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Abstract 
This study analysed the situation of the EU young farmers in relation to 
their share of total agricultural holders and land use as well as their 
participation in national and European support programmes.  
In many regions, the overall synergy between preferred priority policy 
objectives and age structures in agriculture is weak.  
The study also reviewed the obstacles facing both potential entrants into 
agriculture sector and young farmers, especially those starting-up in 
business, and proposed possible solutions for overcoming those barriers. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Background 

This report is a response to a request by the European Parliament, Directorate General for 
Internal Policies, for an updated overview framework of the key elements that characterise 
the situation of young farmers in EU agriculture. 
 
In the report some differences across Europe's rural areas in terms of consistency and the 
role of the young in farming were presented, as well as some possible approaches and 
instruments to improve youth participation in agriculture, with particular reference to the 
critical issues and opportunities highlighted by the initiative report on the future for young 
farmers adopted by the Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development of the European 
Parliament in 20081. 
 
Aim 

The objectives set for the report are both empirical - to present an up-to-date picture of the 
European young farmers' position in the agricultural sector - and evaluative - by addressing 
the fundamental issue of the extent to which support programmes are likely to help (or 
hinder) the EU and national policy objectives aimed at intergenerational transfers in 
agriculture and at young farmers' opportunities. 
 
The objective of this study was also to summarise the key obstacles that impede the young 
people's entry into agriculture and to propose some recommendations for easing those 
obstacles.  
 
The analysis is limited to selected problems. Those are mainly concerned with the 
challenges facing potential entrants into the sector and young farmers setting up in 
business which are connected with their access to agricultural land, capital, education, 
information and social networks. This report purposively does not tackle the environmental 
aspects but draws attention to economic and social sustainability for young farmers, 
which must be the first priority, especially in the less developed EU countries. 
 
The research is mainly based on literature review, Internet-based youth farmers’ forums, 
and statistical data available from the last Farm Structure Survey (FSS) conducted in 2007. 
The more updated data are not available, as the next census (2009/10) is currently being 
conducted and the first results will be available probably in the summer of 2011. In the 
presentation of the statistical data, young farmers are taken to mean persons aged under 
35. 
 
Unfortunately, the quantitative analysis was restricted by gaps in the agricultural data (for 
example as concerns the number of young people entering agriculture, age classification of 
farmers by Eurostat).  
 

                                                 
1   European Parliament resolution of 5 June 2008 on the future for young farmers under the ongoing reform of 

the CAP (2007/2194(INI)); http://www.europarl.europa.eu/oeil/file.jsp?id=5531332. 
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GENERAL INFORMATION 

KEY FINDINGS 

 In the EU as a whole, the agricultural sector is affected by an unfavourable 
age structure. In 2007, under 35 year olds accounted for a mere 6% of European 
farm holders while the UAA they occupied was 8.6% of the total. In the EU-27, 
about 34% of all farm holders fell into the oldest age group. 

 Young farmers benefit from various assistance schemes offered by the EU, either 
through direct policy or funding mechanism or indirect ones. However, in a number 
of the EU Member States young farmers are not considered a priority.  

 It is vital to the future of the European agriculture to ensure young people are able 
to move into the sector to replace those who will be retiring. In order to facilitate 
the intergenerational transfer of farm business, new ways must be found to 
encourage and assist new entrants to overcome the barriers that may prevent 
them from starting up farms.  

 In the EU regions with a wide presence of older agricultural holders and a decreased 
presence of young ones, the funds for the Setting up of young farmers (measure 
112) and Early retirement (measure 113) are relatively low and probably not 
sufficient to narrow the generation gap between old and young holders. 

 Entry barriers such as difficulty in acquiring land, machinery and working capital, 
etc. usually prevent young people, even graduates of agricultural institutions, from 
getting into productive agriculture.  

 Attracting young people to careers in agricultural businesses could be achieved, for 
example, through favourable (preferential) loans to meet high start-up costs and to 
overcome difficulties in accessing commercial credit, through wider support for 
education and training, information dissemination, risk insurance, local services, and 
giving young farmers a more powerful voice. 

 
 
Text Box: Success Story 

 
SUCCESS STORY 

France  

France is an excellent example of a Member State where aid for farming start-ups, 
combined with an early retirement scheme, in addition to other forms of support for young 
farmers (e.g. insurance schemes, agricultural campaigns) has eased the problem of 
intergenerational transfers in agriculture and attracted young people into the sector. 
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The age profile of farm holders is an important element of farm structures, particularly in 
the context of EU support. An analysis of farm holders according to two age categories: 
under 35 years and 65 and over, shows that though both have declined in number since 
2003, the change in the youngest group is less spectacular and casts a grey shadow over 
the future of EU farming. 
 
In 2007, about one-third of all EU-27 young agricultural holders (under 35 years old) were 
living in the old EU-15 Member States, while 45% were in the EU-10 and 22% in Bulgaria 
and Romania respectively. Since 2003, their proportion has declined from 8.5% to 6.1% of 
the total agricultural holders in the EU-27 and from 6.4% to 5% in the EU-15. This trend 
was most significant in Cyprus, Slovenia and the Netherlands. The young holders were less 
frequent in southern Member States (Portugal, Cyprus, Italy) and in the United Kingdom, 
while their relative presence was highest in Poland and the Czech Republic. 
 
Young farmers operated 8.6% of the total UAA in the EU-27. About 80% of UAA used by 
them was concentrated in holdings with at least 20 ha, about 63% in holdings with at least 
50 ha and about 46% in holdings with at least 100 hectares. Average UAA per young 
holder’s farm was about 17 ha. 
 
The EU guarantees more opportunities for the Member States to make the age 
consistency more favourable. The Community offers two types of instruments 
specifically aimed at young farmers: support measures co-funded under the EAFRD and 
those under Community training and research programmes.  
 
It seems that for correcting age imbalances in agriculture, especially important instruments 
are those proposed under Axis 1, namely Setting up of young farmers scheme and 
Early retirement scheme, both included in the Rural Development Programmes for 2007-
2013 in the majority of Member States. In the EU-27 as a whole, about 10% of the overall 
public support provided under Axis 1 was allocated to the Setting up of young farmers 
measure. However, in Member States with a relatively high proportion of older holders and 
a low proportion of young ones (the CEEC and Mediterranean regions), public funds 
allocated for the Setting up of young farmers and Early retirement are of relatively small 
importance in policy makers' preferences.  
 
The impact of the scheme on overall entry levels to the agricultural sector is 
difficult to evaluate as the total number of young people entering agriculture annually is 
not fully known – this gap in agricultural data needs to be addressed. Moreover, it is 
unknown how many new farm entrants facilitated through the measure Setting up of 
farmers would have entered farming without the aid.  
 
At present, the EU agricultural policy aimed at young farmers is principally designed to 
ensure the economic viability of agricultural producers in the Community. One question the 
policy makers should address is whether economic drivers (such as farm income or public 
financial support) are essentially paramount for young people to enter into or to stay on 
farm. It seems that such aspects as importance of continuing farm traditions, stewardship 
motives, family, lifestyle, public respect for farmer profession, etc. can be equally, and 
sometimes even more, important for many young people.  
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1. THE SITUATION OF THE YOUNG IN EU AGRICULTURE 

KEY FINDINGS 

 In the EU as a whole, the agricultural sector is affected by an unfavourable 
age structure. In 2007, under 35 year olds accounted for a mere 6% of the 
European farm holders while the utilised agricultural area they occupied was 8.6% 
of the total. In the EU-27, about 34% of all farm holders fell into the oldest age 
group. 

 In 2007, young farm holders under 35 years were more numerous than holders 
aged at least 65 years only in one Member State, i.e. Finland. In contrast, in 2003 
there were four such countries: Germany, Poland, Finland and Austria. For the EU as 
a whole, there were 5.6 holders aged 65 years and over for every one under-35s in 
2007. 

 In the majority of the EU-27 states the appearance of youth in bigger farms is 
stronger than in smaller ones. In 2007, the average UAA per young holder’s farm 
was about 17 ha in the EU-27 with especially low holding sizes in Malta and Romania 
(1.1 and 3.6 hectares) and especially large (above 70 ha) in Denmark, France, 
Luxembourg and the United Kingdom. 

 Young farmers benefit from various assistance schemes offered by the EU, either 
through direct policy or funding mechanism or indirect ones. However, in a number 
of the EU Member States young farmers are not considered a priority, 
according to the representatives of youth farm organisations.  

 Generally, in the EU regions with a wide presence of older agricultural holders and a 
decreased presence of young ones, the funds for the Setting up of young farmers 
(measure 112) and Early retirement (measure 113) are relatively low and probably 
not sufficient to overcome the problem of the ageing of the holders and 
consequently narrow the generation gap between old and young holders. 

1.1. Imbalances between young and older holders 

1.1.1. Proportion of young people in agricultural holdings 
 
The imbalanced distribution of farmers across age classes in the EU agriculture is a well 
known story. The high share of elder farmers, the scarce presence of their younger 
counterparts and the difficult access to the sector, are different aspects of the same 
phenomenon [Glauben et al., 2005]. 
 
The age profile of farm holders is an important element of farm structures, particularly in 
the context of the EU support. Analysing the farm operator population according to two age 
categories: under 35 years and 65 and over, shows a clear trend. Although both have 
declined in number since 2003, the change in the youngest group is less spectacular and 
casts a grey shadow over the future of EU farming. 
 



Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

PE 438.619 14 

According to our own calculations based on Eurostat statistics, from 2003 to 2007 the total 
number of agricultural holders was falling by an average of 2.6% each year in the EU-15; 
1.67% in the EU-25, and 2.36% in the EU-27. The overall rate of decline over that period 
has varied considerably across Member States, with sharp reductions of holders in Estonia, 
Bulgaria, Portugal, Hungary and France but an increase in Poland, Sweden, the United 
Kingdom and Greece. 
 
Simultaneously, the number of agricultural holders under the age of 35 years was going 
down rapidly, with a relatively much faster rate of decline of about 8.7% per year in the 
EU-15; 6.4% in the EU-25, and 10.1% in the EU-27. A substantial decline in a four-year 
period was observed in Cyprus, Estonia, Romania, Bulgaria and the Netherlands, where the 
number of young holders dropped by more than half between 2003 and 2007 (Table 4, 
Annex). 
 
Apart from viewing the picture of farm operators in absolute terms, let us consider the 
shares held by each age group. As a result of the falling trend in numbers, the share of 
young holders in total farm holders was in decline in most of the EU-27 Member States with 
the exception of the Czech Republic, Hungary and Slovenia. Between 2003 and 2007, the 
proportion of agricultural holders aged under 35 years shrank from 8.5% to 6.1% of the 
total agricultural holders in the EU-27 and from 6.4% to 5% in the EU-15. This trend was 
most significant in Cyprus, Slovenia and the Netherlands. 
 
In 2007, the proportion of young people in agriculture was lowest in southern Member 
States (Portugal, Cyprus, Italy) and in the United Kingdom, while the highest percentage 
was found in Poland and the Czech Republic. 
 
From 2003 through 2007, the share of principal farm operators who were aged less than 35 
was relatively stable in Greece, the Czech Republic and Slovenia. Unfortunately, this 
declining trend in many countries is expected to continue in the future as no particular 
influx of young farmers is expected. In 2007, merely about one-third of all EU-27 young 
agricultural holders were living in the old EU-15 Member States, while 45% were in the EU-
10 and 22% in Bulgaria and Romania respectively.  
 
The proportion of young farmers (new entrants into agriculture) can provide some 
indication of the potential long-term viability of EU agriculture, given that a younger 
workforce is more likely to be able to respond rapidly to changing economic and 
environmental conditions as well as being willing to try new innovations. 

 
At the EU level, older farmers (that is those aged 65 years or more) were leaving the sector 
at slower rates and their share of total holders increased. In 2007, elderly people 
represented more than one-third of the EU-27 agricultural holders. It means that as much 
as 4,584 thousand individuals aged beyond conventional retirement ages (65+) remained 
in the EU-27 agricultural labour force, while the number of younger holders reached only 
822.7 thousand. In some Member States (Portugal, Bulgaria, Romania2, Italy and 
Lithuania), over 40% of farm holders were at least 65 years old. Conversely, this 
percentage was under 10% in Finland and Germany. In 13 of 27 Member States, the rising 
share of older farmers was due to an absolute increase in their numbers. In 2007, the two 
latest Member States (Bulgaria and Romania) accounted for 43% of the total number of 

                                                 
2  In Bulgaria and Romania (as well as in Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania) most landowners are fairly old as a result 

of land restitution.  



How to improve the role of young farmers in the European agricultural economy? 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

PE 438.619 15 

farm holders aged 65 years and over in the EU-27. For comparison, this percentage for all 
EU-15 states taken together reached 40%. 
 
On average in the EU-27, more than half (55%) of the private farmers in 2007 were over 
55 years. This rate was prominently high in Portugal (73.4%), but not much lower in 
Bulgaria (70.3%), Italy (68%) and Romania (67.5%) [CERYC 2009]. 
    
Young people in the EU-27 are outnumbered more than five times by their seniors as farm 
holders. For the EU as a whole, there were 5.6 holders aged 65 years and over for every 
one under-35s in 2007, compared with the ratio of 3.7 to 1 in 2003 (Table 5, Annex). In 
only two countries (Finland and Germany) the number of holders under 35 years of age 
exceeds those 65 years of age or over. In 2007, at the EU-27 level, there was 
approximately 1 holder of less than 35 years old for each 9 farmers of more than 55 years. 
In some Member States (Portugal, Bulgaria, Italy, Cyprus and United Kingdom) this ratio 
was extremely low (less than 0.5 young holder for every one aged over 55). 
 
Demographic analysis suggests that the age distribution of EU agricultural holders is 
skewed toward older ages. In the early 1960s, American Economist Marion Clawson called 
attention to the fact that young people at the beginning of their careers found it much 
easier to leave farming (or not enter farming in the first place) than did older, experienced 
farmers. The result is an aging population of farm holders [Clawson, 1963].  
 
The low and decreasing proportion of young people in most EU regions suggests that one of 
the main ways that adjustment occurs is by non entry into the sector by farm children, 
especially on small farms and especially for females. On the other hand, while the statistics 
are correct, the interpretation of the changing age distribution of farm holders can be 
misleading because EU farmers, like others in the general population, are living longer. The 
growing share of aging farmers is similar to that in other developed countries [see Ahearn 
and Newton, 2009]. Moreover, at least in some Member States, the rural areas have 
become more attractive for elder people who retire or start a part-time activity in 
agriculture.  
 
The growing population of older farm holders in many Member States may in part reflect 
the weakening of family farm institutions, including life-cycle patterns of farmland 
acquisition and disposal and intergenerational transfer of farm assets [see Gale, 2002]. One 
of the consequences of the breakdown of intergenerational transfer of farms is a 
concentration of farm assets in the hands of elderly farm holders. 
 
Holders of the older age groups, which are increasingly overrepresented, have only limited 
possibilities to find work outside of agriculture, particularly if they have also low 
(vocational) education and off-farm working experience. It seems that agricultural 
restructuring can be facilitated by these age groups mainly through retirement. 
 
In 2007, one in sixteen holdings was run by a young person. The share of total holdings 
held by young farmers was 6.25% of the total (compared with 6.37% in 2003) and is still 
in decline in most EU-27 Member States. In contrast, the percentage of holdings held by 
farmers aged 65 years or more increased from 28.2% in 2003 to 32.7% in 2007. This is 
the case in the EU-27 as well as in almost all individual Member States except for the Czech 
Republic, France, Luxembourg, Hungary and Finland (Table 6, Annex). In some countries 
(Portugal, Bulgaria, Romania and Italy) the share of elder farmers’ holdings went up to 
more than 40%. This imbalance between young and old might indicate that there exist 
significant entry and exit barriers arising from household settlements (for example related 
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to the house and the self-consumption of farm produce). Exit barriers, in turn, make new 
entries more difficult [see Carbone and Subioli, 2008]. 

1.1.2. Agricultural land used by young holders  

 
In 2007, young farmers (under 35 years old) operated 8.6% of the total utilised 
agricultural area (UAA) of 172.5 thousands hectares in the EU-27. Land cultivated by 
holders aged less than 45 years sum up just to 23% of the total in the EU-27 and to 24% 
in the EU-25. Only in seven countries (Poland, France, Greece, Finland, Austria, Estonia and 
Latvia) was more than one-tenth of the UAA used by holders under 35 years old (Table 7, 
Annex). Farmers in old age held on average 14% of UAA in the EU-27. The highest 
percentages (above 25%) were recorded in Romania, Portugal, Italy and Slovenia, while 
the lowest ones (below 5%) were in France, Finland, Slovakia, Germany and Luxembourg.   
 
In the EU-27 as a whole, about 80% of UAA used by young farmers was concentrated in 
holdings with at least 20 hectares, about 63% in holdings with at least 50 hectares, and 
about 46% in holdings with at least 100 hectares. Small and very small holdings (up to 10 
and up to 5 ha) operated respectively 11% and 5% of UAA used by this age category 
(Table 8, Annex). This pattern differs between individual Member States. For example, in 
the five countries (France, Luxembourg, the United Kingdom, the Czech Republic and 
Slovakia) holdings with a size of 20 ha and larger controlled above 95% of UAA farmed by 
the youngest generation. In contrast, in five other Members States (Malta, Greece, Poland, 
Romania and Slovenia) more that 30% of UAA used by young farmers was in holdings less 
than 10 ha.     
 
Average UAA per young holder’s farm was about 17 ha in the EU-27, 21 ha in the EU-25 
and 34 ha in the EU-15. It was especially low in Malta and Romania (1.1 and 3.6 hectares). 
The Member States with the largest farm size of young farmers were Denmark, France, 
Luxembourg and the United Kingdom (above 70 hectares) which was more than five times 
larger than that of the average for the EU-27. Relatively large average farm sizes (above 
60 ha) also existed in Estonia and the Czech Republic, while relatively small ones (below 10 
ha) in Hungary, Cyprus, Greece and Poland.  
 
A study on Employment in Rural Areas conducted by Copus and others [2006] shows that 
the proportion of young people under 35 in agriculture rises with increasing size of family 
farms, presumably because better prospects are expected by young people working on 
such farms. 

1.2. Support for young farmers in the EU Member States and 
regions 

1.2.1. Support in the Member States  

 
Two types of Community instrument are specifically aimed at young farmers, namely 
support measures co-funded under the EAFRD and measures under Community training 
and research programmes. Moreover, there are other measures managed directly by the 
EU which also affect young farmers, such as early retirement schemes. 
 
The European Union guarantees many opportunities for its Member States to correct age 
imbalances in agriculture. The support opportunities are available in nearly every Member 
State in the 2007-2013 programming period, especially under Axis 1 objectives: Improving 
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the competitiveness of the agricultural and forestry sector. Currently, the EU support 
instruments include, among others, installation or establishment aid - a payment to help 
young farmers setting up for the first time to overcome the high entry-level costs 
associated with the purchase of land or machinery or equipment as well as to support the 
structural adjustment of their holding afterwards. Another key measure aimed at improving 
age structure is an early retirement scheme, often completed with the previous one.   
 
Probably the most important measure that targets young farmers is Setting up young 
farmers (measure 112). This measure aims to address the unfavourable age structure in 
rural areas and improve the image of farming as an attractive modern career move. It 
focused on the generational exchange in the agricultural sector, taking into account that 
holdings managed by the young people are more efficient, because, among other things, 
younger generations are more open toward innovative solutions.  
 
As concerns the Setting up of young farmers measure, approaches taken in selected 
Member States are different. A one-off payment is provided in such Member States as 
Poland, the Czech Republic, Sweden and Latvia. Other countries (Scotland, Northern 
Ireland) introduced an interest rate relief option that provides an interest rate subsidy on a 
commercial business development loan and/or an establishment grant. Young farmers are 
provided with a one off premium and/or a low rate interest loan in France and Spain 
[Gregory 2010; DAFF 2010]. In Romania and Bulgaria, the support for the setting-up of 
young farmers is granted as a premium in two installments. Many EU Member States have 
an age limit of 40 years as opposed to the 35 years in Ireland. 
 
The president of the European Council of Young Farmers, Joris Baecke, for example, blasts 
a number of the EU Member States for failing to support the youngest demographic group 
of farmers. As he said at the conference on reforming of the CAP held in Brussels in July 
2010: "We deeply regret that young farmers are not considered a priority” [Willis 
2010]. 
 
The Setting up of young farmers measure (measure 112) has been included in RDPs in the 
majority of Member States. Not all governments participate in this optional scheme, with 
Malta, the Netherlands, Slovakia, many German lands and Wales [see ex. ENRD 2010] 
opting out from the beginning, while Ireland and Latvia have ceased to apply the measure 
as a result of the financial crisis. Additionally, in Malta, the Netherlands, Luxembourg, 
Romania, Austria, Sweden and Slovakia the farm handing over (early retirement) support 
does not exist (Table 9, Annex). Ireland decided to suspend this scheme. 
 
In the EU-27 as a whole, merely 3% of the programmed total public expenditure for CAP 
“Pillar 2” for the period 2007-2013, i.e. 10% of the overall public support provided under 
Axis 1 was allocated to measure 112. Total public expenditure realised during 2007-2009, 
as a proportion of the total programmed for measure 112, varies significantly between 
Member States. By 2009, more than 70% of their programmed budget was utilised in 
Denmark (92%), Hungary (81%), Lithuania (71%) and Ireland (71%). The lowest 
implementation rates (up to 10%) were in Italy (8%), Finland (7%), Portugal (2%), 
Romania (2%), Cyprus, Greece and the United Kingdom (0%) [Gregory 2010]. 
 
Considering the number of beneficiaries supported in 2007 and 2008 under the Setting up 
young farmers measure, the most numerous (over 7,000 persons) were young farmers 
from France - the state with the highest total public expenditure programmed for this 
measure (EUR 1.6 billion). France has always placed bigger emphasis on this measure, 
which represented about 30% of the expenditure of the last three years on Axis 1 of its 
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RDP 2007-2013 [Supporting... 2010]. The least numerous (up to 100 persons) were young 
farmers from Belgium, Finland, Estonia and Germany (Germany had the lowest total public 
expenditure programmed: EUR 4.8 million). 
 
It is worth emphasising that in Poland, for example, during the 2008/2009 campaign, the 
demand from young farmers for the support in the framework of the Setting-up scheme 
was relatively small, due, among other reasons, to the relatively low premium of PLN 
50,000 (around EUR 14,000). According to the Agency for Restructuring and Modernization 
of Agriculture, in 2008 as many as 6,495 young farmers applied for the support, whereas 
1,209 persons applied in 2009. The number of accepted decisions was 5,058 and 940 
respectively. In 2010, this situation dramatically changed (12,408 applications) since the 
premium increased by a half as well as being due to the introduction of an early retirement 
scheme. It appears that the combination of the two measures is an important factor 
encouraging the takeover of the family farm; parents decide to transfer land and other 
assets to their children who then decide to apply for the support targeted at young farmers.   
 
The impact of the scheme on overall entry levels to the agricultural sector is difficult to 
evaluate as the total number of young people entering agriculture annually is not fully 
known – this gap in agricultural data needs to be addressed. Moreover, it is unknown how 
many new farm entrants facilitated through the measure Setting up of farmers would have 
entered farming without the aid. For example, the evidence for Northern Ireland shows that 
up to 90% of recipients would have entered farming in any event although the Installation 
aid meant that, in a large number of cases, this occurred earlier than would otherwise have 
been the case [see DAFF 2010]. 

 
According to Copus A. et al. [2006], who analysed employment in the EU rural areas, state 
pension arrangements have a significant impact on farm workforce age structures, whereas 
early retirement schemes have had relatively little effect. 

1.2.2. Support in the EU regions   
 
In recent times, there has been growing interest in research directed to the territorial 
development of EU agriculture and cohesion of rural areas. Based on such studies 
[Montresor et al., 2010] this section tries to highlight the characteristics of the different 
types of rural areas in the EU regions in the context of their adjustment toward improving 
farm structures via the EU support measures. 
 
As, within the EU, there is a marked difference in farm structures between Northern and 
Southern countries, as well as between old and new Member States (Table 1), the EU 
decision makers should find differentiated tools for this polarised situation characterised by 
different demands for intervention. 
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Table 1 Main agriculture systems in the EU regions and their characteristics 

FARMS WITH 
HOLDER >55 

Y.O.  (%) 

HOLDINGS 
WITH <5 HA OF 

UAA (%) 
 AGRICULTURAL 

SYSTEMS/SUBSYSTEMS 
MAIN 

CHARACTERISTICS 

REGIONS 
EU-
27 

REGIONS EU-
27 

A THE CONTINENTAL SYSTEMS 

1 German regions 26.7 0.7 22.1 0.5 
2 Dutch and Belgian 

regions 

Structural problems 
are almost absent  33.9 1.0 25.4 0.6 

3 British and Irish 
regions 

54.3 1.1 27.5 1.3 

4 French regions 

The wider presence of 
elderly holders 

49.0 3.9 34.4 2.4 
B THE NORTHERN REGIONS 

 German, Danish, 
Finnish, Swedish 

No significant 
structural problems 

41.4 1.1 10.6 0.2 

C THE MEDITERRANEAN SYSTEMS 
1 Greek and Cyprus 

regions 
 

57.2 6.4 76.9 6.5 

2 Southern Italian and  
Maltese regions 

The small farms 
represent a large 
share of the total 
universe, dominance 
of  older holders  67.2 6.0 78.4 8.4 

3 Spanish regions  
 

64.7 6.4 56.3 4.4 

4 Portuguese regions 

Greater presence of 
larger farms (>50 ha) 
but problem of the 
ageing 59.5 4.2 60.6 3.4 

D THE CEEC SYSTEMS  
1 Polish, Lithuanian, 

Estonian and Latvian 
regions 

The wide presence of 
small farms; large 
presence of young 
holders 

36.9 13.5 67.7 18.9 

2 Czech, Hungarian, 
Romanian, Bulgarian 
regions 

Small farms represent 
over 90% of the total 
and the older holders 
almost 64% 

63.9 31.1 90.9 49.5 

E THE HINGE REGIONS BETWEEN MEDITERRANEAN AND CONTINENTAL SYSTEMS 
 Almost all northern 

and central regions in 
Italy 

A link between 
continental and 
Mediterranean 
systems  

66.1 3.3 63.8 2.5 

F THE SYSTEMS WITH THE PREVALENCE OF MOUNTAIN AGRICULTURE 
 Austrian and Slovenian 

regions 
 

Large farms are widely 
diffused; significant 
presence of elders 

40.1 2.5 46.0 1.3 

 
Source: Our elaborations based on Montresor et al. (2010). REGIO 2005 
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Within the continental systems, in the regions of Belgium, the Netherlands and 
Germany, with the non-severe structural problems, the breakdown of public resources 
devoted to Axis 1 (Table 2) highlights that the plans have hardly included or have not 
included funds for Setting up of young farmers and Early retirement measures, preferring 
to concentrate resources on the Modernization of agricultural holdings and Infrastructure 
related to the development and adaptation of agriculture and forestry. In British and Irish 
regions where the situation is quite different, given the wider presence of elderly holders, 
the funds directly addressed to young and old farmers are taken into consideration. In the 
French regions, 26% of public resources are devoted to Setting up of young farmers, but 
only 1% to the Early retirement measure. 
 
In the northern regions, the priorities under Axis 1 were granted for Farm modernisation 
and Adding value measures. A relatively large part of the resources has been allocated for 
Setting up of young farmers (almost 15%), but a very small one for Early retirement.  
 
In the Mediterranean systems a large part of the funds for the programming period 
2007-2013 was directed to Axis 1 and a minor part to Axis 2. The breakdown of the 
measures under Axis 1 indicates that, in spite of the wide presence of elderly farmers, 
resources for the measure 112 (Setting up of young farmers) oscillate merely around 10-
13%, with minimum standards for the measure 113 (Early  retirement). The policy makers 
have preferred to concentrate resources on the measure 121 (Farm modernisation), 
especially in the Italian regions, while, in the Greek and Spanish ones, they placed an 
emphasis on measure 123 (Adding value to agricultural products) and 125 (Improving and 
developing infrastructures). 
 
In the CEEC systems the budget resources were mainly allocated to Axis 1 and to a lesser 
extent to Axis 2. The resources for Setting up of young farmers are throughout minimal but 
those for Early retirement are relatively high only in Polish, Lithuanian, Estonian and 
Latvian regions. Policymakers have preferred to concentrate the resources on the measure 
121 (Farm modernisation) and on the measure 123 (Adding value). 
 
For facing up to the major structural problems in the hinge regions between 
Mediterranean and continental systems, regional policy makers have chosen to 
concentrate resources of Axis 1 on Modernisation of agricultural holdings and Adding value 
to agricultural products, allocating about 15% of resources for Setting up of young farmers 
and less than 1% on Early retirement.  
 
In the regions clustered with the systems prevalent among mountain agriculture, in 
spite of a relatively high percentage of holders above 55 years, merely 2% of public funds 
under Axis 1 have been allocated to the Early retirement scheme, however almost 10% of 
the resources have been addressed to measure 112. The priorities are given to farm 
modernisation and Adding value to agricultural products.  
 
In conclusion, it should be noted that the systems where a wide presence of older holders 
and decreased presence of young ones can present threats to the competitiveness of the 
agricultural sector, are generally those where funds for Setting up of young farmers 
(measure 112) and Early retirement (measure 113) are relatively low. This happens both in 
the group of the CEEC countries (except for Polish regions, where substantial funding for 
measure 113 has been programmed) and in the Mediterranean regions (except for Greek 
and Cyprus regions). In contrast, some continental regions (French and British and Irish), 
where this problem is lower, are much more able to incorporate these measures in their 
programmes. 
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Table 2: Total public and private resources allocated to Axis 1 main measures of 
the 2007-2013 programming period (% in regions total)  

SETTING 
UP 

OF YOUNG 
FARMERS 

 
(M 112) 

EARLY 
RETIRE-

MENT 
 
 

(M 113) 

FARM 
MODERNI-

SATION 
 
 

(M 121) 

ADDING  
VALUE 

TO AGRI-
CULTURAL 
PRODUCTS 

(M 123) 

IMPROVING  
AND  

DEVELOPING 
INFRASTRU-

CTURES 
(M 125) 

REGIONS/ 
MEASURE 

  

PUB. PRIV. PUB. PRIV. PUB. PRIV. PUB. PRIV. PUB. PRIV. 

THE CONTINENTAL SYSTEMS 

German  0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 39.2 68.3 12.3 26.3 27.1 3.8 

Dutch, Belgian  0.2 0.2 0.0 0.0 33.8 71.1 10.3 21.7 42.2 4.0 

British, Irish  9.4 14.5 16.4 0.0 34.5 57.9 16.2 21.4 2.1 0.7 

French  26.2 0.0 1.1 0.0 31.4 56.3 13.4 34.7 3.8 1.5 

THE NORTHERN REGIONS 

 14.5 19.1 4.1 0.0 34.0 57.9 16.7 18.4 3.1 0.7 

THE MEDITERRANEAN SYSTEMS 

Greek, Cyprus  13.2 0.0 11.9 0.0 21.5 54.4 15.6 40.5 29.3 0.0 

Southern Italian, 
Malta  

11.6 0.0 1.1 0.0 36.1 56.0 19.1 31.9 13.6 1.7 

Spanish  9.9 3.2 7.0 0.0 20.1 25.2 23.9 59.9 27.8 4.1 

Portuguese  11.0 4.0 2.2 0.0 16.9 16.6 37.8 71.7 24.1 3.9 

THE CEEC SYSTEMS 

Polish, 
Lithuanian, 
Estonian, Latvian  

5.7 0.1 26.3 0.0 29.5 47.4 14.8 49.1 8.0 0.8 

Czech, 
Hungarian, 
Romanian, 
Bulgarian  

5.8 0.0 0.7 0.0 41.7 54.4 20.4 37.5 10.8 3.2 

BETWEEN MEDITERRANEAN AND CONTINENTAL SYSTEMS 

 15.5 0.0 0.6 0.0 40.6 57.1 17.8 33.9 5.9 1.9 

THE SYSTEMS WITH THE PREVALENCE OF MOUNTAIN AGRICULTURE 

 9.6 0.0 2.3 0.0 39.6 65.3 17.3 24.0 9.7 4.0 

 
Source: Author’s our elaboration based on Montresor et al. (2010) 
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2. IMPROVING THE POSITION OF YOUNG FARMERS IN THE 
AGRICULTURAL ECONOMY 

KEY FINDINGS 

 It is vital to the future of European agriculture to ensure young people are able to 
move into the sector to replace those who will be retiring. In order to facilitate the 
intergenerational transfer of farm business, new ways must be found to 
encourage and assist new entrants to overcome the barriers that may prevent 
them from starting up farms. That is important, despite young farmers having 
already benefited from various assistance schemes offered by individual Member 
States and the EU.  

 Entry barriers such as difficulty in acquiring land, machinery and working capital, 
etc. usually prevent young people, even graduates of agricultural institutions, from 
getting into productive agriculture.  

 Attracting young people to careers in agricultural businesses could be achieved, for 
example, through favourable (preferential) loans to meet high start-up costs and to 
overcome difficulties in accessing commercial credit, through wider support for 
education and training, information dissemination, risk insurance, local services, and 
giving young farmers a more powerful voice.   

2.1. To be a farmer: incentives and obstacles for young people  
 
This section tries to answer the question about why work and business in agriculture is or is 
not attractive for young people or why young people do or do not intend to start up in 
agriculture. A study of the literature as well as online discussion between young farmers 
helps to identify the following factors affecting the establishment of young farm operators:  

 Inheritance, succession:  

The way in which an agricultural holding passes from one generation to the next affects the 
preferences of children to stay in family farm businesses. In some countries (Greece, 
Poland) it is normal practice for the parents to divide their land between their sons and 
daughters, but usually the young successor is one of the sons of the family. For a young 
farmer, being the successor to an operator of an older generation may be a key to entering 
the sector.  

With respect to family-related successions, however, the problem may be in having a 
retirement fund for the parents. In the case of non-family related succession, young new 
farmers may be at a disadvantage compared with entrants from farm families (e.g. because 
of farm transfer tax measures). 

 Solidarity between family members 

Family collaboration is vital to the success of young farmers. Greek and Polish agriculture, 
for example, is founded on solidarity between family members (financial and physical aid, 
decision making, etc). In Greece, small "microfundia" farms persisted thanks to the 
mobilisation of family networks [Vounouki, 2009]. In fact, the great majority of farmer 
start-ups in both those countries have been realised within a family framework. 
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 Pride and dignity 

Many young people, especially those best educated, can look down on farming, even 
though some successful farmers earn more than their colleagues in other sectors. That can 
explain why the young successor is often the least educated of his/her brothers and sisters. 

Besides, many parents often want off-farm opportunities for their children after getting a 
good education.  

 Education and training 

The literature review shows that the educational level of those engaged in agriculture is 
often below the national average. The physical and psychological barriers to uptake, such 
as distance to education institutions and training venues, lack of transport for young 
people, cost of education and training are some examples of the obstacles faced by farm 
families.  

Agricultural and business/finance educating programmes designed for young farmers in 
order to help them in making farm management decisions, as well as open access to 
practical training by potential newcomers and beginners seem to be vital in attracting and 
retaining young farmers. Besides, education about farming and the countryside designed 
for a non-agricultural population (especially children) can promote the agricultural 
profession. A positive view of the farmer and the agricultural sector is a significant 
factor.  

Formal education and extension training are essential to keep young farmers efficient and 
effective, as well as forward-looking. Incentive programmes for education can help to 
guarantee a progressive agriculture through the efforts of young farmers. 

 Information 

Many of the national and the EU programmes aimed at young farmers and farm holding 
transfers can be unknown to potential participants due to a poor access to information (partly 
due to a limited access to the Internet etc.). Such information, also available in primary and 
secondary schools and to those outside of farming, can impact on how young people make their 
career decisions.  

 Unpredictability and uncertainty in agriculture 

Many factors in agriculture (weather, diseases etc.) are beyond the direct control of the 
farmer and are not present in most other business ventures. It can be difficult for some 
potential job seekers, especially those outside of farm households, to choose agriculture as 
a career and make investment and obligations with the perception of uncertainty and 
unpredictability of markets and farm incomes. Improving awareness of future opportunities 
in agriculture as well as celebrating the successes of farmers can help to attract new 
entrants to the sector. 

 Access to capital 

High capital assets may be enough to lure young people from the attractions of higher 
wages, regular hours and the other advantages associated with a job off the farm. New 
young entrants can be unable to gain access to necessary capital to start in farming. They 
also may not have the same access to programmes as established farmers because they do 
not meet the minimum requirements (e.g. farm size, co-financing) required to obtain this 
assistance. Additionally, due to the perception of uncertainty in agriculture, they can worry 
about taking on debt in order to pursue a career in farming. Even if they graduate from 
agricultural college or university, they can decide not to enter farming because of the high 
student debt burden they would like to pay down working outside agriculture.  
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 Quality of life 

Quality of life plays a key role in attracting and keeping young farmers in the sector. Farm 
life seems to be less desirable to many potential new entrants due to their expectations 
concerning leisure time, days off, health, neighbours, local services etc. 

According to the UK campaigners (Farm Crisis Network and the Rural Stress Helpline), 
increasing poverty in rural areas is putting young farmers at risk of things like stress and 
depression. Norfolk young farmers say that “the isolation is a major factor in causing many 
of the problems that young people in farming experience” [Dawson, 2010].   

Also in Greece, as the results of the field surveys conducted by Vounouki [2009] show, 
young farmers attach a great importance to their place of residence. They aspire to have 
living standards and leisure facilities that are often equivalent to those of non farmers. 
Even if they think in general that the countryside provides a certain quality of life, they 
always seek a certain degree of services. In fact, rural areas are appreciated as long as 
they are not associated with isolation.  

Even in the most developed countries of the EU, like the UK, such aspects as a lack of 
broadband and mobile phone coverage in many rural areas, concern about housing, 
transport and social exclusion are hitting the young [Chorley, 2010]. 

 EU and national government programmes addressed to young farmers  

Obviously programmes launched to help new farmers get started in agriculture (e.g. 
Setting up of young farmers) are of key importance for potential entrants. However, in 
many countries (Poland as an example) Setting up of young farmers help is insufficient for 
someone starting out with nothing. 

According to Vounouki [2009], CAP policies, especially barriers to entry (e.g. milk quotas), 
are the main obstacles for young farmers in the Greek wine and milk sectors. Besides, 
young farmers feel excluded from the political system, due to, among other reasons, very 
bad representation and protection of farmers’ interests by farmers unions and cooperatives. 

Nemsilova and her colleagues indicate, as the main reasons against choosing farming as a 
career in Slovakia: low remuneration in agriculture, seasonal employment in the sector, the 
EU quotas, many administrative problems and unwillingness of banks to extend loans to 
farmers. As a solution, they propose the continuation of payments within Pillar I and Pillar 
II, providing more information about subsidies and other payments and quota elimination.  

According to Bika [2007], the younger generation’s rejection of farming as a career might 
be due to delays in farm transfers leading then not only to alternative employment but also 
to out-migration. Evidence presented by her for France, Ireland, Norway, Finland and Spain 
is that the highest levels of adoption of the EU farmers’ early retirement scheme were in 
relatively prosperous farming regions and those with a higher number of young farmers – 
areas least in need of the scheme. In the countries with the highest rates of participation 
(France, Greece and Ireland), the early retirement scheme did not increase the rate of 
retirement in the long run and mostly did not encourage farm transfers outside the family. 

2.2. How the European agriculture sector can attract young 
entrants and help beginners; suggested solutions to overcome 
obstacles 

It is true that a variety of the EU programs to overcome barriers faced by young farmers 
and new entrants have been implemented, including those previously discussed in the 
report. Nevertheless, there are still important challenges before young farmers which can 
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be described in terms of land, capital, risk, education, awareness, well-being and political 
voice. 

2.2.1. Solutions for land obstacle  

It seems that the continuation of current measures aimed at facilitating the renewal of 
generations and the revival of farms (Setting-up of young farmers and Early retirement) 
should be a top priority for countries with unfavourable age structure of holders. In some 
countries those measures accelerate well the change in the way succession happens (many 
farms are not able to support simultaneously both the farmer and the successor, so the 
successor will increasingly return to the farm after a period elsewhere) [see Copus et al., 
2006]. 

Another solution for farm transfer may be creating savings programmes dedicated to farm 
transfers, which would allow producers to accumulate savings while they are actively 
farming. The EU and national governments could provide a financial contribution that would 
be accessed by the retired person only when he/she is transferring their holding (e.g. after 
reaching the age of 55). In the opposite situation, they would only have access to their own 
financial contribution. Moreover, grants offered to offset the transaction costs (e.g. legal 
and accounting costs) associated with intergenerational transfers, especially non-family 
transfers, can facilitate the transfer of land ownership. 

Non-family related transfers or donations of farm holdings should be exempted from taxes 
or treated by tax policy equally to family-related transfers.   

2.2.2. Solutions for capital obstacle  

There are numerous alternatives to improve access to capital for young people. Within 
financing options, we can recommend the following: introducing or expanding young farmer 
loans through the Setting-up of young farmers measure, support for newly created or 
existing agricultural land funds which will provide young farmers or their organisations with 
financial assistance (low-interest or interest-free loans), increasing volume of public funds 
earmarked for subsidising interest rates on loans granted to young farmers by commercial 
or co-operative banks.  

Preferential loans seem to be one of the best solutions to assist new low-equity farmers. 
The findings of Petrick and Latruffe [2003] for Poland show that younger farmers are more 
keen on borrowing and/or are also more likely to be successful when applying at the bank. 
Farms with much owner-occupied land which are run by young farmers with permanent 
book-keeping tend to face low borrowing costs. 

The EU should consider allowing Member States to provide more preferential loans to 
young farmers, as well as the possibility to create some kind of young farmer loan 
programmes at the EU level with the agency being a lender of last resort. 

As concerns physical capital, it seems that encouraging the creation of farm machinery co-
operatives can resolve the problem many low-equity young farmers have with their access 
to farm machinery during their start-up years. 

2.2.3. Solutions for education and training obstacles  

As was mentioned before, education and training are important to both potential entrants 
and young farmers developing their farm businesses.  
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Analysis of agricultural education statistics suggest a significant scarcity in education 
among European farmers (Table 3). In 2005, only 20% of farmers in the EU-27, 22% in the 
EU-15 and 18% in the EU-12 had a basic or full training in agriculture, ranging from less 
than 1% in Malta, about 5% in Bulgaria and Greece to about 70% in the Netherlands and 
Germany.  

Vocational training and information actions (measure 111) have received relatively low 
importance within Axis 1 for the 2007-2013 programming period, with an average 
allocation of 3.3% in the EU-27. The biggest relative allocations were in the northern 
regions (about 15%) and British and Irish regions (11%). Less than 1% was delegated to 
this measure in Portuguese regions, the regions of the group of four CEEC (Poland, 
Lithuania, Estonia and Latvia) and in the German regions.    

If agriculture is to raise the number of new young entrants into the sector, educational and 
training programmes need to be made more widely available, ensuring there are sufficient 
opportunities made available to all learners. For policymakers, the implication is that 
agricultural education and training need to be provided in a form to suit mature agricultural 
students returning to farming, as well as an attractive and high-quality option for young 
people. 
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Table 3: Percentage of the EU farmers with basic or full agricultural training, 2005 

Belgium 47.7 

Bulgaria 5.3 

Czech Republic 44.7 

Denmark 44.5 

Germany 68.5 

Estonia 32.9 

Ireland 30.7 

Greece 5.4 

Spain 10.5 

France 54.3 

Italy 11.2 

Cyprus 6.4 

Latvia 34.1 

Lithuania 30.9 

Luxembourg 55.9 

Hungary 13.4 

Malta 0.4 

Netherlands 71.5 

Austria 48.1 

Poland 38.5 

Portugal 11.8 

Romania 7.4 

Slovenia 28.0 

Slovakia 14.6 

Finland 40.6 

Sweden 33.6 

United Kingdom  23.2 

EU-27 20.0 

EU-15 21.8 

EU-12 18.2 
 

Source: DG Agriculture [2009] based on EUROSTAT, Farm Structure Survey 

Some proposed solutions for education and training include: funding for agriculturally-
based education programmes, widespread scholarship programmes as well as student loans 
for those following agriculturally-related degrees (the latter can include an option of 
waiving debt if graduates enter agriculture careers), supporting on-farm internships and 
mentoring for new young farmers.   
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The action plan "Towards a new professionalism" [Towards..., 2010] aimed at improving 
skills development in the farming industry, launched this year in the UK, can be one of the 
examples worth following. The UK policymakers recognised the benefits of discretional 
promotion of the industry to young people both at school and college and particularly those 
who may influence their career choice, namely parents, career guidance counsellors and 
teachers. 

Special incentives should be addressed to students from families without a background in 
agriculture. It seems that scholarships and student loans can encourage them to opt for 
formal education in agriculture. 

We also recommend the creation of programmes that would provide farm families with 
financial assistance to hire help, while the child is obtaining post-secondary agricultural 
education outside the community. Additionally, maintaining agriculture research funding is 
a high priority.  

2.2.4. Solutions for obstacle of awareness about farmers and farming    

According to the latest Eurobarometer survey of public opinion on agriculture and the CAP 
[Europeans, 2010], while an overwhelming majority (90%) of Europeans regard agriculture 
and rural areas as important for the future, most have limited knowledge about the EU 
agricultural and rural development policy. 

Regrettably, merely about 40% of interviewees had heard or read about this policy but 
57% had never heard of the CAP. Moreover, this public knowledge has not increased 
since 2006.  

Only 13% of interviewees say that they have a clear idea of what the policy actually is. The 
highest awareness of the CAP was in France (66%), Lithuania (65%) and Ireland (62%) 
while the lowest one was in Malta (19%), Hungary (27%) and Romania (28%). Those aged 
under 25 are less likely to have both a precise and imprecise understanding of the CAP (9% 
and 23% respectively) when compared to older respondents. 

In the light of those findings, more accessible information on the EU agriculture, 
agricultural activity and support programmes, especially addressed to young people, is 
needed. This could be achieved through public information campaigns about agriculture, 
which could raise awareness about the role played by this sector. 

To enhance the information about agriculture-related issues addressed to young people, 
information activities should be much more supported, for example through supporting 
national or local projects which promote information and communication actions, including 
those aimed at young people3. 

Furthermore, prospective young farmers need a variety of information (on purchasing land, 
machinery, financial planning, EU programmes, market forecasts, etc). Access to such 
information can be improved by support for disseminating such information by audio-visual 
channels (e.g. TV programmes offering practical advice on farming). 

                                                 
3  The EU programme for 2007 to 2013 “Youth in action – Action 4.5 – Support to information activities for young 

people and those active in youth work and youth organisations” is of course one of the existing options but is 
not enough to satisfy information needs concerning agriculture. 
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2.2.5. Solutions for risk obstacle    
 
Public support for agricultural insurance (crop insurance, livestock insurance, farming 
insurance, yield insurance, etc.) should be a part of the agricultural policy in each individual 
Member State, but national policy is suggested to be supplemented by the EU-wide 
insurance programmes.  Additionally, in order to assist young farmers, the programmes 
need to be customised for them. 
 
To my knowledge, subsidies for agricultural insurance are available only in a number of the 
EU countries (Austria, France, Poland, Portugal, Italy, Slovakia, Slovenia, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Romania, Cyprus and  the Czech Republic  [see for instance Bielza et al. 2008].  
Only in a few countries (France, Spain), are young farmers favoured in insurance 
subsidising policy; they can apply for relatively higher subsidies to insurance premiums. 
 
In most countries there are ad-hoc aids or calamity funds given from the public budget in 
order to help farmers in the case of calamities or natural disasters. In some countries 
(Poland, Hungary, Belgium, Bulgaria, Finland) farmers would be entitled to preferential 
(subsidised) loans if disaster losses occurred.  
 
The EU should take into consideration a possible integration of risk management in the CAP 
or support for national risk management systems, especially those aimed at new entrants 
and young farmers. 

2.2.6. Solutions for improving quality of life for young farmers  
 
Clearly the matters connected with economic and social wellbeing of young farmers are 
very relevant to the EU Rural Development Policy, especially Axis 3 – “Quality of life in rural 
areas and diversification of the rural economy”.  
 
However, creating good working and living conditions for young farmers still remains a big 
challenge for national and European policy makers.  
 
From my point of view, special attention should be given to supporting public health 
initiatives targeting young farmers. For example, according to Syson-Nibbsa and her 
colleagues [2009], people in farming are known to experience physical and mental health 
inequalities and have a higher mortality rate from suicide than the general population. 
Empowering young farmers, i.e. improving their self-esteem and self-efficacy at a time 
when they feel their families and communities are under threat and undervalued by wider 
society, may mitigate against potential health problems in this vulnerable occupational 
group. 

2.2.7. Giving young farmers a voice 
 
Even experts from the European Commission and national ministries believe that there has 
never been a more critical time for young farmers to engage in the EU farm policy and to 
speak up on how to reform the CAP [Young farmers..., 2010]. 
 
Both individual Member States and the EU should provide support for existing young 
farmers’ organisations at national and European level (such as CEJA) that multiply the 
effectiveness of the young producer’s voice in communication with policymakers, as well as 
promoting the creation of new ones.  
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Such organisations fulfil a vital role of identifying challenges and developing solutions that 
work for young and new farmers starting up. The perspective of young farmers seems to be 
important not only for policy specific to young farmers, but for all areas of agricultural 
policy that influence the future of young farmers’ livelihoods. 
 
Additionally, we suggest mobilising the support for young farmers' leadership programmes, 
forums and conferences, mass-media for sharing information by young farmers as well as 
surveys of young farmers’ opinions commissioned by the EU. 
 
Empowering the voice of young farmers can lead to policy better adapted to the needs of 
young farmers. 
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ANNEX 
Table 4: Agricultural holders1  and their breakdown by age groups 

TOTAL HOLDERS* HOLDERS 
 < 35 Y.O. 

HOLDERS 
 ≥ 65 Y.O. 

1,000  
PERSONS 

GROWTH  
(%) 

GROWTH  
(%) 

SHARE 
OF TOTAL 

(%) 

GROWTH 
(%) 

SHARE 
OF TOTAL 

(%) 
GEO\TIME  

2003 2007 2007/ 
2003 

2007/ 
2003 2003 2007 2007/ 

2003 2003 2007 

Belgium 51.58 44.23 -14.2 -41.4 8.6 5.9 -10.9 20.4 21.2 

Bulgaria 661.73 489.78 -26.0 -55.4 5.1 3.1 -17.9 40.8 45.3 

Czech  
Republic 42.98 36.46 -15.2 -11.1 9.4 9.8 -14.0 18.3 18.5 

Denmark 47.93 43.67 -8.9 -35.3 8.4 6.0 13.3 16.3 20.3 

Germany 407.21 365.33 -10.3 -42.7 12.1 7.7 12.8 5.9 7.5 

Estonia 36.08 21.89 -39.3 -64.5 9.5 5.6 -28.6 28.3 33.3 

Ireland 135.46 128.09 -5.4 -41.2 11.1 6.9 18.9 19.8 24.9 

Greece 823.92 859.51 4.3 0.0 7.3 7.0 9.7 35.5 37.4 

Spain 1089.56 988.06 -9.3 -34.6 6.2 4.5 -1.3 33.6 36.6 

France 526.62 427.63 -18.8 -37.8 10.3 7.9 -22.5 16.1 15.4 

Italy 1950.29 1663.51 -14.7 -35.5 3.9 2.9 -6.1 40.4 44.5 

Cyprus 44.75 39.66 -11.4 -66.3 6.5 2.5 26.2 20.7 29.5 

Latvia 126.52 107.64 -14.9 -28.5 8.6 7.2 -8.0 27.2 29.4 

Lithuania 271.5 229.72 -15.4 -49.2 7.1 4.2 -8.6 37.7 40.7 

Luxembourg 2.42 2.26 -6.6 -40.0 8.3 5.3 -14.3 17.4 15.9 

Hungary 765.66 618.67 -19.2 5.2 5.8 7.6 -25.1 30.0 27.8 

Malta 10.93 10.98 0.5 -29.2 5.9 4.2 10.7 23.1 25.4 

Netherlands 82 72.76 -11.3 -51.0 7.0 3.9 -1.9 16.5 18.2 

Austria 170.18 161.28 -5.2 -28.4 12.8 9.7 22.3 8.6 11.0 

Poland 2168.17 2387.25 10.1 -16.9 16.3 12.3 21.2 14.8 16.2 

Portugal 352.79 268.57 -23.9 -45.1 2.7 1.9 -20.9 46.4 48.3 

Romania 4462.22 3913.65 -12.3 -57.4 8.8 4.3 2.5 38.5 45.0 

Slovenia 77.04 75.21 -2.4 0.3 3.9 4.0 0.3 34.0 35.0 

Slovakia 70.08 66.95 -4.5 -37.4 5.5 3.6 16.3 27.0 32.9 

Finland 73.89 67.18 -9.1 -16.4 9.9 9.1 -13.7 6.5 6.2 

Sweden 62.96 67.92 7.9 -2.6 6.1 5.5 26.5 18.4 21.6 

United 
Kingdom 270.53 283.39 4.8 -20.0 3.4 2.6 19.4 28.6 32.6 

EU-27 14784.61 13441.22 -9.1 -34.7 8.5 6.1 -1.2 31.4 34.1 

EU-25 9661.04 9037.79 -6.5 -23.3 8.6 7.1 -1.8 27.4 28.8 

EU-15 6047.33 5443.38 -10.0 -30.4 6.4 5.0 -2.6 31.2 33.8 
Notes: 1 Agricultural holders being a natural person  

Source: Own calculations based on EUROSTAT, Farm Structure Survey  
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Table 5: Ratios between number of farm holders aged under 35 and number of 
holders at least 55 years old  

 
HOLDERS  
<35 Y.O./ 
≥65 Y.O. 

HOLDERS  
≥65 Y.O./ 
 <35 Y.O. 

HOLDERS  
<35 Y.O./ 
≥55 Y.O. 

HOLDERS 
≥55 Y.O. / 
<35 Y.O. GEO\TIME\RATIOS 

2003 2007 2003 2007 2007 

Belgium 0.42 0.28 2.4 3.6 0.13 7.7 

Bulgaria 0.12 0.07 8.0 14.7 0.04 25.0 

Czech Republic 0.51 0.53 1.9 1.9 0.21 4.8 

Denmark 0.51 0.29 1.9 3.4 0.13 7.7 

Germany 2.04 1.03 0.5 1.0 0.26 3.8 

Estonia 0.34 0.17 3.0 6.0 0.10 10.0 

Ireland 0.56 0.28 1.8 3.6 0.14 7.1 

Greece 0.21 0.19 4.8 5.3 0.12 8.3 

Spain 0.18 0.12 5.4 8.2 0.07 14.3 

France 0.64 0.51 1.6 1.9 0.19 5.3 

Italy 0.10 0.07 10.4 15.1 0.04 25.0 

Cyprus 0.31 0.08 3.2 11.9 0.04 25.0 

Latvia 0.32 0.24 3.2 4.1 0.14 7.1 

Lithuania 0.19 0.10 5.3 9.6 0.07 14.3 

Luxembourg 0.48 0.33 2.1 3.0 0.13 7.7 

Hungary 0.19 0.27 5.2 3.7 0.14 7.1 

Malta 0.26 0.16 3.9 6.1 0.07 14.3 

Netherlands 0.43 0.21 2.3 4.7 0.09 11.1 

Austria 1.50 0.88 0.7 1.1 0.34 2.9 

Poland 1.10 0.76 0.9 1.3 0.35 2.9 

Portugal 0.06 0.04 17.4 25.1 0.03 33.3 

Romania 0.23 0.09 4.4 10.6 0.06 16.7 

Slovenia 0.11 0.11 8.8 8.8 0.07 14.3 

Slovakia 0.20 0.11 5.0 9.2 0.06 16.7 

Finland 1.52 1.47 0.7 0.7 0.25 4.0 

Sweden 0.33 0.25 3.0 3.9 0.11 9.1 

United Kingdom 0.12 0.08 8.3 12.4 0.04 25.0 

EU-27 0.27 0.18 3.7 5.6 0.11 9.3 

EU-25 0.32 0.25 3.2 4.1 0.09 11.5 

EU-15 0.21 0.15 4.8 6.8 0.12 8.2 

 
Source: Own calculations based on EUROSTAT, Farm Structure Survey 
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Table 6: The share of total agricultural holdings held by young and old operators  
 

TOTAL NUMBER  
OF HOLDINGS 

OPERATORS <35 Y.O 
Share (%) 

OPERATORS ≥65 Y.O. 
Share (%) GEO/TIME 

2003 2007 2003 2007 2003 2007 

Belgium 54940 48010 8.8 6.1 19.8 20.5 

Bulgaria 665550 493130 5.1 3.1 40.4 45.0 

Czech 
Republic 

45770 39400 9.2 9.7 17.2 17.2 

Denmark 48610 44620 9.1 5.9 15.9 19.6 

Germany 412300 370480 12.1 7.7 6.0 7.5 

Estonia 36860 23340 8.7 6.2 27.3 31.1 

Ireland 135620 128240 12.7 8.1 18.5 23.5 

Greece 824460 860150 7.3 6.9 34.9 36.3 

Spain 1140730 1043910 7.1 5.2 29.1 31.4 

France 614000 527350 10.6 8.1 14.2 12.9 

Italy 1963820 1679440 4.1 3.1 38.9 42.9 

Cyprus 45200 40120 6.4 2.4 20.9 29.8 

Latvia 126610 107750 8.6 7.1 26.5 29.2 

Lithuania 272110 230270 7.1 4.4 37.3 39.1 

Luxembourg  2450 2300 11.4 7.4 14.7 13.9 

Hungary 773380 626320 5.9 7.6 29.7 27.5 

Malta 10990 11020 6.9 4.9 20.3 23.0 

Netherlands 85500 76740 7.3 4.0 15.9 17.7 

Austria 173770 165420 13.2 11.0 8.2 9.4 

Poland 2172210 2390960 n/a 12.2 n/a 15.8 

Portugal 359280 275080 2.9 2.2 45.4 46.7 

Romania 4484890 3931350 8.9 4.4 38.0 44.2 

Slovenia 77150 75340 3.9 4.0 34.0 34.9 

Slovakia 71740 68990 5.8 3.8 25.7 31.7 

Finland 74950 68230 10.0 9.2 6.4 6.2 

Sweden 67890 72610 6.9 6.0 17.6 20.6 

United  
Kingdom 

280630 299830 4.9 3.6 25.7 28.9 

EU-27 15021410 13700400 6.4 6.3 28.2 32.7 
 
 

Source: Author’s own calculations based on EUROSTAT, Farm Structure Survey  



Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies 
____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

PE 438.619 38 

Table 7: The share of total UAA held by young and old holders, 2007   

HOLDERS 
<35 Y.O. 

HOLDERS 
35-44 Y.O. 

HOLDERS 
<44 Y.O. 

HOLDERS 
≥65 Y.O. GEO/ 

AGE GROUPS 
TOTAL UAA 

(HA) 
SHARE OF TOTAL (%) 

Belgium 1374430 7.4 27.8 35.2 8.8 

Bulgaria 3050740 8.3 22.0 30.2 13.3 

Czech Republic 3518070 6.7 16.4 23.1 5.6 

Denmark 2662590 8.4 24.0 32.4 14.9 

Germany  16931900 6.8 28.1 34.9 4.8 

Estonia 906830 10.6 25.3 35.8 10.6 

Ireland 4139240 9.0 20.9 30.0 19.8 

Greece 4076230 11.6 22.0 33.6 23.8 

Spain 24892520 7.5 21.7 29.2 18.4 

France 27476930 11.6 30.9 42.6 2.9 

Italy 12744200 6.8 18.7 25.5 27.2 

Cyprus 146000 4.8 16.3 21.1 22.6 

Latvia 1773840 10.4 24.6 35.0 16.2 

Lithuania 2648950 7.5 23.5 31.0 21.7 

Luxembourg  130880 9.3 29.2 38.4 4.9 

Hungary 4228580 7.5 17.5 25.0 9.7 

Malta 10330 5.8 13.6 19.5 18.1 

Netherlands 1914330 3.9 26.8 30.7 11.8 

Austria 3189110 11.1 31.8 42.9 5.0 

Poland 15477190 16.5 25.1 41.6 5.7 

Portugal 3472940 6.0 16.4 22.4 30.4 

Romania 13753050 4.5 14.9 19.4 30.8 

Slovenia 488770 6.4 19.7 26.1 26.2 

Slovakia 1936620 7.2 15.9 23.2 4.7 

Finland 2292290 11.5 28.7 40.3 3.8 

Sweden 3118000 7.1 20.8 27.9 12.0 

United Kingdom 16130490 4.7 19.7 24.4 18.0 

EU-27 172485050 8.6 23.2 31.8 14.0 

EU-25 155681260 8.9 24.0 32.9 12.5 

EU-15 124546080 8.2 24.4 32.6 13.5 
 

Source: Author’s own calculations based on EUROSTAT, Farm Structure Survey  
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Table 8: Average size of holdings run by young (under 35) farmers and 
distribution of UAA by size of holding, 2007 

UAA USED BY HOLDINGS OF TOTAL 
 UAA 

AVERAGE 
 HOLDING 

SIZE <5 ha <10 ha <20 ha ≥20 ha  ≥50 ha  ≥100 
ha 

GEO/ 
UAA  

(HA) (HA) (%) 
Belgium 101290 34.8 1.0 2.6 8.1 91.9 57.7 17.7 

Bulgaria 252110 16.5 4.4 5.3 7.6 92.4 88.3 81.7 

Czech  
Republic 

237320 62.3 0.9 2.2 5.3 94.7 85.8 73.0 

Denmark 222370 84.6 0.1 1.5 3.7 96.3 89.7 73.5 

Germany 1151250 40.3 1.1 3.7 12.4 87.6 67.7 42.7 

Estonia 95880 66.6 1.1 3.2 6.4 93.6 87.0 79.3 

Ireland 374500 36.2 0.5 3.0 11.6 88.4 52.5 20.3 

Greece 472700 8.0 14.1 31.2 50.0 50.0 21.2 6.5 

Spain 1876000 34.8 2.3 4.9 10.4 89.6 75.6 60.6 

France 3200890 74.9 0.3 0.9 2.7 97.3 89.2 62.6 

Italy 863870 16.7 5.7 12.9 25.1 74.9 49.9 29.8 

Cyprus 7020 7.3 12.5 18.1 26.9 72.9 41.6 23.5 

Latvia 183750 24.1 3.4 11.2 22.2 77.8 62.5 50.2 

Lithuania 199430 19.9 6.6 13.6 23.9 76.1 60.3 47.0 

Luxembourg  12110 71.2 0.2 0.8 2.1 97.0 91.5 44.1 

Hungary 316540 6.7 5.8 9.2 14.5 85.5 75.2 63.0 

Malta 600 1.1 83.3 100.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Netherlands 75250 24.7 2.6 6.0 13.0 87.0 49.7 15.4 

Austria 353640 19.4 3.4 10.5 30.7 69.3 30.9 14.9 

Poland 2551040 8.7 12.6 31.5 56.6 43.4 20.2 11.6 

Portugal 208760 34.9 2.6 5.8 11.5 88.5 77.3 69.0 

Romania 616970 3.6 26.4 34.8 40.4 59.6 55.9 51.4 

Slovenia 31360 10.4 10.7 31.2 57.3 42.7 19.1 11.0 

Slovakia 140220 53.3 1.3 2.4 4.4 95.6 90.9 85.1 

Finland 264220 42.0 0.6 2.4 7.0 93.0 62.4 23.4 

Sweden 222540 51.2 1.0 3.9 8.4 91.6 79.6 60.5 

United 
Kingdom 

764150 70.2 0.6 1.5 3.6 96.4 87.8 75.5 

EU-27 14795780 17.3 5.1 11.2 20.5 79.5 63.2 45.6 

EU-25 13926700 20.8 4.2 10.2 19.9 80.1 63.1 44.7 

EU-15 10163540 33.8 2.1 5.1 11.3 88.7 72.5 50.8 
 

Source: Author’s own calculations based on EUROSTAT, Farm Structure Survey  
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Table 9: Measures selected by the RDP:  Axis 1 - Improving the competitiveness of 
the agricultural and forestry sector (latest updated RDPs) 

 MEMBER STATES  

SETTING 
UP 

OF YOUNG 
FARMERS 

 
(M 112) 

EARLY 
RETIRE-

MENT 
 
 

(M 113) 

FARM 
MODERNI-

SATION 
 
 

(M 121) 

ADDING  
VALUE 

TO AGRI-
CULTURAL 
PRODUCTS 

(M 123) 

IMPROVING  
AND  

DEVELOPING 
INFRASTRU-

CTURES 
(M 125) 

Belgium, Flanders - + + + + 

Bulgaria + - + + - 

Czech  
Republic 

+ + + + + 

Denmark + + + + + 

Germany, Baden-
Württemberg 

- - + + + 

Germany,  Bavaria - - + + + 

Germany, 
Brandenburg-Berlin 

- - + + + 

Germany, 
Hamburg 

- - + + + 

Germany, Hessen - - + + + 

Germany, 
Mecklenburg-
Vorpommern 

- - + + + 

Germany, 
Nordrhein-
Westfalen 

- - + + + 

Germany, 
Rhineland-
Palatinate 

+ - + + + 

Germany, Saxony - + + - + 

Germany, Saxony-
Anhalt 

- - + + + 

Germany, 
Schleswig-Holstein 

- - + + + 

Germany, 
Thüringen 

- - + U + + 

Estonia + - + + + 

Ireland + + + - - 

Greece + + + + + 

Spain, Andalucía + + + + + 

Spain, Madrid + + + + + 

Spain, Murcia + - + + + 

Spain, Valencia + + + + + 
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Table 9 
continued 

     

France + + + + + 

Italy, Emilia 
Romagna 

+ + + + + U 

Italy, Lazio + + + + + 

Italy, Lombardy + + + U + + 

Italy, Marche + + + + + 

Italy, Trento + - + + + 

Italy, Valle d’Aosta + + - + - 

Italy, Molise + + + + + 

Italy, Basilicata + + + + + 

Italy, Sicily + + + + + 

Cyprus + + + + + 

Latvia + + + + + 

Lithuania + + + + + 

Luxembourg  + - + + + 

Hungary + + + + + 

Malta - - + + + 

Netherlands - - + + + 

Austria + - + + + 

Poland + + + + + 

Portugal + + + + + 

Romania + - + + + 

Slovenia + + + + + 

Slovakia - - + + + 

Finland Mainland + + + + - 

Finland  Åland + - + + - 

Sweden + - + + + 

United 
Kingdom, Scotland 

+ - + + + 

United 
Kingdom, Wales 

- - + + - 

Notes: U – Additional measures selected by the updated RDP 
 

Source: Author’s elaboration based on DG Agriculture [2009] and ENRD [2010]. 
 



 






