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Abstract

Generational renewal in agriculture has long been declared a priority of European policies, yet little critical attention has
been paid to how the problem is represented and to the implicit assumptions that orient instruments and strategies. This
study focuses on the first-settlement aid for young farmers (Measure 6.1) of the Rural Development Programme 2014—
2022, one of the most prominent policy tools introduced by the European Union to attract new generations into farming.
The analysis comparatively examines how Italian regions have implemented the measure through eligibility requirements,
selection criteria, and the exercise of regional discretion, highlighting the diversity of policy implementation. Adopting
Bacchi’s What's the Problem Represented to Be? (WPR) framework, the research focuses on how generational renewal is
represented and which subjective, discursive, and lived effects — including unintended ones — emerge from such represen-
tation. Methodologically, the study combines qualitative content analysis of regional calls with cluster analysis, enabling
the identification of five distinct regional approaches (clusters) to generational renewal, while also capturing commonali-
ties and divergences. Results reveal that the dominant representation constructs the “desirable” young farmer primarily as
the successor who has already inherited the family farm, while marginalising other categories such as new entrants (young
individuals with no family farming background) and potential successors (those who may inherit but have not yet done
s0). Finally, the study deconstructs dominant CAP paradigms on the topic and argues for more inclusive and differentiated
strategies capable of recognising multiple entry pathways and sustaining identity-building processes.

Keywords Young farmer problem - New entrants - Farm succession - WPR approach - Common Agricultural Policy -
Rural Development Programme

Introduction

Since the 1990s, supporting young people in agriculture has
become a central objective within the Common Agricultural
Policy (CAP) and a growing concern among European poli-
cymakers. Over the past two decades, demographic trends
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“precondition for future-oriented change.” Indeed, the lack
of a new generation of farmers raises urgent questions not
only about the resilience of the agricultural sector and food
supply but also about cross-cutting issues such as farm mod-
ernization and innovation (Bertolozzi-Caredio 2024), the
vitality of rural territories (Consentino et al. 2024; Mattas
et al. 2024), and landscape preservation, as well as environ-
mental sustainability (Zagata and Sutherland 2015; Farrell
et al. 2021; Sarkar et al. 2022).

Although generational renewal has long been highlighted
as a CAP objective, it was formally established as one of
the nine specific objectives only under the most recent CAP
2023-2027. Nonetheless, since the early 2000s, previous
CAP reforms have already introduced specific measures and
support schemes for young farmers under both Pillars I and
I, which are still to be implemented.

Under the first Pillar, a supplementary direct payment has
been available for active farmers under the age of 40, granted
for up to five years following farm establishment. Under the
second Pillar, aid for supporting young farmers has been
implemented through the Rural Development Programmes
(RDPs) and co-financed by the European Agricultural Fund
for Rural Development (EAFRD). This latest measure con-
sists of a one-off payment, often referred to as a “premium”,
aimed at facilitating young individuals’ establishment in
agriculture and granted to those who meet specific eligibil-
ity criteria and rank highly on a list of applicants.

Over time, this financial aid has been revised. Licciardo
et al. (2024) provide a detailed overview of its evolution
across CAP programming periods. A major change to the
measure was introduced during the 20072013 CAP, when
applicants were required to submit a business develop-
ment plan as part of their application. This requirement was
subsequently formalized in the 20142022 CAP, linked to
the so-called “youth package,” making access to the finan-
cial premium conditional on a clearly defined strategy for
farm establishment and development. Funding allocated
has steadily increased. The maximum premium rose from
€30,000 in the 2000-2006 CAP to €100,000 in the current
CAP 2023-2027. In Italy, the share of resources allocated to
the First-settlement Aid within the RDP shows a moderate
upward trend, increasing from 4.0% in 2007-2013 to 5.4%
in 2023-2027 (Licciardo et al. 2024). Apart from these
adjustments, ranging from Measure 112 (CAP 2007-2013)
to Measure 6.1 (CAP 2014-2022) and more recently SREO1
(CAP 2023-2027), the core eligibility conditions have
remained largely consistent: beneficiaries must be under 40
years old, setting up an agricultural holding for the first time,
possess adequate occupational skills and competences.

Even though generational renewal cannot rely solely
on European financial aid — and for this reason, integrated
strategies involving complementary national policies have
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been repeatedly called for (European Commission 2024)
— it remains one of the most widely known and requested
support measures (Balezentis et al. 2020). However, the lit-
erature has shown that the effects of this measure remain
modest, especially considering that financial incentives
alone are mostly insufficient to address the deeper structural
barriers faced by young people, such as access to land, capi-
tal and knowledge (Dwyer et al. 2019; Eistrup et al. 2019;
Licciardo et al. 2024; Mattas et al. 2024). In the same vein,
the European Commission (2024) stresses the need for in-
depth evaluations and targeted analysis, emphasising that
the effects of the policy depend not only on the choice of
interventions but also on their design and implementation.
These advanced phases are carried out at the national level.
Indeed, while the EU sets objectives and guidelines, it is
ultimately up to Member States to tailor interventions to
their specific contexts.

Against this background, the core question driving this
research is: What representations and assumptions about the
generational renewal problem in agriculture are embedded
in the implementation of the EU’s ‘aid for the setting up of
young farmers’ under Italy’s Rural RDPs?

While previous research has extensively discussed the
limited effectiveness and structural shortcomings of this
measure, few studies have critically deconstructed the
underlying policy representations and the multi-level gov-
ernance dynamics shaping its regional implementation. In
order to address this gap, the present study focuses spe-
cifically on Measure 6.1 of the CAP 20142022, the most
recently completed version of the first-settlement aid. From
this point onward, all references to “the measure” in this
article will explicitly refer to Measure 6.1.

By adopting Bacchi’s “What’s the Problem Represented
to Be?” (WPR) framework, this study provides an analyti-
cal perspective, highlighting how the conceptual framing
and regional discretion in policy design produce specific
discursive, subjectification, and lived effects. Ultimately,
this analysis contributes to rethinking dominant policy
paradigms and opens pathways toward more inclusive and
differentiated approaches to generational renewal in agricul-
ture. While existing research on young farmer policies has
largely adopted a national perspective, providing an aggre-
gated and uniform view of the phenomenon, this overlooks
the significant regional differences that characterise policy
implementation in highly decentralised contexts such as
Italy (Michalek et al. 2020). This lack of attention to sub-
national dynamics and the need to evaluate policy interven-
tions at their multi-level design and implementation stages
has been identified as a key gap in the literature on policy
instrument analysis (Capano and Howlett 2020).
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From EU policy objectives to targeted
interventions: multi-level governance in the
context of RDP measures

Conceptualised by Hooghe and Marks (2001), multi-
level governance represents a key analytical and practi-
cal lens in EU policymaking. It entails the coordination
of actions across different levels of governance, from the
EU to national authorities, reflecting the institutional and
administrative structures of each Member State. While the
EU defines overarching policy goals and establishes gen-
eral rules, it is then up to national authorities to design and
implement the specific instruments through which these
goals are realised. This structure is intended to foster locally
meaningful responses by adapting broad policy objectives
to diverse and heterogencous contexts (Thomann 2015;
Thomann and Sager 2017). This dynamic is particularly
evident in the case of RDPs, whose interventions must align
with the economic, social, and structural specificities of the
contexts in which they are implemented.

Italy has a regionalised administrative structure char-
acterised by significant territorial disparities and socio-
economic differences. As a result, it implements a separate
RDP for each of its 20 regions. An exception is the Trentino-
Alto Adige, which is itself divided into the two autonomous
provinces of Trento and Bolzano, each managing its RDP
programme independently. Consequently, a total of 21 RDPs
is in place in Italy. Figure 1 shows how responsibilities are
distributed across the multi-level governance of RDPs.

In the framework of Measure 6.1, the EU defines the over-
arching policy objectives, establishes the regulatory frame-
work, and sets the maximum financial allocations alongside
the general eligibility criteria, as follows: (1) beneficiaries
must be under 40 years old; (2) they must be installed for

EU Level

National Level

Regional Level

the first time as head of a farm; and (3) they must submit a
business plan (European Commission 2023).

Italy develops the National Strategic Framework, which
guides to ensure that regional RDPs align with EU priori-
ties and national development strategies. It also establishes
common guidelines, such as the requirement for each region
to define minimum and maximum farm economic size
thresholds, the five-year commitment period for beneficia-
ries, and additional eligibility criteria such as the obligation
to become an “active farmer” (a farmer whom agricultural
activity constitutes the main occupation or corporate pur-
pose) within 18 or 24 months of first settlement.

In line with EU provisions, Italy grants its regions the
discretion to introduce the so-called “youth package,”
which entails linking Measure 6.1 with other complemen-
tary measures focused on planning, investment, collabora-
tion, and advice (Dwyer et al. 2019). The adoption of the
“youth package” is thus not mandatory, and each region
decides whether to implement it within its RDP. This, how-
ever, is only one of several aspects over which regions exer-
cise discretion.

Indeed, regional authorities are responsible for design-
ing and publishing the calls for applications for Measure 6.1
and for defining the selection criteria as well as the amount
of aid. While eligibility criteria are mandatory requirements
that determine whether applicants can access the Measure at
all (e.g., age limit, first installation, business plan), selection
criteria allocate scores that rank applicants in a competitive
list. The financial resources allocated to Measure 6.1 are
often insufficient to meet all demands (Licciardo et al. 2022),
then young applicants must rank high enough to secure
funding, making selection criteria a decisive element in
benefiting of the measure. In this sense, as Thomann (2015)
argues, selection criteria enable flexibility while simulta-
neously embedding normative assumptions. Dorrenbacher

« Define the general objectives
- Establish the regulatory framework

- Set general eligibility criteria and maximum financial allocation

» Develops the National Strategic Framework
« Provides common guidelines and support tools

» Ensures coherence with EU objectives

» Design and implement RDP Measures
« Define the selection criteria and aid amount

« Publish and manage regional calls for applications

Fig. 1 EU, national, and regional responsibilities in the design and implementation of RDP measures — our elaboration
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and Mastenbroek (2019), while conceptualising this space
of discretion as the outcome of bargaining between legis-
lative principals and implementing agents rather than as a
challenge to compliance, emphasise that interpretative flex-
ibility can nonetheless generate both opportunities and ten-
sions, leading to unintended consequences.

To capture generational renewal policy dynamics and
address territorial gap — namely, the need to evaluate inter-
ventions at their multi-level design and implementation
stages — this study examines the 21 regional calls for Mea-
sure 6.1. The aim is to understand how these calls differ
from one another and how regional discretion shapes their
content and application. First, a content analysis of the calls
was conducted to identify variations in eligibility condi-
tions, financial allocations, and procedural requirements.
This was followed by a cluster analysis of the selection
grids to explore whether regions share common patterns or
diverge in their priorities and criteria. Finally, observational
fieldwork provided complementary insights into how Mea-
sure 6.1 is interpreted and operationalised in practice.

What'’s the problem represented to be: a
model by Carol Bacchi

Carol Bacchi’s “What’s the Problem Represented to be?”
(WPR) model represents an analytical tool for critically
investigating policy interventions (Bacchi 2009). Recent
studies have employed the WPR approach as a framework
for investigating rural development and agricultural policy.
Particularly, it has been widely applied to gender inequali-
ties in the agricultural sector (Ville et al. 2023; Cheong et
al. 2024; Pettersson et al. 2025) and has been framed to
critically analyse the EU LEADER programme (Johansson
and Holmquist 2024). Particularly, Calo and Corbett (2024)
draw on key insights from Bacchi to examine new entrant
policies in Scotland, integrating elements of the WPR
approach within a broader critical discourse analysis. WPR
is grounded in the idea that policies are active practices that
shape social reality, challenging the notion that public poli-
cies simply respond to objective and pre-existing problems.
Instead, it posits that policies are themselves interventions
that construct certain situations as “problems,” define legiti-
mate subjects of intervention, and shape the field of accept-
able and imaginable solutions (Bacchi 2009; Bacchi and
Goodwin 2016). Thus, it challenges conventional definitions
of “problems” and their proposed “solutions,” allowing for
examination of the implicit knowledge and assumed catego-
ries that underpin and legitimize dominant policy discourses
(Bacchi 2012, 2017). Within the broader field of discourse-
oriented and critical policy analysis, the WPR approach can
then be situated alongside traditions that interpret policies
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as meaning-making practices rather than neutral or tech-
nical solutions. These perspectives share the premise that
problem definitions are constitutive: they shape the identi-
ties, behaviours, and futures that policies seek to organise.
Indeed, in Bacchi’s model, problem representations produce
three interconnected types of effects: discursive, subjectifi-
cation, and lived effects (Bacchi 2012). Discursive effects
concern the boundaries of what can be thought, articulated,
or deemed legitimate within a particular policy domain.
They work by privileging specific interpretative logics,
while marginalising alternative perspectives. Subjectifi-
cation effects relate to how policies contribute to shaping
individuals as particular kinds of subjects, prescribing roles,
qualities, and behavioural norms. Finally, lived effects refer
to the tangible, material consequences that these discursive
and subject-making processes have on individuals’ every-
day lives, including their access to financial opportunities
and institutional recognition.

The WPR approach operationalises this critique through
a set of six guiding questions that serve as a flexible frame-
work for interrogating the conceptual and discursive archi-
tecture of policies: (Q1) What is the problem represented to
be in a given policy? (Q2) What presuppositions or assump-
tions underlie this representation? (Q3) How has this rep-
resentation come about - what is its historical and political
genealogy? (Q4) What is left unproblematic in this repre-
sentation? (QS) What effects are produced by this represen-
tation? (Q6) How might this representation be disrupted?

Why apply the WPR approach to
generational renewal

Generational renewal has long been presented as a demo-
graphic and economic challenge, typically framed as a pol-
icy effort to increase the number of young people entering
farming. Yet the core of the debate is not simply how many
young people take over farms, but who can do so, under
what conditions, and according to which vision of agricul-
tural futures. These dimensions tie to the broader field of
agrarian change, where struggles over land access, labour
relations, technological models, and environmental com-
mitments shape divergent understandings of what farming
should be (Borras and Franco 2012; van der Ploeg 2018;
Calo 2020). Competing interpretations of the “young farm-
ers problem” coexist, reflecting distinct normative commit-
ments and different understandings of generational renewal
in agriculture that could affect the sector more generally.
A first stream of scholarship conceptualises generational
renewal through the prism of family succession, focus-
ing on the declining attractiveness of farming among heirs
(Mishra et al. 2010; Cassidy and McGrath 2014; Chiswell
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and Lobley 2018; Conway et al. 2021; Villan et al. 2025).
A second and increasingly stream highlights the presence of
highly motivated new entrants without family background
who nonetheless face structural barriers that hinder their
effective entrance in agriculture (Carolan 2018; Suther-
land 2023; Creaney et al. 2023). Eistrup et al. (2019) show
that support frameworks tend to benefit successors already
embedded in family farms, leaving aspiring entrants struc-
turally disadvantaged. Administrative hurdles further limit
access, as shown by Licciardo et al. (2024). Calo (2018) also
points out a process of canalisation, whereby only a narrow,
relatively homogeneous group can access the means of pro-
duction, reinforcing existing farming structures. Mattas et
al. (2024) underlines young people’s attitudes, perceptions
and needs, reinforcing the idea that financial incentives are
not enough to attract new farmers. In this sense, Shortall et
al. (2020) describe European agriculture as a de facto closed
profession structured around inheritance rather than open
opportunity, also shaped by gender and familial dynamics.
However, several studies point out that new entrants from
non-farming backgrounds often bring distinct skills, experi-
ences and imaginaries that may foster innovation (Carolan
2018; Calo 2018; Zabko and Tisenkopfs 2022; Fanelli et al.
2023). From this perspective, recent contributions explic-
itly interrogate who is imagined as the “future farmer” in
Europe (Sutherland 2023), challenge the normative central-
ity of the family farm in shifting agrarian contexts (Hof-
felmeyer et al. 2024), and emphasise the heterogeneity of
young farmer trajectories beyond the successor model (Cre-
aney et al. 2023).

Taken together, these analyses show that generational
renewal is a fundamentally political and discursive issue.
It is not merely a question of facilitating farm succession,
rather it involves determining which agrarian subjects
deserve support, which farming models are (re)produced,
and which futures become conceivable. This demands a
discourse-oriented and critical policy analysis, and in this
respect, Carol Bacchi’s WPR approach is particularly well-
suited. When combined with insights from multi-level
governance, WPR acquires additional explanatory power:
examining Measure 6.1 through these lenses allows us to
understand the intervention as a discursive and institutional
tool in which problem definitions, farmer identities and
agrarian futures are not shaped by a single policy design or
action but emerge through the interplay of regional, national
and European actors. Attending to these dynamics opens up
space to question dominant representations and to imagine
alternative forms of public intervention.

Methodology

This study adopts a mixed-method design that combines
qualitative content analysis of policy documents with
quantitative clustering techniques, in line with established
approaches in policy implementation research (Bowen
2009; Schreier 2012), to examine 21 calls for applications
for Measure 6.1 issued under the Italian RDPs between
2014 and 2022. Content and cluster analyses have been car-
ried out alongside observational fieldwork. These have been
applied to examine how policy language, access mecha-
nisms, eligibility, and selection criteria contribute to dis-
cursive, subjectification, and lived effects according to the
WPR framework.

Content and cluster analyses

As a first step, calls for applications of Measure 6.1 were
collected for all 21 Italian RDPs from the Polaris platform,
a centralized database managed by the Italian Council for
Agricultural Research and Economics (CREA). This plat-
form provides official implementation data for all RDP
measures, ensuring completeness of the dataset. Following
a content analysis (Weber 1990; Hsieh and Shannon 2005),
the textual content of each call was examined, focusing on
language choices, categorization of eligibility, and selection
criteria (Le Gouais and Wach 2013). From each Measure
6.1 call, selection grids were extracted and transcribed into
a dataset in which each single criterion represented a raw
variable. Because regions employed heterogencous formu-
lations (e.g., “organic farming commitment”, “environmen-
tal sustainability practices”, “climate change mitigation”),
an iterative coding procedure was applied to reduce over-
lap and redundancy and to make criteria comparable across
regions.

This procedure involved three main steps: (1) Initial open
coding, during which all criteria were listed exactly as for-
mulated in the regional calls; (2) Axial coding, to group sim-
ilar or equivalent items under broader analytical categories
(e.g., “organic farming commitment”, “climate change miti-
gation”, and “resource efficiency” were merged into the cat-
egory Environmental performance); (3) Validation through
consultations (both in person but especially via phone) with
agronomists and agricultural consultants working across
different Italian regions and all of whom had direct experi-
ence as project designers for Measure 6.1, to ensure that the
aggregated categories captured the substantive meaning of
the selection criteria. The outcome of this process was the
set of aggregated categories of selection criteria reported in
Table 1, in order to reflect policy-relevant dimensions that
structure access to Measure 6.1.

@ Springer
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Table 1 Aggregated categories of selection criteria — our elaboration

Aggregated category

Synthesized definition of selection criteria

Farm Location

Economic Size
Sector-related factors

Education and Training

Gender

Age upon farm entry
Economic Performance
Environmental Performance

Social performance
Innovation and Digitalization
Certified quality schemes
Diversification and
Multifunctionality

Newly restructured farms

Succession due to retirement

Involves farm location in disadvantaged or marginal areas, inner areas, and Natura 2000 sites, as
declared in the application

Based on initial farm economic size and/or standard output indicated in the business plan

Linked to specific agricultural production sectors and sector-based investments (e.g., livestock farm-
ing), as outlined in the project proposal

Considers educational qualifications, planned training participation, and agricultural experience
declared in the application

Addresses gender aspects, giving preference to female applicants and women-led farms

Considers beneficiary age, distinguishing between applicants below or above 30 years old at application
Assesses projected increase in farm income as declared in the business plan

Evaluates projected improvements in environmental sustainability, organic farming, climate change
mitigation, and resource efficiency stated in the business plan

Focuses on planned farm employment generation, demonstrated through the business plan (e.g., pro-
jected number of workers to be hired)

Encourages adoption of innovation, precision agriculture, and digital tools, as planned in the project
proposal

Recognizes adherence to certified quality schemes and producer organizations (e.g., PDO, PGI)
declared in the application

Promotes planned diversification of activities, extra-agricultural income sources, and supply chain
completion as per the business plan

Refers to farms that include the new acquisition of additional land (also non-family), declared in the
application

Supports farm succession from elderly or retiring farmers, as demonstrated in the ownership transfer

documentation

While techniques such as Principal Component Analysis
(PCA) are valuable for reducing dimensionality and uncov-
ering latent factors (Jolliffe and Cadima 2016), our aim
was not to extract hidden statistical components. Instead,
the objective was to construct policy-driven typologies
grounded in expertise. As highlighted by Lowe et al. (2019),
consultants are not merely transmitters of scientific knowl-
edge but mediators and translators who adapt science to the
specific context of farming. In this regard, the validation
carried out with agronomists and agricultural consultants
provided an essential interpretative layer, offering insights
that a purely statistical reduction such as PCA would not
capture. Their expert assessment ensured that the aggre-
gated categories reflected not only formal criteria but also
the practical and policy relevance of how Measure 6.1 oper-
ates across regions.

Then, we employed hierarchical clustering, which is par-
ticularly well-suited to grouping observations on the basis
of validated, policy-relevant categories (Ketchen and Shook
1996; Everitt et al. 2011). As regions apply heterogeneous
scoring systems under the public call (e.g., total scores of
100, 60, or other thresholds), a normalization procedure was
applied, converting each criterion’s weight to a 0—1 scale
by dividing it by the total maximum score of the respec-
tive call. This yielded a standardized matrix of weighted
selection criteria across all regions, enabling systematic
cross-regional comparison. Based on the resulting standard-
ized matrix, a hierarchical cluster analysis was conducted
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to identify typologies of regions with similar configurations
of selection criteria. Ward’s minimum variance method was
chosen for its ability to generate compact and interpretable
clusters (Ward 1963). The optimal number of clusters was
determined by evaluating the silhouette score across differ-
ent k-values (Rousseeuw 1987). A resulting dendrogram
visualized proximity among regional profiles, allowing
for the development of a typology of regional approaches
to generational renewal within the RDP measure. By com-
bining content analysis with clustering, this methodologi-
cal design thus serves to reveal both the discursive effects
(how generational renewal is framed) and the subjectifica-
tion effects (how intended beneficiaries are constructed),
thereby operationalizing Bacchi’s WPR approach within the
concrete instruments of CAP implementation.

Observational fieldwork

To complement the document analysis and capture the situ-
ated and experiential dimensions emphasized by Bacchi’s
WPR approach, observational fieldwork was carried out dur-
ing two meetings organized by the youth sections of Italian
agricultural unions between 2022 and 2024. This period was
particularly relevant as it coincided with the post-program-
ming phase of the 2014-2022 RDP, during which stakehold-
ers critically reflected on the effectiveness of the Measure
and discussed priorities for the upcoming programming
period. Fieldwork was conducted in Sicily which, although
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representing a single regional context, serves as an illustra-
tive case and provides a context-rich example (Yin 2018).
The meetings, attended in person, brought together young
farmers already benefiting from the measure, their parents
and relatives involved in farming, aspiring applicants, poli-
cymakers, union representatives, and other stakeholders,
such as consultant agronomists. These encounters provided
access to discursive spaces where the Measure was debated
and negotiated in everyday language. Particular attention
was paid to how participants narrated their experiences with
the Measure 6.1 and reinterpreted institutional narratives
in light of their lived realities. Participation took place in
a non-intrusive observational role with permission to ask
occasional questions during or after the sessions to explore
emerging issues in greater depth. Detailed field notes were
taken during the meetings, focusing on recurring themes,
metaphors, and moments of resistance or ambivalence.
While geographically limited, this component serves at this
study to enrich the WPR analysis by illustrating how the
discursive and subjectification effects of Measure 6.1.

Results and discussion

The hierarchical cluster analysis identified five regional
groups, as confirmed by the silhouette coefficient (Annex
1). The dendrogram in Fig. 2 shows the relative proximity
between Italian regions based on the section criteria as in
the regional calls for application. Clusters are intended to
reflect a specific priority in generational renewal, according

to the weight (and then priority) that is attributed to the
aggregated category of criteria. Importantly, such priority
does not exclude the attribution of scores to other criteria;
rather, it reflects a greater weighting of one criterion over
the others. As a result, clustering reveals the type of ben-
eficiary or farm model that is more likely to be prioritized
and ranked higher in the selection process, as well as how
generational renewal is represented.

The hierarchical cluster analysis was performed exclu-
sively on the weighted selection criteria, as these variables
directly reflect the policy priorities embedded in regional
calls. Binary variables, such as the presence or absence of
the youth package, and context-dependent elements, such as
the amount of the financial premium and year of publication,
were excluded from the clustering procedure because they
do not have a comparable weight. Instead, these elements
are presented separately (Table 2) as additional information
to contextualize and better interpret regional approaches. It
is important to note that access to the youth package is con-
tingent upon meeting the selection criteria of Measure 6.1,
which therefore remains the primary determinant of selec-
tion and the focus of the clustering.

These results allow us to interrogate how these clusters
encode different visions of who counts as a “desirable”
young farmer, what types of farms are prioritized, and
which models of agriculture are implicitly valorised or mar-
ginalized. By applying Bacchi’s (2009) approach, we move
beyond a purely descriptive comparison of regional criteria
to critically examine the underlying representations of gen-
erational renewal.
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Molise
Lombardia
Veneto
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Basilicata
Sardegna
Puglia
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Emilia-Romagna

Fig. 2 Dendrogram of Italian regions based on selection criteria clustering
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Table 2 Additional information

Cluster n.  Regions Year of Youth Financial
call package aid
1 Molise 2016  Yes € 30.000*
Valle d’Aosta 2016 Yes €
30.000%
1 Lombardia 2018  No €20.000*
1 Veneto 2022 Yes € 40.000
2 Trento 2019 Yes €40.000
2 Basilicata 2017 No € 60.000*
2 Sardegna 2022  No €35.000
3 Emilia-Romagna 2022 Yes € 30.000*
3 Puglia 2022  Yes € 50.000°¢
3 Campania 2022  No € 50.000
3 Bolzano 2017 No €20.0001
3 Friuli-Venezia 2018  Yes €40.000
Giulia
3 Piemonte 2017 Yes € 35.000*
3 Umbria 2016  Yes € 50.000
3 Abruzzo 2022  No € 60.000*
3 Marche 2022  Yes € 35.000*
3 Calabria 2018 Yes € 40.000*
3 Lazio 2018  No € 70.000
3 Sicilia 2022  Yes € 40.000
4 Liguria 2017  Yes € 18.000*
5 Toscana 2022  No € 65.000*

Amount increased if: ® lands are located in disadvantaged area; P

young beneficiary produces certified quality product; ¢ establishes a
newly farm; 9 holds an agricultural degree or diploma

What is the problem represented to be?

Aligning with the clustering, five distinct representations
emerged. In Cluster 1 (Molise, Valle d’Aosta, Lombardia,
Veneto), generational renewal is primarily framed through
the lens of economic and productive performance. The
weighting of the selection criteria reflects a policy empha-
sis on farm viability and structural consolidation achieved
through the involvement of a young individual. Within this
perspective, young farmers are constructed as entrepreneurs
expected to sustain the competitiveness of their farms.
While economic strengthening is central, it is closely tied to
environmental compliance, as indicated by the inclusion of
criteria linked to environmental performance. Certain sec-
tors are explicitly prioritized, particularly livestock farming,
given its recognized vulnerability to generational turnover
(Gongora et al. 2019; Pérez et al. 2020). Similarly, priority
is accorded to those producing certified, territorially linked
products, reinforcing a vision of renewal that combines
market-oriented entrepreneurship with quality production
anchored in local contexts (Consentino et al. 2024).
Particular emphasis is placed on education and training
in Cluster 2 (Basilicata, Sardegna, and Trento). Rather than
focusing on economic profitability, the policy framing places
human capital and knowledge at the center of rural and farm
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development strategies. Agricultural qualifications ranging
from secondary school diplomas to university degrees are
prioritized, while practical farming experience is also recog-
nized, allowing young individuals without formal education
to qualify if they can demonstrate previous involvement as a
farm worker. Indeed, as noted by Taylor and Bhasme (2018),
direct on-farm experience constitutes a form of embedded
learning, where skills and knowledge are acquired through
on-farm practice and peer-to-peer exchange in real farming
contexts. Alongside education and training, succession due
to retirement emerges as a significant criterion, reinforcing
a representation of generational renewal grounded in the
intergenerational transfer of land. Complementary to this,
policies also reward newly restructured farms, favouring
processes of farm consolidation aimed at countering land
fragmentation and creating larger, more competitive hold-
ings. In Sardegna, the simultaneous presence of both criteria
(succession due to retirement and newly restructured farms)
conveys an ideal scenario in which older farmers withdraw,
land is transferred, and holdings are reorganized under the
leadership of well-trained young successors.

Cluster 3, the largest cluster encompassing a diverse set
of regions (Abruzzo, Calabria, Campania, Emilia-Romagna,
Friuli-Venezia Giulia, Lazio, Marche, Piemonte, Puglia,
Sicilia, Umbria and Bolzano), is framed through a multidi-
mensional policy approach that differs from other clusters
more narrowly focused on one or two dimensions (such as
economic performance or education). Here, selection crite-
ria are distributed across a broad spectrum of priorities, sig-
naling an effort to address economic, environmental, social,
and quality-related goals within a single framework. This
multidimensionality translates into a demand for complex
and integrated projects (Sivini and Vitale 2023). Although
regional variations exist, all regions in this cluster converge
on a common vision of the “desirable” young farmer as a
versatile and innovative medium-scale entrepreneur capable
of combining production, sustainability, value-chain inte-
gration, and extra-agricultural diversification within a single
project. In this view, generational renewal is positioned as
a strategic lever for a qualitative agricultural transforma-
tion, aimed at embedding farms more deeply within terri-
torial and market dynamics. Notably, social performance
criteria (in Abruzzo, Calabria, Friuli-Venezia Giulia, Lazio,
Piemonte, Sicilia, and Umbria) require applicants to dem-
onstrate an increase in on-farm employment, reinforcing the
role of young farmers as drivers of rural socio-economic
revitalization. Almost all regions also provide additional
points for medium-sized farms, but even where this explicit
scoring is absent, the complexity and cross-cutting nature
of the required business plans indicate that only farms with
adequate resources and capacity are positioned to meet these
demands, especially if the youth package is present (e.g.
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Emilia-Romagna, Friuli-Venezia Giulia, and Marche). Edu-
cation remains central but is redirected toward the policy-
driven vision of fostering integrated, multifunctional, and
innovation-oriented agricultural models. It is noted by Mar-
zban and colleagues (2016) that higher education increases
their propensity to engage in diversified and multifunctional
farming activities, thereby aligning individual skills with
broader rural development objectives.

In contrast to the more demanding requirements observed
in the regions belonging to Cluster 3, other regions, such as
Liguria (Cluster 4) and Toscana (Cluster 5) adopt a lighter
approach in terms of selection criteria and requirements.
However, it is worth noting that although Liguria does not
impose stringent conditions and instead awards points pri-
marily based on farm location and the applicant’s age upon
entry, it has activated the youth package, directing it toward
farm modernization achieved through material investments.
Therefore, even with less stringent criteria, young farmers
are still encouraged to prepare a well-structured business
plan.

In Toscana (Cluster 5), the call is closely linked to the
sector and production orientation (e.g., cereals, cattle, sheep
and goats, olives), as well as to participation in certified
quality schemes. Gender also plays a prominent role, explic-
itly promoting young female farmers. Toscana is one of only
six out of 21 regions that have introduced a specific score
for women, alongside Abruzzo, Campania, Friuli-Venezia
Giulia, and Bolzano. The weighting given to gender in
most of these regions is relatively low, except for Bolzano,
which represents the only case where it approaches that of
Toscana, making these two regions stand out as the most
gender-focused within the overall framework. The absence
of the youth package in Cluster 5 further underscores its less
restrictive nature, indicating an even lighter policy frame-
work compared to Cluster 4.

A common element across nearly all regions, except for
Abruzzo and Bolzano, is the inclusion of additional points
(with varying weights) for farms located in disadvantaged
rural areas. In many cases, this scoring advantage is comple-
mented by an increased financial premium for young farm-
ers who establish their holdings in these areas, including
Abruzzo, which applies the latter despite lacking the asso-
ciated scoring component. This highlights how Measure
6.1 goes beyond its primary focus on generational renewal,
aligning itself with objectives aimed at territorial revitaliza-
tion and demographic rebalancing. This overlap suggests
a hybrid representation of the “problem” of generational
renewal: one that not only addresses agricultural competi-
tiveness and farm viability but also embeds young farmers
within a wider strategy of rural socio-economic regenera-
tion, thereby merging agricultural policy logics with those
of local development.

What assumptions underlie this representation?

All clusters operate on the assumption that their respective
strategies are effective in fostering a long-term commit-
ment to farming. While the strategies differ in focus, they
share the underlying belief that entry into farming can be
successfully stimulated through financial incentives. Under
Italy’s general and widely applied rule, young beneficiaries
are required to maintain their farm business for at least five
years; however, it is implicitly assumed - and expected -
that they will continue to do so well beyond this minimum
period. The financial aid is thus conceived as a strategic
mechanism to launch a long-term entrepreneurial trajectory.
In this sense, becoming a farm holder is framed as an irre-
versible step into an adult professional identity, rather than
as a potentially tentative or exploratory process.

We applied for Measure 6.1, and receiving financial
support was beneficial [...] I don’t know and think
my son will continue farming beyond the mandatory
five-year commitment [...] he is already considering
alternative career paths. (Young beneficiary’s father
and farmer, 56 years old).

In this narrative, the father appears to be the driving force
behind the application, with the son playing a more passive
or instrumental role in accessing the funding. While the
measure envisions young farmers as committed entrepre-
neurs ready to take on long-term responsibility for the farm,
in practice, the decision to apply may become pragmatic or
family-driven, rather than rooted in a personal and durable
vocational project. Consequently, the five-year requirement
functions less as a springboard for sustained agricultural
engagement and more as a bureaucratic threshold, after
which exiting farming remains a likely option. This finding
builds upon the arguments put forward by May et al. (2019)
and Chatzitheodoridis and Kontogeorgos (2020), adding
further evidence that early exits remain a significant risk
beyond the mandatory commitment period.

Another implicit assumption is that the premium should
not only incentivize young people to enter farming but also
encourage older farmers to withdraw and transfer manage-
rial responsibility. This is particularly evident in Cluster 2,
where most regions introduced a specific selection crite-
rion linked to succession due to formal retirement. How-
ever, even in the other calls and regions, there is an implicit
expectation that the senior farmer will lose authority once he
is no longer formally registered as the farm holder. Within
this framework, although all calls require that beneficiaries
be registered as “active farmers,” there is no certainty that
they hold genuine decision-making power within the farm
(Leonard et al. 2017). This raises questions as to whether
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Measure 6.1 truly facilitates a substantive transfer of author-
ity or merely formalizes the status of young farmers without
transforming intra-family power dynamics. Although the
regional calls do not explicitly require that the transfer occur
within the family, this remains the most common practice,
not only observed in this study but also widely emphasized
in previous literature (Zagata and Sutherland 2015; Cavic-
chioli et al. 2019; Bertolozzi-Caredio 2024; Mattas et al.
2024; Calo and Corbett 2024).

How has this representation come about?

With the introduction of the CAP, what was already deeply
rooted became formalised: the overlap between family and
farm, perceived as the natural foundation of rural soci-
ety, social cohesion, and agricultural viability (Calus and
Huylenbroeck 2010; Cavicchioli et al. 2019). Over time,
significant socio-cultural changes have reshaped intra-fam-
ily structures and dynamics. As one young farmer put it:

We should reflect on what we mean today by fam-
ily farms... Back in my grandfather’s and even my
father’s time, families were large, with many siblings,
and everyone lived and worked in the countryside
to produce food. The family and the farm were the
same... Looking back now, those times no longer
belong to us and could never return. (Young farmer,
35 years old).

Alongside these socio-cultural shifts, structural changes
have also taken place: farms are no longer seen solely as
productive units but as key actors in safeguarding land-
scapes, driving rural economies, and providing multifunc-
tional benefits. In this context, new imperatives, such as
entrepreneurship, innovation, sustainability, and formal
education, have emerged (Nazzaro and Marotta 2016), in
contrast to a past when the farmer was simply a traditional
peasant. As these imperatives have become layered onto
the family-farm model, regions have interpreted them dif-
ferently. Historically, substantial structural and institutional
differences have shaped Italian agriculture: in the north-
ern regions (e.g. Emilia-Romagna, Lombardia, Veneto),
farms are generally larger, capital-intensive, and integrated
into agro-industrial value chains; central regions such as
Toscana, Marche, and Umbria display more diversified
and multifunctional farm structures; while in the south-
ern regions (e.g., Sicilia, Calabria, and Puglia), the agrar-
ian structure is typically fragmented, with a coexistence of
large export-oriented enterprises and a multitude of small
farms. However, the policy orientations identified in the
analysis do not follow a clear North-South divide. Instead,
they reflect distinct regional understandings of what regions
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intend to achieve through generational renewal over times.
Across the clusters, regional approaches have appeared then
less determined by structural conditions and more by policy
and governance priorities. In this sense, regions differ not
only in how they support young farmers, but in why. This
points to the need for further investigation into how regional
characteristics and institutional contexts are translated into
selection criteria.

What is left unproblematic in this representation?

In Bacchi’s WPR approach, representation of the problem
carries implicit assumptions and leaves certain aspects unex-
amined or silent, shaping what is treated as self-evident.
Although Measure 6.1 is not explicitly labelled as targeting
family farm successors, in practice it largely operates in this
way. New entrants without a family farming background
rarely participate, aware that their chances of ranking com-
petitively are minimal. As one young farmer explained:

I have a small farm to which I dedicate all my time
and the savings I put aside from other jobs. Through
hard work, marketing, and study, I managed to make
it grow. I could expand and reach more customers, but
there are no grants for someone like me: no farming
family background, a degree unrelated to agriculture,
just a strong desire to build a farm business from
scratch. (Young farmer, 30 years old).

All regional calls establish minimum and maximum
thresholds for farm and economic size, as promoted at the
national level, ostensibly to exclude both very small farms
and very large ones deemed not in need of support. While
these thresholds are formally broad enough to encompass
the predominant farm types in each region, in practice,
only farms with a minimum level of structural and financial
capacity can realistically access aid (Borda et al. 2023). This
dynamic is particularly evident in Clusters 1 and 3, as well
as in regions where the youth package is mandatory. Indeed,
the requirement for a complex business plan entails sub-
stantial investment, only partially covered by the grant and
otherwise reliant on private resources, thereby excluding the
possibility for young new entrants without family resources
to access it, even if they are the ones who genuinely need it.

Moreover, there is no evidence that even the farm hold-
ers’ children (potential successors) are motivated by the
premium to take over the farm. Previous studies have high-
lighted that engagement in farming is rarely driven solely
by financial considerations but rather by a broad range of
socio-cultural and personal factors (Conway et al. 2016;
Coopmans et al. 2021; Consentino et al. 2023). In this vein,
as also noted by Stork (2025), the Measure 6.1 tends to refer
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to those who are already motivated to settle in farming or
are guided by family involvement, calling into question the
actual role and agency of the young beneficiary, who for-
mally becomes an “active young farmer” but may be largely
shaped by family decision-making.

Taken together, these elements prompt critical reflection:
what remains for potential successors who are not yet suffi-
ciently motivated to pursue an agricultural career, and what
opportunities exist for new entrants who are eager to enter
farming but lack family resources?

What effects are produced by this representation?

The representations emerging across all clusters define an
almost uniform understanding of who is recognized (and
then legitimized) as a desirable young farmer. Eligibility
and selection criteria emphasize an active farmer (almost
full-time) who has inherited land and takes care of a pre-
existing farm structure. More in depth, regional approaches
vary in defining the desirable young farmer as follows: an
entrepreneur capable of generating economic profit for their
farm (Cluster 1); an individual educated in agricultural
subjects (ranking particularly high if possessing a univer-
sity degree) or with prior on-farm experience gained before
settlement (Cluster 2); an entrepreneur steering their farm
towards multifunctionality and innovation (Cluster 3); a
young person who settles at a very early age, ideally well
before reaching 40, and invests materially in their farm
(Cluster 4); and a young woman who establishes herself in
sectors that are significant to the local area yet have long
been abandoned (Cluster 5).

Alternative farming subjects or approaches risk being
marginalised. For instance, those lacking the required back-
grounds or resources are implicitly positioned as outsid-
ers in the agricultural sector, reinforcing a discourse that
farming remains largely a family inheritance rather than an
accessible career choice for all. On a broader scale, such
representation could affect not only new entrants, so treated
as outsiders, but also an entire category of young potential
successors who may feel pressured into inheriting their fam-
ily’s farm even if not fully desirable (Chiswell and Lobley
2018; Consentino et al. 2023). Consequently, if farming
risks becoming more of an imposed destiny rather than a
conscious choice, the possibility of abandoning the activity
at the earliest opportunity is left open.

Adding to this, the fact that selection criteria strongly
favor a specific model may discourage alternative or more
gradual paths. From the meetings, a strong emphasis
emerged on the growing complexity of business models,
which leads some beneficiaries to perceive the premium
more as a constraint than an opportunity:

I like the idea of being multifunctional, and that’s what
I’d like to achieve on my farm, but being multifunc-
tional often requires an already strong structure [...] I
wasn’t ready for it, but I had to commit just to secure
some liquidity. (Young beneficiary, 30 years old).

Other observations gathered other interconnected and lived
effects: young people intervened less frequently than elder
farmers or consultants, showing hesitation and a sense of
incomplete legitimacy in their new role as farm holders.
Several expressed feelings of inadequacy, while others
adopted overtly strategic narratives, describing the measure
as something to be “taken advantage of” rather than a step
within a vocational trajectory. Intergenerational tensions
were recurrent, and not only on a symbolic level. Indeed,
many parents effectively retained strong decision-making
power because they financially contributed to the invest-
ments required by the business plan, covering amounts
exceeding the premium or providing liquidity in anticipa-
tion of reimbursements. This financial leverage translated
into relational leverage, enabling parents to maintain a
central role in strategic and operational decisions. Thus,
although formally registered as farm holders under Measure
6.1, many young beneficiaries remained in a hybrid posi-
tion between declared autonomy and material dependence.
Adding to this, consultants appeared as key actors, along
the lines of elder farmers. What became evident is that they
often steer decisions toward what maximises the applica-
tion’s ranking rather than what the farm actually needs:

I often find myself drafting projects solely to ensure
that my young clients rank high on the list [...] some-
times they end up having to include investments that
do not match the actual needs of their farms. (Agrono-
mist, 50 years old).

Overall, these findings indicate that lived effects extend far
beyond access to financial support, encompassing processes
of personal legitimisation, family negotiation and influenc-
ing the strategic trajectory of the farm itself.

Conclusions: How might this representation
be disrupted?

By analysing how each Italian region has interpreted and
operationalised the European framework, this study has
uncovered the dominant frames through which the problem
of generational renewal is constructed. The value of apply-
ing Bacchi’s WPR approach lies precisely in its ability to
unpack both the explicit and implicit dimensions of Measure
6.1, and to reveal the discursive, subjectification, and lived
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effects emerging from its regional implementation. Shifting
the analytical focus to selection criteria made it possible to
observe the measure at the point where it most directly inter-
sects with young people’s lived experiences, rather than lim-
iting the analysis to the EU-level policy design. It is indeed
regional implementation that shapes access, non-access, and
the concrete ways in which young farmers are positioned
and supported. The findings show that, as implemented dur-
ing the previous CAP programming period, the measure
tends to reproduce long-standing family-based configura-
tions of production while simultaneously promoting shifts
linked to economic competitiveness, multifunctionality and
environmental commitments among others. Consistent with
van der Ploeg’s (2018) argument, these dynamics reflect
overlapping tendencies towards both de-peasantisation
and re-peasantisation. At the same time, they echo Brent’s
(2022) notion of regimes of agrarian social reproduction,
whereby young farmers formally assume new roles while
remaining embedded in entrenched power relations and
labour arrangements that shape their pathways into farming.
In this sense, this study contributes to the debate by show-
ing how current policies address the questions “generational
renewal for whom and for what,” while also highlighting
how dominant representations may be questioned to open
up space for alternative policy solutions.

While it is understandable that current policies pursue
multiple objectives, attracting new generations may require
standalone strategies: gradual, long-term, gender-sensitive,
and supportive of inclusive identity-building processes. The
argument here is not for abolishing the first-settlement mea-
sure, but for integrating it with additional policy tools. The
current strategy could remain directed towards successors
already engaged in the family farm, but there is an urgent
need to make some adjustments in order to avoid the unin-
tended and silences consequences in real context and lived
experiences. For instance, first-settlement aid should avoid
overly restrictive selection criteria that may push young
people towards projects and investments misaligned with
their actual capacities or farm structures. Moving away
from a “one size fits all” approach would help better cap-
ture the diversity that exists not only across regions but also
among farm businesses within the same region. This could
also reduce the persistence of hidden or behind-the-scenes
parental control and allow business plans to be more effec-
tively managed by young successors themselves.

Potential successors, in turn, could benefit from a trans-
versal set of policy tools sensitive both to their life stage
and to broader, non-economic motivations shaping their
decision to take over the farm. This calls for non-financial
incentives such as access to professional networks, men-
toring schemes, and opportunities for temporary experi-
mentation (e.g., co-management with parents for a defined

@ Springer

period). Through such mechanisms, succession would no
longer be framed as either an obligatory destiny or an imme-
diate burden, but rather as a process supported by public
policies attentive to the complexity of young people’s life
trajectories.

With regard to new entrants, a broader and more inte-
grated political debate is required. For a long time, the Euro-
pean approach has implicitly treated generational renewal
as synonymous with attracting a new generation of farmers’
children willing to take over the family holding. Yet previ-
ous research (Consentino et al. 2023) has shown that the
familial nature of agricultural work can, in some cases, have
the opposite effect: some young people may reject the idea
of working within the family, while the persistent expecta-
tion that “if you are born a farmer’s child, you will become
a farmer” can undermine perceptions of the sector itself.
The presence of young people interested in farming despite
not having an agricultural background offers grounds for
optimism about the future of the sector (Sutherland 2023;
Stork et al. 2025). Nevertheless, much remains to be done
to ensure that policy frameworks genuinely support new
entrants rather than constraining their opportunities. In this
regard, Borras and Franco (2012) are drawn upon, according
to which agricultural policies must be understood in relation
to social movements, agrarian struggles, and power rela-
tions within the broader system. Beyond measures aimed
at overcoming key structural barriers such as access to land
and credit, it may therefore be necessary to envisage new
institutional contexts and alternative futures.

Our analysis also reveals limited attention to cooperative
approaches. Policy frameworks seldom encourage coop-
eration, despite its growing relevance among younger gen-
erations and its potential attractiveness in fragmented and
small-scale agricultural contexts (Consentino et al. 2024).
Sharing complementary competences, such as managerial,
economic, and marketing skills, may prove more effective
than relying on a single farm holder. In this sense, coop-
erative approaches could also encompass civic-led forms of
agriculture, involving non-farming actors or local commu-
nities. Collaborations between successors and new entrants,
for instance, may facilitate valuable exchanges of knowl-
edge and resources, helping to overcome the material con-
straints typically faced by new entrants. Moreover, other
social groups, including migrants and refugees, increas-
ingly express aspirations to engage in farming not merely
as casual labourers but as tenant farmers and rural entre-
preneurs (McAreavey 2017; McAreavey and Argent 2018;
Minkoff-Zern 2025). Opening entry pathways to these
groups would not only diversify the profile of new entrants
but also expand the portfolio of policy strategies for gen-
erational renewal, recognising their potential to contribute
to the revitalisation of rural areas. Encouraging cooperative
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entry pathways or shared management models also resonate
with broader calls within agrarian political economy for
forms of farming less dependent on individualised entrepre-
neurial trajectories and more capable of collectively con-
fronting structural constraints (Borras 2009; van der Ploeg
2018). Such approaches could diversify both who enters
farming and which agricultural models become viable for
the next generation.

In conclusion, this study underscores the need for a
broader debate on generational renewal across all gover-
nance levels, from European strategies to regional imple-
mentation. While a shared EU framework that explicitly
recognises multiple entry pathways appears necessary to
enhance coherence and legitimacy, the regional differences
identified in this analysis also reveal meaningful spaces
of flexibility. The diversity observed across clusters sug-
gests that regions still possess the capacity to orient gen-
erational renewal along distinct trajectories. This indicates
that, although operating within the border of the overarch-
ing CAP architecture, regional policymakers could enhance
a potentially transformative approach to generational
renewal. This points to a shift from asking whether room
for manoeuvre exists to examining how it is enacted and
whether there is the willingness to reorient it toward more
plural and context-sensitive visions of agricultural futures.

Limitation and future research

This study has some limitations, which also point to direc-
tions for future research. Although the primary aim of this
study was to conduct a content analysis of Measure 6.1 and
to cluster Italian regions into typologies, the observational
fieldwork was carried out in only one region. This inevitably
limited the ability to fully capture the diversity of imple-
mentation contexts and to assess how the identified policy
frames translate into lived experiences across different
regional clusters. Future research should address this limi-
tation by extending fieldwork to multiple regions, ideally
ensuring representation from each identified cluster. More-
over, gaining a more detailed understanding of regional
implementation processes would enable future studies to
examine how policy representations take shape within
specific territorial, institutional, and agricultural contexts.
Each region operates within distinct structural constraints,
administrative traditions, and farming realities, and analys-
ing these dimensions in greater depth would provide a more
nuanced and grounded account of how Measure 6.1 is inter-
preted and enacted in practice. Finally, this study does not
capture the full range of policy instruments that regions may
implement alongside Measure 6.1. While the selection grids
analysed here reveal a strong and often implicit normative

model of generational renewal, they do not encompass other
regional tools that may significantly shape young people’s
entry pathways into agriculture. This limitation points to
the need for future research to investigate regional policy
mixes more comprehensively, in order to better understand
how different instruments interact in shaping generational
renewal trajectories.
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