaneously being aware their mental health 
was deteriorating highlights the emotional chal
lenge farm women are facing. Participants

consistently attributed their mental health chal
lenges to the multiplicity of personal and profes
sional roles they are expected to fulfill. Reflecting 
the concept of the “triple burden”, women shared 
how they are expected to be the primary childcare 
giver alongside expectations that they will under
take on-farm and off-farm work. As one woman 
from Wisconsin shared: “everything’s on me, the 
chores, the crops, all of it’s on my plate, the kids 
getting to and from schools, doctors’ appointments, 
school activities.” For participants, the stress, and 
anxiety in part stems from the complexity of orga
nizing childcare and multiple, sometimes overlap
ping priorities as explained by this participant 
from Ohio: “There’s been an exuberant amount of 
stress with managing four children and four sche
dules.” More specifically, women shared the ways 
in which running the household included not only 
the planning, preparing, and cleaning up of meals, 
it also included scheduling appointments for 
family members. For instance, driving children to 
and back from school, medical appointments, and 
extracurricular activities such as sports and clubs. 
These stresses are compounded for some by the 
rurality of their communities, with many partici
pants reporting they need to drive almost an hour 
each way multiple times a week. The resulting 
mental stress and physical exhaustion were 
reflected in the number of women feeling over
whelmed, as illustrated in the pictures and cap
tions from Figures 2 and 3.

Support received shaped farm women’s lived 
realities. Indeed, while some participants reported 
sharing care and domestic work with their hus
bands, almost half of participants reported receiv
ing minimal support from their spouses, thereby 
compounding the triple farm women experience. 
For example, one participant shared that only dur
ing the COVID-19 pandemic, 15 years into their 
relationship, her husband realized the extent of the 
work she had been doing to manage the household 
every day and finally acknowledged just how invi
sible yet vital her contributions had been. 
Participants who reported not getting any support

Figure 1. “Stressed, anxious, tired.” photo credit: participant #6.

1On one occasion researchers became concerned about the mental health and welfare of a participant and followed the plan 
developed in their IRB protocol for participants exhibiting signs of distress. This plan was in part developed based on principals 
learned through the mental health first aid training.
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from their spouses were among the most stretched 
and stressed. This is illustrated by the quote below 
and Figure 3.

Being the scheduler for everything, expected to 
organize all the childcare and activities, appoint
ments etc. This isn’t shared. Again, the mental load 
can be intense and overwhelming at times. Trying to 
juggle everything is hard. 

Women consistently spoke about a feeling of 
guilt that they were not doing enough and/or 
a sense of not being good enough. Regardless of 
if the women felt supported by their partners, 
almost all participants spoke about a feeling of 
guilt that they were not doing enough and/or 
a sense of not being good enough. Participants 
repeatedly spoke of trying to “juggle everything” 
and how this is intensified by the farm and the 
childcare work: “That whole part of guilt, from 
moving to one stage to another, we’re navigating 
efforts between milkings, and you know normal 
life.” Contributing to this sense of guilt and not 
doing enough was the societal expectation that 
farm women should have their children around 
while they do farm work. For a number of 
women, this was a significant source of frustra
tion and stress, because this idealized norm can 
negatively affect farm productivity and profitabil
ity while simultaneously creating stress – the 
dangerous nature of the worksite was seen as 
a compounding factor in that sentiment. For 
example, a Vermont focus group participant 
explained: 

It seems like we need to move beyond this expecta
tion or the assumption that farmers should work 
with their kids . . . I don’t want to work with my 
kids, I don’t want to farm with my kids. I’m a worse 
farmer when my kids are with me because I’m 
totally scattered. 

Several participants openly questioned why farm
ers are the only occupation expected to bring their 
children to work:

We feel obligated to also have our kids with us, 
because we want them with us, we want them learn
ing what we are doing. But there’s the social pres
sure that in this day and age of you’re not doing 
enough and in reality we are doing way too much. 
And that is a significant impact, I would say more 
on the mental health and it’s going to have an even

Figure 2. “This picture represents how planning our week 
makes me feel. Planning the week involves meal planning, 
evaluating my work schedule with my husband, the kid’s sche
dule, appointments, farm needs, and more, and then ensuring 
we contact the babysitters.” photo credit: participant #7.

Figure 3. “I guess supper is coming from the freezer tonight. . . 
this picture is an example of how fatigued and annoyed I get 
from being the person responsible for dinner every night (and 
breakfast and lunch and snacks and everything else around the 
house).” photo credit: participant #11.
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bigger impact down the road as this keeps 
compounding. 

In other words, the societal pressure to have the 
children along took away and diminished women’s 
identity as a farmer which also contributes to the 
invisibility of women’s work on the farm. 
Therefore, childcare whilst performing farm tasks 
created mental stress among most of the farm 
women.

Overall, the intersection of emotional stress, 
physical exhaustion, and quality of life was 
a universal pattern that held across the full spec
trum of farm types regardless of farm size, com
modity mix, or market orientation and were not 
linked to any one “type” of agriculture in this 
study. We recognize farm women are not unique 
in experiencing challenges because of role overload 
and that women of all walks of life raising children 
experience similar challenges. However, a key dif
ference for farm women is they must contend with 
an extra layer of challenges that stems from raising 
children in a dangerous working environment, 
which we turn to next.

Connections between farm women’s mental 
health and farm safety

The pressure to provide a safe environment on the 
farm for their children was a significant factor 
contributing to farm women’s mental health strug
gles. A sizeable proportion of the women in this 
study were under no romantic illusions about farm 
life and were highly aware of how dangerous the 
farm environment can be for children, as the fol
lowing quote and Figure 4 illustrate: “The anxiety 
piece comes from the fear of some of the accidents 
that can happen, you’re always worried.”

Participants’ constant need to simultaneously 
assess children’s risk exposure while engaging in 
farm work creates stress. As one participant 
explained: “they (the children) are out in the field 
with us for the rest of the day, which is fun but can 
be very stressful because I’m dealing with custo
mers there’s lots of cars around, but we want them 
to be part of it”. Participants shared how farm 
safety fears are constant and are exacerbated by 
the changing nature of agriculture. While safety 
features on machinery have increased, machinery 

has also become bigger and more powerful, mak
ing the farm a more dangerous environment by 
some measures:

Our kids are still on the farm, but everything has 
changed the equipment has changed the safety . . . 
now technology has progressed our farm practices 
have progressed, everything is so different, but there 
is no focus on education and staying safe. 

In both the focus groups and photovoice 
debrief sessions participants shared how the 
lack of alternative childcare options (due to 
cost, availability, and/or quality) resulted in 
their having no other choice than to have the 
children on the farm with them. This is illu
strated by the picture and caption in Figure 5.

Many women described how they simulta
neously felt constrained and torn between 
being able to carry out farm work while caring 
for their children and keeping them safe on the 

Figure 4. “This quote I feel to my core. I think as a farm mom 
we worry about EVERYTHING. And then worry some more. I . . . 
have many sleepless nights worrying about keeping my chil
dren safe, making sure they have a life off the farm and 
involved, keeping the employees happy and cows healthy. 
There is soooo much to worry about and keep in check. All. 
The. Time.” photo credit: participant #8.
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farm. For example, one participant shared that 
to limit her children’s exposure to risk she 
needed to avoid or not do certain jobs on the 
farm and described having her children on the 
farm as a “dichotomy of feelings of joy and 
stress.” The constant fear of incidents occurring 
on the farm and the pressure to keep children 
safe was reinforced by a photovoice participant 
as shown in Figure 6.

Mental health impacts based on the age of 
children

A common refrain in American parenting circles is 
“it will get easier”, this reflects the assumption that as 
children grow and mature, parenting will become 
less stressful. In our study, the experiences of the 
women show how the stress and mental health issues 
connected to raising children on a farm does not 
necessarily decrease over time, it just shifts. In the 
focus groups parents with young children actively 
spoke about the acute stress they felt followed by the 

sentiment that they were just waiting for this period 
to be over and saw a light at the end of the tunnel. In 
particular, women expected that the childcare bur
den would decrease when their child would be old 
enough to go to school and when they would have 
more time to focus on work:

It’s good to know that there’s light at the end of the 
tunnel when once your kids all start going to school 
so that’s a little bit of a relief. I mean it is over
whelming right now with three little kids and trying 
to get barn work and everything done. 

Sometimes in response with the expectations that 
stress would decrease as children age, women rais
ing older children would explain that the stress is 
still there, it was just the source that changed. 
Children going to school created uninterrupted 
time to work, yet they started having to drive

Figure 5. “My 5-year-old with me because daycare was closed 
that day. The hardest thing is when things change unexpect
edly.” photo credit: participant #4.

Figure 6. “My kids are usually at daycare during the day but 
when my days run long they sometimes have to come with 
[me] for chores. They’re usually willing to tag along but it 
worries me when the bigger tractors are running that they’re 
safe enough. I try to save the safer chores for when the kids are 
at the farm but occasionally we have to divide and conquer 
between adults watching kids. Juggling my 4 kids and farming 
is stressful, it does make me worry, but things need to get done 
so I do the best I can.” photo credit: participant #3.
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children around to various activities. This was 
summarized by a focus group participant from 
Ohio:

Now we are moving into running the kids to after 
school activities . . . so then the whole part of that 
guilt because we can’t do all the activities like some 
of their friends, it doesn’t fit in with my schedule, 
you know you move from one stage to another . . . 
it’s just a different type of relief. 

“Mom guilt” was experienced by a large propor
tion of participants, especially in relation to their 
older children not being able to attend all the 
events or activities as their peers, as the women 
did not have the capacity to drive them there due 
to the busy farm schedule, and for some the rur
ality of their locations created compounding chal
lenges. Furthermore, some women reported seeing 
an impact on their older children. This comes 
from their children being raised in a stressful 
farm environment as well as the perception that 
the children did not have the same freedom or 
opportunities as their non-farm peers, such as 
participating in extracurricular activities. 
A farmer from Vermont explained:

The expectations of modern life aren’t necessarily 
lined up with farm family life, and so I don’t ever 
want to feel like I’m preventing my kids from having 
a normal modern life, and yet it really creates a lot 
of, not friction it just creates a lot of stress, for me, 
because I want them to be doing, and having all the 
things that everybody else is doing and. it’s not 
conducive to what we’re doing on the farm. 

In other words, farm women have to navigate 
expectations of “modern life” whilst also trying to 
manage the family farm schedule, which at times is 
not compatible.

In addition to changes in time use, women also 
discussed the challenges associated with the 
increased complexity of meeting the needs of 
their children as they age. For younger children, 
the focus was on making sure that their basic 
needs were met (e.g., packing enough snacks, mak
ing sure they are sheltered from the elements, 
having a place to nap, etc.). While meeting these 
needs required effort, they were seen as easier to 
meet than the needs of older children. Indeed, 
older children were seen as being able to take 
care of their basic needs, but their increasing

need for emotional support was seen by farm 
women as harder to meet amidst juggling every
thing else. This was reflected by a farm woman 
from Vermont who explained:

I’ve been really, really surprised at how the emo
tional needs of these young adult humans how con
suming those needs are and so much more physical 
needs when the kids were younger . . . now it’s 
a much more intense emotional need from these 
teenagers that feels so much more important than 
anything I’m doing. 

Stress, farm safety, and the degree to which chil
dren are mobile are inherently linked. The women 
described that while babies are more physically 
demanding, from a safety perspective they were 
easier to manage as they were not mobile. 
Participants described how they used baby carriers 
or car seats to keep babies safe and know exactly 
where they were at all times. In comparison, the 
period when children learn to walk and develop 
into toddlers is particularly challenging and stress
ful. Toddlers are always on the move, they begin to 
exercise some independence, but do not under
stand the dangers on the farm. The women in 
this study shared how this stress is exacerbated 
when partners and family are unsupportive and 
ignorant of what these challenges present to com
pleting farm work in a safe manner. One partici
pant illustrated:

Working with the toddler is not a feasible option. 
However, no matter how many times we talk about 
it he [participant’s husband], along with the general 
population thinks that farming is this idyllic thing 
that you can just magically do with children by your 
side and it’s not. No matter how, often we talk about 
it, no matter how hard it is for him to do a project 
around the house with the toddler next to him, I’m 
like this is what my life is every single day, with him, 
so do you see why childcare is critical for me getting 
my work done every week and he’s like you can 
figure it out just let him run around outside. 

As much as women described the relief that comes 
from older children being able to help on the farm, 
the concern for children’s safety did not disappear. 
Despite describing older children as having skills 
and being resilient, participants described how 
pre-teens and teenagers still lack the cognitive 
capacity or risk management strategies experi
enced adults have. For example, one participant
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from Wisconsin shared: “My kids have learned to 
be very independent and unfortunately with being 
independent they make a lot of bad decisions; 
I mean they’re kids they are not adults.” The pic
ture and caption in Figure 7 further reinforces that 
farm parents in this study are keenly aware of the 
ever present dangers on the farm even for their 
older children. While children may be physically 
able they are not fully grown adults, and over
estimating their abilities can be risky especially 
when coupled with the fact that they are emotion
ally immature.

Discussion and conclusion

This article has examined the ways in which farm 
safety, farm women’s personal and professional 
responsibilities, and farm women’s mental health 
intersect. By using focus groups and photovoice, 
an innovative data collection method for the field 
of agricultural health and safety, our study shows 
that: 1) the triple burden of farm women (i.e., 
caregiving and household work, on-farm work 
and off-farm work) impacts their mental health, 2) 
the dangerous nature of the farm work site is both 
acknowledged and a source of stress, 3) the stress 
of caring for children on farms does not disappear 
as children age but rather shifts. These insights are 
important contributions to the agricultural safety 
and health, women in agriculture, and rural social 
science bodies of literature because they provide

in-depth understandings of farm women’s lived 
realities, experiences raising children in 
a dangerous environment, and the resulting con
sequences on women’s mental health. This study 
also contributes to broader calls for research spe
cifically focusing on farm women’s mental health. 
14–16, 32

Our findings examining the gender-based 
expectations of care work along with work on 
and off the farm both echo and expand previous 
research2,6,7,43,48 by illustrating the ways in which 
social expectations and lack of support place 
a heavy burden on the emotional and mental 
health of farm women. The women in this study 
openly shared the ways they experience stress 
brought on by simultaneously needing to organize 
multiple schedules, plan and prepare household 
meals, and do the farm work. While women con
sistently shared how much they loved their farm
ing lifestyle and spending time with their children, 
they were equally candid about the challenges of 
“doing it all” and their deteriorated quality of life, 
especially when household tasks were not shared 
with their spouses. This finding brings up impor
tant questions about how and why farm women 
reconcile seemingly opposing narratives about 
family and work, and what the consequences of 
doing so are.

By examining the issue of farm women’s mental 
health from a farm safety perspective, we gain 
insights into the pressures women experience as 
they try to ensure children are safe on the farm 
while simultaneously trying to fulfill societal par
enting expectations. The women in this study did 
not portray their farms only as idyllic places to 
raise children (as farms are sometimes simply por
trayed to be), rather they openly shared the dan
gers of the farm environment. Parallel to Elliot 
et al.,60 participants consistently and openly dis
cussed the dangers of having children on the farm, 
the fear that children could be hurt, and were 
constantly weighing the risks and benefits of hav
ing children with them. Echoing other studies, 
many of the women explained how even though 
it was dangerous and not always their preference, 
they needed to keep their children with them on 
the farm because they had few alternatives due to 
challenges associated with the availability and cost 
of childcare in their respective

Figure 7. “As children age- the risks change for what they can 
do on a farm. My child is as tall as I am and can physically help 
with milking cows. I would not allow her to do this task alone- 
as mentally she is not mature enough- but supervised, yes!”.
Photo credit: participant #18. 
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communities.25,26,58,59,64,88 In this study, the lack 
of available and affordable childcare options 
emerged as a significant source of stress, one that 
could be addressed by making childcare more 
affordable and by increasing the number of child
care providers and options. Taken together, these 
findings reinforce the need for agricultural safety 
and health research and interventions to expand 
beyond individual level safety knowledge and atti
tudes to more broadly address structural and sys
tems level issues.25,89–91

Our findings on variations in how the stress of 
raising children on farms changes and evolves as 
children age is a counterpoint to the common 
refrain in American parenting circles that “it will 
get easier”. While the age and developmental stage 
of the farm children shapes and affects which 
factors contribute to farm women’s stress, it 
remains that at every stage of a child’s life farm 
women reported experiencing stress and mental 
health challenges that are exacerbated by the ever- 
present dangers on farms and the rurality of some 
of the farms. These findings align with child devel
opment studies demonstrating that while the 
immediate physical needs of children decrease as 
they became older, their cognitive and risk adverse 
abilities continue to develop well into 
adulthood.74,75,92 A productive avenue for future 
research will not only look at the intersection 
between farm children and stress for the parents, 
it will also seek to understand how the variations 
in stresses as children age influence the farm 
operation’s’ production and economic viability 
trajectories along with the family’s quality of life.

While not directly connected to our research ques
tions, a key, albeit somewhat unexpected, finding was 
women’s willingness and openness to speak in 
a group context about how the pressures of childcare 
impacted their mental health. This finding is a strong 
counterpoint to the common narrative in agricultural 
mental health research that farmers are stoic and do 
not want to talk about mental health challenges.10,14,23 

As previously noted, it is also a cautionary tale to all of 
us researchers and Extension professionals that we 
need to be careful in the narrative and myths around 
farmer mental health and stress that we contribute to 
and the ways in which we may be reinforcing social 
norms and expectations.25,93 Indeed, countless farm

women participants thanked us for doing this 
research, expressed feelings that their struggles have 
been invisible, and that they need help. The results of 
this study reinforce previous research on the invisi
bility of farm women and their desire for more child
care support,2,7 and the need for mental health 
interventions in agriculture to account for women’s 
lived realities.16,17,94 This includes their needs con
nected to the pre/post-partum depression and the 
triple burden.

Acknowledgments

We would like to thank all the participants who generously 
shared their experiences in the focus groups and the photovoice 
activities. We thank the colleagues who provided feedback on 
the study instruments, Melissa Ploeckelman and Scott 
Heiberger for their outreach support during the data collection 
phase, and Sarah Ruszkowski and Suness Hall for their research 
support, including the coding of the transcripts.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding

The research underlying this article was supported by the 
United States National Institute for Occupational Safety and 
Health (U54 OH009568-10). Work on this article was also 
supported by the Steve J. Miller Distinguished Scientist 
Endowment in Rural and Agricultural Health and Safety 
Research at the Marshfield Clinic Research Institute and by 
The Ohio State University’s Presidential Postdoctoral 
Scholars Program.

Data availability statement

The data presented in this study are available on request. The 
data are not publicly available due to questions that could 
identify respondents. Furthermore, the author’s institution 
requires a data sharing agreement before research data may 
be shared.

ORCID

Florence Becot http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0085-5661

JOURNAL OF AGROMEDICINE 127



References

1. Alston M. Women and their work on Australian farms. 
Rural Sociol. 1995;60(3):521–532. doi:10.1111/j.1549- 
0831.1995.tb00588.x.

2. Berkowitz AD, Perkins HW. Stress among farm 
women: work and family as interacting systems. 
J Marriage And The Fam. 1984;46(1):161–166. doi:10. 
2307/351874.

3. Brandth B. Gender identity in European family farm
ing: a literature review. Sociologia Ruralis. 2002;42 
(3):181–200. doi:10.1111/1467-9523.00210.

4. Budge H, Shortall S. Agriculture, COVID-19 and men
tal health: does gender matter? Sociologia Ruralis. 
2023;63(S1):82–94. doi:10.1111/soru.12408.

5. Castellanos P, Sachs CE, Tickamyer AR, eds. Gender, 
Food and COVID-19: Global Stories of Harm and Hope. 
Oxon, UK: Routledge; 2022.

6. Dunne C, Siettou C, Wilson P. Investigating the eco
nomic visibility and contribution of UK women in 
agriculture through a systematic review of international 
literature. J Rural Stud. 2021;86:330–345. doi:10.1016/j. 
jrurstud.2021.06.012.

7. Sachs CE. The invisible farmers: women in agricultural 
production. Rowman and Allanheld. https://cir.nii.ac. 
jp/crid/1130000794705705344. 1983. Accessed October 
9, 2023.

8. Shortall S, Sutherland LA, McKee A, Hopkins J 
Women in farming and the agriculture sector. 
Scottish Government; 2017. 1–184:https://www.gov. 
scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/ 
research-and-analysis/2017/06/women-farming- 
agriculture-sector/documents/00521489-pdf/00521489- 
pdf/govscot%3Adocument/00521489.pdf.

9. Daghagh Yazd S, Wheeler SA, Zuo A. Key risk factors 
affecting farmers’ mental health: a systematic review. 
IJERPH. 2019;16(23):4849. doi:10.3390/ijerph16234849.

10. Hammersley C, Richardson N, Meredith D, Carroll P, 
McNamara J. “That’s me I am the Farmer of the land”: 
exploring identities, masculinities, and health among 
male farmers’ in Ireland. Am J Mens Health. 2021;15 
(4):155798832110352. doi:10.1177/15579883211035241.

11. Hammersley C, Meredith D, Richardson N, Carroll P, 
McNamara J. Mental health, societal expectations and 
changes to the governance of farming: reshaping what 
it means to be a ‘man’ and ‘good farmer’ in rural 
Ireland. Sociologia Ruralis. 2023;63(S1):57–81. doi:10. 
1111/soru.12411.

12. Meredith D, McNamara J, Van Doorn D, Richardson N. 
Essential and vulnerable: implications of COVID-19 for 
farmers in Ireland. J Agromedicine. 2020;25(4):357–361. 
doi:10.1080/1059924X.2020.1814920.

13. Roy P, Tremblay G, Oliffe JL, Jbilou J, Robertson S. 
Male farmers with mental health disorders: a scoping 
review. Australian J Rural Health. 2013;21(1):3–7. 
doi:10.1111/ajr.12008.

14. Thompson R, Hagen BNM, Lumley MN, Winder CB, 
Gohar B, Jones-Bitton A. Mental health and substance 
use of farmers in Canada during COVID-19. IJERPH. 
2022;19(20):13566. doi:10.3390/ijerph192013566.

15. Wheeler R, Lobley M. Anxiety and associated stressors 
among farm women in England and Wales. 
J Agromedicine. 2023;28(4):769–783. doi:10.1080/ 
1059924X.2023.2200421.

16. Henning-Smith C, Alberth A, Bjornestad A, Becot F, 
Inwood S Farmer mental health in the US Midwest: 
key informant perspectives. J Agromedicine. 2022;27 
(1):15–24. doi:10.1080/1059924X.2021.1893881.

17. Rudolphi J. Diversity of mental health issues in 
agriculture. J Agromedicine. 2020;25(1):1–1. doi:10. 
1080/1059924X.2020.1694821.

18. Lee HY, Hwang J, Ball JG, Lee J, Yu Y, Albright DL. 
Mental health literacy affects mental health attitude: Is 
there a gender difference? Am J Health Behav. 2020;44 
(3):282–291. doi:10.5993/AJHB.44.3.1.

19. Otten D, Tibubos AN, Schomerus G, et al. Similarities 
and differences of mental health in women and men: 
a systematic review of findings in three large German 
cohorts. Front Public Health. 2021;9. https://www.fron 
tiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpubh.2021.553071. 
Accessed January 5, 2024.

20. Rosenfield S, Mouzon D. Gender and mental health. 
In: Aneshensel C, Phelan J Bierman A, eds. 
Handbook of the Sociology of Mental Health. 
Handbooks of Sociology and Social Research. 
Netherlands: Springer; 2013:pp. 277–296. doi:10. 
1007/978-94-007-4276-5_14.

21. Morales DA, Barksdale CL, Beckel-Mitchener AC. 
A call to action to address rural mental health 
disparities. J Clin And Transl Sci. 2020;4(5):463–467. 
doi:10.1017/cts.2020.42.

22. Guilamo-Ramos V, Johnson C, Thimm-Kaiser M, 
Benzekri A. Nurse-led approaches to address social 
determinants of health and advance health equity: 
a new framework and its implications. Nurs Outlook. 
2023;71(6):101996. doi:10.1016/j.outlook.2023.101996.

23. Royal Agriculture Benevolent Institution. The Big Farming 
Survey the Health and Wellbeing of the Farming 
Community in England and Wales in the 2020s. Oxford, 
UK: The Royal Agriculture Benevolent Institution; 2021.

24. Nichols CE, Davis J. The women Farmer stress inven
tory: examining women farmer stress in the United 
States Corn Belt. The J Rural Health. 2024;40 
(3):457–466. doi:10.1111/jrh.12808.

25. Becot F, Inwood S, Rissing A. Childcare for farm 
families: a key strategy to keep children safe yet largely 
absent from farm programming. Front Public Health. 
2022;10:1043774. doi:10.3389/fpubh.2022.1043774.

26. Rissing A, Inwood S, Stengel E. The invisible labor and 
multidimensional impacts of negotiating childcare on 
farms. Agric Hum Values. 2021;38(2):431–447. doi:10. 
1007/s10460-020-10162-1.

128 F. BECOT ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1549-0831.1995.tb00588.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1549-0831.1995.tb00588.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/351874
https://doi.org/10.2307/351874
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9523.00210
https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12408
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2021.06.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2021.06.012
https://cir.nii.ac.jp/crid/1130000794705705344
https://cir.nii.ac.jp/crid/1130000794705705344
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/research-and-analysis/2017/06/women-farming-agriculture-sector/documents/00521489-pdf/00521489-pdf/govscot%253Adocument/00521489.pdf
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/research-and-analysis/2017/06/women-farming-agriculture-sector/documents/00521489-pdf/00521489-pdf/govscot%253Adocument/00521489.pdf
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/research-and-analysis/2017/06/women-farming-agriculture-sector/documents/00521489-pdf/00521489-pdf/govscot%253Adocument/00521489.pdf
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/research-and-analysis/2017/06/women-farming-agriculture-sector/documents/00521489-pdf/00521489-pdf/govscot%253Adocument/00521489.pdf
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/research-and-analysis/2017/06/women-farming-agriculture-sector/documents/00521489-pdf/00521489-pdf/govscot%253Adocument/00521489.pdf
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph16234849
https://doi.org/10.1177/15579883211035241
https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12411
https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12411
https://doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2020.1814920
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajr.12008
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph192013566
https://doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2023.2200421
https://doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2023.2200421
https://doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2021.1893881
https://doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2020.1694821
https://doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2020.1694821
https://doi.org/10.5993/AJHB.44.3.1
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpubh.2021.553071
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpubh.2021.553071
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-4276-5_14
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-4276-5_14
https://doi.org/10.1017/cts.2020.42
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.outlook.2023.101996
https://doi.org/10.1111/jrh.12808
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2022.1043774
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-020-10162-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-020-10162-1


27. Satyavathi C, Bharadwaj C, Brahmanand P. Role of 
farm women in agriculture. Gend, Technol And Devel. 
2010;14(3):441–449. doi:10.1177/097185241001400308.

28. Hertz R, Mattes J, Shook A. When paid work invades 
the family: single mothers in the COVID-19 pandemic. 
J Fam Issues. 2021;42(9):2019–2045. doi:10.1177/ 
0192513X20961420.

29. Zamarro G, Prados MJ. Gender differences in couples’ 
division of childcare, work and mental health during 
COVID-19. Rev Econ Household. 2021;19(1):11–40. 
doi:10.1007/s11150-020-09534-7.

30. Daly M. The concept of care: insights, challenges and 
research avenues in COVID-19 times. J Eur Soc Policy. 
2021;31(1):108–118. doi:10.1177/0958928720973923.

31. Xue B, McMunn A. Gender differences in unpaid care 
work and psychological distress in the UK covid-19 
lockdown. Tran TD, ed. PLoS One. 2021;16(3): 
e0247959. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0247959.

32. Becot F. Children, work, and safety on the farm during 
COVID-19: a harder juggling act. Journal Of 
Agromedicine. 2022;27(3):315–328. doi:10.1080/ 
1059924X.2022.2068716.

33. Meixner O, Quehl HE, Pöchtrager S, Haas R. Being 
a Farmer in Austria during COVID-19—A qualitative 
study on challenges and opportunities. Agronomy. 
2022;12(5):1240. doi:10.3390/agronomy12051240.

34. Dreby J, Jung G, Sullivan R. At the nexus of work and 
family: family farms in upstate New York. J Rural 
Stud. 2017;49:151–161. doi:10.1016/j.jrurstud.2016. 
12.001.

35. Dreby J, Carr M. Children and the modern farming 
movement. Sociological Forum. 2019;34(4):904–925. 
doi:10.1111/socf.12558.

36. Reid-Musson E, Strauss K, Mechler M. ‘A virtuous 
industry’: the agrarian work-family ethic in US rule
making on child agricultural labour. Globalizations. 
2022;19(6):922–936. doi:10.1080/14747731.2022. 
2031795.

37. Becot F, Contzen S, Reusch M, et al. New insights on 
the role of the farm household-farm operation inter
face in family farm persistence and a call for future 
research. J Rural Stud. 2024;112:103449. doi:10.1016/j. 
jrurstud.2024.103449.

38. Becot F, Inwood S. Children needs and childcare: an 
illustration of how underappreciated social and eco
nomic needs shape the farm enterprise. Agriculture 
Hum Values. 2024:1–20. doi:10.1007/s10460-024- 
10594-z.

39. Černič Istenič M. Work-life balance on a farm with 
young children in Slovenia. Agriculture Hum Values. 
2024:1–17. doi:10.1007/s10460-024-10611-1.

40. Morrongiello BA, Zdzieborski D, Stewart J. Supervision 
of children in agricultural settings: implications for 
injury risk and prevention. J Agromedicine. 2012;17 
(2):149–162. doi:10.1080/1059924X.2012.655127.

41. Inwood S, Stengel E. Working households: challenges 
in balancing young children and the farm enterprise.

Community Devel. 2020;51(5):499–517. doi:10.1080/ 
15575330.2020.1800772.

42. Riley M. Bringing the ‘invisible farmer’ into sharper 
focus: gender relations and agricultural practices in the 
peak district (UK). Gend Place Culture. 2009;16 
(6):665–682. doi:10.1080/09663690903279138.

43. Pini B. Farm women: driving tractors and negotiating 
gender. Int J Sociol Agric Food (Online). 2005;13 
(1):1–18. doi: 10.48416/ijsaf.v13i1.313.

44. Shortall S. Gendered agricultural and rural restructur
ing: a case study of Northern Ireland. Sociologia 
Ruralis. 2002;42(2):160–175. doi:10.1111/1467-9523. 
00208.

45. Alston M. Farm women and their work: why is it not 
recognised? J Sociol. 1998;34(1):23–34. doi: 10.1177/ 
144078339803400103.

46. Gasson R. Farm women in Europe: their need for off 
farm Employment*. Sociologia Ruralis. 1984;24(3–
4):216–228. doi:10.1111/j.1467-9523.1984.tb00645.x.

47. Price L. The emergence of rural support organisations 
in the UK and Canada: providing support for patrili
neal family farming. Sociologia Ruralis. 2012;52 
(3):353–376. doi:10.1111/j.1467-9523.2012.00568.x.

48. Alston M, Clarke J, Whittenbury K. Contemporary 
feminist analysis of australian farm women in the con
text of climate changes. Soc Sci. 2018;7(2):16. doi:10. 
3390/socsci7020016.

49. Shortall S. Power analysis and farm wives. Sociologia 
Ruralis. 1992;32(4):431–451. doi:10.1111/j.1467-9523. 
1992.tb00941.x.

50. Shortall S. In and out of the milking parlour: a 
cross-national comparison of gender, the dairy indus
try and the state. Women Stud Int Forum. 2000;23 
(2):247–257. doi:10.1016/S0277-5395(00)00075-3.

51. Leckie GJ. “They never trusted me to drive”: farm girls 
and the gender relations of agricultural information 
transfer. Gend Place Culture. 1996;3(3):309–326. 
doi:10.1080/09663699625586.

52. Brandth B. Changing femininity the social construction 
of women farmers in Norway. Sociologia Ruralis. 1994;34 
(2–3):127–149. doi:10.1111/j.1467-9523.1994.tb00805.x.

53. Pilgeram R, Amos B. Beyond “inherit it or marry it”: 
exploring how women engaged in sustainable agricul
ture access farmland. Rural Sociol. 2015;80(1):16–38. 
doi:10.1111/ruso.12054.

54. Shortall S, McKee A, Sutherland L. The performance of 
occupational closure: the case of agriculture and 
gender. Sociologia Ruralis. 2020;60(1):40–57. doi:10. 
1111/soru.12279.

55. ČerniČ Isteni ČM. Do rural development programmes 
promote gender equality on farms? The case of 
Slovenia. Gend Place Culture. 2015;22(5):670–684. 
doi:10.1080/0966369X.2013.879102.

56. Contzen S, Forney J. Family farming and gendered 
division of labour on the move: a typology of 
farming-family configurations. Agric Hum Values. 
2017;34(1):27–40. doi:10.1007/s10460-016-9687-2.

JOURNAL OF AGROMEDICINE 129

https://doi.org/10.1177/097185241001400308
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X20961420
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X20961420
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11150-020-09534-7
https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928720973923
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0247959
https://doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2022.2068716
https://doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2022.2068716
https://doi.org/10.3390/agronomy12051240
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2016.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2016.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/socf.12558
https://doi.org/10.1080/14747731.2022.2031795
https://doi.org/10.1080/14747731.2022.2031795
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2024.103449
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2024.103449
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-024-10594-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-024-10594-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-024-10611-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2012.655127
https://doi.org/10.1080/15575330.2020.1800772
https://doi.org/10.1080/15575330.2020.1800772
https://doi.org/10.1080/09663690903279138
https://doi.org/10.48416/ijsaf.v13i1.313
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9523.00208
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9523.00208
https://doi.org/10.1177/144078339803400103
https://doi.org/10.1177/144078339803400103
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9523.1984.tb00645.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9523.2012.00568.x
https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci7020016
https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci7020016
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9523.1992.tb00941.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9523.1992.tb00941.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0277-5395(00)00075-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/09663699625586
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9523.1994.tb00805.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/ruso.12054
https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12279
https://doi.org/10.1111/soru.12279
https://doi.org/10.1080/0966369X.2013.879102
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10460-016-9687-2


57. Mulder P, Kenkel M, Shellenberger S, et al. The 
BEHAVIORAL HEALTH CARE NEEDS of RURAL 
WOMEN. American Psychological Association, 
Committee on Rural Health; 2000. chrome-extension 
://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://www.apa. 
org/pubs/reports/rural-women.pdf.

58. Kingwill S, Dalton H Current state of play in child care 
for Australian farming families final report sponsored 
by: issues, barriers and opportunity for improvement. 
Australian Centre for Agricultural Health and Safety; 
2005.

59. Scottish Government. The challenges of rural childcare 
provision, innovative models and the needs of agricul
tural families. 2021.

60. Elliot V, Cammer A, Pickett W, Olsen L, et al. Towards 
a deeper understanding of parenting on farms: 
a qualitative study. PLoS One. 2018;13(6):e0198796. 
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0198796.

61. Friendly M, Ferns C, Grady F, Rothman L. Child care 
Can’t wait till the cows come home. Childcare Resource 
And Res Uni. 2016;1–94.

62. Brison RJ. Fatal agricultural injuries in preschool chil
dren: risks, injury patterns and strategies for 
prevention. Can Med Assoc J. 2006;174 
(12):1723–1726. doi:10.1503/cmaj.050857.

63. Morrongiello B, Pickett W, Berg R, Linneman J, 
Brison R, Marlenga B. Adult supervision and pediatric 
injuries in the agricultural worksite. Accident Anal 
Prev. 2008;40(3):1149–1156. doi:10.1016/j.aap.2007.12. 
007.

64. Reschke KL. Child care needs of farm families. 
J Agromedicine. 2012;17(2):208–213. doi:10.1080/ 
1059924X.2012.658292.

65. Schwebel DC, Pickett W. The role of child and adoles
cent development in the occurrence of agricultural 
injuries: an illustration using tractor-related injuries. 
J Agromedicine. 2012;17(2):214–224. doi:10.1080/ 
1059924X.2012.655120.

66. Benson JE, Elder GH. Young adult identities and their 
pathways: a developmental and life course model. Dev 
Psychol. 2011;47(6):1646–1657. doi:10.1037/a0023833.

67. Green L. Understanding the Life Course: Sociological and 
Psychological Perspectives. Cambridge, UK: John Wiley 
& Sons; 2016.

68. Peterson J. Household labor and child care needs 
among Philippine highland farmers. J Anthropological 
Res. 1994;50(1):1–26. doi:10.1086/jar.50.1.3630475.

69. Oerther S, Papachrisanthou MM. Ways parental health 
and stress shape the parenting of preteens in the rural 
Ozark Mountains. Fam Relat. 2024;73(1):171–192. 
doi:10.1111/fare.12976.

70. Adams J, Kennedy A, Cotton J, Brumby S. Child 
farm-related injury in Australia: a review of the 
literature. Int J Environ Res Public Health. 2021;18 
(11):6063. doi:10.3390/ijerph18116063.

71. Marlenga B, Lee BC, Pickett W. Guidelines for 
Children’s work in agriculture: implications for the

future. J Agromedicine. 2012;17(2):140–148. doi:10. 
1080/1059924X.2012.661305.

72. Pickett W, Marlenga B, Berg RL. Parental knowledge of 
child development and the assignment of tractor work 
to children. Pediatrics. 2003;112(1):e11–e16. doi:10. 
1542/peds.112.1.e11.

73. National Children’s Center for Rural and Agricultural 
Health and Safety. Childhood agricultural injuries 
(U.S.) - 2020 fact sheet. Published online 2020. 
https://marshfieldresearch.org/Media/Default/NFMC/ 
PDFs/ChildAgInjuryFactsheet2020.pdf. Accessed 
March 25, 2024.

74. Bryant L, Hoon EA. Rural children’s perceptions of 
child farm safety printed communication strategies. 
RRH. 2007;7(4):1–12. doi:10.22605/RRH734.

75. Stoneman Z, Jinnah H. Farm families: gendered per
ceptions of youth safety and injury vulnerability. Sex 
Roles. 2017;76(3):250–263. doi:10.1007/s11199-016- 
0659-1.

76. Peachey KL, Lower T, Rolfe M. Protecting the future: 
fatal incidents on Australian farms involving children 
(2001-2019). Australian J Rural Health. 2020;28 
(4):385–393. doi:10.1111/ajr.12650.

77. Becot F, Inwood S, Buchanan E. Navigating the ethical 
and methodological dimensions of a farm safety photo
voice project. Bioethical Inq. 2023;20(2):249–263. 
doi:10.1007/s11673-023-10261-8.

78. Wang C, Burris MA. Photovoice: concept, methodol
ogy, and use for participatory needs assessment. Health 
Educ Behav. 1997;24(3):369–387. doi:10.1177/ 
109019819702400309.

79. Wang CC, Redwood-Jones YA. Photovoice ethics: per
spectives from Flint photovoice. Health Educ Behav. 
2001;28(5):560–572. doi:10.1177/109019810102800504.

80. National Children’s Center for Rural and Agricultural 
Health and Safety. Linking childcare to farm children 
safety. https://marshfieldresearch.org/nccrahs/ 
FarmChildrenChildcare. Accessed April 29, 2022.

81. Barbercheck M, Brasier K, Kiernan NE, et al. Meeting 
the extension needs of women farmers: a perspective 
from Pennsylvania. J Ext. 2009;43(3):1–11.

82. Hagen BNM, Albright A, Sargeant J, et al. Research 
trends in farmers’ mental health: a scoping review of 
mental health outcomes and interventions among 
farming populations worldwide. Triberti S, ed. PLoS 
One. 2019;14(12):e0225661. doi:10.1371/journal.pone. 
0225661.

83. U.S. Department of Agriculture. Census of Agriculture. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Agriculture; 
2022.

84. Hsieh HF, Shannon SE. Three approaches to qualita
tive content analysis. Qual Health Res. 2005;15 
(9):1277–1288. doi:10.1177/1049732305276687.

85. Mayring P. Qualitative content analysis. Forum quali
tative Sozialforschung/forum: qualitative social 
research. Qualitative Methods In Var Disciplines I: 
Phychol. 2000;1(2). doi: 10.17169/FQS-1.2.1089.

130 F. BECOT ET AL.

http://chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://www.apa.org/pubs/reports/rural-women.pdf
http://chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://www.apa.org/pubs/reports/rural-women.pdf
http://chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://www.apa.org/pubs/reports/rural-women.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0198796
https://doi.org/10.1503/cmaj.050857
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2007.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aap.2007.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2012.658292
https://doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2012.658292
https://doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2012.655120
https://doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2012.655120
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023833
https://doi.org/10.1086/jar.50.1.3630475
https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.12976
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18116063
https://doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2012.661305
https://doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2012.661305
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.112.1.e11
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.112.1.e11
https://marshfieldresearch.org/Media/Default/NFMC/PDFs/ChildAgInjuryFactsheet2020.pdf
https://marshfieldresearch.org/Media/Default/NFMC/PDFs/ChildAgInjuryFactsheet2020.pdf
https://doi.org/10.22605/RRH734
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-016-0659-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-016-0659-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajr.12650
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11673-023-10261-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/109019819702400309
https://doi.org/10.1177/109019819702400309
https://doi.org/10.1177/109019810102800504
https://marshfieldresearch.org/nccrahs/FarmChildrenChildcare
https://marshfieldresearch.org/nccrahs/FarmChildrenChildcare
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0225661
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0225661
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732305276687
https://doi.org/10.17169/FQS-1.2.1089


86. Saldana J. Fundamentals of Qualitative Research. New 
York City, NY: Oxford University Press; 2011.

87. Shortall S, McKee A, Sutherland LA. Why do farm 
accidents persist? Normalising danger on the farm 
within the farm family. Sociol Of Health Illn. 2019;41 
(3):470–483. doi:10.1111/1467-9566.12824.

88. Becot F, Ruszkowski S, Inwood S.The conundrum of 
childcare and safety on the farm in the United States. 
XXIXth european society for rural sociology congress. 
Rennes, France: Crises and the futures of rural areas; 
2023.

89. Becot F, Bendixsen C, Barnes K, Rudolphi J. 
Broadening our understanding of farm Children’s risk 
exposure by considering their parents’ farming back
ground. IJERPH. 2021;18(10):5218. doi:10.3390/ 
ijerph18105218.

90. Janssen B, Nonnenmann MW. Public health science in 
agriculture: farmers’ perspectives on respiratory

protection research. J Rural Stud. 2017;55:122–130. 
doi:10.1016/j.jrurstud.2017.08.008.

91. Neufeld SJ, Cinnamon JL. Farm parents’ attitudes 
towards farm safety Experts*. Rural Sociol. 2004;69 
(4):532–551. doi:10.1526/0036011042722769.

92. Marlenga B, Pahwa P, Hagel L, Dosman J, Pickett W. 
Impact of long farm working hours on child safety prac
tices in agricultural settings. The J Rural Health. 2010;26 
(4):366–372. doi:10.1111/j.1748-0361.2010.00304.x.

93. Halpin D, Guilfoyle A. Attributions of responsibility: 
rural neoliberalism and farmers’ explanations of the 
Australian rural crisis. Rural Soc. 2004;14(2):93–111. 
doi:10.5172/rsj.351.14.2.93.

94. Becot F, Kohlbeck S, Ruszkowski S. Investigating sui
cide in agriculture globally: a scoping review of meth
odological approaches and a roadmap for future 
research. Anthropological Notebooks. 2023;25(1). 10. 
1080/1059924X.2020.1694821.

JOURNAL OF AGROMEDICINE 131

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9566.12824
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18105218
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18105218
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2017.08.008
https://doi.org/10.1526/0036011042722769
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1748-0361.2010.00304.x
https://doi.org/10.5172/rsj.351.14.2.93
https://doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2020.1694821
https://doi.org/10.1080/1059924X.2020.1694821

	Abstract
	Introduction
	Literature review
	How the triple burden of farm women affects mental health
	Farm children safety affects mental health
	Variations in farm women’s mental health as children age

	Methods
	Study background and recruitment
	Study instruments and data collection
	Study participants
	Coding and data analysis

	Findings
	Farm women’s lived realities with mental health: juggling everything
	Connections between farm women’s mental health and farm safety
	Mental health impacts based on the age of children

	Discussion and conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	Data availability statement
	References

