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Abstract 

Because accurate use of language is important to researchers, we examined the usage of sex and gender-
based language in Journal of Agricultural Education (JAE) over a 10-year period (2014-2023). Guided 
by queer theory, the study challenged the status quo of inaccurate pairing of terms and synonymous use of 
sex and gender terms. By reviewing the past 10 years of JAE literature, the usage of sex and gender-based 
language was documented and analyzed. From the population of JAE publications (N = 695), a total of 
536 articles (77%) used sex or gender terminology. Methods sections (65%) and results/findings (55%) 
sections demonstrated a higher presence of sex or gender terms. The terms with a higher presence were 
male/female (83%) followed by gender (57%). Their frequent use within the journal points to a relevance 
of reviewing JAE accurate usage of sex and gender terminology. Additionally, a hierarchal dendrogram 
was provided to demonstrate how terms are paired statistically. Practical suggestions and applications 
were provided to address areas of improvement for researchers and practitioners. The recommendations 
provided sought to improve accuracy of sex and gender term usage as well as prioritize practices 
advancing the inclusion of LGBTQIA+ individuals within agricultural education, broadly defined, 
research.  

Introduction 

There is a growing number of articles focusing on queer individuals within agricultural education. 
For example, researchers found there are barriers to participation and inclusion for LGBTQIA+ individuals 
within multiple facets of agricultural education (i.e., Murray et al., 2023; Price, 2023). Inclusion of queer 
youth at the curricular and extracurricular levels has increased publications over the years (Murray et al., 
2023; Price, 2023). Research regarding scholarship within agricultural education, broadly defined, has 
found LGBTQIA+ publications are not prioritized, LGBTQIA+ researchers struggle to get their works 
published, and existing studies are selectively cited (Murray et al., 2020). Additionally, the lives of queer 
agricultural educators were documented by Gregg and Bowling (2024), exposing concerns, and 
highlighting adaptation strategies of participants. The presence of these studies lays the foundation for 
improved LGBTQIA+ inclusion within the discipline, though the presence of LGBTQIA+ research in 
agricultural education-related journals does not absolve the field of longstanding issues of 
inequity. Ultimately, diversity does not equal inclusion (Ahmed, 2012; Baldwin, 2022; Tienda, 2013). 
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Furthermore, the sociopolitical, educational, institutional, and legal environment provides an 
additional impetus for this study. There is increasing pressure upon institutions (e.g., sports teams, schools) 
to enforce rigid policies regarding sex assigned at birth (i.e., male, female, or intersex, as determined by a 
medical professional) and individual participation and facility usage. This binary sex segregation can 
negatively impact transgender students (Stewart & Nicolazzo, 2018; Tobin & Levi, 2013) and may violate 
student rights protected by Title IX (Buzuvis, 2013; Tobin & Levi, 2013). Additionally, at the federal level, 
there has been an action by the executive branch of the U.S. government attempting to limit gender 
expression (meaning identifying as man, woman, non-binary, genderqueer, two-spirit, etc.) by defining 
gender as sex assigned at birth. This disregards the existence of third-category, intersex (i.e., a person’s 
biological sex characteristics are not strictly male or female) individuals (The White House, 2025). The 
current environment increases the need to be critical of our own discipline and strive to align with the Civil 
Rights Act, wherein individuals may not be discriminated against based on any societal characteristics (i.e., 
age, race, gender identity, sexual identity, etc.). While this law pertains to many aspects of society, especially 
workplaces and employers, its messaging is important for creating and maintaining diverse, inclusive 
environments in all fields, including agriculture and related social sciences. 

Precedence for research regarding queer individuals within agricultural education has been set by 
the Research Values of the American Association for Agricultural Education (AAAE). The third research 
value states, “ensuring diversity, equity, inclusion, and belonging” (AAAE, 2023, p. 10). The researchers 
of this study sought to examine cultural barriers to inclusivity as it relates to the status quo of research 
conducted within the discipline of agricultural education. A review of the use of sex and gender-based terms 
within JAE allows trends of sex and gender language to be established; our recommendations for researcher 
implementation for increased accuracy and inclusion are provided. 

Review of Literature 

Queer studies, as a discipline, address a breadth of gender, romantic, and sexual orientations and 
the experiences, challenges, and cultural phenomena of the groups and individuals found within. Within 
agricultural education, researchers have identified and begun to explore perspectives of LGBTQIA+ 
students and professionals. Regarding students, challenges emerged in expressing LGBTQ+ identities while 
in school-based agricultural education (SBAE) programs (Price, 2023). In response to barriers faced by 
LGBTQIA+ youth in 4-H and other youth development programs, Murray et al. (2023) developed a 
theoretical model of how LGBTQIA+ involvement is shaped by the unique environments LGBTQIA+ 
youth encounter. LGBTQIA+ educators in SBAE reported heavy involvement in regional and national 
levels of SBAE, and “coming out” was an important yet dangerous step for their careers (Gregg & Bowling, 
2024). Additionally, LGBTQIA+ participants and researchers have been marginalized due to the research 
culture and status quo in agricultural education (Murray et al., 2020).  

Perspectives of agricultural education teachers and peers regarding LGBTQIA+ students have 
additionally been studied. Price et al. (2024) determined agricultural education teacher participants fall into 
varying levels of recognition for the impact of inclusive spaces can have on students. Perspectives of young 
professionals were revealed to be generally supportive of LGBTQIA+ peers until they were required to 
challenge heterosexist beliefs (Moser et al., 2024). The acceptance of LGBTQ+ identities is a positive 
finding, but the inconsistencies in support for LGBTQ+ individuals leaves a concerning gap to be addressed. 
Given the expansive nature of queer studies, there have been a limited number of studies regarding 
LGBTQIA+ individuals within the discipline of agricultural education. The researchers of this study sought 
to fill the gap in knowledge regarding the importance of language within study design and manuscript 
formation. 

Outside the discipline of agricultural education, there is a growing body of knowledge around the 
differentiation of language around one’s sex and gender identity (Webster, 2021). The conflation between 
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gender and sex within academic research is widespread (Butler, 1990, 1993, 2004), existing independently 
of agricultural education as a discipline Conflation of sex and gender is an issue that impacts researchers 
seeking to collect demographic data to describe samples or populations (Sullivan, 2020). The ambiguous 
and conflated nature of discussing sex and gender created further issues for those who utilize empirical data 
for policy or practice (Garvey et al., 2019). Furthermore, conflation of sex and gender, or discussing sex 
and/or gender inaccurately, may be harmful to members of the LGBTQIA+ community (Carr, 2005; Mizock 
& Hopwood, 2016); this is especially the case when participants are only given a binary choice (i.e., male 
or female), potentially encouraging feelings of gender dysphoria (Stewart & Nicolazzo, 2018). Scholars 
have suggested rethinking the orientation of survey instruments for the inclusion of genders and sexes 
(Bauer et al., 2017; Kennedy et al., 2022; Westbrook & Saperstein, 2015). Additionally, scholars studying 
human health have advocated for a comprehensive understanding of accurate terminology to better serve 
patients and their healthcare needs (Bamberger & Farrow, 2021), with scholars providing helpful tools to 
accurately define sex, gender, and sex/gender(ed) terms (Bamberger & Farrow, 2021; Rioux et al., 2022). 
Despite the existence of these frameworks, a critical and comprehensive examination of sex and gender 
terminology usage remains absent from the agricultural education literature, particularly within the JAE. 

Theoretical Perspective 

Queer theory guided the researchers of this study by providing a theoretical lens to observe 
researchers’ operationalization of sex and gender terminologies of articles published in the Journal of 
Agricultural Education. In a broad sense, the assumptions of queer theory seek to challenge the traditional 
definitions and views of gender and sexuality within society (Hesse-Biber, 2011). This traditionalism 
determines societal norms regarding sex and/or gender, often identifying and describing what is considered 
‘normal.’ Queer theory provides a lens to illuminate what exists outside the boundaries of ‘normal’ – 
otherness. Gender and sexuality have been dissected from various perspectives, including but not limited 
to power (Foucault, 1978), language (Butler, 1990), and race (Lane, 2016). Using queer theory as the 
perspective for this study allows for the questioning of language usage as it coincides or diverges from 
dominant norms and expectations.  

Subversive by nature, the critical lens of queer theory challenges traditional notions of gender and 
sexuality by positing them as socially constructed and fluid categories (Foucault, 1978; Seidman, 1994; 
Watson, 2005). Sex is a biological term typically used to categorize humans at birth. Accurate terminology 
that would coincide with sex is female, male, or intersex. One who is intersex may display outward or 
internal sex characteristics that cause them to deviate from what is deemed to be a ‘normal’ male or female. 
Other sex categories exist depending on the cultural setting and beliefs. Biological sciences such as animal 
sciences or human medicine traditionally used these terminologies to describe organisms based on sexual 
organs; the biological makeup does not determine a person’s gender because gender is a different construct 
than sex.  

Gender is a socially produced, cultural construct that defines an individual’s identity and the way 
they present to the world around themselves (Butler, 1990, 1993, 2004). The genders of Western society 
rely on sex/gender binaries presenting a partial perspective regarding global genders (Monro, 2007). Some 
terms which fall under the umbrella of gender would be man, woman, non-binary, agender, boy, or girl. 
Words such as transgender or cisgender are often placed before gender terminology to describe an 
individual’s gender in relation to the sex they were assigned at birth. There are a multitude of ways an 
individual could identify that are not listed above. Much of an individual’s gender identity is deeply personal 
and unique as one’s definition of what it is to be a woman will differ based on individual perception and 
experience. It is essential that genders are not minimized due to a lack of understanding or personal biases. 
As social scientists, an individual’s gender is most often what we are concerned with as it describes one’s 
internal identity as well as physically presented gender.  
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The analysis and critique of language usage and representation is a core ideal of queer theory as it 
seeks to dismantle systems of tradition (Dilley, 1999). Queer theory opposes traditional definitions of sex, 
gender, and their linkage. Informed by queer theory, theorists have long recognized the conflation of sex 
and gender within society (Butler, 1990, 1993, 2004). Conflation of terminology occurs when terms are 
placed under the wrong ‘umbrella.’ Figure 1 demonstrates the inaccurate and accurate usage of sex and 
gender-based terms. This figure, albeit a simplified one, provides a visual representation of which terms do 
and do not fall under the ‘umbrella’ of gender.  

Figure 1 
 
The Umbrellas of Inaccurate and Accurate Use of Gender Terminology 

 

Note. Figure 1 displays an example of inaccurate use and simplification of gender terms as frequently 
seen in journal publications and media. The example of accurate use of gender terms provides a few 
potential gender identities with the terms man and woman often accompanying terms like transgender and 
cisgender.  

As terminology to represent one’s sex and gender describes distinct aspects of an individual’s 
identity, gender and sex should be paired with correct terms and using terms synonymously should be 
avoided. For example, if a researcher were to ask a participant for their sex (male, female, or intersex), these 
are the only terminologies that should be used to describe participants. It would be inappropriate to use the 
term ‘gender’ if sex was being measured as they are not interchangeable or synonymous. This example 
applies to the use of terminology as it applies to sex as well. The inaccurate pairing of terms and the 
synonymous use of sex and gender terms was a catalyst for the creation of this study. Within this study, a 
focus on gender and sex identity was placed at the forefront, challenging the status quo of how participants 
and researchers were described by researchers within JAE. 

Purpose  

This study described the usage of sex and gender-based language in the Journal of Agricultural 
Education from 2014-2023 using the following research questions:  

1. How were sex and gender-related terms used in articles in JAE? 
2. What was the frequency of gender and sex terms within studies published in JAE?  
3. Where were gender and sex terms located within each study in JAE? 
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Methods & Procedures 

Quantitative content analysis (Kleinheksel et al., 2020) was employed to systematically examine 
an entire year’s worth of JAE publications for a given year. Content analysis was selected as it allows the 
research team to make inferences from analyzed texts regarding the context of their use (Krippendorff, 
2018). The years 2014-2023 were included within the study for a population of 695 publications reviewed. 
Retained studies contained sex or gender language, resulting in a census of 536 articles. At the time of data 
collection, all four editions of 2024 were not available to the research team, resulting in the exclusion of 
2024. To consider the way language and its use evolve over time (Beaman, 2024), we evaluated a ten-year 
span of publications.  

To meet the systematic and methodologically based requirements of content analysis (Drisko & 
Maschi, 2016), the software program, AntConc (Anthony, 2024), provided the platform to isolate specified 
words within selected articles. The ‘File View’ window was the primary tool used to review each document. 
The program allowed for evaluation of plural, past tense, and context of terms to ensure a thorough and 
accurate search was conducted. AntConc provided the number of ‘file hits’ and denoted the number of times 
in which terms were found within a specific document, allowing the researchers to ensure they counted 
each occurrence of term use.  

We searched publications for single word occurrences of 11 categories of search terms to describe 
gender or sex identity. These categories were as follows: male/female, man/woman, boy/girl, non-binary, 
gender(s/ed), sex/biological sex, agender, intersex, cisgender/transgender, prefer not to say, and other. 
Presence of terms was documented within an Excel file using binary coding (0 = not present, 1 = present). 
Before this study, coding for the presence of data points within a text document was aligned with content 
analysis methodology (Kleinheksel et al., 2020; Stiles et al., 2024). The analysis incorporated demographic 
categories like ‘prefer not to say’ and ‘other’ due to their frequent representation of questionnaire options 
within sex/gender classifications. Studies were excluded if sex or gender terms appeared solely within 
references. Terminology related to sex or gender, when referencing prior work, was not considered 
interchangeable use, acknowledging potential adherence to cited researchers’ terminology. A hierarchical 
cluster analysis was conducted to identify connections and patterns between sex and gender terms, and the 
resulting dendrogram served as a visual representation of the relationships between terms. 

Section(s) containing any sex or gender-based term was additionally documented using the same 
binary coding system. Section categories were created to mirror a typical JAE publication format: Title, 
abstract, introduction, literature review, framework, purpose and research questions, methods, 
results/findings, discussion, conclusion, implications and/or recommendations. When these sections were 
combined in a publication, the first section listed was where data was input. For example, if the section 
header read ‘Theoretical Framework and Literature Review’, the data was input in association with the 
theoretical framework. A limitation to this study was that our author team only had access to what 
researchers provided within their manuscripts. For example, researchers may have utilized a survey with 
inclusive language and the option for respondents to self-identify their gender. Therefore, we could only 
analyze what was readily available to us as researchers.  

Results 

A total of 10 years of JAE articles were reviewed (N = 695) and the terms sex or gender was 
mentioned in a total of 536 articles. Within 10 years, sex or gender was mentioned in 77.1% of JAE articles. 
Results shown in Table 1 display publications over a 10-year period that include gender/sex terminology.  
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Table 1 

JAE Articles Using Gender/Sex Language (2014-2023)  

Year Total Articles 
Articles Using Gender/Sex Language  

Count Percent 
2023 57 41 71.9% 
2022 62 46 74.2% 
2021 72 50 69.4% 
2020 83 63 75.9% 
2019 69 57 82.6% 
2018 80 62 77.5% 
2017 81 60 74.1% 
2016 60 52 86.7% 
2015 60 48 80.0% 
2014 71 57 80.3% 
Total 695 536 77.1% 

Methods sections (65.1%) and results/findings (54.9%) sections displayed the highest frequency of 
gender or sex terms present, followed by discussion/conclusions (28.7%) and framework sections (18.8%). 
Higher presence of gender or sex terms in methods and results/findings sections corresponds to these 
sections often presenting participant demographics. Sex and gendered word presence within the purpose or 
objectives section and literature review section of studies fell at 10.6%. Table 2 displays the presence of sex 
and gender terms distributed through sections of reviewed publications. 

Table 2 

Location of Sex & Gender Terms by Section in JAE Articles (2014-2023) 

Section 
Absent  Present  

Count Percent Count Percent 
Methods 187 34.9% 349 65.1% 
Results 242 45.1% 294 54.9% 
Discussion 382 71.3% 154 28.7% 
Framework 435 81.2% 101 18.8% 
Introduction 441 82.3% 95 17.7% 
Abstract 472 88.1% 64 11.9% 
Purpose & Objectives 479 89.4% 57 10.6% 
Literature Review 479 89.4% 57 10.6% 

Note. Table 2 is organized in descending order according to the present percent columns.  

Several words describing or related to sex and gender were identified in the 536 articles. Of these 
terms, the terms displaying the highest presence frequency were male/female (83.4%) followed by the 
words gender (56.5%). Additional terms and their presence frequency was: Man/Woman (21.1%), Sex 
(17.5%), Boy/Girl (13.4%), Gender/Sex Not Disclosed (6.3%), and Other Sex/Gender Not Listed (2.4%). 
Terms with the lowest presence were cisgender/transgender (1.5%), nonbinary (0.07%), agender (0.02%) 
and intersex (0.02%). Table 3 displays the presence of sex and gender terms within reviewed publications. 
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Table 3 
 
Sex & Gender Term Presence in JAE Articles (2014-2023) 

Term 
Absent  Present  

Count Percent Count Percent 
Male/Female 89 16.6% 447 83.4% 
Gender 233 43.5% 303 56.5% 
Man/Woman 423 78.9% 113 21.1% 
Sex 442 82.5% 94 17.5% 
Boy/Girl 464 86.6% 72 13.4% 
Gender/Sex Not Disclosed 502 93.7% 34 6.3% 
Other Sex/Gender Not Listed 522 97.6% 14 2.4% 
Cisgender/Transgender 528 98.5% 8 1.5% 
Non-Binary 532 99.3% 4 0.07% 
Agender 535 99.8% 1 0.02% 
Intersex 535 99.8% 1 0.02% 

To visually demonstrate the relationship between sex and gender terms, Figure 2 was generated. 
Figure 2 displays a hierarchal clustering dendrogram, which is a tree-like diagram that visually represents 
the groupings (or clusters) of analyzed terms. In this diagram, the clades (horizontal lines) and clade heights 
(vertical lines showing where terms merge) suggest similarities and distance relationships between the 
terms. Terms that join at a lower clade height are considered highly similar within the data set, meaning 
they tend to be used together in the same articles. For example, intersex, agender, non-binary, 
cisgender/transgender, and other category were grouped due to their use within the same articles. 
Conversely, terms that join at a higher level are more distinct from one another (for example, the highest 
clades over Male/Female and Gender indicated the greater frequency of those terms found in the same 
articles). 
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Figure 2 
 
Dendrogram Linking Sex and Gender Terms Analyzed 

 

The dendrogram visually illustrates the frequency of terms and which terms were used within the 
same journal article. The terms intersex, agender, non-binary, cisgender/transgender, and other category 
were arranged together at a low clade height, suggesting these terms are frequently associated with each 
other when they appeared in a journal article. The vertical scale on the top of the dendrogram indicated the 
increasing distance between the clusters. With each rise of the clade, the dendrogram suggests an increase 
in overall use of each term within articles. For instance, male/female and gender joined at the highest levels, 
indicating their greater overall frequency in articles compared to other terms. Overall, the dendrogram 
confirmed terminologies are not being used accurately, and inclusive terminologies are rarely implemented 
in JAE articles.  
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Conclusions 

This study demonstrated the importance of language accuracy and inclusion within agricultural 
education research. By examining the use of gender and sex terms within JAE from 2014-2023, the results 
underscored the need for the employment of accurate and inclusive terminology by researchers. While these 
preliminary insights are valuable, additional research is necessary to explore the specific contexts that terms 
are used.  

Findings revealed a substantial majority of publications (77.1%) mentioned sex and/or gender-
based terminology in the articles. This demonstrated that a considerable portion of articles within the JAE 
used sex and/or gender-based terminology in some way. While some studies may utilize this terminology 
to describe their sample sizes, it was unclear how meaningful describing participant sex/gender may be 
when there was no mention of sex or gender in the framing of the article and little bearing in results, as 
evidenced by the discrepancy between frequencies of sex/gender terminology usage between sections of 
manuscripts. Furthermore, researchers should consider their purpose in inquiring about the sex and/or 
gender of their study’s participants. While it is a norm within survey research to inquire and offer a 
description of the sample surveyed, researchers should consider whether there is merit to asking such a 
question (Westbrook & Saperstein, 2015). Is there a strong possibility that one’s sex impacts results, or is 
there a case to be made wherein one’s gender has more of an impact on how a respondent answers a 
question? Gendered differences within society certainly exist, so if there is no reason to assume biological 
sex would impact an individual, asking questions about one’s gender identity in an inclusive manner aligns 
with social science as a socially informed construct. If biological sex may play a role in a respondent’s 
answer, then inquiring about biological sex may be more appropriate. Asking for both sex-assigned-at-birth 
and gender identity is also an option to fully explore any differences within the sampled group in an 
inclusive way (Westbrook & Saperstein, 2015), but doing so should be justified by the researchers.  

Furthermore, the issue of reviewing queer issues within agricultural education has been all but 
absent for much of the discipline’s history. The absence of queer perspectives in early agricultural 
education’s history could be partially attributed to a society where queerness was seen as taboo. But 
perspectives such as this, when given too much weight, often result in dismissiveness for the individuals 
negatively impacted by the marginalization of queerness. As detailed by Rosenberg (2016), 4-H and FFA 
have roots in cisnormativity and heteronormativity, having once been utilized as a means of keeping rural 
Americans connected and content with rural life. Given the lack of representation of queer agriculturalists, 
it is important to work toward a more equitable description of demographics of those represented in studies 
published in JAE. Doing so will help to create a space wherein individuals whose gender identity lies outside 
the binary choice and feel more comfortable responding to surveys, participating in interviews, producing 
research, and being engaged in the profession.  

While our results demonstrated there was some conflation between sex and gender-based 
terminology, there were also researchers who included inclusive language and showcased it in their 
manuscripts through the recognition of cis and transgender identities (Allen et al., 2022; Bullock et al., 
2021; Clemons & Lindner, 2019; Clemons et al., 2021; Estepp et al., 2022; Mars & Hart, 2017; Murry et 
al., 2020; Murray et al., 2023); non-binary identities (McBride et al., 2023; McBride & Talbert, 2022; 
Murray et al., 2023; Rojas & Vincent, 2023); agender identities (Estepp et al., 2022); and intersex identities 
(Murray et al., 2020). Second, the dendrogram (Figure 2) demonstrated two key findings. First it showed 
that the most inclusive terminology (agender, intersex, non-binary, cisgender/transgender, and the other 
category) were grounded together. This grouping visually supported the idea that researchers who used one 
inclusive term were more likely to use others. Second, the dendrogram illustrated the conflation of sex and 
gender-based terminology by showing that the terms for biological sex (male/female, sex) and social gender 
(gender, man/woman) were not grouped with their conceptually corresponding terms. For instance, the sex 
term male/female did not cluster with the biological term sex. This finding supports the widespread 
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conflation of sex and gender in academic research (Butler, 1990, 1993, 2004). As previously mentioned, 
the terms male and female should be associated with an individual’s sex, not their gender. These findings 
lay the groundwork for a better understanding of how gender or sex-based language has been used in JAE. 

Implications 

 The findings of this analysis have several important implications for research and practice within 
agricultural education, impacting methodology, diversity, and legal compliance. The high prevalence of 
sex/gender terminology in three out of four JAE articles suggests these constructs are central to the 
discipline’s research for describing participant demographics. However, the study’s results revealed a 
widespread conflation of sex and gender terms, which presents a significant methodological issue. This 
conflation impacts the accuracy of data collection and perpetuates a binary perspective by using terms, such 
as male/female. It is likely that gender identity was the intended construct, and this conflation requires 
researchers to critically evaluate if sex or gender is truly relevant to their research question and purpose of 
the study. In direct contrast, the low presence of inclusive terminology such as non-binary, agender, and 
intersex (all ≤ 0.07%) demonstrated that LGBTQIA+ individuals are largely not being included or 
accurately represented in the research published in JAE, which may encourage feelings of gender dysphoria 
and reinforced cissexist and heteronormative values. This lack of inclusive practices is not aligned and 
conflicts with AAAE’s core research value of "ensuring diversity, equity, inclusion, and belonging." Lack 
of inclusive practices perpetuates the marginalization of transgender and genderqueer participants, 
potentially reducing the likelihood of queer individuals responding to questionnaires and not resulting in 
samples that are representative of the population. Furthermore, the observed non-inclusive language use 
carries implications for institutional compliance with federal policy and law, as the Supreme Court’s 
landmark 2020 ruling in Bostock v. Clayton County interpreted Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to 
protect individuals from discrimination based on sexual orientation and gender identity (Bostock v. Clayton 
County, 2020). To help researchers and their institutions be more compliant and limit legal liability, we 
recommend the accurate use of sex and gender terms to demonstrate the use of inclusive practices to respect 
the individual rights of participants regarding their gender identity. 

Recommendations 

Recommendations include advocating researcher education on the differences between sex and 
gender and promotion of researchers in selecting appropriate and inclusive terminology to best fit their 
study. A larger depth and breadth of future research will allow for increased development of 
recommendations. Ultimately, adopting a more inclusive and accurate language can contribute positively 
to a more inclusive agricultural education landscape. 

To make gender-inclusive data collection the norm, we recommend researchers report more on their 
sample characteristics. Including a line about having zero individuals reporting they were non-binary would 
demonstrate participants were given the option to respond as such, but the sample was solely comprised of 
individuals identifying as men/women. There has been research conducted which analyzes the best way for 
gender to be included within surveys, suggesting the following:  

1. Consistently distinguish between sex and gender (Westbrook & Saperstein, 2015); 
2. Expand options provided beyond male and female (Westbrook & Saperstein, 2015); and 
3. “[A]cknowledg[e] diversity in gender expression” (Westbrook & Saperstein, 2015, p. 555). 

Hughes et al. (2022) provided a particularly helpful article, which offers improved and updated 
demographics questions with physical examples and empirical evidence to support their claims. When 
asking participants for gender identity, providing a simple fill in the blank for participants to describe their 
gender with an option for “prefer not to answer” is the suggested format for surveys. An opt-out answer 
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option provides a safe option for participants who have privacy concerns. By using this method in designing 
questionnaires, researchers suggest an open-ended question can help “avoid bias responding or force set 
responses and to avoid conveying noninclusivity by listing only a few options” (Hughes et al., 2022, p. 
235). Researchers have suggested incorporating a multidimensional sex/gender measure to collect data on 
sex at birth, current gender identity, and gender lived on a day-to-day basis (Bauer et al., 2017). Gender 
identity demographics items with layered questions provide detailed data for research teams to better 
understand their participants while allowing participants an outlet to describe their identities.  

Additionally, the American Psychological Association Division 44 Science Committee developed 
a research guide for those conducting research on sexual orientation and gender diversity (Veldhuis et al., 
2024). The guide provides directions for theoretical framing, methodologies, ethical considerations, 
language, and response to reviewers which includes a checklist for guiding both researchers and reviewers 
(Veldhuis et al., 2024). 

Researchers should consider target populations when evaluating which style of survey questions to 
incorporate into their study. When gender is a key construct of the anticipated participant group, 
incorporating options for participants to communicate gender and its fluidity is essential (DuBois et al., 
2024; Patterson, 2019). As Ruberg and Ruelos (2020) stated, “[e]specially for LGBTQIA+ people, the 
realities of gender and sexual identity do not fit within the tidy, immutable categories that are used to 
produce ‘good, clean’ data” (p. 11). When questionnaires are anticipated to reflect cis/heteronormative 
values and are absent of diverse and inclusive gender identity choices, transgender or gender 
nonconforming participants are less likely to respond to questionnaires (Andreassen et al., 2024). Knowing 
this, we can deduce heteronormative and exclusive survey practices perpetuate the marginalization of 
transgender and genderqueer participants. With fostering a diverse, equitable, and inclusive environment 
being a key research value of the AAAE organization, the adoption of inclusive survey methodologies is 
paramount.  

Overall, our research suggests there is room for growth within JAE to foster a more inclusive 
journal environment and research experience for participants. Encouraging this growth and continuing to 
have dialogue as more is learned about inclusive research methodologies would allow scholars to expand 
their horizons and conduct research, which is more inclusive and less harmful to readers, participants, and 
beneficiaries of agricultural education. While staying up to date with ever-evolving best practices may be 
challenging, it is a challenge worth undertaking to create an agricultural education which welcomes all and 
supports the research value of “ensuring diversity, equity, inclusion, and belonging” (AAAE, 2023, p. 10). 
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