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ABSTRACT: Youth engagement in agriculture has emerged as a critical issue for sustainable agri-food 
systems, yet policies remain fragmented and uneven across countries. This paper presents a comparative 
case study of four national contexts to assess how governments address or neglect the challenges young 
people face in the agricultural sector. Using a desk-based review of policy documents, reports, and 
secondary literature, this study critically compares the policy environments of Uganda, Cameroon, Nigeria, 
and Italy. It explores the role of youth in agriculture and rural development by identifying gaps in 
institutional support, policy coherence and access to resources, while also highlighting areas of innovation 
and promising practices. This paper develops a conceptual framework to capture the key aspects necessary 
to increase youth participation in agriculture and rural development. The framework emphasises the 
importance of integrated strategies combining structural access, system-level integration, youth agency, 
and institutional capacity. Overall, this cross-country analysis aims to enhance the understanding of youth-
in-agriculture policy environments, providing a roadmap for future policy-making and the development of 
sustainable rural communities. 
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1. Introduction 

Globally, the future of food security rests in the hands of a generation that is increasingly moving away 
from agriculture. While young people are often regarded as key drivers of innovation and sustainability in 
this sector, their participation—especially in rural areas—is hindered by numerous systemic barriers. The 
United Nations (UN) secretariat uses the terms “youth” and “young people” interchangeably. Although 
“youth” typically refers to the transitional phase between childhood and adulthood characterised by 
growing independence, Galstyan [1] emphasises that youth may also be conceptualised as a distinct social 
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status encompassing specific roles, rituals and relationships. Consequently, definitions of youth by age vary 
among local and international organisations: the UN Secretariat defines youth as individuals aged 15 to 24, 
the UN-Habitat extends this range to 15 to 32, while the African Union Youth Charter sets it between 15 
and 35 years [2]. 

In rural communities, agriculture is the primary driver of economic growth, with activities such as 
farming, livestock rearing, forestry, and fishing forming the foundation of their economies, providing the 
main source of livelihood for their inhabitants. Small family farms often characterise rural agriculture, 
though average landholdings differ between developing and developed countries. According to the Food 
and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) of the United Nations, family farming is the predominant form of food 
and agricultural production globally, accounting for over 80% of total food value in both developing and 
developed nations [3]. While any economic activity in rural areas can contribute to rural development, the 
European Commission [4] underscores the importance of agriculture, supporting rural development through 
on-farm and off-farm activities. In regions reliant on agriculture, the broader rural economy—including 
healthcare, infrastructure and education—depends heavily on the sector’s profitability, explaining why 
agricultural development is central to most rural development initiatives. 

A critical challenge for rural growth worldwide is rural-urban migration, particularly among youth, 
which is leading to the ageing of rural populations. The predominance of older farmers negatively affects 
productivity, as labour is the most immediate and essential factor for agricultural progress [5]. Moreover, 
older farmers face higher risks of farm-related injuries and fatalities [6]; for example, a study in North 
Carolina found that farmers aged 65 and older were three times more likely to die in tractor-related accidents 
compared to younger farmers [7]. Youth migration from rural areas not only reduces agricultural 
productivity but also exacerbates urban congestion, strains metropolitan infrastructure [8], and contributes 
to the expansion of informal settlements (slums) [9]. In many developing countries, this migration fuels 
youth unemployment, leading some young people to resort to criminal activities for survival [8–10]. Thus, 
promoting youth participation in agriculture, especially in rural areas, presents a viable strategy to address 
youth unemployment, rural demographic imbalances and urban population challenges. 

This study explores youth participation in agriculture across four countries by examining their 
respective policy environments and identifying the barriers that young people encounter in the agricultural 
sector. The findings aim to illuminate the conditions faced by youth across varying national contexts in 
their entry into and retention in agriculture. Through a comparative case study analysis, this research will 
assess the degree to which youth are prioritised within agricultural and rural development agendas, thereby 
contributing to the broader discourse on sustainable development. 

2. Materials and Methods 

This study used an integrative literature review method to build a comprehensive understanding of 
youth participation in agriculture in Uganda, Cameroon, Nigeria and Italy. Insights from this review 
informed the development of a transferable conceptual framework used to guide the case study analysis. 
To structure this section effectively, we divided it into two distinct parts. In the initial section, we developed 
the conceptual framework, specifying and defining the core pillars affecting youth engagement in 
agriculture. In the subsequent section, our emphasis shifts to the case study analysis, highlighting the 
rationale for country selection and the cross-case analytical approach. 

2.1. Conceptual Framework 

To better understand the dynamics facing young people regarding agricultural participation, the authors 
designed a conceptual framework specifically for this study, as shown in Figure 1. The integrated 
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framework identifies three principal pillars of youth inclusion in agriculture: resources, policy environment 
and agency. 

 

Figure 1. Integrated conceptual framework on youth participation in agriculture. Source: Developed by the authors (2025). 

The resources pillar is further subdivided into land access and succession, credit and finance and skills 
and markets. Agriculture functions as a system of inputs, processes and outputs; thus, its efficiency largely 
depends on the quality and availability of inputs, which range from natural to technological and socio-
economic. Land is the fundamental and irreplaceable resource for agriculture, especially in rural contexts. 
Credit and finance determine the intensity of input use, thereby impacting productivity through 
mechanisation, irrigation, fertilisation, and improved seed varieties. On the other hand, skills encompass 
the knowledge and expertise of agricultural workers, which are essential in informed decision-making 
throughout agricultural activities. Markets are vital to agriculture as they improve farmers’ incomes and 
drive economic growth. 

Within this integrated framework, the policy environment pillar is elaborated to include 
implementation actors and policy instruments. Policy instruments are means of public intervention, 
including strategies, programmes, and legislation developed by public authorities and implemented to 
improve specific territorial situations [11]. Implementation actors refer to individuals or groups directly or 
indirectly affiliated with or affected by the policy process at any stage. These actors may include 
governments, Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs), the private sector, civil society organisations, 
local communities, and individuals. Their role is to influence policy outcomes through either direct or 
indirect action. 

The third and final pillar, agency, is a concept defined as the capacity of individuals to act 
independently and make choices that shape their lives and the social structures around them [12]. In this 
framework, we categorise agency as young people’s perceptions of social realities and their decision-
making capacity. 

2.2. Case Study Analysis 

To analyse the context of youth participation in agriculture and rural development in Uganda, 
Cameroon, Nigeria and Italy, this study employed a cross-case analytical approach. The core pillars of the 
previously described conceptual framework (Figure 1) were systematically identified within each country 
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context and subjected to comparative analysis. Particular emphasis was placed on the policy environment 
pillar and its intersection with the resources and agency pillars, enabling an in-depth examination of how 
policy dynamics influence youth engagement in agriculture. The analysis covered policy developments and 
their practical implications over the preceding ten-year period for each case study. 

Case Selection Rationale 

Uganda, Cameroon, Italy and Nigeria represent contrasting agrarian systems, governance capacities 
and policy environments, while sharing a strong reliance on family farming and a common policy concern 
with youth engagement in agriculture. Italy represents a high-income context characterised by 
institutionalised agricultural and rural development policies supported by the European Union. Uganda, 
Cameroon and Nigeria represent East, Central and West Africa, respectively, with differing youth 
demographics, land tenure arrangements and policy instruments targeted at prospective young farmers. 
These sub-Saharan African countries reflect diverse lower-income contexts, with Nigeria representing a 
large lower-middle-income country characterised by scale and federal governance. Uganda and Cameroon 
represent low- and lower-middle-income settings, respectively, dominated by smallholder and subsistence 
agriculture, where youth-focused interventions are often donor-driven. This variation enables the analysis 
to identify both common structural constraints and context-specific mechanisms shaping youth 
participation in agriculture. 

3. Results 

In this section, we present results from the four selected countries: Uganda, Cameroon, Italy, and Nigeria. 
For each case, we examine the current context of youth participation in agriculture, the key issues in 
agriculture and rural development, the prevailing policy environment and gaps in local-level implementation. 

3.1. Case Study: Uganda 

3.1.1. Introduction 

With over three-quarters of its citizens under 35, Uganda has the second-youngest population in the 
world. Moreover, according to the United Nations International Children’s Emergency Fund (UNICEF) 
[13], Uganda’s youthful population is projected to double in the next 25 years. Agriculture remains the 
dominant livelihood, employing roughly two-thirds of the total labour force, making the sector’s 
performance critical to Uganda’s rural development agenda. The World Bank (2023) reported accelerated 
economic growth in Uganda, with per capita income rising to approximately US$930 in the financial year 
2021/2022, edging the country closer to the low-middle-income status threshold [14]. Despite this, Uganda 
is still facing challenges in bridging the gap between economic growth and addressing the high 
unemployment rate, especially among youth. According to the 2024 census, approximately 16.1% of youths 
under the age of 35 were unemployed [15]. 

In Uganda, a significant number of youths engage in agriculture, but most of their work remains 
informal, low-yielding and poorly paid, emphasising vulnerable working conditions [16,17]. The average 
age of Ugandan farmers is 54 years old [18], emphasising the need for young people to engage more with 
the sector. Although approximately 72% of Uganda’s land is arable, only 35% is cultivated, underscoring 
the agricultural sector’s potentialo generate meaningful employment [17]. The commercialisation of 
agriculture in Uganda faces several obstacles, including limited access to technologies, land tenure issues, 
underdeveloped transport infrastructure, and insufficient knowledge of value addition.  

For young people, structural constraints such as limited access to land, credit, and modern inputs 
hamper their efforts. A key barrier to Ugandan youth participation in agriculture is their mindset, with many 
youths viewing farming as a last resort and migrating to towns in search of employment opportunities. 
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Despite high levels of education among Ugandan youth—over 54% attending secondary school and 12% 
pursuing post-secondary education [19], 15.2% of graduates remain unemployed [20]. Other barriers, such 
as customary land tenure and gendered inheritance patterns, restrict ownership rights for both young women 
and men [21]. Despite these barriers, Uganda’s youth demographic potential could drive agricultural and 
national transformation if supported by coherent, youth-responsive policies and rural institutions. 

3.1.2. Key Issues in Agriculture and Rural Development 

 Low productivity and vulnerability: Many young farmers operate on small family plots with 
rudimentary technology, resulting in low yields and limited incomes. According to the Uganda Bureau 
of Statistics (UBOS), the average farm size in Uganda is 1.3 hectares, with over 67% of households 
having less than one hectare, emphasising a strong reliance on subsistence farming [22]. 

 Access to resources: Land and finance are the principal bottlenecks. Only about 18% of rural youth 
report owning or controlling land, and few have access to formal credit due to a lack of collateral [21,22] 

 Skills and innovation gap: Training systems rarely emphasise agribusiness management or value 
addition. There are weak linkages between technical schools and the agricultural value chains. 

 Market infrastructure: Poor rural roads, limited storage and weak aggregation centres reduce farm-gate 
prices and discourage youth participation. 

 Policy fragmentation: Youth-related agricultural programs are numerous but poorly coordinated across 
ministries, causing duplication and inefficiency [23]. 

3.1.3. Policy Landscape and Key Actors 

Uganda’s policy framework explicitly recognises the need to involve youth in agriculture. Some of the 
policies include: 

 National Agriculture Policy (2013): Sets the national goals for productivity and commercialisation, 
identifying youth as key stakeholders [16]. 

 National Strategy for Youth Employment in Agriculture (NSYEA, 2017/2019): Provides a roadmap 
for youth integration through improved access to land, finances, skills and technology [23]. 

 National Youth Policy (2001, revised 2016) and National Youth Action Plan (2015–2020): Aims to 
mainstream youth participation across all sectors [21]. 

 Youth Livelihood Programme (YLP, 2014–present): Provides revolving funds to youth groups for 
small enterprises, with nearly half of these beinggricultural [24]. 

 Parish Development Model (PDM, 2021): Seeks to channel multi-sectoral development support, 
including agricultural inputs and financial services, directly to parishes, with youth and women as 
priority beneficiaries [25]. 

Nationally, the Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Industry and Fisheries (MAAIF) oversees agriculture 
and implements NSYEA. At the same time, the Ministry of Gender, Labour and Social Development 
(MGLSD) manages youth-specific social and enterprise programmes, such as the YLP. Local governments 
are responsible for the extension and the on-ground rollout of the Parish Development Model (PDM) and 
other youth programmes. Additionally, youth organisations and the National Youth Council (NYC) 
mobilise participation and continue to advocate for youth inclusion in decision-making processes.  

Development partners, such as the FAO, the World Bank, the International Fund for Agricultural 
Development (IFAD), and the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), provide technical and 
financial support for youth participation in agriculture. Additionally, NGOs and private actors, such as 
agribusiness incubators, deliver capacity building, mentorship and market linkages [26,27]. 
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3.1.4. Local Implementation and Gaps 

At the local levels, programs such as the Youth Livelihood Programme and the Parish Development 
Model have expanded access to credit and enterprise support but continue to face persistent challenges. 
Targeting and inclusion remain problematic; for example, group-based funding models often exclude 
landless or female youth [24]. Moreover, financial sustainability is uncertain as revolving funds experience 
low repayment rates, and capacity constraints within local governments impede monitoring and technical 
support. Furthermore, coordination gaps among the MAAIF, MGLSD, and district administrations result 
in overlapping initiatives and inconsistent coverage [23].  

These weaknesses produce a gap between strategic ambition and on-ground impact. Ugandan youth 
continue to cite a lack of land, capital and markets as reasons for their disengagement in agriculture [22,28]. 
Nonetheless, evidence from donor-supported youth cooperatives and agribusiness incubators shows that 
where local partnerships are strong, youth retention in family farming and agribusiness improves [29]. 

3.2. Case Study: Cameroon 

3.2.1. Introduction 

Agriculture is the engine of Cameroon’s growth and one of the most effective ways to alleviate hunger 
and poverty. Cameroon has a predominantly young population, with many youths entering the labour 
market annually. However, youth unemployment and underemployment remain high among young people 
aged 15 to 34 (8.9%), especially in rural areas [30]. Agriculture presents a viable pathway for youth 
employment, yet participation is limited due to structural and socio-economic barriers [31].  

The agricultural sector employs approximately 43.4% of Cameroon’s workforce and contributes 17.4% 
of its Gross Domestic Product (GDP), 30% of its export revenue, and 23% of its added value [32]. It also 
plays a critical role in creating wealth for the 2 million households involved, especially in the country’s 
rural areas. The sector holds immense potential. Despite its importance, agriculture in Cameroon faces 
challenges that hinder youth participation and long-term sustainability [33]. 

Cameroon’s agricultural sector is diverse, producing both export and domestic commodities such as 
cocoa, coffee, cotton, bananas, palm oil, tobacco, tea, pineapple, corn, millet, sorghum, yams, potatoes, 
beans and rice. It has been determined that the livestock sector has been developed throughout the country 
and plays an especially important role in the northern region of the country [33]. Despite this diversity, 
agriculture remains largely underdeveloped, dominated by subsistence farming with low yields per hectare, 
limited adoption of modern technologies, and high vulnerability to climate and weather risks. Additionally, 
studies indicate that the mean age of farmers is approximately 44 years, with ages ranging from 18 to 76 years 
[34]. Despite Cameroon having relatively younger farmers than many other nations, the country still faces 
challenges in ensuring sufficient youth engagement for long-term agricultural sustainability. These limitations 
reduce the sector’s attractiveness and productivity, especially for young people seeking viable livelihoods.  

Youth in Cameroon subsist on less than US $2 per day, with high rates of underemployment and 
vulnerable employment. There is also discouragement, especially among rural youth and young women, 
and the incidence of decent work deficits and poverty is particularly high among young rural women. Many 
agriculture graduates prefer off-farm roles (e.g., consultancy, marketing, teaching), leading to competition 
and limited job availability [35]. This high concentration of graduates in the tertiary sub-sector has led to 
heavy competition for the often-few jobs available, thus increasing the rates of youth underemployment 
and unemployment [36]. 

In addition, agriculture in its current form appears unattractive to young people that they are turning 
away from agricultural or rural futures [37–39]. This unattractiveness results from a growing divide 
between their economic, social, and lifestyle aspirations and the opportunities that agriculture offers [40]. 
Particularly for rural youth, their dream of a “good life” often lies far away from the rural areas.  
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A key impediment to youth involvement in agriculture has therefore been chronic government neglect 
of small-scale agriculture and rural infrastructure [38]. Sparse job opportunities, very low and unpredictable 
remuneration, and harsh working conditions; it is indeed not surprising that youth rarely mention farming 
as a “good job” [41]. 

Cameroon has significant agricultural potential, with 15% of its estimated 475,000 km2 of surface area 
being arable land. Moreover, the five agro-ecological zones (Sudanese-Sahelian, High Guinea Savannah, 
West highlands, Mono modal damp forests, and Bimodal wet forest) and fertile soils provide the country 
with a huge potential for food sovereignty [42]. As a result, agriculture can counteract an ageing farming 
population and contribute to food security and sustainability. 

3.2.2. Key Issues in Agriculture and Rural Development 

 Agriculture remains subsistence-based with low productivity. It is characterised by low yields, limited 
adoption of modern technologies, and high vulnerability to climate and weather risks [36]. Farm sizes 
in Cameroon range from 0.5 to 2 hectares, with approximately 80% of the population engaged in 
smallholder family farms [43]. 

 Farming is perceived as a low-status, labour-intensive occupation with poor remuneration and limited 
career prospects. This perception is reinforced by societal norms and educational experiences that 
associate agriculture with punishment and drudgery [40]. 

 Young people face significant barriers to accessing land, insurance, and agricultural inputs. Land tenure 
systems are restrictive, particularly for women, and financial institutions are hesitant to support youth 
due to a lack of collateral and financial literacy [44]. 

 Skills mismatches between education and job market demands, limited access to credit and resources 
for starting businesses, and a lack of investment in infrastructure, particularly in rural areas, limit 
entrepreneurship [30]. 

 The agricultural sector suffers from poor market access, weak pricing mechanisms, and 
underdeveloped marketing channels. Post-harvest losses and limited transformation capacity further 
reduce profitability, discouraging youth participation [31]. 

 Bureaucratic hurdles, such as lengthy business registration processes and poor rural infrastructure (e.g., 
distant hospitals and markets), make agricultural entrepreneurship difficult. Youth often work in 
informal, unstable conditions with little or no pay [45]. 

 Considering the peculiarities of the development of agricultural production in rural households, it is 
characterized by small size of land plots, the prevalence of informal economic relations; use of manual 
labour of family members or as contributing family workers without pay; natural exchange, due to the 
underdevelopment of market infrastructure, increased access to borrowed financing sources; low level 
of involvement of commodity producers in value added chains [42]. 

 In Cameroon, agricultural growth relies more on expanding farmland than on improving productivity, 
and is hindered by limited access to modern inputs, weak infrastructure, insufficient policy support and 
socio-political unrest, which has disrupted agricultural value chains and rural livelihoods [30].  

 The small-scale agriculture sector is experiencing significant negative impacts from climate change. 
Greater variability of precipitation and increased intensity of extreme weather events (e.g., drought or 
flood events) result in unpredictable growing conditions that can significantly impact yields and farm 
productivity [46]. 

3.2.3. Policy Landscape and Key Actors 

There are several public policies in favour of rural youth employment that are being supported by the 
country’s ministerial departments, such as: 

 PEA-Jeunes (Program de Promotion de l’Entrepreneuriat Agropastoral des Jeunes): Promotes renovation 
and development of vocational training in the agriculture, livestock and fisheries sectors [31]. 
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 PAIJA (Program d’Appui à l’Installation des Jeunes Agriculteurs): This program offers a specific 
funding mechanism for employment and self-employment support for young entrepreneurs [47]. 

 PAJER-U: The program offers intensive market gardening crop cultivation activities and 
providesntensive livestock farming training to youths (pig rearing and poultry) [31]. 

 FONIJ (National Youth Integration Fund): The program provides support for the renovation and 
development of vocational training in the agriculture, livestock, and fisheries sectors [31]. 

 Tree Year Special Youth Plan (TYSYP): Initiated by the President of the Republic of Cameroon, 
TYSYP aims to curb youth unemployment and boost rural development, map youth aspirations, 
strengthen program coherence, and develop local support structures such asMPJ (Multifunctional 
Youth Promotion Centres) [30]. 

The actions of these structures include financial, technical and material support for young people who 
wish to establish their own businesses [48]. 

The Ministry of Youth Affairs and Civic Education (MINJEC), through the TYSYP, aims to facilitate 
and accelerate the socio-economic integration of young people through productive entrepreneurship. The 
plan targets young people aged 15 to 35, helping them establish their own businesses or become established 
in the community through the second-generation Pioneer Villages and Economic Clusters of Cameroon 
(VPC-Cam) [30]. The Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (MINADER) implemented a 
modernisation strategy focused on four pillars: 

 Mechanisation: The ministry acquired 1000 tractors (funded by the African Development Bank) and 
established 200 community mechanisation workshops (2021–2024). 

 Input Access: Improved access to fertilisers and pesticides for professional organisations, distributed 
1700 tons of certified rice seeds in 2023, increased subsidies for inputs from 20% to 50% and offered 
low-interest loans (up to 15%) for machinery and processing equipment. 

 Seed Quality: The Ministry collaborated with the Ministry of Scientific Research to promote high-
yielding varieties such as NERICA rice and hybrid maize. 

 launched the National Strategy for Innovative Development of the Rice Industry: focused on expanding 
irrigated land, restoring infrastructure, training producers, and modernising processing and marketing [49]. 

Informal Policy Structures and Community-Level Initiatives, such as the National Development 
Strategy 2020–2030 (NDS30), which aims to promote structural transformation of the Cameroonian 
economy and endogenous, inclusive development [50]. Also, the International Finance Corporation (IFC) 
organises a Private Sector Day that highlights strategies to boost private sector development, focusing on 
IFC’s investment and advisory services projects in Cameroon [51]. Additionally, the World Bank Group 
(WBG) Country Partnership Framework (CPF) for the financial year 2025 to 2029, focuses on supporting 
the country’s Vision 2035 [45]. Farmer Cooperatives and Youth Associations also play a crucial role. 
Furthermore, Green Innovation Centres (GICs) have been created as part of the “One World, No Famine” 
Initiative, an important instrument for sustainable agriculture in Cameroon. The purpose of these centres is 
to promote innovation in agriculture, to increase the safety of agricultural products and food, and to develop 
sustainable value-added chains in the country’s agricultural sector. An important role is assigned to the 
National Agricultural Advisory Council to increase the production of scientific and information support for 
managerial decisions of farmers and to expand scientific research in the field of agriculture.  

3.2.4. Local Implementation and Gaps 

Programs like TYSYP show limited impact on women’s employment, indicating a need for gender-
sensitive approaches [30]. However, youths still face difficulties in accessing land, inputs, and credit at the 
local level. There is also weak coordination among stakeholders and a lack of performance monitoring, 
which hinders effective delivery [52]. Informal institutions and cultural attitudes affect youth motivation 
and participation, requiring targeted sensitisation and education [53]. Also, policymakers should increase 
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public spending on agriculture, particularly in underfunded areas such as R&D and extension services, to 
boost productivity and drive technological adoption. Strengthening extension services is especially 
important in regions with significant information gaps that hinder the uptake of modern agricultural inputs. 
Ultimately, coordination challenges across multiple agencies and stakeholders lead to fragmented efforts 
and inefficiencies. Encouraging collaboration, establishing clear communication channels, and defining 
roles and responsibilities can improve coordination efforts [50]. 

Public policies are central to addressing critical issues such as infrastructure development, education, 
healthcare, poverty alleviation, and economic diversification. When effectively formulated and 
implemented, these policies can accelerate the country’s development and improve its citizens’ standard of 
living. However, systemic challenges such as access to land, gender disparities, and weak local 
implementation can be addressed to unlock the sector’s potential fully. Strengthening policy coordination, 
investing in youth-led agribusiness, and promoting inclusive rural development are essential for sustainable 
agricultural transformation. 

3.3. Case Study: Italy 

3.3.1. Introduction 

Italy has approximately 1.1 million farms, covering around 12.5 million hectares of the country’s 
agricultural area. With these numbers, it is no surprise that Italy’s agricultural sector and agri-food system 
are strong contributors to the country’s economy, accounting for around 2% and 15% of the GDP, 
respectively [54]. Moreover, the majority of Italian farms are small and family-owned, with an average land 
size of 11 hectares. Agriculture in Italy is characterised by a demographic imbalance, with a greater 
concentration of farm managers aged 60 or more and a relatively small share of managers under 45. This 
generation gap is framing the policy priority of “generational renewal” at the European Union, national and 
regional levels [55]. 

While agriculture no longer employs the majority of the workforce as in the past decades, rural and 
intermediate areas continue to rely on family farms for livelihoods and local economies. Approximately 
53% of the Italian population resides in rural or intermediate areas, with the agriculture and forestry sectors 
being key economic drivers. However, Italy’s rural areas face challenges in terms of depopulation, basic 
services, infrastructure, and quality of life [54]. Regarding youth involvement, new patterns like interest in 
short supply chains, organic and niche products, agritourism and tech-enabled start-ups are attracting many 
young people to the sector. Despite these enablers, structural barriers, such as fragmented holdings, land 
costs, unequal regional development and climate risk, persist and determine who can successfully establish 
a farm business [54]. 

Italy’s policy response has therefore emphasised targeted support for “first installation” young farmers 
via the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) Young Farmer measures embedded in the CAP 2023–2027 
architecture. The Italian CAP strategic plan aims at enhancing the competitiveness and sustainability of the 
country’s diversified agriculture and rural areas. It aims to bolster policies that favour young farmers, who 
are generally more open to innovation and digitalisation than older farmers. In fact, 1.03 billion euros have 
been set aside to help young farmers face new challenges and attract new young entrants into agriculture. 
This plan is a convergence of the former regional rural development programmes, with regions continuing 
to play a key role in implementing regional development initiatives [56]. Additionally, a national law was 
enacted in 2024 (Law No. 36/2024), further signalling the country’s will to promote youth entrepreneurship 
in agriculture through a national co-financing fund and complementary support measures [57]. Nevertheless, 
the implementation record shows uneven regional results and continuing constraints that undermine the 
transition from start-up grants to sustainable rural livelihoods. 
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3.3.2. Key Issues in Agriculture and Rural Development 

 Generational renewal and structural heterogeneity: Italy’s farming population is ageing, and many 
farms are family-run, often small and fragmented. This creates real urgency to enable generational 
succession while also modernising family farms to remain competitive [55,58]. 

 Land access, affordability and succession: Land prices in productive areas and peri-urban zones are 
high in Italy, with fragmentation and inheritance practices complicating first-time access. Although 
land banks, lease markets and coordinated succession tools are present in some regions, they are 
inconsistent nationally [59]. 

 Multilevel Policy Complexity: Because grants are implemented through regional schemes, eligibility 
conditions and viability criteria create administrative complexities for applicants, leading to uneven 
opportunities across territories [56].  

 Skills, innovation, and the digital divide: While innovation and short-chain models attract many young 
farmers, digital adoption and agritech use are uneven, with southern and mountainous regions showing 
lower digital readiness. Moreover, climate shocks and market volatility further amplify entry risks for 
young farmers [60,61]. 

3.3.3. Policy Landscape and Actors 

The majority of Italian policies to promote youth participation in agriculture are currently being guided 
by EU legislation, such as: 

 CAP Young Farmer measures (CAP 2023–2027): Offers support for first installations and start-up aid. 
This is implemented via the CAP strategic plan and regional Rural Development Programmes (RDPs). 
For example, the SRE01 grant applications, which are a specific intervention within the CAP strategic 
plan called the “Insediamento dei giovani agricoltori” (settlement of young farmers), offer grants to 
young people either establishing or taking over an agricultural business.  

 Law No. 36/2024: National law encouraging the establishment and permanence of young people and 
generational turnover in the agricultural sector, in compliance with European Union legislation [57].  

 Regional Rural Development Programmes (RDPs): Italian regions operationalise SRE01 through 
region-specific calls for applications, specifying business plan requirements and award amounts. 

 Instituto di Servizi per il Mercato Agricolo Alimentare (ISMEA) and other national financing schemes: 
In 2024, ISMEA programs offered non-repayable contributions for innovations and guarantees to 
facilitate credit for young farmers. The “Fondo Innovazione” (Innovation Fund) supports technological 
innovation through grants for small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) and young farmers. 
Meanwhile, the ISMEA guarantee provides a credit guarantee for agricultural enterprises, with higher 
coverage for young farmers. The ISMEA “Generazione Terra” program, aimed at providing young 
farmers with access to land, opened applications in October 2024. Specifically, this program was 
addressed to young agricultural entrepreneurs under 41 years old who intend to expand the surface area 
of their business by purchasing land bordering or functionally useful to the surface area already owned 
by the agricultural business. It also targeted experienced young start-uppers under 41 years old who 
intended to buy land for agricultural use. Additionally, young people under 35 with no prior agricultural 
experience who intend to buy land for new agribusiness initiatives were also targeted by this program. 

The Ministry of Agricultural, Food, and Forestry Policies [62] handles national policy coordination, 
CAP strategic plan negotiations, and national funding oversight. On the other hand, regions and 
autonomous provinces design and implement calls for applications and sometimes co-financing grants. 
Additionally, farmers’ unions and youth wings, such as Coldiretti Giovani Impresa, mobilise applicants, 
provide peer networks, and engage in lobbying. Incubators, NGOs, agritech start-ups and private sector 
partners provide training, mentorship, market linkages and sometimes co-investment. 
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3.3.4. Local Implementation and Gaps 

In Italy, implementation is active but uneven across regions. Northern and some central regions tend 
to have better-funded calls, stronger administrative capacity, and more integrated value-chain linkages, 
while many southern and mountainous regions still struggle with limited land availability, weaker markets, 
and lower digital penetration. For example, the Lombardy region benefits from denser markets, better 
infrastructure, active agribusiness clusters, and higher administrative capacity, which together increase the 
likelihood that grant recipients convert start-ups into viable businesses. The region also has programs that 
facilitate leasing and matching between retiring farmers and young entrants, thus reducing land access 
barriers, carried out by ISMEA [63]. On the contrary, the Calabria region faces constraints typical of 
southern and mountainous regions. In particular, cultural factors around land succession, small-sized farms, 
and limited off-farm employment affect youth decisions to remain in agriculture. 

There are common implementation gaps across regions, such as insufficient follow-on finance and 
business scaling support, with grants covering only start-up costs and not working capital. Also, because 
grant sizes vary regionally, there is unequal access to opportunities. Furthermore, land access mechanisms 
are incomplete, with land-leasing markets and succession facilitation existing in pockets but not 
systemically. For farmers, market and climate shocks require insurance and risk-management tools, which 
are not uniformly available or affordable. 

3.4. Case Study: Nigeria 

3.4.1. Introduction 

Agriculture remains a cornerstone of Nigeria’s economy, contributing approximately 25% to the Gross 
Domestic Product (GDP). In Nigeria, about 70% of the youth-dominated labour force lives in rural areas, 
and only a very few work in the non-farm sector, including small and medium-scale enterprises that depend 
directly or indirectly on agriculture. While their employment status may be seasonal or casual, most rural 
youths earn very low incomes and wages while working under unfavourable and unsafe conditions. The 
sector generates substantial foreign exchange earnings, particularly from the export of crops like cocoa, oil 
palm, rubber, and sesame seeds [64]. With declining revenue from the oil sector, agriculture has become a 
critical avenue for economic diversification [65]. At the same time, Nigeria faces a pressing demographic 
challenge. Of its 200 million people, about 60% are youths, and 55.4% of them are either unemployed or 
underemployed [66]. Given that most agricultural activities occur in rural areas, youth engagement in this 
sector is central to addressing unemployment and poverty. 

Efforts to reduce youth unemployment both domestically and globally emphasise engaging young 
people in agriculture. In Nigeria, the average age of household heads engaged in farming is approximately 
53 years, with data suggesting that many young people in their early 30s participate in agriculture as a part-
time occupation [67]. However, it remains unclear whether youths who work in agriculture as their main 
occupation are better off than those who only engage in it as a secondary activity [68]. Since the late 1980s, 
Nigeria has rolled out several initiatives to draw young people into farming and agro-processing. For 
example, in 1986, the Federal Government set up the National Directorate of Employment to deliver 
vocational training for youth, while the Fadama program, launched in 1992, aimed to boost food self-
sufficiency, cut poverty, and create rural employment opportunities for young people. More recently, in 
2016, the Anchor Borrowers’ Program under the Agricultural Transformation Agenda began supplying 
finance for agricultural participation [69,70]. 

In addition, structured initiatives such as the Youth-in-Agribusiness (YIA) program provide hands-on 
training and support for young entrepreneurs across crop and livestock production and agro-processing. 
YIA encompasses schemes such as the Fadama Youth Empowerment Programme and the Ogun Women 
and Youth Empowerment Scheme (OGW-YES), which play key roles in rural youth development [71]. 
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Digital tools are also emerging as game changers, offering web-based services and platforms that improve 
access to information, markets, and financial products, thereby modernising agriculture and making it more 
appealing to younger generations. Given this, sustained policy efforts assume that agriculture can serve as 
a viable primary livelihood for young Nigerians, yet empirical evidence comparing welfare outcomes 
between full-time and part-time youth engagement remains limited. 

3.4.2. Key Issues in Agriculture and Rural Development 

 Barriers to youth involvement in Agriculture include weak incentives, insufficient agricultural skills 
and training, restricted access to finance, and poor perceived prospects in farming. Moreover, most 
Nigerian farms are smallholders, with a national average farm size of 0.85 hectares [72], undercutting 
the sector’s capacity to deliver attractive incomes to young people. 

 According to Babu et al. [73], youth continue to face several constraints, including limited technical 
know-how and resources, when venturing into agriculture, which deters their performance. 
Additionally, while many youths live on family plots, barriers to independent land access limit 
entrepreneurial entry and success.  

 The sector also faces low productivity, inadequate infrastructure, and poor access to modern inputs. 
Decades of neglect and an emphasis on subsistence farming for food security have constrained the 
sector’s expansion and competitiveness [74,75]. 

 Overall, issues such as inconsistent and poorly coordinated policies, fragmented and overlapping 
institutions, weak value-chain development, rapid population growth and urbanization, limited adoption 
of production, processing, and storage technologies, transboundary animal diseases, pervasive poverty, 
climate change, conflict and insecurity, persistent gender disparities and inadequate inclusion of youth 
and women, fragile agricultural cooperatives and a lack of regular, standardized, and comparable data 
and information, are a detriment to agriculture and rural development in Nigeria [76].  

3.4.3. Policy Landscape and Actors 

Nigeria’s agricultural policy landscape comprises formal government-led frameworks and informal 
structures. Agricultural policy is framed around increasing food output, raising productivity, fostering rural 
development, and strengthening food security. Key policies supporting youth participation include: 

 The Agricultural Promotion Policy (APP) 2016–2020 and renewed agendas: A broad strategy by the 
Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (FMARD) to transform Nigeria’s farming 
sector. Its goals were to shift from subsistence to commercial farming, boost production and self-
sufficiency in key crops, strengthen value chains, attract private investment, and create jobs while 
improving food security. 

 The Anchor Borrowers’ Programme (ABP): It was launched in November 2015 by the Central Bank 
of Nigeria (CBN) and was designed to provide cheap loans to smallholder farmers to boost the 
production of key staple crops, thereby reducing Nigeria’s dependence on food imports and creating 
employment [77]. Though the ABP was not originally youth-targeted, it has indirect implications for 
youth inclusion if they are organised as out-growers.  

 The National Agricultural Technology and Innovation Policy (NATIP): Emphasises integrating 
women and youth across value chains in line with existing Gender and Youth Policies of the relevant 
ministries. Planned measures include targeted capacity building, development of 21st-century skills, 
support for gender- and youth-friendly innovations and enterprises, promotion of modern farming 
practices, and strengthened links to finance. By actively involving women and young people, the policy 
aims to create one million new jobs within selected value chains, thereby institutionalising their 
participation under the 2019 Gender Policy and youth empowerment efforts [76]. There are also state-
level youth employment interventions targeting agribusiness [73]. 
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 The Nigeria Economic Sustainability Plan (NESP) 2020–2023: It was launched to soften COVID-19’s 
economic impact and speed recovery. It included major agriculture measures to boost production and 
create jobs, targeting large-scale production of rice, maize, cassava, and poultry. The plan also aimed 
to expand value chains, improve finance for smallholder farmers, and encourage youth participation in 
agriculture. 

 IITA Youth Agripreneurs (IYA): The International Institute of Tropical Agriculture (IITA) launched 
this initiative in 2012, empowering Nigerian and other African youths to engage in agribusiness 
through a unique capacity development model [78].  

Nationally, the Federal Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (FMARD) implements 
agricultural policies, promotes agribusiness and oversees the development of the sector. The Central Bank 
of Nigeria (CBN), through initiatives like the Agricultural Credit Guarantee Scheme Fund (ACGSF) and 
the Anchor Borrowers’ Program (ABP), provides financing to farmers and agribusinesses, especially 
smallholder farmers. The Federal Ministry of Youth Development (FMYD) and other ministries design and 
implement youth-focused training and mobilisation programs. International partners such as the 
Consultative Group on International Agricultural Research (CGIAR), FAO, IFAD, African Development 
Bank, IITA and the World Bank provide technical assistance and funding to the nation. The private sector 
and farmers’ organisations also play a critical role in facilitating agribusiness and market access.  

3.4.4. Local Implementation and Gaps 

Although Nigeria has introduced several agricultural policies and programs to promote youth 
participation, their implementation at the local level remains uneven. Initiatives such as the Youth-in-
Agribusiness (YIA) program and Fadama schemes have provided hands-on training and empowerment 
opportunities in rural areas. Although the Anchor Borrowers’ Programme (ABP) has extended credit to 
smallholder farmers through state-level structures and cooperatives, it does not prioritise young people. 
Youth inclusion often depends on local organisations, such as cooperatives and youth groups, rather than 
on built-in targeting. 

Key gaps persist, especially in weak institutional capacity at the state and local levels, leading to 
fragmented coordination and duplication of efforts. There is also inadequate input from local stakeholders, 
which leads to a misalignment of policies with the realities faced by youth in rural areas, contributing to 
the ongoing underutilisation of agricultural programs such as the Youth Empowerment in Agriculture 
Program (YEAP) and others that promise potential but are not thoroughly integrated into local agricultural 
practices [79]. Moreover, systemic challenges, including corruption, bureaucratic inefficiencies, and poor 
infrastructure, complicate policy implementation. Also, the lack of coordination between different 
agricultural training programs and community-based initiatives often results in fragmented efforts that fail 
to build a cohesive support network for rural youth [64]. 

4. Discussion 

This discussion synthesises the findings from the four country cases to examine the structural, 
institutional and socio-cultural factors that shape youth engagement in agriculture. By comparing Uganda, 
Cameroon, Italy and Nigeria, this discussion moves beyond isolated national experiences to uncover the 
deeper patterns and contrasts defining youth-in-agriculture transitions across diverse contexts.  

Italy has a well-developed multilevel policy structure comprising the European Union, national, and 
regional levels, which can mobilise substantial resources for youth participation in agriculture. 
Implementation is tangible through the regional calls and grant awards. However, translating start-up grants 
into durable rural livelihoods requires integrated instruments, such as land access mechanisms, tiered 
financing that links grants to credit and guarantees, robust business advisory services and incubation, and 
local market development, including aggregation, processing, and distribution. Regional heterogeneity 
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must be explicitly addressed in comparative frameworks; for example, what works in the Lombardy region 
may not transfer to Calabria without adjustments for market, infrastructure and local governance capacity. 

Uganda’s experience demonstrates that youth-specific strategies must be integrated into broader rural 
development and agriculture agendas. The existence of multiple national frameworks shows strong policy 
intent, but fragmented implementation reduces effectiveness. The case study demonstrated that aligning 
youth programmes with value-chain development rather than isolated funding schemes, enhancing local 
institutional capacity and monitoring, and tackling structural barriers—particularly land tenure and market 
access—can make participation in agriculture not only more attractive but also sustainable for young people. 

Cameroon’s case study highlights the classic tension between policy intent and institutional capacity 
in improving youth participation in agriculture. The country has made notable progress in recognising 
young people as strategic actors in rural transformation, with a growing ecosystem of training, agribusiness 
support projects, and incubation, but translating these initiatives into sustained employment and viable 
agricultural enterprises is an ongoing challenge. To bridge this gap, policies must move beyond training 
and start-up support toward integrated strategies that combine land tenure reform, affordable credit, market 
development and climate-resilient infrastructure. Strengthening institutional capacity and fostering 
inclusive value chains will be critical for translating policy intent into sustainable rural livelihoods.  

Nigeria, on the other hand, demonstrates both the potential and the constraints of youth-in-agriculture 
policies in a large, diverse and institutionally complex agrarian system. It has an extensive set of national 
policies, bank-led finance facilities and donor programs that could support youth engagement in agriculture, 
but remains limited by structural barriers, uneven implementation, and gaps between training and viable 
market opportunities. Access to finance remains the most persistent challenge, even in countries with 
national credit systems. Young people often lack collateral and credit history and are therefore unable to 
sustain their agricultural participation long-term.  

4.1. Cross-Case Analysis 

The case studies of Uganda, Cameroon, Italy, and Nigeria reveal both shared and context-specific 
dynamics shaping youth participation in agriculture. Despite diverse economic structures, policy 
environments, and governance capacities, several common lessons emerge about how youth-oriented 
policies are designed, implemented, and experienced, especially at local levels. 

4.1.1. Persistent Gaps between Policy Intent and Practical Implementation 

All four countries demonstrate a disconnect between national ambitions for youth inclusion in 
agriculture and the realities of their delivery. Specifically, Uganda and Cameroon face coordination deficits 
and weak local-level implementation of otherwise supportive policy frameworks, while Nigeria’s large-
scale programmes lack youth-specific targeting, such as the Anchor Borrowers’ Program. Despite having 
comparatively stronger institutions, Italy struggles with uneven implementation due to regional disparities 
and bureaucratic complexities. This indicates that policy efficacy depends less on formal commitments and 
more on the coherence and capabilities of the implementing bodies. To bridge this gap, researchers have 
recommended linking policymakers and implementers and engaging people and communities in policy 
formulation and implementation, thereby prioritising a bottom-up approach [80,81]. 

4.1.2. Access to Land and Finances 

In all four countries, land and finance constitute the most significant structural obstacles, aligning with 
the conceptual framework constructed for this study (Figure 1). In Uganda, Nigeria, and Cameroon, land 
tenure systems and collateral requirements exclude many young entrants, and some formal credit schemes 
reject young first-time applicants without access to land. Italy presents a different configuration—high land 
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prices and slow generational transfer—but the effect on youth inclusion in agriculture is similar. The 
evidence from all four cases suggests that single-intervention approaches, such as micro-grants and training, 
do not resolve structural constraints. Securing land tenure and easing access to land support long-term 
investments and increase productivity, which are essential for agricultural and rural transformation, 
especially in Africa [82,83]. As a result, effective youth participation in agriculture requires bundled 
mechanisms that jointly address land access, start-up capital and medium-term credit. 

4.1.3. Importance of Market Integration 

The evidence from all four countries demonstrates an appropriate investment in youth training, with 
notable initiatives in Uganda’s skilling programs, Nigeria’s agripreneur initiatives, Cameroon’s incubation 
hubs, and Italy’s professional agricultural training and rural development measures. Despite this strong 
commitment, outcomes vary depending on the degree of integration with value chains. The agribusiness 
hubs with market linkages in Nigeria and Cameroon perform better than the stand-alone training programs 
in Uganda, where young people remain unlinked to buyers and input systems. Italy shows stronger value-
chain integration, allowing trained youths to enter the market more competitively. Linking sector 
participants to markets should be a critical point of any rural development strategy, as it contributes to 
poverty reduction and resilience in rural communities [84]. This result emphasises the importance of 
combining capacity building with processing infrastructure, digital platforms, contract farming and buyer 
networks, as training without market integration produces weak outcomes. 

4.1.4. Rural Infrastructure 

In all four countries, rural infrastructure, such as roads, electricity, telecommunication, storage, and 
irrigation, has a significant influence on whether agriculture is seen as a viable livelihood by young people. 
Poor infrastructure increases transaction costs and undermines enterprise survival, thereby reducing the 
competitiveness of agriculture relative to urban sectors. Improving rural infrastructure directly improves 
farm incomes and investment opportunities [85], hence providing a solution to the high rates of youth 
unemployment evident across all four cases. Even in Italy, as a developed country compared to the other 
three cases, infrastructure is comparatively strong but uneven between North and South, contributing to 
regional youth migration. Youth migration, especially from rural areas, undermines the economic and social 
sustainability of development processes [86–88]. Moreover, young people can act as information and 
technology (IT) bridges to older farmers’ groups, thus impacting community-wide productivity, which 
positively impacts the social dynamics within the local population and addresses the agriculture and 
generation problem [38,89]. Rural infrastructure is, therefore, not merely complementary but fundamental 
to making agriculture a viable economic pathway for young people. Investing in logistics, transport, and 
technology is crucial for youth entry and retention in the agricultural sector. 

4.1.5. Governance Capacity 

In the four cases, Uganda and Cameroon rely heavily on donor-funded interventions (IFAD, FAO, EU), 
which innovate but rarely scale sustainably. Nigeria relies more on state-led financing but faces governance 
inconsistencies, while Italy benefits from stable EU support and robust governance systems. This evidence 
highlights the importance of integrating youth initiatives into national budgets and institutional frameworks, 
with competent governance structures. Research shows that better governance positively impacts 
agricultural productivity [90–92], which would be essential for all the countries in this study, as agriculture 
is still a significant contributor to their Gross Domestic Products (GDPs). 
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4.1.6. Diverging Agricultural Transformation Strategies 

In all four national contexts, family farming is central to the agricultural sector, but with diverging 
transition pathways. In Uganda and Cameroon, family farms dominate, but generational transfer is weak 
due to low profitability and land scarcity. In Nigeria, youth frequently depend on family plots, but aspire 
to transition into more commercial agribusiness. Agribusiness expansion directly impacts rural community 
livelihoods and is therefore crucial to rural development [93,94]. In Italy, family farming remains strong, 
supported by succession incentives and EU-backed rural development funds. Strengthening family farm 
succession, modernising smallholders and supporting gradual upgrading in terms of mechanisation, digital 
extension, and agro-processing are vital for sustained youth inclusion in agriculture.  

4.1.7. Monitoring and Evaluation Gaps 

Across all four cases, monitoring systems seem to be oriented towards outputs—such as youths trained 
or grants awarded—rather than system-wide, youth-focused impact analysis, which undermines evidence-
based policy refinement. For sustainable youth-in-agriculture systems, longitudinal tracking, integrated 
data systems, and monitoring and evaluation frameworks should be aligned across ministries and local 
governments [95]. This would strengthen impact, accountability and inform efficient resource allocation. 

4.1.8. Youth Mindset and Agency 

Youth perceptions of agriculture—its economic potential, social value and alignment with personal 
aspirations—emerge as significant determinants of their participation in agriculture, across all four 
countries. The evidence from the African countries in this paper indicates that young people often perceive 
agriculture as low-status, low-income and incompatible with their modern aspirations, particularly among 
the educated. They seem to favour urban employment and non-farm entrepreneurship [96–98]. In contrast, 
Italy demonstrates how positive agricultural identities can be fostered through structured support systems, 
cooperatives and rural development programs that enhance the attractiveness of farming. EU-backed 
initiatives promoting sustainability and innovation help reframe agriculture as a viable entrepreneurial 
pathway for young people [99]. Across all contexts, however, the evidence suggests that structural and 
institutional realities shape the youth mindset and agency. Where agriculture is associated with subsistence 
and poor infrastructure, young people exercise agency through diversification, seasonal migration or exit 
from agriculture. Where the sector offers credible opportunities—through value-added production and 
agribusiness—youth agency manifests as entry, business creation and innovation. This pattern aligns with 
broader research showing that youth aspirations are dynamic and relational, influenced not only by 
economic conditions but also by identity, social norms and the perceived modernity of agricultural 
occupations [95,100]. Agency is therefore both constrained by structural factors and capable of transforming 
them when supportive institutions exist, making it a key aspect of youth inclusion in agriculture. This 
reinforces the accuracy of the conceptual framework developed by the authors in this study, as shown in 
Figure 1, which highlights agency as one of the three main pillars of youth participation in agriculture. 

Collectively, the four cases indicate that youth engagement in agriculture is not only shaped by the 
interaction between structural access (land and finance), system-level integration (markets, skills, 
infrastructure and value chains), and institutional capacity (policy, coordination and monitoring), but also by 
the symbolic and aspirational dimensions of farming. Therefore, policies that overlook youth agency risk 
misalignment between program design and young people’s lived realities. Young people have the greatest 
potential to become agents of inclusive and sustainable rural development through their participation in 
agriculture. They can ensure the interconnection of traditional local knowledge with innovative ideas [3], thus 
boosting agricultural transformation, which is strongly aligned with rural transformation. 
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5. Conclusions 

Youth engagement in agriculture is essential for sustainable rural development, yet structural barriers 
and fragmented policy environments hinder progress. The comparative analysis of Uganda, Cameroon, 
Italy, and Nigeria shows that while policy intentions are clear across all nations, implementation gaps—
particularly in land access, finance, infrastructure, and institutional coordination—restrict impact. To bridge 
these gaps, governments should adopt integrated strategies that focus on land tenure reforms, youth-friendly 
financing and credit guarantees, digital innovation, gender-sensitive approaches, climate-smart practices, 
and inclusive value chains. At the same time, youth mindset and agency are not just peripheral factors but 
central determinants of whether young people view agriculture as a viable livelihood or choose to exit the 
sector. These aspirations are shaped by perceived modernity, profitability, and dignity associated with 
farming, and are reinforced—or undermined—by the quality of local institutions, policies and available 
opportunities. Consequently, the comparative evidence suggests that youth-in-agriculture policies must 
move beyond fragmented, project-based approaches towards system-level interventions that address 
structural inequalities while also enhancing youth agency and innovation within the sector. Incorporating 
these measures within broader rural development plans will make agriculture a viable and appealing option 
for young people, supporting resilient agri-food systems and generational renewal. 

Limitations and Future Research Avenues 

This study relied primarily on secondary data and policy documents, which limits the ability to assess 
how policies are experienced by young people and implemented at the local level. Future research could 
complement this approach by incorporating primary data collection, including interviews with youth, 
policymakers, and local institutions to capture lived experiences and implementation dynamics. Moreover, 
farm-level socio-economic analysis, assessing characteristics such as farm size, farmer age distribution, 
gender dynamics and youth aspirations, can be carried out to validate policy recommendations. 
Additionally, the study accentuated formal policy environments; future work could more explicitly examine 
informal institutions, social norms and power relations—especially around land inheritance, gender, and 
intergenerational dynamics—that shape youth agency in agriculture. Finally, longitudinal research 
examining the impact of youth-focused policies on young people’s agricultural productivity and rural 
livelihoods over time in response to changing policies, markets and climatic conditions would provide 
stronger evidence for designing integrated, context-specific interventions. 
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