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ABSTRACT

ARTICLE HISTORY

Purpose: To assess the inclusivity of on-farm demonstration across
Europe, in relation to age, gender, and geographical location of
participants.
Methodology: The paper is based on a survey of 1162 on-farm
demonstrators (farmers and organisations) and three supraregional workshops.
Findings: Overall, on farm-demonstrations were found to be
engaging young(er) farmers who are at a career stage of being
able to implement long-term innovations. However, across
Europe demonstrations were primarily attended by men. On-farm
demonstrations were most common in Northern Europe, where
advisory services brought together multiple AKIS actors. There
were fewer on-farm demonstrations in Southern Europe, where
demonstrations were more likely to be led by research institutes
or individual farmers. Eastern Europe is notable for greater
diversity in terms of gender and age of demonstration
participants. Within countries, on-farm demonstrations occurred
more frequently in regions of high agricultural proﬁtability; more
remotely located farmers had fewer opportunities to participate.
Practical implications: Demonstrations led by public and privately
funded advisory services appear to attract primarily male farmers,
thus reinforcing gendered patterns of participation in European
agriculture. The location of advisory services and research
institutes in high proﬁtability locales disproportionately privileges
farmers located there. More targeted eﬀorts are required to
ensure the participation of farmers who are female, older and
located in less productive regions.
Theoretical implications: The paper draws attention to the lack of
inclusivity of on-farm demonstration, developing a conceptual
framework based on Lukes’ three faces of power.
Originality: The paper utilises the ﬁrst European-wide inventory of
on-farm demonstration to assess inclusivity.
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1. Introduction
‘Inclusive Growth’ is one of the European Commission’s (EC) (2020) three priorities for
Europe’s social market economy in the twenty-ﬁrst century.1 In the Europe 2020 Strategy, ‘inclusive growth’ refers to ‘a high-employment economy delivering economic,
social, and territorial cohesion’ (2020, 16). This is achieved through skill development,
ensuring that economic growth spreads to all parts of the European Union (EU) and
enabling access and opportunities for all throughout the lifecycle. As such, economic
development in the EU is speciﬁcally connected to ensuring skill development across
ages and geographical locations. The EC’s 2020 Strategy also identiﬁes the need for policies to promote gender equality. Gender mainstreaming has been an oﬃcial policy
approach in the EU since the 1990s (European Parliamentary Research Service 2019),
obliging the European Community to ‘eliminate inequalities and promote equality
between women and men in all its activities’ (European Parliament 2020). Within the
EU, inclusivity is thus understood as both a social justice issue and economic development imperative. In this paper we consider the inclusivity of a well-established form
of agricultural knowledge exchange: on-farm demonstration. We focus speciﬁcally on
the success of on-farm demonstration organisers in enabling inclusivity in relation to
gender, age, and geographical location.
On-farm demonstration has been an important component of agricultural extension
practice in Europe since the early twentieth century, with roots stretching back hundreds
of years (Burton 2020). Through on-farm demonstration, innovations and novel practices can be developed, tested, and exchanged in farming networks. This study addresses
a wide range of demonstration activities, including on-farm events organised by farmers,
agricultural advisors, NGOs, charities, scientists, and industry professionals on farmeror institutionally-owned farms (See Sutherland and Marchand 2021). Activities can
range from one-oﬀ half day events, to regular meetings occurring over the course of
years (e.g. ‘monitor farms’, Prager and Creaney 2017). The formats of on-farm demonstrations are thus diverse and are carried out by a wide range of European Agricultural
Knowledge and Innovation Systems (AKIS) actors through their extension activities.
Within the European AKIS, recent literature has drawn attention to the inclusivity of
extension services (e.g. Knierim et al. 2017; Prager, Creaney, and Lorenzo-Arribas 2017;
Kinsella 2018; Dunne, Markey, and Kinsella 2019). Concerns have arisen in part from the
privatisation of advisory services (Labarthe and Laurent 2013; Dunne, Markey, and Kinsella 2019; Haug 1999). The increasing plurality of advisory services (Knierim et al. 2017)
and rising dependence on fee-for-service business models (Sutherland et al. 2017) disadvantages some farming types. Knierim et al. (2017), in their European study, found that
women, young farmers, part-time farmers, and farm employees are rarely identiﬁed as
major target groups for any form of advisory services. In his study of ‘hard to reach’
farmers in Ireland, Kinsella (2018) identiﬁed important age distinctions in engagement
in extension services: both older farmers without successors and younger farmers who
were working oﬀ-farm were considered ‘hard to reach’. Failure to engage these
farmers is an issue for the economic vitality of the agricultural sector: young farmers
in particular are considered an important source of innovation (Regidor 2012), receiving
targeted European subsidies for this reason (Zagata and Sutherland 2015).
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Ample literature has demonstrated issues of gendered access to contemporary extension practices, but this has focused primarily on the developing world. Gender was the
subject of an entire special issue of this journal in 2013 (Jafry and Sulaiman 2013),
and numerous subsequent papers (e.g. Rice et al. 2019; Lamontagne-Godwin et al.
2017, 2018, 2019), but has received considerably less attention within Europe. A Greek
study (Charatsari, Černič Istenič, and Lioutas 2013) has found that that despite willingness to participate in agricultural extension and educational programmes, women’s
actual participation is restricted by the perception that these programmes are designed
for male farmers. Prager, Creaney, and Lorenzo-Arribas (2017) propose that ensuring
all client groups are covered – including women and young farmers – should be included
in system-level assessment of advisory services. As a well-established mechanism of agricultural extension, on-farm demonstration may similarly omit particular cohorts, reinforcing a gap in innovation supports.
Geographical distinctions in European AKIS have been identiﬁed in multiple EU projects (e.g. PRO AKIS – Knierim et al. 2017; Prager, Creaney, and Lorenzo-Arribas 2017;
SOLINSA – Moschitz et al. 2015; Tisenkopfs et al. 2015) but tend to focus on national
level distinctions. Common patterns resulting from the diﬀerential development of agriculture (particularly under socialism in Central and Eastern Europe) are expected to yield
supra-regional (Northern, Southern, and Eastern Europe) patterns. Published literature
is already demonstrating that fewer advisory services are available for farms located in
remote regions (e.g. Sutherland et al. 2017). We therefore consider sub-national,
national, and ‘supra-regional levels’ with a view to better understanding the inclusivity
of on-farm demonstration activities at these levels.
The paper addresses the following research questions:
.
.

What are the relationships between gender, age, and geographic location in participation in on-farm demonstration in Europe?
What types of demonstration organiser are achieving greater inclusivity in provision
of on-farm demonstration?

To address these questions, we develop a conceptualisation of inclusivity grounded in
Lukes’ three faces of power and apply it to a unique dataset of on-farm demonstrations
across Europe.

2. Conceptualising power and inclusivity
The concept of inclusion does not have a formally agreed deﬁnition (Oxoby 2009). The
EC’s usage of the term, described in the Introduction, clearly links it to social cohesion.
The United Nations (UN) similarly deﬁnes an inclusive society as ‘one that rises above
diﬀerences of race, gender, class, generation, and geography to ensure equality of opportunity regardless of origin’ (UN 2010, 3). Inclusivity is thus about ensuring that everyone
– regardless of race, gender, age, and location – has access to the same opportunities. The
notion of inclusive access to opportunities replaced poverty as a major concern of European social policy in the 1990s, when it became recognised that poverty was more than a
distributional issue (i.e. lack of resources), but a reﬂection of low social integration, lack
of participation, and powerlessness (Shortall 2008). Resultant policies tend to utilise the
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term ‘social exclusion’, which places the emphasis on the processes underlying inequalities (Shucksmith 2012).
Although there is widespread agreement that inclusivity is an important societal goal,
there is considerable debate about how to measure it (UN 2010; Huxley 2015). Inclusivity
could arguably be achieved when the characteristics of the participating population
approximate those of the population as a whole (e.g. in terms of race, gender, class, generation, etc.). The weakness of this approach is that it is quite a blunt instrument, often
failing to recognise regional diﬀerences, and does little to identify the underlying power
dynamics that enable or disable societal participation in various forms. Shucksmith
(2000, 12) argues that ‘processes of social exclusion and inclusion … should therefore
be analysed in relation to the means by which resources and status are allocated in
society, and especially in relation to the exercise of power’. This is not to say that
there is no individual agency or responsibility, but when there are major gaps between
the characteristics of populations participating in (in this case) demonstration and
what we would expect (for various reasons), this strongly suggests that the gaps are structural – i.e. that there are power dynamics at play.
In this paper we analyse statistics based on gender, age, and geographical location of
demonstration participants. We interpret these statistics utilising feedback from stakeholder key informants who are familiar with the underlying issues and can inform our
understanding of supra-regional (Northern, Eastern and Southern European), national
and sub-national geographical patterns in on-farm demonstration provision and associated power dynamics. We base our conceptualisation of power on Lukes (2005), who
draws on Bourdieu’s tenet that people internalise power dynamics as part of their ‘internalised disposition to act’ or ‘habitus’ (Bourdieu 1984). Lukes (2005) describes three
‘faces’ of power, placing particular emphasis on unconscious power dynamics. The
ﬁrst face of power is the power to achieve compliance. This is the form of power that
is most easily recognised: power over people or things. In relation to on-farm demonstration, this is the authority of the organisers: the power to hold a demonstration (i.e.
the resources and determination to host the event). Event organisers have the power
to decide where a demonstration is held, what activities are involved, and to whom it
is advertised. In the case of farmer-organised demonstrations, the host farmers themselves have this power. Lukes’ second face of power is the power to inﬂuence the
context in which decisions are made – this is the power to inﬂuence who makes the
decisions. In relation to on-farm demonstration, this is the power to allocate funding
for demonstrations, and to establish governmental and institutional priorities for demonstration, which set the parameters within which institutional actors can organise demonstrations (e.g. on what topics, for what audience, and what type of learning needs
should be addressed).
Lukes (2005) third face of power is the power to inﬂuence what people think is important enough to challenge: embedded normative beliefs about the ‘natural state’ of aﬀairs,
which reinforce the status quo. The third face of power thus includes social norms
around the roles and suitability of diﬀerent cohorts for on-farm demonstration:
women and young people may feel that demonstrations are for others (i.e. are not appropriate for them to attend). Demonstration organisers may also not see a need for women
or young people to participate. Trauger et al. (2008) in their US research into agricultural
education and supports, argue that norms around the role of diﬀerent farm household
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members lead to broader marginalisation of these cohorts by advisors and educators:
women in their study were perceived as ‘farm wives’ and ‘book-keepers’ rather than
farmers, and therefore not considered to be candidates for advisory service intervention.
The perception of farm successors and employees as outside of the decision-making
process could similarly marginalise them as candidates for participating in on-farm demonstration. Research into embodiment demonstrates how bodily characteristics such as
age and gender intersect with practices that then become associated with those bodies
(e.g. linking men to machinery and women to domestic labour) (Brandth 2006;
Haugen and Brandth 1994). If the practice of participating in demonstrations becomes
associated with particular body types (e.g. older, male) then this is likely to become normative and unchallenged within the industry.

3. Research methods
This paper is based on a survey of 1162 on-farm demonstrators across Europe and
three ‘supra-regional workshops’ undertaken in 2017/2018. The PLAID (Peer to Peer
Learning: Accessing Innovation through Demonstration) and AgriDemoF2F (Enhancing peer to peer learning) projects funded by the EC, collaborated to develop the
ﬁrst European inventory of on-farm demonstration, which has been expanded and
operationalised into active ‘thematic networks’ by the NEFERTITI project. Consortia
members and nine subcontractors (including both public and private advisory services,
small to medium-size companies (SMEs), research institutes, and universities) compiled national inventories utilising a standardised questionnaire developed by consortia
members. Participants were sourced utilising a combination of existing networks,
national AKIS inventories produced through the PRO AKIS FP7 project, and internet
searches. Following the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), all participants in
the survey gave written permission for their data to be included in the inventory. The
ﬁndings from the national inventories were presented, discussed, and validated at
Supra-regional workshops, with PLAID, AgriDemo-F2F and NEFERTITI consortium
members, stakeholder representatives, and members of the International Advisory
Board. These workshops were held in Leuven (Belgium), Venice (Italy), and Krakow
(Poland) in 2018.
The Europe-wide inventory (the dataset for this paper) comprises the EU 27,2 Norway,
Serbia, and Switzerland. Data was collected at two levels: organiser (farmer or organisation) and demonstration. Organisers frequently organise multiple demonstrations,
with diﬀerent event structures and target audiences. The maximum number of demonstrations reported was capped at 10 per organisation, to reduce questionnaire fatigue. In
total, 1162 demonstration organisers completed the survey.
The primary features identiﬁed in the inventory can be found on-line at www.
farmdemo.eu. This paper focuses on the age, gender, and geographical location of participants. Geographic distinctions were made at country level and divided into the
three regions where Supra-regional workshops were held:
.

Northern Europe: Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, Switzerland, the UK;
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Eastern Europe: Croatia, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania,
Poland, Romania, Serbia, Slovakia;
Southern Europe: Austria, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Greece, Italy, Malta, Portugal, Slovenia, Spain.

This geographical distinction is based on the diﬀerential histories of agricultural structure in Europe: for example, new EU member states have a shared history of collectivised
agriculture which impacts on the current structural conditions of farming and the advisory services available.
Participants in the supra-regional workshops were asked the following questions:
.
.
.
.
.
.

What are the most common topics and purposes of demonstration?
Who are the major providers and organisers of on-farm demonstrations?
How common is it for farmers to lead demonstrations?
Are there particular regions where there are more demonstrations than others?
What is the balance of demonstration participants and organisers in terms of age and
gender?
What are the major diﬀerences between countries – and what are the reasons for such
diﬀerences?

The discussions at these meetings were recorded in note form and compiled into
supra-regional reports. These supra-regional reports are the source material for the qualitative data presented in this paper.
For statistical analysis of the inventory, gender and age-related access issues were
based on the question ‘Who is your MAIN audience?’ where respondents were oﬀered
multiple choice responses: ‘over 90% male’, ‘between 75% and 90% male’, ‘about 50/50
male/female’, ‘between 75% and 90% female’, and ‘over 90% female’; and ‘under 25’,
‘25-40’, ‘40-55’, ‘55+’, and ‘all ages’. Counts of the variable ‘over 90% female’ were so
low (n = 11) that they were recoded with variable ‘between 75% and 90% female’ into
variable ‘over 75% female’. The primary variables comprise self-reported estimates of
survey participants; inferences must be treated with some caution.
It is important to note that although this dataset is substantial and involves a considerable cross section of European demonstration activities, it is not representative. Data collectors in every country reported that there were cases of on-farm demonstration where
demonstration organisers did not wish to participate in the inventory. The European
funders of the research speciﬁcally requested that large commercial providers of demonstration (e.g. input and machinery suppliers) be excluded; the inventory was intended to
enable networking between demonstration farms, not to promote large companies. The
use of personal networks to engage participants led to higher concentrations of demonstration being identiﬁed in geographic proximity to the data collectors. Some 25% of
demonstration organisers reported 10 demonstrations,3 suggesting that these organisations could be underreporting their activity. In addition, 421 of 1162 demonstration
organisers (36%) did not report on the gender characteristics of their audiences (i.e.
their survey responses were incomplete).
Data analysis of demonstration participation is based on the individual demonstrations for which the relevant characteristics (e.g. age, gender, demonstration
funder) was reported. Data was included in cross-table analysis on a pairwise basis:
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due to missing values for some questions, there are diﬀerences in sample sizes for individual comparisons. Analysis was conducted utilising Chi-Square test of independence to
determine whether variables are statistically associated with each other, with signiﬁcance
at the 95% conﬁdence level (p = .05). This is one of the most commonly utilised methods
of statistical analysis for answering questions about the association between categorical
variables (Franke, Ho, and Christie 2011). The supra-regional reports and synthesis
report for the inventory, along with other project reports and materials, can be found
at www.farmdemo.eu.
It is important to note that this paper focuses on three speciﬁc characteristics reﬂected
in the provision of on-farm demonstration. Other socio-demographic patterns were
identiﬁed in the supra-regional workshops, particularly educational achievement.
Higher educational achievement appears to lead to a pattern of life-long learning,
which includes participation in on-farm demonstrations when these are available.
There was also concern raised that the enthusiasm of farmers for on-farm demonstration
is not necessarily matched by skills in training and communication. These issues are
further addressed by other papers in this special issue (e.g. Marchand et al. 2021;
Ingram et al. 2021)

4. Results
Findings are divided into two sections which follow the research questions: diﬀerential
participation in on-farm demonstration, and the inclusivity achieved by AKIS actors
in their provision of demonstration. Table 1 provides basic descriptive statistics of the
dataset. Table 2 includes descriptive statistics for the gender and age of participant
variables.
The frequency of topics suggests a good representation of agricultural sectors across
Europe, providing a surface validity to the dataset. Discussions with supra-regional workshop participants conﬁrmed that on-farm demonstrations were most common in Northern Europe. Farmer-led demonstration is relatively new, but popular in Eastern Europe,
with greater frequency of demonstration reported than in Southern Europe. Participants
in the Southern Europe supra-regional workshop reported that demonstration activities
are declining in this region, in large part due to reduced funding and access to public
advisory services. In total, organisers who participated in the survey estimated that
there were over 680,000 farmer visits to their reported demonstrations.
Table 1. Supra-regions and ﬁve most common topics of on-farm demonstration.

Northern Europe
Eastern Europe
Southern Europe
Topic: mixed/ﬁeld
crops
Topic: dairy
Topic: root crops
Topic: beef
Topic: (ﬁeld)
vegetables

Total number of on-farm demonstrations with gender and/or
age of participants reported

Percentage of on-farm
demonstrations

2046
1219
737
1457

51.1%
30.5%
18.4%
22.4%

835
789
573
486

12.9%
12.2%
8.8%
7.5%

598

L.-A. SUTHERLAND ET AL.

Table 2. Age and gender proﬁle of on-farm demonstration participants.
Estimated age proﬁle of participants

Estimates
gender
proﬁle of
participants

> 90% male

Between 75%
and 90%
male
About 50/50

> 75% female

Total

Count of demos
% gender of
attendees
% of total
Count of demos
% gender of
attendees
% of total
Count of demos
% gender of
attendees
% of total
Count of demos
% gender of
attendees
% of total
Count of demos
% of total

Under
25

25–
40

40–
55

55+

All
ages

Total

5
0.8%

78
12.3%

198
31.2%

80
12.6%

273
43.1%

634
100%

53
3.0%

285
16.0%

471
26.5%

42
2.4%

927
52.0%

16.1%
1778
100%

135
9.8%

307
22.3%

142
10.3%

20
1.5%

773
56.1%

45.1%
1377
100.0%

17
11.0%

32
20.6%

17
11.0%

3
1.9%

86
55.5%

34.9%
155
100%

210
5.3%

702
17.8%

828
21.0%

145
3.7%

2059
52.2%

3.9%
3944
100%

x² (12, 3944) = 454.3, p = .000.

4.1. Diﬀerential participation in on-farm demonstration
The survey analysis found that gender and age were signiﬁcantly associated with participation in demonstration [p = .000]. Table 2 demonstrates a signiﬁcant association
between age and gender of participants: events with higher percentages of women
were more likely to be those events where there were more individuals under the age
of 40.
Demonstration organisers reported that about half of demonstrations were attended
by ‘all ages’ (Table 1), but where organisers speciﬁed age-related distinctions, participants
were somewhat younger than the population of European farmers. Eurostat ﬁgures from
2016 identify just 11% of farmers as under the age of 40 (Eurostat 2018), whereas demonstration organisers identiﬁed 912 of the 3944 (23.1%) demonstrations as predominantly participated in by farmers under 40. Some 32% of European farmers are over
65 (Ibid.), a cohort which is much less common amongst on-farm demonstration participants. Only 145 demonstrations (3.7%) were reported which primarily reached farmers
over the age of 55. This ﬁnding was conﬁrmed at all of the supra-regional workshops,
where participants reported that participants in on-farm demonstration events were typically younger than the population of farmers as a whole, although not necessarily ‘young
farmers’ by European policy deﬁnitions (under the age of 40).4
Descriptive analysis of the dataset revealed that 61.2% of demonstrations reported
were primarily attended by men (i.e. over 75% male), although about one third of demonstrations were reported to have an equal representation of male and female participants (Table 2). Demonstrations that were attended predominantly by women were
unusual in the dataset. In discussing gender, the supra-regional workshop participants
could not identify speciﬁc barriers to female participation, proposing that lack of
female attendance reﬂected the demographic characteristics of the industry, and lack
of interest in particular topics. Workshop participants explained the comparatively
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high incidence of farmers under 55 in attendance as reﬂecting higher levels of openness
to innovation. This demographic characteristic was viewed favourably, as evidence that
on-farm demonstration is engaging those farmers who are most likely to engage in innovative activities on their farms. Low participation of women was not identiﬁed as a
problem for most supra-regional workshop participants.
Age and gender were statistically associated with geographical location at supraregional level (Table 3, p = .000). Participants in Northern Europe were most commonly
described as being in the ‘all ages’ or ‘40-55 years’ categories, suggesting that they are
younger than the average age of farmers reported by Eurostat (2018). However, demonstration participants in Eastern and Southern Europe were more commonly described as
between 25 and 40 years of age, or ‘all ages’, suggesting that they are younger than in
Northern Europe. Eastern Europe appears more egalitarian in terms of gendered participation, which may reﬂect the higher percentages of female-led farms located there (European Commission 20195). In Eastern and Southern Europe, almost half of reported
demonstrations were attended equally by both genders, although male-dominated
events are still common. Participation in on-farm demonstrations in Northern Europe
was very male-dominated, with over 70% of demonstrations reporting over 75% male
participation.
Discussions at the supra-regional workshops drew out national distinctions within the
supra-regions. Although participants at the Northern Europe supra-regional workshop
agreed that demonstrations were typically male-dominated in most countries, this was
Table 3. Gender and age distinctions of on-farm demonstration participants by Supra-region.
Total counts
and
percentages of
demos

Demonstrations by Supra-region
Northern
Europe
Estimated
percentage of
attendees by
gender

> 90% male
Between 75%
and 90%
male
About 50/50
Between 75%
and 90%
female
Total counts and percentages of demos
Estimated
Under 25
percentage of
attendees by age
25–40
40–55
55+
All ages
Total counts and percentages
Variable (no.
categories)
x2
Percentage of
attendees by
gender (4)
Estimated age of
attendees (5)

Eastern Europe

Southern
Europe

18.5%
53.0%

12.8%
35.1%

14.0%
40.6%

572
1682

15.4%
45.4%

26.1%
2.4%

44.5%
13.6%

43.3%
2.2%

1303
143

35.2%
3.8%

2046
51.1%
4.1%

1219
5.9%

737
18.4%
7.4%

4002
209

100.0%
5.3%

24.6%
21.0%
2.2%
44.8%
739

702
827
146
2076
3960

17.7%
20.9%
3.7%
52.4%
100%

11.2%
21.5%
4.9%
58.3%
2010
Df

50.8
n

24.3%
19.8%
2.6%
47.4%
1211
P

226.9

6

3700

.000

155.2

8

3960

.000

30.5%

30.6

18.7
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not true of Norway, where more equal gender representation was reported. Norwegian
participants also reported more young people participating in on-farm demonstrations.
At the Southern Europe supra-regional workshop, participants from Portugal and Slovenia reported a gender-balanced pattern in on-farm demonstration participation. The
Southern Europe supra-regional workshop conﬁrmed the higher presence of younger
farmers at on-farm demonstration events.
In all three supra-regional workshops, participants agreed that within countries,
regions and sectors where agriculture is more proﬁtable tend to have more on-farm demonstrations, reﬂecting the higher concentration of advisory services and research institutes located in these areas. These sub-national regions also tend to be more centrally
located. Although they are often characterised by larger farms, this is not always the
case: participants in the Southern Europe supra-regional workshop identiﬁed wealthier
regions like Emilia Romagna or Bolzano in Italy and Navarra in Spain as having particularly plentiful on-farm demonstrations; these are regions where more proﬁtable farms are
in viticulture or horticulture and thus smaller in scale. There were diﬀerent national patterns in farmer willingness to travel to demonstrations. For example, farmers in northern
Sweden routinely travel to southern Sweden to gain access to on-farm demonstrations,
whereas farmers in northern UK (Scotland) were unlikely to travel outside of their
own regions. Concerns about national barriers (particularly in Southern Europe) were
attributed to the underfunding of Farm Advisory Services (FAS) and sub-national barriers (availability of demonstrations to farmers in remote locations, or farmers with
smaller and less commercially viable farms) were speciﬁcally raised at the supra-regional
meetings.
The supra-regional workshops also noted that although there was a majority of men
attending demonstrations, demonstration organisers tend to be more gender-balanced.
This reﬂects more equal numbers of male and female agricultural advisors. Women
who were raised on farms but do not inherit them, often remain in the agricultural
sector as agricultural advisors (Shortall et al. 2017)
4.2. Inclusivity of AKIS actors in organising demonstrations
In this section we consider whether diﬀerent types of on-farm organiser and funder
attract a diﬀerent socio-demographic cohort to their demonstrations. Inventory participants were asked to identify the primary organisers and funders of each of their demonstrations.6 Primary event funder and primary organiser were signiﬁcantly associated
(Table 4, p = .000).
Table 4 demonstrates the complexity of organisers and funders in Europe’s pluralistic
AKIS: although demonstration organisers tend to rely ﬁrst on their own resources for
demonstration, they also frequently relied on external funding. The high number of demonstrations organised and funded by individual farmers is particularly notable, representing 22.7% (n = 938) of demonstrations in the dataset. Publicly funded
demonstrations accounted for 21.2%. The option for ‘self-funded’ was intended for
farmers who organised demonstrations; the incidence of self-funded events indicated
by other organisers suggests that they distinguished between use of their own institution’s funding, versus that funding made available to the demonstration by an external
source (e.g. by a research project).

Table 4. Most important demonstration funder by primary organiser.
Primary event funder

Primary
organiser

Public/private
extension or
advisory service

Farmers’
organisation
Research institution

NGO/charity etc.

Supply chain
company
Total
x² (35, 4133) = 3000.4, p = .000.

Selffunded

Farming
organisation
funded

Public
funded

Charity/
NGO
funded

Research
funded

Supply chain
company

Other

276
20.1%

235
17.2%

17
1.2%

299
21.8%

105
67.3%

24
1.8%

175
12.8%

239
17.4%

1370

26
2.1%

938
77.5%

22
1.8%

138
11.4%

9
5.8%

18
1.5%

34
2.8%

25
2.1%

1210

52
12.3%

87
20.5%

4
2.6%

3
0.7%

18
4.2%

20
4.7%

424

14
9.0%

173
24.4%

11
1.6%

3
0.4%

709

7
1.7%

233
55.0%

25
3.5%

194
27.4%

2
0.3%

16
8.1%

61
31.0%

10
5.1%

58
29.4%

23
14.7%

4
2.0%

23
11.7%

2
1.0%

197

11
4.9%

71
31.8%

6
2.7%

7
3.1%

1
.6%

4
1.8%

122
54.7%

1
0.4%

223

1732
41.9%

109
2.6%

876
21.2%

156
3.8%

226
5.5%

383
9.3%

290
7.0%

361
8.7%

287
40.5%

Total
count

4133
100.0%
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Individual farmer

Count
% within
primary
organiser
Count
% within
primary
organiser
Count
% within
primary
organiser
Count
% within
primary
organiser
Count
% within
primary
organiser
Count
% within
primary
organiser
Count
% of Total

Advisory/
extension
service
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It is important to note that ‘commercial demonstrations’ by major companies oriented
towards product sales were intentionally excluded from the inventory; supply chain
company-led and funded demonstrations are therefore under-represented (comprising
9.3% of demonstrations in the dataset). These companies clearly play a role in funding
demonstrations organised by others, particularly extension services. Supra-regional
workshop participants in Eastern Europe identiﬁed a trend towards international suppliers of seeds, fertilisers, crop protection products, and machinery becoming increasingly
important for on-farm demonstration, often crossing national borders to organise demonstration activities.
In considering these funders and organisers geographically, there were clear supraregional distinctions. Whereas public and privately funded advisory services were
most common in Northern Europe, organisation of on-farm demonstration in Eastern
and Southern Europe was more commonly attributed to individual farmers (Figure 1).
In keeping with the ethos of peer-to-peer learning, all of the supra-regional workshops
reported that farmers were the most common demonstrators, conﬁrmed by the statistical
analysis (Main demonstrator = farmer: 50.5% Northern Europe, 61.3% Eastern Europe,
and 40.0% Southern Europe, n = 4393, averaging to 51.4% across all demonstrations)
(p = .000). In Southern Europe, a stronger role was played by research institutes, in
keeping with the stronger role of researchers in on-farm demonstration, but farmers
remain the most common demonstrator.
In terms of organising demonstration, advisors played a much stronger role in Northern than Southern Europe (Figure 1). In Southern Europe, farmers, researchers, students,
and farmers themselves appear to be taking the place of advisors in demonstrating.7 The
supra-regional workshops reported that the Northern Europe supra-region was characterised by more collaborative interactions between demonstration providers, with public
and private advisory services acting as the ‘glue’ or integrating force for bringing
members of the AKIS together. Within Southern Europe, particularly Mediterranean

Figure 1. Primary organiser of on-farm demonstration by Supra-region.
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countries (e.g. Portugal, Spain, Italy, Greece), public extension services have largely disappeared, and private extension services have not arisen to take their place. This has
resulted in a landscape where on-farm demonstrations were more commonly organised
by research institutes or farmers themselves. The Southern supra-regional workshop participants expressed concern that this is leading to fragmentation, a lack of attention to
sustainability and farming system approaches (e.g. on-farm demonstrations instead
tend to be focused on speciﬁc crops and single technologies), and limited opportunities
for many farmers to participate in demonstrations at all. While farmer-led demonstrations were welcome, all of the supra-regional reports include recommendations for
speciﬁc training for host farmers in particular (as well as funding) to ensure that they
oﬀer high quality events.
Participants at the supra-regional workshops also identiﬁed national patterns in leadership of on-farm demonstrations (Table 5). Although extension or advisory services
clearly play a major role in demonstration in many countries, there were countries in
each supra-region where they do not play an important role: Belgium, Cyprus,
Estonia, Greece, Malta, Portugal, Serbia, and Slovakia. Notably, academic and research
institutes play important roles in demonstration, evident in all but the smallest countries:
Malta and Cyprus.
The demonstration organiser was signiﬁcantly associated with the gender and age of
participants (Table 6, p = .000). In relation to age, advisory and extension services
reported that over three quarters of their events have at least 75% men in attendance.
Supply chain companies similarly reported high percentages of male attendance. In contrast, NGOs, charities, and research institutions reported over a third of their events to be
gender-balanced in terms of visitor proﬁle. Individual farmers were the most likely to
describe their participants as equally composed of male and female attendees (50.9%),
and they were the most likely to host events which were primarily attended by
women. The majority of on-farm demonstrations were attended by ‘all ages’, but
where respondents identiﬁed age-based distinctions, younger farmers (under the age
of 40) were more commonly reached by individual farmers, farmers’ organisations,
and NGOs or charities. Older farmers (over the age of 55) were not typically a major participant for any of the organisers.

5. Discussion
This paper presents analysis of the ﬁrst comprehensive inventory of on-farm demonstration in Europe, integrating data from 27 EU countries, Norway, Serbia, and Switzerland. Analysis of the inventory demonstrates that on-farm demonstration is a popular
tool for knowledge exchange, engaging hundreds of thousands of farmers, often in a leadership capacity.
Analysis presented in this paper demonstrates that the inclusivity of on-farm demonstration varies widely across Europe in geographic terms. On-farm demonstration is
more common in countries with well-funded advisory services (private or public), particularly in Northern Europe. Within countries, regions with more productive or proﬁtable agriculture also have higher numbers of on-farm demonstrations. This reﬂects the
co-location of advisory services, input supply companies, and research institutes in proﬁtable locations. These regions appear to be self-reinforcing hubs of farmer innovation
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Table 5. National patterns in provider of on-farm demonstration.
Country

Public
bodies

Extension/ advisory
services

X
X
x
X
x
x
X
x
x
X

X
x
X
X
X
x
X
X
X
x

X

X

X
X

X
x

X
X

X
X

Cooperative/
networks

Private
companies

X
x
X
X

x

X

x
x

X
x
X
x
x

X
X

x
x

x
x
x
x
X

x
X
x
X
x

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Farmers’
organisations

X
X

X
X

x
x
x
x
X
x

x
x
x

Academic/research
institutions
X
x
x
X
x
x
x
X

x
X

x

X

x
x

X
X

x
x
x
x

12
x
x

48
22
96

x
x

x

15
30

x
x
x
x
x
x
X

Key: X – main providers; x – minor providers.
a
Note that the church continues to be involved in farm demonstration in the Netherlands.
Source: PLAID WP3 Synthesis Report.

36
44
11
30
169
40
6
36

x
x
x
x
x

x
X

X
X

x
x

x
X

X
X

x

X
X

X
x
x

X
X

34
13
30
74
72
77
60

x
x

X
X
X

Total providers in
dataset

X
x

x

x

NGOs

X
x

12
75
2
7
32
5
11
15
61
1162
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Northern Europe
Belgium
Denmark
Finland
France
Germany
Ireland
Netherlandsa
Norway
Sweden
Switzerland
United
Kingdom
Eastern Europe
Croatia
Czech
Republic
Estonia
Hungary
Latvia
Lithuania
Poland
Romania
Serbia
Slovakia
Southern Europe
Austria
Bulgaria
Cyprus
Greece
Italy
Malta
Portugal
Slovenia
Spain

Individual
farmers

Table 6. On-farm demonstration by organiser by age and gender of participants.

% gender of demo
participants

> 90% male
Between 75% and
90% male
About 50/50
> 75% female
Total
Under 25
25–40
40–55
55+
All ages
Total

Variable (no.
categories)

Farmers’
organisation

Research
institution

NGO/
charity etc.

Supply chain
company

Total

281
23.9%

142
11.7%

78
20.5%

45
6.3%

25
11.6%

65
28.5%

636
16.2%

645
54.9%

367
30.2%

175
46.1%

388
54.4%

93
43.3%

111
48.7%

1779
45.3%

216
18.4%

620
50.9%

120
31.6%

264
37.0%

89
41.4%

50
21.9%

1359
34.6%

33
2.8%

88
7.2%

7
1.8%

16
2.2%

8
3.7%

1175
38
3.2%

1217
83
6.9%

380
11
2.9%

713
63
9.0%

135
11.5%

336
27.9%

81
21.4%

226
19.3%

199
16.5%

78
6.7%
693
59.2%

.9%

154
3.9%

215
8
3.7%

228
7
3.1%

3928
210
5.4%

77
11.0%

44
20.6%

22
9.9%

695
17.9%

138
36.5%

113
16.2%

64
29.9%

73
32.7%

813
20.9%

16
1.3%

33
8.7%

5
.7%

14
6.5%

0
0.0%

146
3.8%

572
47.4%

115
30.4%

441
63.1%

84
39.3%

121
54.3%

2026
52.1%

378

699

223

3890

1170

1206
P

x2

Df

n

481.0

15

3928

.000

424.4

20

3890

.000

214

2
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Percentage of
attendees by gender
(4)
Estimated age of
attendees (5)

Individual
farmer
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Average age of
attendees

Count of demos
% within Primary
organiser
Count of demos
% within Primary
organiser
Count of demos
% within Primary
organiser
Count of demos
% within Primary
organiser
Count of demos
Count of demos
% within Primary
organiser
Count of demos
% within Primary
organiser
Count of demos
% within primary
organiser
Count of demos
% within Primary
organiser
Count of demos
% within Primary
organiser
Count of demos

Advisory/
extension service
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and access to information: advisory services and input companies in particular are likely
to locate in regions where farmers can aﬀord their services; those service providers then
ﬁnd it most cost eﬀective to focus their services on local farmers.
In terms of demographics, the proﬁle of on-farm demonstration participants is considerably diﬀerent from that of farmers across Europe, reaching participants in the 25 to
55 age bracket, who are well placed to make longer-term innovations on their farms. This
is consistent with Irish ﬁndings by Kinsella (2018) that older farmers are less likely to
engage with advisory services but counters his ﬁndings about younger farmers.
Knierim et al. (2017) also found that younger people were less likely to engage with advisory services. There are several potential reasons for the higher participation of young
people in on-farm demonstration. First, it is important to clarify that the participants
were younger than the age proﬁle of European farmers in overall, but not necessarily
‘young farmers’ (under the age of 40). Second, as proposed by supra-regional workshop
participants, younger farmers may be more interested in accessing information on the
innovations demonstrated, because they are in a position to beneﬁt from these innovations long-term. Third, the open format of demonstrations – typically held outdoors
and attended by groups of people – may be less daunting (or costly) for younger
farmers than the one-to-one interaction with agricultural advisors included in Knierim
et al. and Kinsella’s studies. Fourth, the higher percentage of younger participants
suggests that farming successors – typically unaccounted for in farming statistics
(Zagata and Sutherland 2015) – are also attending demonstrations.
Participation in on-farm demonstration is also gendered, particularly in Northern
Europe. To some degree, this reﬂects the gender proﬁle of European farmers, with
higher percentages of women attending demonstrations in Eastern Europe, where
women are more commonly identiﬁed as farmers (European Commission 2019). More
egalitarian gender relations have been noted amongst young farmers in general across
Europe (EIP Agri Focus Group 2016), although this is not evident in Eurostat ﬁgures,
where only 23% of farmers under the age of 40 were identiﬁed as female (Eurostat
2016), demonstrating the intersectionality of inclusivity issues. In the present study,
the relationship found between gender and age of participants suggests that increasing
the emphasis on attendance by younger farmers or women will have reciprocal beneﬁts.
In many Northern European countries, advisory services form the ‘glue’ that brings
together multiple AKIS actors to provide jointly organised and on-going programmes
on on-farm demonstration. The lack of advisory services in Southern Europe was
linked to the fragmented and sporadic nature of on-farm demonstration discussed in
the supra-regional workshops. However, although farmers in Southern Europe clearly
had fewer opportunities to participate in on-farm demonstration, when they did so, a
broader sociodemographic range of participants was achieved. Jansen et al. (2010)
argued that failure to access advisory services did not necessarily denote lack of access
to information; some farmers were seeking information elsewhere. In all three supraregions, this also includes farmers organising informal on-farm demonstration for
peer groups. The inclusivity of these demonstrations may reﬂect the role of the host
family in organising the demonstration, creating a perception that multiple family
members are welcome.
Research institutions clearly play an important role in on-farm demonstration in
many European countries and appear to be more successful at including women and
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young farmers than advisory services. There are number of potential reasons for this.
Advisory services and input supply companies may orient their advertising of on-farm
demonstration to their ‘clients’, and therefore place more emphasis on attracting
‘primary farmers’, a known market failure of pluralised advisory services (Prager,
Creaney, and Lorenzo-Arribas 2017). Privatisation of advisory services may therefore
have had gendered implications. Research institutions may also be more socially aware
of gender issues, and actively engaged in programming for students, thus targeting
younger and female participants. The importance of identifying and eﬀectively reaching
target audiences is addressed in Adamsone-Fiskovica et al.’s (2021) paper on success
factors for on-farm demonstration in this issue.
In framing this paper in relation to inclusivity and Lukes (2005) three faces of power it
is apparent that farmers themselves have a major role in the ﬁrst and second faces of
power, organising and funding their own on-farm demonstration events. When they
organise on-farm demonstrations, these events are more likely to be attended by
women and younger farmers. Farmers are also more likely to be the organisers of demonstration in countries where there is limited public funding for advisory services.
However, when this power is held by advisory services and input supply companies,
on-farm demonstration organisers attract older and male participants, and tend to
organise demonstrations in areas where more proﬁtable farms are located. It therefore
appears that public and private advisory services may be reinforcing gender and agerelated norms in the agricultural sector, and contributing to the lack of access to demonstration for farmers in remote areas.
The lack of concern about gender at the supra-regional workshops reﬂects Lukes
(2005) third face of power: the predominantly male attendance at demonstrations is
accepted as normal, characteristic of the gendered nature of the industry, rather than a
standard to be challenged. When younger farmers attend events, this is considered laudable, but there was no concern expressed about enabling access for older farmers, or for
increasing female attendance. However, supra-regional workshop participants were concerned about geographical issues, arguing steps to be taken to increase on-farm demonstration in countries and locales where there is limited access.

6. Conclusion
As described in the introduction, increasing inclusivity has been identiﬁed as an important priority for the European Commission, essential to economic, social, and territorial
cohesion. The present analysis demonstrates that although the provision of on-farm
demonstration is challenging age-related norms in the agricultural sector, there are
clear inequalities relating to gender and geographic location. This ﬁnding may link to
the growing body of evidence about the adverse impact of the privatisation of advisory
services on access to advice (e.g. Labarthe and Laurent 2013; Sutherland et al. 2017).
We suggest that further scrutiny of the inclusivity of recipients of public funding in particular is warranted, to ensure that their state funding is employed in a way that aligns
with European policy priorities. The national CAP Strategic Plans being produced in
2020, which will be informed by ﬁndings from this and other projects (see the EU
SCAR-AKIS 2019 report), are intended to speciﬁcally yield a more ‘joined up AKIS’
(EIP Agri 2020), thus oﬀering the potential to address geographical issues related to
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fragmentation. However, funding for the FAS remains a national-level decision, meaning
that the amount of funding for advisory services – particularly in Southern Europe – may
remain low.8 Promotion of gender equality remains problematic, particularly in light of
the limited gender-disaggregated data available at European level (Shortall 2010). New
strategies for on-farm demonstration activities to reach under-represented groups (e.g.
virtual or on-line demonstration, additional supports to enable demonstration in
remote regions), should be considered in these AKIS Plans, and included in reviews of
Europe’s FAS.
At a practical level, there is an evident need for awareness raising and unconscious bias
training for advisory services and input companies. The economic beneﬁts of inclusivity
do not appear to have been realised by these demonstration providers. There is also an
apparent disconnection from the academic literature on extension. The disconnection
between natural science and its application advisory practice is well established: many
advisory services have limited ‘back oﬃce’ funding or activities to enable new scientiﬁc
research to be integrated into advice provision (Labarthe and Laurent 2013; Prager
et al. 2016). This paper demonstrates the disconnection between social science and advisory service practice. The importance of inclusivity is becoming established in the social
science literature (e.g. Prager, Creaney, and Lorenzo-Arribas 2017; Knierim et al. 2017)
but these ‘best practices’ in service provision and evaluation do not appear to be making
it into practice.
In terms of advancing science, the ongoing patriarchal nature of European agriculture
is well established (Shortall 2010). Geographical barriers to advisory service provision are
also well known (Sutherland et al. 2017). Where this paper demonstrates particularly
novel evidence is in revealing that on-farm demonstration providers are challenging
age-based norms in the agricultural sector, but are less concerned with gendered participation. To date, the latter issue has primarily been addressed in the global South, where it
is considered an important issue for increasing agricultural productivity (LamontagneGodwin et al. 2018; FAO 2011). Further investigation of the power dynamics underpinning inclusivity in European AKIS are warranted.
As a ﬁnal note, we recognise that this paper focuses on the inclusivity of demonstration organisers. It is also important to consider participant perspectives. The more
general topic of inclusivity in on-farm demonstrations goes beyond the structural
factors singled out in this paper, as there are many other kinds of potential barriers
at play in these types of learning environments. These include barriers related to
farmer characteristics, those of individual and institutional providers of education and
training, the learning content, the accessibility to learning opportunities, and the
method of delivery (Fulton et al. 2003). It is therefore important to speak not only of
structural, but also speciﬁc physical, economic, communicative, cognitive, and other
types of external and internal factors either enabling or restricting the inclusivity of
on-farm demonstrations.
Reﬂecting back to the Lukes (2005) three faces of power, we argue that all three dimensions are at play in the inclusivity of on-farm demonstrations. It is not only about the
decisions made by organisers about how they will market their demonstration, it is
about power at the level of national authorities to support (or not) public extension
activities which enable a diverse range of farmers to participate in on-farm demonstrations and deﬁne eligible beneﬁciaries. National and European authorities hold the
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power to encourage demonstration organisers to target and address groups in actual need
of this type of instruction and communication. Lukes (2005) third face of power is particularly important – the need to recognise the opportunity and importance of challenging demographic norms through on-farm demonstration provision.

Notes
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.
7.

8.

The other two priorities are smart growth and sustainable growth.
Luxembourg was excluded from the inventory for logistical reasons.
All of the variables used in the analysis were completed for each demonstration.
Targeted European subsidies for young farmers restrict these to farmers who are under the
age of 40 (Zagata and Sutherland 2015).
For example, Lithuania and Latvia are notable for the highest percentage of female-led farms
in Europe, at 45%. The fewest female-led farms are in the Netherlands, Malta, Germany, and
Ireland, where they range from 5 to 11% respectively.
Demonstration organisers also identiﬁed secondary and tertiary organisers and funders,
demonstrating similar patterns to those presented here.
The Eastern Supra-regional workshop reported that advisory services play a stronger role in
organising demonstrations than is evident in the inventory statistics. Subsequent sense
checking of the data led to the discovery that translation issues meant that some Eastern
European participants to identify demonstrations organised on farm as organised by
farmers, when extension services had primarily organised the demonstration. We retained
the Eastern European data in Figure 1 to demonstrate the importance of other organisers.
The importance of advisors to on-farm demonstration in Eastern Europe is evident in
Table 5.
For further information on the national CAP AKIS strategic planning process see: https://ec.
europa.eu/eip/agriculture/en/event/eip-agri-seminar-cap-strategic-plans-key-role-akis
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