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Agroforestry, or the intentional integration of trees on crop or pastureland, is a sustainable land use system that
provides ecosystem services including climate change mitigation and private benefits for smallholders. While
existing reviews of agroforestry adoption focus on government policy, there is increasing interest from, and
opportunities for, non-state actors to accelerate agroforestry adoption. The purpose of this critical review is to
identify points of entry for non-state actors to increase smallholder incentives for agroforestry adoption in low
and middle income countries. We identify opportunities for non-state actors to address key market failures in all

stages of the agroforestry system. We find that non-state actors have advantages of proximity and institutional
knowledge that provide opportunities for direct and indirect intervention to increase agroforestry adoption.

1. Introduction

The benefits of agroforestry (defined as intentional incorporation of
trees onto crop or pasturelands) for smallholder farmers in low and
middle income countries (LMIC) are wide-ranging and well-documented
(Garrity et al., 2010; Jose, 2009; Mbow et al., 2014; Miller et al., 2020,
2017; Sileshi et al., 2008; Waldron et al., 2017, 2015). Research has
focused on how agroforestry can help alleviate poverty through diver-
sification of income, increased crop yields, and substitution of agricul-
tural inputs (Cacho et al., 2003; Ellis, 1992; Lundgren and Raintree,
1983; Nair, 1998; Pandey, 2007; Pratiwi and Suzuki, 2019; Quinion
et al., 2010; Steppler and Nair, 1987). More recent research has high-
lighted how agroforestry systems can provide a range of ecosystem
services, such as soil enrichment, improvements in air and water quality,
and biodiversity benefits (Barrios et al., 2012; Jose, 2009; Sileshi et al.,
2007). A growing body of work has begun to demonstrate how agro-
forestry can advance climate change mitigation through carbon storage
(Chapman et al.,, 2020; Duguma et al., 2019; Griscom et al., 2017;
Syampungani et al., 2010).

The benefits of agroforestry systems are to some degree achieved on
43% of agricultural land with at least 10% tree cover in 2010,

sequestering approximately 36.29 Pg Carbon (Zomer et al., 2016). As a
proven sustainable land use practice, global efforts are underway to
achieve higher levels of agroforestry to advance global climate change
mitigation (IPCC, 2019), sustainable development (World Bank, 2020),
and conservation goals (Bhagwat et al., 2008; Schroth and Harvey,
2007; Waldron et al., 2012). Indeed, agroforestry is a sustainable land
use practice that has the potential to contribute to nine of the Sustain-
able Development Goals (Wekesa et al., 2018), and an intervention that
can reduce degradation of human modified lands (Willemen et al.,
2018). As more players, many of which are non-state actors (i.e.,
intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations, academic in-
stitutions, private corporations), seek to expand the benefits of agro-
forestry, there is a need for greater understanding of the complex
barriers to adoption.

Smallholder farmers must assess the tradeoffs of alternative land uses
when determining land use practices, such as profitability of the practice
and whether the land use practice is culturally aligned. But for small-
holder farmers that are likely interested in agroforestry practices and
where adoption is constrained, non-state actors have an opportunity to
aid in alleviating constraints to help spur large-scale agroforestry
adoption. Three recent policy guides attempt to address challenges for
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increasing agroforestry adoption among smallholders, but these guides
primarily provide recommendations for state actors, such as national
governments (Bernard et al., 2019; Buttoud, 2013; Place et al., 2012).
While state actors play an important role in increasing adoption via
subsidies, regulatory policies, and other mechanisms, non-state actors
play a central role in wide-ranging efforts to reach smallholder farmers.
For example, in Niger non-governmental organizations implemented a
capacity building program with local agricultural communities to
regenerate five million hectares through agroforestry systems (Reij
et al., 2009). With agroforestry identified as an intervention for climate
mitigation and adaptation by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC, 2014), there are a growing number of opportunities for
non-state actors to engage in efforts to catalyze wide-scale adoption of
agroforestry systems among smallholder farmers. In addition to helping
advance global goals to combat climate change, non-state actors are
particularly well suited to address poverty and other local objectives.
But for agroforestry systems to meet their potential, a review of barriers
and opportunities for non-state actors to advance agroforestry adoption
is needed.

Non-state actors have a distinct advantage - namely, they can often
be nimbler and more flexible than state actors. For instance, this is
increasingly evident for climate change mitigation and adaptation ef-
forts, an area where reliance on national governments can lead to
inaction or slow progress. Non-state actors have helped set agendas,
created norms and frameworks to support climate action, provided
financing, monitored progress, created and disseminated knowledge,
and implemented policies or programs at the local level (Haufler, 2009).
Recognizing the importance of non-state actors, the Paris Climate
Agreement included 8000 non-state observers in the conference, and
established formal mechanisms through the Non-State Actor Zone for
Action to report actions set out in nationally determined contributions to
the Paris Agreement (Backstrand et al., 2017).

Here, we build on the large body of research examining the con-
straints to wide-scale agroforestry adoption among smallholder farmers
in LMICs, and critically examine the literature to identify how non-state
actors can increase sustainable agroforestry adoption by leveraging their
comparative advantage relative to state actors (Kant and Lehrer, 2005)
within the agroforestry system (input, production processes, and
output). We identify both direct and indirect opportunities for non-state
actors to help smallholder farmers adopt agroforestry practices, and
address market failures in the form of information asymmetries, trans-
action costs, challenges with public goods and common property, and
uncompensated positive externalities from agroforestry systems.
Examining opportunities for non-state actors to accelerate agroforestry
adoption among smallholder farmers in the tropics where market fail-
ures have inhibited adoption is useful because functioning agroforestry
markets create incentives for smallholder farmers that improve liveli-
hoods (Russell and Franzel, 2004). By focusing our efforts on in-
terventions that address existing market failures and allow smallholders
to capture unrealized private gains from agroforestry, we identify points
of entry that align the goals of non-state actors and smallholders. We
investigate three interlinked questions in our critical review. First, what
are the market failures that would justify intervention by non-state ac-
tors? Second, what are mechanisms that address these failures that could
be initiated by non-state actors? Finally, what is the strategic and so-
cially acceptable role of non-state actors to implement these policy
solutions?

2. Methods

We conduct a critical review of peer-reviewed and grey literature
(Grant and Booth, 2009) on agroforestry systems for smallholder
farmers in LMICs guided by two frameworks (details below). We focus
on this population because they will likely experience the largest welfare
gains from ecosystem services and poverty alleviation provided by
agroforestry systems (Thornton et al., 2019). Further, climate and
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population pressures in LMIC countries will impose high demands on
productivity and mitigation / adaptation measures on agricultural lands
(Zomer et al., 2016).

Our critical review is guided by two frameworks: Kant and Lehrer’s
(2005) conceptualization of agroforestry systems as consisting of input,
production, and output stages, and Biermann et al.’s (2010) character-
ization of non-state actor agency for earth system governance. In
particular, we examine market failures that hinder widespread agro-
forestry adoption within the three stages of agroforestry systems,
focusing on those that can be addressed by non-state actors. Kant and
Lehrer’s (2005) characterization of the agroforestry system in three
stages of production (inputs, production processes, and output) allows
us to systematically examine market failures from seed inputs to prod-
ucts. Here, inputs are all of the fixed and variable resources (e.g. land,
labor, credit, seeds, fertilizer, animals) necessary in the production
process (Kahan, 2008). Production processes is a series of repeated steps
that includes, for example, growth promotion, pest control, and man-
agement of mature trees. Outputs include both extractive products (e.g.
cash crops, timber, carbon credits) and non-extractive value (e.g.
improved soil health, fertilizer, cooling). Bierman et al.’s framework
helps identify where non-state actors have a comparative advantage
within these steps, as they argue non-state actors can intervene in direct
(i.e., making decisions that change behavior) or indirect (i.e., influencing
the decision of state actors) ways. Direct interventions occur outside of
the state, while indirect interventions require the involvement of gov-
ernments and therefore place non-state actors in an advisory role.

For our review, we draw on the definition of non-state actors by Arts
(2003) as “all those actors that are not (representatives of) states.” We
identify three categories of non-state actors that emerged from our re-
view: intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations (here-
after IGOs and NGOs), academic institutions, and private industry. This
typology is then used to link direct and indirect action to relevant non-
state actor categories based on our synthesis. The categories of non-state
actors are not comprehensive, and omission does not mean the non-state
actor is irrelevant or unable to take action, but that other types of non-
state actors did not emerge in our review.

Importantly, applying these conceptual frameworks and lenses to our
review of the agroforestry system presents an important advance, as
research has largely focused on a single component of the system, such
as tenure security (Borelli et al., 2019; Coleman, 2019; Otsuka et al.,
2000; Robinson et al., 2018), input supply constraints (Cornelius and
Miccolis, 2018; Graudal and Lillesp, 2007; Lillesp et al., 2011), and
compensation for environmental services (Cole, 2010; Marais et al.,
2019; Minang et al., 2014; Rosenstock et al., 2019). Yet the sustainable
and wide-scale adoption of agroforestry by smallholder agricultural
households depends on a functioning input, production, and output
chain.

3. Market failures and solutions in the three stages of
agroforestry systems

3.1. Stage 1: inputs

Agroforestry input constraints can be characterized into three main
types: common property (Borelli et al., 2019; Otsuka et al., 2000),
capital market distortions (Chavan et al., 2015; Dorward et al., 2009);
and asymmetric information (one side of a transaction lacks informa-
tion) and transaction costs associated with key inputs like seeds (Cor-
nelius and Miccolis, 2018; Lillesg et al., 2018, 2011). Interventions
designed to affect input constraints often attempt to address price or
delivery of inputs to farms (Ellis, 1992). Table 1 provides an overview of
market failures, policy mechanisms to address each failure, and whether
non-state actors are best suited to take direct or indirect actions to
address the market failure.
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Table 1

Non-state actor policy interventions to address market failures in the input stage.
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Market failure Policy mechanisms Type of Non-state actor categories
intervention
Direct  Indirect IGOs Academic Private
and institutions industry
NGOs
Common property: Lack of land tenure security limits long- Formalize rights of smallholders (FAO, 2017; v v
term land investments (Borelli et al., 2019; Jarrett et al., Place et al., 2012).
2017; Kang and Akinnifesi, 2000; Place et al., 2012; Russell  Create a public landholding registry and v v
and Franzel, 2004). reconcile overlapping tenure claims (Robinson
et al., 2018).
Increase monitoring and evaluation of tenure v v
governance (Borelli et al., 2019; Robinson et al.,
2018).
Build local capacity and respond to the needs of v v v
marginalized groups (Borelli et al., 2019;
Coleman, 2019; Robinson et al., 2018).
Distortions in the Capital Markets: lack of access to credit to Extend government agricultural support to v v
reduce risks and smooth income (Chavan et al., 2015; agroforestry, including lower interest rates (
Dorward et al., 2009; FAO, 2017; Leakey et al., 2007). Callo-Concha et al., 2017).
Provide international finance through local v v v
intermediaries like microfinance institutions (
Gromko and Calo, 2017)
Provide support for farmers associations that v v
have greater market power (Dorward et al.,
2009).
Information asymmetries & transaction costs: quality is a Informal quality certification system (Maredia v v 4
hidden attribute of seeds/seedlings that limits a consumer’s et al., 2019; Nyoka et al., 2011).
ability to distinguish between high and low quality ( Support entrepreneurs through the development v v v
Cornelius and Miccolis, 2018; Lillesg et al., 2018; Place of quality seed sources (Leakey et al., 2007;
et al., 2012). Lillesg et al., 2011; Place et al., 2012).
Participatory domestication programs to v 4

develop genetically improved species of
indigenous plants (Jamnadass et al., 2019)

3.1.1. Common property: land tenure insecurity

Land tenure security is widely considered a foundational enabling
condition for smallholder adoption because it can incentivize long-term
land investment, such as planting trees (Borelli et al., 2019; FAO, 2017;
Jarrett et al., 2017; Kang and Akinnifesi, 2000; Place et al., 2012; Russell
and Franzel, 2004). Land tenure security is such an important element
for agroforestry programs that a manual on tenure and agroforestry by
the FAO and the International Centre for Research in Agroforestry
(ICRAF) states, “there are few agroforestry success stories in an uncer-
tain land tenure context” (Borelli et al., 2019, p. 2). An exhaustive list of
tenure related barriers and policy solutions is beyond the scope of this
paper, although recent reviews have highlighted interventions directly
and indirectly related to agroforestry adoption (Miller et al., 2019;
Tseng et al., 2020). We focus on solutions associated with two broad
sources of tenure insecurity: (1) substance of rights (what property
rights exist?) and (2) assurance of rights (how likely is it that property
rights will be upheld and enforced?) (Robinson et al., 2018; Sjaastad and
Bromley, 2000). This distinction is useful because non-state actors can
play a direct role in the assurance of rights, while being limited to an
indirect role on the substance of rights.

The substance of rights can be broadly defined as the statutory or
customary rights to land ownership - in other words, rights have sub-
stance if the right exists for the landholder (Robinson et al., 2018). In
2012, an estimated 70% of land in LMICs lacked statutory rights (Borelli
et al., 2019). While security can exist under informal or customary
systems, the process of formalizing rights of smallholders can, under the
right conditions, increase the incentives for longer term land in-
vestments (FAO, 2017; Place et al., 2012). Importantly, non-state actors
are often limited to indirectly affecting statutory rights, usually through
advising on existing policies or advocating for policy changes.

There are several examples of non-state actors successfully advo-
cating for statutory rights for smallholder farmers, such as through
titling reform, (i.e., granting of formal rights to land). For example, the
World Wildlife Fund created an enabling policy environment for 1996

legislation in Namibia that granted rights to wildlife on communal lands
through media, policy briefs, collaboration with local universities, and
supportive economic data (Jones, 2010). While titling can lead to long-
term land investments, non-state actors should be aware that the process
presents its own set of challenges including the risk of formalizing the
exclusion of marginalized groups, increasing conflict within or between
communities, and the inability to reach a common understanding be-
tween all parties (Coleman, 2019). Furthermore, titling does not always
lead to sustainable outcomes when, for instance, farmers respond to
increased land values by removing trees to increase crop coverage
(Otsuka et al., 2000).

In cases where titling reform is unlikely or the outcomes are uncer-
tain, non-state actors can focus on areas where land tenure security
exists but does not lead to long-term investments because farmers lack
assurance of rights - that is, the expectation that rights will be enforced
or upheld. Non-state actors can take indirect action to improve assur-
ance through, for instance, advising governments on monitoring and
evaluation of existing enforcement systems, assisting in creating pub-
licly available land registries, or by strengthening customary institutions
(Robinson et al., 2018). Non-state actors with close connections to local
communities can also play a direct role as both an educator on land
rights and a liaison to government officials (Naughton-Treves and Day,
2012). In the case of customary land tenure, non-state actors can facil-
itate dialogue within or between communities to resolve disputes and
increase assurance (Borelli et al., 2019). While there is wide agreement
that land tenure security should be a policy priority to achieve greater
agroforestry adoption, any efforts to increase security should carefully
examine risks of unintended social or environmental damages (Borelli
et al., 2019; FAO, 2017; Jarrett et al., 2017; Kang and Akinnifesi, 2000;
Masuda et al., 2020; Place et al., 2012; Tseng et al., 2020). The need to
respond to local communities provides a logical entry point for non-state
actors to advocate for marginalized groups that often lack political
power.

In addition to the rights to the land, agroforestry programs must also
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consider tree tenure - that is, the rights to own trees and their products
(Nair, 1993). Regulatory barriers to tree tenure include public owner-
ship of trees by the state, prohibitions on the harvesting of timber or tree
products, or permits that are out of reach for the rural poor (Borelli et al.,
2019). In some cases, state ownership is the result of traditional prac-
tices that view trees as communal property (Kant and Lehrer, 2005).
Other tree tenure regulations can be imposed in reaction to rising
deforestation, which can have unintended consequences like driving
farmers into woodlands for fuelwood instead of planting supply (Place
et al.,, 2012). ICRAF has been successful in negotiating with policy-
makers on forest laws in Indonesia that aim to provide stronger rights to
rural farmers and indigenous groups (Colchester et al., 2005). Here, non-
state actors can provide valuable legal insights and an understanding of
local communities to advocate for reforms.

3.1.2. Distortions in capital markets: lack of access to credit

Lack of access to credit is a persistent challenge for the livelihood of
smallholder farmers in LMICs (Von Pischke et al., 1983). Credit plays a
crucial role in the uptake of innovations like agroforestry that can in-
crease productivity among smallholder farmers (Foster and Rosenzweig,
2010; Magruder, 2018; Mwangi and Kariuki, 2015) and is particularly
important in this context because of the opportunity costs associated
with converting cropland to agroforestry systems while trees mature
(Kang and Akinnifesi, 2000). Credit allows smallholder farmers to
smooth consumption by offsetting costs in the gestation period before
financial benefits from outputs are realized (e.g., tree products, reduc-
tion of fertilizer and pesticide use) (Ruben and Clercx, 2003). A primary
barrier is that both potential borrowers, creditors, and investors lack
critical information necessary to make informed decisions, which ulti-
mately depresses the availability and demand for credit. Lenders often
lack information about potential borrowers, thus making it challenging
to assess risk which can lead to high interest rates that smallholders are
unable to repay (Besley, 1994). Furthermore, investors lack information
on complementary activities like insurance and enforcement of property
rights, which can lead to a cycle of underinvestment (Dorward et al.,
2009). Borrowers also often lack information about access to credit due
to a lack of institutional support for agroforestry in agricultural policy
(Rahman et al., 2008).

Further, many existing government policies that promote access to
rural credit specifically target crops (Buttoud, 2013) or monoculture tree
plantations (Place et al., 2012). For example, with the rapid growth in
the demand for palm oil, a Malaysian government agency provided
fertilizer on credit to smallholders that is deducted from income on fruit
delivered to specified mills (Cramb et al., 2017). In effect, this subsidy
incentivized monoculture rather than multi-species production because
the former requires greater nutrient inputs (Liu et al., 2018). Mono-
culture tree plantations have been linked to lower soil productivity,
increased pests and diseases, vulnerability to wildfires and storms, and
social tensions due to encroachment of large private landholders on
smallholder farms (Liu et al., 2018). Constraints on credit can therefore
have undesirable cascading effects. By contrast, when palm oil is inte-
grated into a diverse agroforestry system it can provide a range of eco-
nomic and environmental benefits (Bhagwat and Willis, 2008). In the
Malaysian case, the government program could be reformed to provide
farmer training or financial support for local seed dealers instead of
fertilizer on credit to overcome the monoculture bias. Governments can
also establish low interest rates (Callo-Concha et al., 2017) and credit
programs designed specifically for agroforestry (Rahman et al., 2008).
Non-state actors can elevate the economic potential of reforms by sup-
porting diverse grassroots coalitions, or through an advisory role with
national governments. In India, ICRAF advised the national government
on programs including credit, extension, and market information sys-
tems specifically designed for agroforestry (Chavan et al., 2015).

There are cases in which the macroeconomic context makes interest
rates out of reach for smallholder farmers (Follis and Nair, 1994). In
these cases, non-state actors’ close connection to local communities can
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help to directly channel informal or international sources of credit. In
Cameroon, for example, farmer’s associations have played an important
role in providing informal credit for agroforestry systems (Molua, 2005).
Non-state actors can play a role in working within local communities to
develop and support farmer’s associations (Dorward et al., 2009). While
international credit is a potential solution, large impact investors are
often discouraged by transaction costs and minimum investment levels.
A report in Costa Rica, for example, highlighted a potential solution to
these limitations through microfinance aimed at smallholder agrofor-
estry projects (Gromko and Calo, 2017).

3.1.3. Information asymmetries & transaction costs: farmers and seed
dealers lack information and conditions required for a functioning market

In order to achieve higher rates of adoption, farmers must be
convinced of potential livelihood benefits from agroforestry (Dawson
et al.,, 2011). Several frameworks for behavior change interventions
exist (e.g., (Reddy et al., 2017)), but here we focus on three specific
barriers highlighted in the literature around quality seed inputs that
have hindered widespread agroforestry adoption (Bernard et al., 2019;
Cornelius and Miccolis, 2018; Graudal and Lillesg, 2007; Nyoka et al.,
2011; Place et al., 2012). These include: (1) asymmetric information
that lowers farmer’s willingness to pay because farmers are unable to
determine the quality of seeds or seedlings, (2) high transportation costs
associated with supplying seeds to rural smallholders (Cornelius and
Miccolis, 2018), and (3) low economies of scale from fewer seeds
demanded for a perennial product (Graudal and Lillesg, 2007).

The focus on high quality genetic material, or germplasm, is
important due to its role in providing farmers with the promoted ben-
efits of agroforestry adoption, such as commercially viable tree prod-
ucts, animal fodder, and natural fertilizer. For instance, in the northern
states of India, higher economic returns from quality poplar germplasm
developed in collaboration between an agriculture supply company and
Indian universities was critical in the widespread adoption of agrofor-
estry systems among smallholder wheat and rice farmers (Chavan et al.,
2015; Dhillon et al., 2013). This example highlights many roles non-
state actors can play in reducing information asymmetries. Non-state
actors may work with state actors to develop quality seed sources
(Leakey et al., 2007; Lillesg et al., 2011; Place et al., 2012). As the
example of India’s Poplar trees demonstrates, collaboration between
academia and the private sector on the development of new and
improved species of germplasm can produce quality germplasm that
increases farmers’ interest in agroforestry. Non-state actors can also
partner directly with local communities to develop native seed sources.
For example, ICRAFs participatory domestication programs in
Cameroon work with local communities using simplified breeding
practices applied to a wide range of indigenous tree species including the
pygeum (Prunus Africana) valued for its medicinal uses and allanblackia
(Allanblackia) domesticated for edible oil (Jamnadass et al., 2019).
Survey results found positive association between the ICRAF domesti-
cation programs and livelihood benefits and sustained adoption among
participants (Tchoundjeu et al., 2010).

Another possible solution to overcome asymmetric information is to
establish quality standards and monitoring (Lillesg et al., 2018). Nyoka
et al. (2011) recommend applying an informal quality certification
system developed by the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) for
staple crops in which seed dealers rather than government certified
agencies certify the quality of the seeds, as the latter is often difficult to
implement and can drive prices out of reach for smallholders. A similar
quality certification system in Tanzania and Ghana demonstrated a
higher willingness to pay for certified crop seed (Maredia et al., 2019).
Informal quality certification systems also allow non-state actors to
provide services to seed dealers in the absence of government capacity
for a formal program. Although not directly related to agroforestry, at a
global scale the Forest Stewardship Council certification of sustainable
forestry practices has successfully influenced rhetoric, laws, and
enforcement on sustainable forestry (Sundstrom and Henry, 2017) and
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may serve as a case study.

Finally, a common intervention is for state or non-state actors to
provide seeds directly to farmers at no cost (Place et al., 2012), although
there is considerable debate about the effects of direct supply in-
terventions. Lillesg et al. (2018) argue that government or NGO distri-
bution crowds out seed and seedling entrepreneurs, while Cornelius and
Miccolis (2018) argue that there are cases in which market constraints
are strong enough to require government provision of seeds. A report
synthesizing 50 years of experience supporting tree seed supply (Grau-
dal and Lillesp, 2007) recommended state actors develop guidelines and
supportive regulatory frameworks, while non-state actors provide
training for entrepreneurs, establish trade associations and breeding
programs, and manage gene conservation.

3.2. Stage 2: production processes

The components of agroforestry (animals, crops, and trees) can be
combined in a wide range of production processes. The three categories
adopted by the FAO are agrisilviculture (trees combined with crops),
silvopastoral (trees combined with animals), and agrosilvopastoral
(trees, animals, and crops) (FAO, 2015). Unlike the input and output
stages which describe a transaction or series of transactions, the pro-
duction stage takes place over the course of many years. The longer
timeframe of the production stage is linked to market failures that are
easily overlooked by state and non-state actors alike (Table 2).

3.2.1. Information asymmetries: knowledge requirements

Knowledge requirements are a critical barrier for smallholder
farmers (Cornelius and Miccolis, 2018; FAO, 2017; Place et al., 2012).
Many agroforestry techniques tend to be knowledge intensive (Matocha
et al.,, 2012), and trees grown for extractive outputs often require
specialized training (Russell and Franzel, 2004). State and non-state
actors can help farmers overcome knowledge barriers by directly
providing information and education through local agents (Arvola et al.,
2020; Place et al., 2012). A study on the dissemination of agricultural
innovations in Sub-Saharan Africa emphasized the need for simplicity in
innovations to achieve higher adoption (Macours, 2019). Interventions
should balance the trade-offs of systems that provide increased benefits
but demand higher skill level requirements compared to systems that

Table 2
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may have fewer benefits but can achieve wider adoption with fewer
knowledge requirements. For example, research conducted by univer-
sities in Sri Lanka on multilayered tree gardens identified local farmers’
preference for including upper canopy timber trees that informed tree
pruning interventions to improve productivity within existing practices
(Sinclair and Walker, 1998). As this example demonstrates, balancing
trade-offs often requires highly localized knowledge and awareness of
systems that may exist within local cultures. Working within commu-
nities, non-state actors can formalize existing knowledge that increases
likelihood of adoption (Coe et al., 2014). For instance, a review of
agroforestry projects in Bolivia revealed that projects in which indige-
nous knowledge was integrated with outside knowledge resulted in
greater outcomes for ecosystem services and climate change adaptation
(Jacobi et al., 2017). A study in the Sahelian region of West Africa found
that membership in community-based organizations that develop skills
and disseminate management best-practices was a significant factor in
agroforestry adoption (Binam et al., 2017). Recognizing the benefits of
integrating communities into agroforestry projects, ICRAF works with
local stakeholders in an approach known as “nested communities of
practice” that is being used in East Africa (Winowiecki and Sinclair,
2020). In tribal districts of Western India, NGOs have successfully
increased adoption of agroforestry through women’s self-help groups
that included low-cost inputs and training for nursery raising and
grafting (Bose, 2015).

3.2.2. Information asymmetries: risk and discounting

The long time horizon for trees to mature and produce benefits poses
a significant barrier to adoption. Farmers often choose not to invest
because of the risks associated with a long growth period (Arvola et al.,
2020; Kang and Akinnifesi, 2000; Rahman et al., 2008) and preference
for near term benefits (Hosier, 1989). Public and NGO investment in
research and dissemination of information about the benefits and risks
of agroforestry practices can aid in overcoming risk aversion and
incentivize adoption (Arvola et al., 2020; Place et al., 2012), especially if
the information is location specific and actionable (Geertsema et al.,
2016). As discussed in the input stage, access to credit can smooth
consumption over a longer period of time and reduce associated risks
(Benjamin and Buchenrieder, 2016). Credit can constitute its own set of
risks for smallholder borrowers, especially with distant lenders without

Non-state actor policy interventions to address market failures in the production stage.

Market failure Policy mechanisms Type of Non-state actor categories
intervention
Direct  Indirect IGOs Academic Private
and institutions industry
NGOs
Information asymmetries: knowledge requirements for ~ Build on local knowledge to promote systems that v v
agroforestry create barriers to entry (Cornelius and balance higher benefits with simple knowledge
Miccolis, 2018; FAO, 2017; Place et al., 2012). requirements (Coe et al., 2014; Jacobi et al., 2017).
Develop systems that are simple and easy to adopt ( v v v v
Macours, 2019).
Information asymmetries: farmers choose not to invest ~ Conduct research and dissemination of actionable v v v
because of risks and discounting associated with a knowledge in local contexts (Geertsema et al., 2016;
long time horizons to realize benefits (Arvola et al., Place et al., 2012).
2020; Kang and Akinnifesi, 2000; Rahman et al., Increase access to credit to provide consumption v v v
2008). smoothing (Benjamin and Buchenrieder, 2016).
Promote fast-growing tree species (Kronick, 1984; Lillesp v/ v v v
et al., 2018).
Establish supportive institutions for agroforestry akin to v v
staple crops (e.g., insurance, research, extension, loans,
support prices, tax concessions) (Callo-Concha et al.,
2017; Lambert et al., 2012; Rahman et al., 2008).
Policy failure: lack of ongoing support for farmers to Use longer-term funding sources to maintain longevity v v v
ensure long-term success and consistency of implementation activities (Borgstrom
(Cole, 2010; Kant and Lehrer, 2005). et al., 2016).
Develop local institutions that will maximize the v v

likelihood of sustainability (Cole, 2010; Scherr, 1992).
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social ties to the community (Chauke et al., 2013). Another way to
reduce risk is to research and promote tree species that are fast growing
(Kronick, 1984; Lillesy et al., 2018), although trade-offs with other
beneficial traits that provide higher value outputs and ecosystem ser-
vices should be considered.

Existing government policies can also profoundly increase percep-
tions of risk. For instance, government subsidies that exclude agrofor-
estry can lead to high perceptions of risk because farmers bear all the
risk of adopting new practices (Jacobson and Ham, 2019). Farmers will
perceive lower risks of agroforestry adoption with increased support
from government institutions akin to those commonly provided to staple
crops (e.g. insurance, research, extension, loans, support prices, tax
concessions) (Callo-Concha et al., 2017; Rahman et al., 2008). A study in
southeast Nigeria found that extending interventions typically targeted
at staple crops, such as access to credit and regular contact from an
extension agent, were associated with higher rates of agroforestry
adoption (Lambert et al., 2012). While reforming monoculture in-
stitutions is limited to government intervention, non-state actors can
play an important role in advocating for agroforestry as a tool that can
achieve similar goals of soil fertility and farm productivity, while also
providing environmental co-benefits.

3.2.3. Policy failure: short-term funding and management

Long-term, consistent institutional backing can provide needed
support throughout the lifetime of agroforestry projects (Cole, 2010;
Kant and Lehrer, 2005), as interventions focused on ecosystem co-
benefits typically require longer term management to be successful
(Borgstrom et al., 2016). The short-term focus of project managers
driven by funding concerns has been shown to lead to declines in
adoption (Jacobson and Ham, 2019). Non-state actors should commu-
nicate the long timelines of agroforestry projects to their donors, and
commit to long-term projects in local communities. International fund-
ing through the Green Climate Fund (GCF) is focused on long-term
sustainability and could provide a more stable source of funding for
agroforestry projects and investments (GCF, 2020). Non-state actors can
also support the development of local institutions that will maximize the
likelihood of long-term viability (Cole, 2010; Scherr, 1992), where

Table 3

Non-state actor policy interventions to address market failures in the output stage.
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institutional structures, capacity, and other factors are developed to
create resilient institutions that last long after non-state actors disengage
from an area.

3.3. Stage 3: outputs

Early research and investment into agroforestry was largely the
domain of forestry and focused on export products like teak (Nair,
1993). Since then, agroforestry outputs have become a development-
driven goal, shown to increase crop diversification and decrease vola-
tilities (Pratiwi and Suzuki, 2019). Direct economic benefits are recog-
nized as an essential condition to increase adoption of sustainable
agricultural practices (Pineiro et al., 2020). In addition to traditional
outputs such as tree fruits, timber, and rubber, this section also considers
the market failures associated with non-extractive outputs (e.g., carbon
storage). Table 3 provides an overview of the market failures associated
with the output stage along with a range of non-state actor
interventions.

3.3.1. Policy failure: regulatory barriers

Legalizing the removal of forest resources is a difficult undertaking
that can have unintended consequences. In Brazil, federal law regulates
the 53% of the Brazilian Amazon that is privately owned, but adherence
has been low due to weak enforcement and the profitability of other land
uses (Miccolis et al., 2019; Santiago et al., 2018). A 2012 revision to the
forest law included more lenient preservation requirements that allowed
for agroforestry on forest land if native species were incorporated, but
whether the revisions have led to declines in deforestation or increases
in reforestation remains unclear (Miccolis et al., 2019). Recent spikes in
deforestation largely due to agricultural expansion point to the impor-
tance of political will to ensure that lighter regulations do not lead to
declines in conservation (Sax, 2019). In the absence of strong national
support for sustainable agriculture, non-state actors can work within
local communities to increase adoption through information on agro-
forestry techniques that can provide private benefits to farmers (Trem-
blay et al., 2015). For example, Brazilian farmers noted the influences of
Ernst Gotsch, a researcher and farmer, for applying successional

efforts to reduce deforestation (Minang et al., 2014).

Market failure Policy mechanisms Type of Non-state actor categories
intervention
Direct  Indirect IGOs Academic Private
and institutions industry
NGOs
Policy failure: regulatory barriers restrict agroforestry Adapt laws to allow for the marketing of agroforestry v v
practice (Borelli et al., 2019; Place et al., 2012; Russell products (Borelli et al., 2019; Place et al., 2012;
and Franzel, 2004). Russell and Franzel, 2004).
Information asymmetries: pricing and lack of market Increase capacity through farmers associations that v v
power leads to opportunistic middlemen and low can provide administrative and management services (
returns for farmers (Russell and Franzel, 2004); and Arvola et al., 2020; Russell and Franzel, 2004;
limited access to marketing opportunities Shiferaw et al., 2011)
(Cornelius and Miccolis, 2018; Kant and Lehrer, 2005; Promote market information systems through mobile v v v
Leakey et al., 2007; Russell and Franzel, 2004). phones (Ogutu et al., 2014; Russell and Franzel,
2004).
Develop public-private partnerships and grow markets v v v
for agroforestry products (Graudal and Lillesg, 2007;
Jarrett et al., 2017; Leakey et al., 2007).
Create facilitative institutions that create linkages v v v
between smallholder farmers and agribusinesses (
Russell and Franzel, 2004).
Support centralized sources of supply, information, v v v
and marketing (Leakey et al., 2007).
Positive externalities: uncompensated benefits of Communicate local environmental services to farmers v v v
environmental services (Godsey et al., 2015; Haile to increase value perception (Marais et al., 2019).
et al., 2019; Place et al., 2012). Develop payment for environmental services v v
pathways (Haile et al., 2019; Matocha et al., 2012).
Include agroforestry as a strategy in domestic REDD+ v v
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planting of a mix of nutrient fixing trees with short cycle crops to restore
degraded lands (Miccolis et al., 2019).

There are also examples of deeper engagements where non-state
actors have played a pivotal role in shaping policy and laws in support
of agroforestry systems. For example, ICRAF played an important
advisory role throughout the development and passage of India’s Na-
tional Agroforestry Policy (NAP) (Pal Singh et al., 2016). The landmark
policy is implemented by the Ministry of Agriculture with the goal of
overcoming barriers to adoption (Dhyani, 2014) and mainstreaming
agroforestry in the agricultural sector (Pinjarkar, 2014). In addition to
simplified regulations for harvesting and transport of agroforestry
products, the policy holistically addressed market failures and policy
constraints in all three stages, including institutional credit and insur-
ance, creation of a national level agency to promote and manage agro-
forestry, and improvements to land records for stronger land tenure
security (Chavan et al., 2015). The NAP is a first of its kind policy and
could be a future model for other countries, and provides a case where
non-state actors, along with others, played a pivotal advisory role in the
formation of policy.

3.3.2. Information asymmetries: pricing and limited access to markets

Agroforestry among smallholders is often characterized by low vol-
umes of trade and limited access to information on pricing, leaving
farmers at the mercy of opportunistic middlemen (Russell and Franzel,
2004). In these cases, farmer associations can provide administrative
and management services, as well as higher volumes of trade for
increased market power (Arvola et al., 2020; Russell and Franzel, 2004;
Shiferaw et al., 2011). A contemporary tool to overcome asymmetric
information is the use of mobile phones by smallholders to receive up-
dates on market pricing (Russell and Franzel, 2004) at lower costs
(Ogutu et al., 2014). Non-state actors can facilitate access to mobile
phones, subsidize mobile phone credits, link buyers and farmers
directly, or in general help overcome barriers to information asymme-
tries using existing well-established and familiar technologies.

Another well-documented constraint is the lack of marketing op-
portunities and institutional support for tree products produced by
smallholder farmers (Kang and Akinnifesi, 2000; Leakey et al., 2007;
Lillesg et al., 2011; Place et al., 2012; Steppler and Nair, 1987). Public-
private partnerships can provide a direct connection between farmers
and large international or regional companies (Graudal and Lillesg,
2007; Jarrett et al., 2017). Daimler-Benz, for example, sources raw
materials for its C-class cars from smallholder agroforestry in Brazil
(Leakey et al., 2007). Non-state actors can also play an important role in
facilitating the linkages between farmers and local businesses without
providing services directly to avoid crowd-out effects. This can be done
through physical centers and workshops in rural areas that provide in-
formation on how to successfully commercialize agroforestry products
(Russell and Franzel, 2004). Non-state actors can also provide support
for commercial enterprises that combine input supply with output pro-
cessing, which can offer farmers a centralized source of supply, infor-
mation, and marketing (Leakey et al., 2007). Holistic support for farmers
that provides knowledge needed at each stage of the supply chain that
incorporates local knowledge can also provide reassurance for farmers
that perceive high risk in converting cropland to agroforestry.

3.3.3. Externalities: uncompensated benefits of environmental services

Agroforestry systems produce a wide range of environmental ser-
vices that extend beyond the farm. Most smallholder farmers are un-
compensated for these positive externalities leading to a quantity of
agroforestry that is below the socially optimal level (Godsey et al., 2015;
Haile et al., 2019). A potentially low-cost intervention by non-state ac-
tors is to increase perceived private value of agroforestry through
knowledge sharing on benefits of fertilizer replacement, income diver-
sification, and resilience to extreme weather conditions (Marais et al.,
2019).

Non-state actors can also aid in supporting payment for ecosystem
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services (PES) programs, which can provide payments to farmers in
exchange for the ecosystem and climate change mitigation services
(Benjamin et al., 2018). PES programs are designed around compen-
sating farmers for the uncompensated positive externalities, and the
myriad of public benefits provided by agroforestry systems at regional
(water quality, soil health, adaptation) and global (biodiversity, carbon
sequestration) scales. For instance, Reducing Emissions from Defores-
tation and Forest Degradation Plus (REDD+) is a mechanism created by
the UNFCCC through which countries can receive PES and support local
agroforestry programs. While not considered forests under REDD+,
agroforestry systems are recognized as a complementary strategy and
part of broader initiatives to address agricultural impact on deforesta-
tion (Minang et al., 2014). In Brazil, the government pays farmers for
reforestation or agroforestry through the Amazon Fund, established in
2008 as part of Brazil’s domestic REDD+ policy that raises funds
internationally for restoration projects in the Amazon (Amazon Fund,
2013). Despite the large funding inflows, there is evidence that without
ongoing institutional support, connection to on-the-ground imple-
mentation is weak (Pinsky et al., 2019). The funding mechanism is
further constrained by the dismantling of governance committees of the
Amazon Fund by the federal government (What is the Amazon Fund?
[WWW Document], 2019). Here, non-state actors can support links
between broader funding streams to develop institutions and systems to
support implementation, funding to farmers, and other avenues that
ensure positive externalities are compensated.

Non-state actors can also play an important role in directly financing
agroforestry programs. There are a wide range of new financial in-
struments that are connecting investors interested in natural capital and
smallholders that can provide environmental services (TNC, 2019). For
example, Forest and Landscape Restoration receives multilateral fund-
ing, but has also increasingly drawn capital from private equity firms
seeking to make impact investments in programs such as agroforestry
(Liagre, 2015). Further, non-state actors can aid in linking farmers to
both carbon markets and programs of the GCF. The carbon sequestered
in agroforestry systems along with the wide range of ecosystem services
are areas in which there is a growing market that can compensate
farmers for the positive externalities (Atangana et al., 2014).

4. Discussion

Our critical review of the literature indicates non-state actors can
play direct and indirect roles in catalyzing or supporting agroforestry
adoption among smallholder farmers in LMICs, filling a unique gap that
state actors may be unable to address at scale. We found that market
failures within the three stages of the agroforestry system hindering
adoption by smallholder farmers can broadly be categorized into issues
stemming from common property, information asymmetry, uncompen-
sated positive externalities, distortions in capital markets hindering
sufficient credit, and market failures stemming from existing regulatory
barriers. These market failures are also not independent, as each type of
market failure can create multiple barriers to agroforestry adoption
within and across each stage of the agroforestry system.

While agroforestry systems are complex and vary by context, our
review suggests there are a wide range of opportunities for direct
intervention by non-state actors. This is especially true in the production
and output stages, which are less dependent on changes in the legal or
regulatory environment to reduce barriers to agroforestry adoption, and
are instead focused on the production of agroforestry products,
including non-extractive benefits in the form of ecosystem services. We
find differentiation between the role of the state and non-state actors,
with fewer instances of both direct and indirect opportunities for inter-
vention in the analysis. Consistent throughout all stages, we see that
non-state actors have a comparative advantage to centralized state
intervention of proximity to communities in which they work, as well as
institutional knowledge where they may serve as a bridge between state
and non-state actors to address market failures. A key hindrance of non-
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state actors, however, is that they may not have the resources to be
consistently engaged with smallholder farmers given funding con-
straints, organizational or institutional priorities, or other factors. While
this analysis has highlighted direct intervention of non-state actors, in-
direct opportunities for addressing market failures can complement state
efforts. The three policy guides previously mentioned (Bernard et al.,
2019; Buttoud, 2013; Place et al., 2012) provide comprehensive rec-
ommendations for state actors, such as national governments, and our
own review highlights instances where non-state actors may work with
state actors in an advisory role or through complementary activities.

Realizing widespread adoption of agroforestry among smallholders
that practice monoculture presents opportunities to address climate
change, sustainable development, and biodiversity conservation goals.
But the potential benefits permeate across spatial scales: agroforestry
can provide a range of benefits to farmers (e.g., income diversification,
increased crop yields, input substitution), local communities (e.g., soil
enrichment, increased water quality, adaptation to a warming climate),
and and beyond through global ecosystem services (e.g., habitat refugia
for biodiversity conservation, carbon sequestration for countries aiming
to achieve their nationally determined contributions to the Paris Climate
Agreement). Recognizing and accounting for benefits at all scales is
important for broader adoption, and can serve as a means to motivate
policies that support agroforestry programs. For instance, the potential
for agroforestry systems to store carbon speak to multiple audiences. At
a national level, countries such as India have recognized that increasing
agroforestry as part of their reforestation efforts is the only feasible
pathway to achieve the goal of 33% forest coverage due to land pres-
sures from a large and growing population (Dhyani, 2014). Globally,
confining tree planting to uninhabited areas limits reforestation efforts
to 11% of global area available for reforestation and does not provide
local communities with ecosystem, biodiversity, and socio-economic
benefits (Erbaugh et al., 2020). Thus, meeting global reforestation and
restoration targets likely will require practices such as agroforestry.

A comprehensive review of agricultural practices found that agro-
forestry was the least evaluated program type (Pineiro et al., 2020).
While our review examined both the peer-reviewed and grey literature,
our analysis is limited to documented market failures and interventions
and thus does not include innovative efforts that are ongoing and remain
undocumented. This literature is expanding with articles covering the
linkage between agroforestry adoption and community-based forest
management (Laichena, 2021), farmer organizations and commerciali-
zation of wood products (Hintz et al., 2021), the proposed application of
an Agroforestry Accounting System (Campos et al., 2021), and land
tenure reform on the shifting of forest management to communities
(Trejos and Flores, 2021). Although we attempted to include studies
from a variety of regions, India and Brazil are overrepresented in our
review, and thus warrants caution when generalizing specific cases to
other countries. Additionally, our analysis begins with the assumption
that non-state actors will be taking action where agroforestry provides
net benefits to specific contexts, but as with any practice, there are
documented cases where agroforestry adoption included trade-offs. In
Kenya, for example, fast-growing tree species combined with maize on
hillside farming consumed more water than if practiced separately
(Jackson et al., 2000). Both state and non-state actors engaged in
agroforestry programs should be mindful of whether the advocated
agroforestry system is appropriate for the landscape and population. For
instance, planting trees in native grasslands may have adverse effects on
native species (Veldman et al., 2015). Further, the climate and biodi-
versity benefits of agroforestry are relative to monoculture crop systems,
and are not assumed to be greater than forests or native tree plantations.

As interest in agroforestry systems for smallholder farmers continues
to grow, state and non-state actors alike should work together to create
incentives and environments that promote sustainable agroforestry
systems where smallholder farmers are most likely to benefit. Our study
outlines specific areas for direct and indirect action by non-state actors,
and future research should work to evaluate, across a wider array of
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countries and contexts, models that can be replicated to address the
myriad of market failures that hinder agroforestry adoption within its
complex supply chain.

Author contributions

Conceptualization: JB and YJM. Methodology: JB and YJM. Refining
concepts and arguments: JB, DSB, SCCP, TK, JTS, NHW, and YJM.
Writing - original draft: JB. Writing - Reviewing & Editing: JB, DSB,
SCCP, TK, JTS, NHW, and YJM. Supervision: YJM.

Funding

The research was supported by the Norwegian Agency for Develop-
ment Cooperation, grant # GLO-4251 QZA-16.

Declaration of Competing Interest

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial
interests or personal relationships that could have appeared to influence
the work reported in this paper.

Acknowledgements

We are grateful to Lucas Vargas Zeppetello, Luke A. Parsons, Teevrat
Garg, and Joshua Graff Zivin for their valuable feedback.

References

Amazon Fund, 2013. Project Document. Ministry of Economy & Ministry of
Environment.

Arts, B., 2003. Non-state actors in global governance: Three faces of power (Working
Paper No. 2003/4). In: Preprints aus der Max-Planck-Projektgruppe Recht der
Gemeinschaftsgiiter.

Arvola, A., Brockhaus, M., Kallio, M., Pham, T.T., Chi, D.T.L., Long, H.T., Nawir, A.A.,
Phimmavong, S., Mwamakimbullah, R., Jacovelli, P., 2020. What drives smallholder
tree growing? Enabling conditions in a changing policy environment. Forest Policy
Econ. 116, 102173. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2020.102173.

Atangana, A., Khasa, D., Chang, S., Degrande, A., 2014. Definitions and classification of
agroforestry systems. In: Atangana, A., Khasa, D., Chang, S., Degrande, A. (Eds.),
Tropical Agroforestry. Springer Netherlands, Dordrecht, pp. 35-47. https://doi.org/
10.1007/978-94-007-7723-1_3.

Backstrand, K., Kuyper, J.W., Linnér, B.-O., Lovbrand, E., 2017. Non-state actors in
global climate governance: from Copenhagen to Paris and beyond. Environ. Polit.
26, 561-579. https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2017.1327485.

Barrios, E., Sileshi, G., Shepherd, K., Sinclair, F., 2012. Agroforestry and soil health:
Linking trees, soil biota, and ecosystem services. In: The Oxford Handbook of Soil
Ecology and Ecosystem Services, pp. 315-330. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/
9780199575923.003.0028.

Benjamin, E.O., Buchenrieder, G., 2016. Credit risk and ecosystem services: A review of
small-scale emission-certified agroforestry. In: Routlege Handbook of Social and
Sustainable Finance. Routledge.

Benjamin, E.O., Ola, O., Buchenrieder, G., 2018. Does an agroforestry scheme with
payment for ecosystem services (PES) economically empower women in sub-Saharan
Africa? Ecosyst. Serv. 31, 1-11. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2018.03.004.

Bernard, F., Bourne, M., Garrity, D., Neely, C.L., Chomba, S., 2019. Policy Gaps and
Opportunities for Scaling Agroforestry in Sub-Saharan Africa: Recommendations
from a Policy Review and Recent Practice. World Agroforestry (ICRAF), Nairobi,
Kenya.

Besley, T., 1994. How do market failures justify interventions in rural credit markets?
World Bank Res. Obs. 9, 27-47.

Bhagwat, S., Willis, K., 2008. Agroforestry as a solution to the oil-palm debate. Conserv.
Biol. 22, 1368-1369. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2008.01026.x.

Bhagwat, S.A., Willis, K.J., Birks, H.J.B., Whittaker, R.J., 2008. Agroforestry: a refuge for
tropical biodiversity? Trends Ecol. Evol. 23, 261-267. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
tree.2008.01.005.

Binam, J.N., Place, F., Djalal, A.A., Kalinganire, A., 2017. Effects of local institutions on
the adoption of agroforestry innovations: evidence of farmer managed natural
regeneration and its implications for rural livelihoods in the Sahel. Agric. Econ. 5, 2.
https://doi.org/10.1186/540100-017-0072-2.

Borelli, S., Simelton, E., Aggarwal, S., Olivier, A., Conigliaro, M., Hillbrand, A.,

Garant, D., Desmyttere, H., 2019. Agroforestry and tenure. In: FAO and ICRAF,
Forestry Working Paper no. 8 42.

Borgstrom, S., Zachrisson, A., Eckerberg, K., 2016. Funding ecological restoration policy
in practice—patterns of short-termism and regional biases. Land Use Policy 52,
439-453. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2016.01.004.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2020.102173
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-7723-1_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-7723-1_3
https://doi.org/10.1080/09644016.2017.1327485
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199575923.003.0028
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199575923.003.0028
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0035
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2018.03.004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0050
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2008.01026.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2008.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2008.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40100-017-0072-2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0070
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2016.01.004

J. Bettles et al.

Bose, P., 2015. India’s drylands agroforestry: a ten-year analysis of gender and social
diversity, tenure and climate variability. Int. For. Rev. 17, 14. https://doi.org/
10.1505/146554815816086435.

Buttoud, G., 2013. Advancing Agroforestry on the Policy Agenda: A Guide for Decision-
Makers, Agroforestry Working Paper. FAO, Rome.

Cacho, 0.J., Marshall, G.R., Milne, M., 2003. Smallholder agroforestry projects: Potential
for carbon sequestration and poverty alleviation. In: FAO - Agriculture and Economic
Development Analysis Division. https://doi.org/10.22004/ag.econ.289093.

Callo-Concha, D., Denich, M., Ul Hassan, M.M., Place, F., Wardell, D.A., 2017. Lessons
for research, capacity development and policy in agroforestry for development.
Agrofor. Syst. 91, 795-798. https://doi.org/10.1007/510457-017-0085-6.

Campos, P., Alvarez, A., Mesa, B., Oviedo, J.L., Caparrds, A., 2021. Linking standard
economic account for forestry and ecosystem accounting: total forest incomes and
environmental assets in publicly-owned conifer farms in Andalusia-Spain. Forest
Policy Econ. 128, 102482. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2021.102482.

Chapman, M., Walker, W.S., Cook-Patton, S.C., Ellis, P.W., Farina, M., Griscom, B.W.,
Baccini, A., 2020. Large climate mitigation potential from adding trees to
agricultural lands. Global Change Biol. https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.15121 n/a.

Chauke, P.K., Motlhatlhana, M.L., Pfumayaramba, T.K., Anim, F.D.K., 2013. Factors
influencing access to credit: a case study of smallholder farmers in the Capricorn
district of South Africa. AJAR 8, 582-585. https://doi.org/10.5897/
AJAR2013.6700.

Chavan, S.B., Keerthika, A., Dhyani, S.K., Handa, A.K., Newaj, R., Rajarajan, K., 2015.
National agroforestry policy in India: a low hanging fruit. Curr. Sci. 108, 1826-1834.

Coe, R., Sinclair, F., Barrios, E., 2014. Scaling up agroforestry requires research ‘in’
rather than ‘for’ development. Curr. Opin. Environ. Sustain. Sustain. Challeng 6,
73-77. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2013.10.013.

Colchester, M., Ekadinata, A., Fay, C., Pasya, G., Manalu, P., Gaveau, D., 2005.
Facilitating Agroforestry Development through Land and Tree Tenure Reforms in
Indonesia. World Agroforestry Centre, SEA Regional Office, Bogor, Indonesia.

Cole, R.J., 2010. Social and environmental impacts of payments for environmental
services for agroforestry on small-scale farms in southern Costa Rica. Int. J. Sustain.
Dev. World Ecol. 17, 208-216. https://doi.org/10.1080/13504501003729085.

Coleman, E.A., 2019. Practitioners Handbook on Good Practice in Implementing Forest
Tenure Reform. Center for International Forestry Research (CIFOR), Bogor,
Indonesia. https://doi.org/10.17528/cifor/007503.

Cornelius, J.P., Miccolis, A., 2018. Can market-based agroforestry germplasm supply
systems meet the needs of forest landscape restoration? New For. 49, 457-469.
https://doi.org/10.1007/511056-018-9639-3.

Cramb, R., Manivong, V., Newby, J.C., Sothorn, K., Sibat, P.S., 2017. Alternatives to land
grabbing: exploring conditions for smallholder inclusion in agricultural commodity
chains in Southeast Asia. J. Peasant Stud. 44, 939-967. https://doi.org/10.1080/
03066150.2016.1242482.

Dawson, LK., Vinceti, B., Weber, J.C., Neufeldt, H., Russell, J., Lengkeek, A.G.,
Kalinganire, A., Kindt, R., Lillesg, J.-P.B., Roshetko, J., Jamnadass, R., 2011. Climate
change and tree genetic resource management: maintaining and enhancing the
productivity and value of smallholder tropical agroforestry landscapes. A review.
Agrofor. Syst. 81, 67-78. https://doi.org/10.1007/510457-010-9302-2.

Dhillon, G.P.S., Singh, A., Sidhu, D.S., Brar, H.S., 2013. Variation among poplar clones
for growth and crown traits under field conditions at two sites of North-Western
India. J. For. Res. 24, 61-67. https://doi.org/10.1007/511676-012-0269-x.

Dhyani, S.K., 2014. National agroforestry policy 2014 and the need for area estimation
under agroforestry. Curr. Sci. 107, 9-10.

Dorward, A., Kydd, J., Poulton, C., Bezemer, D., 2009. Coordination risk and cost impacts
on economic development in poor rural areas. J. Dev. Stud. 45, 1093-1112. https://
doi.org/10.1080,/00220380802550277.

Duguma, L.A., Minang, P.A., Kimaro, A.A., Otsyina, R., Mpanda, M., 2019. Shinyanga:
Blending old and new agroforestry to integrate development, climate change
mitigation and adaptation in Tanzania. In: Van Noordwijk, M. (Ed.), Sustainable
Development through Trees on Farms: Agroforestry in its Fifth Decade. World
Agroforestry (ICRAF), Bogor, Indonesia, pp. 139-151.

Ellis, F., 1992. Agricultural Policies in Developing Countries. Cambridge University
Press.

Erbaugh, J.T., Pradhan, N., Adams, J., Oldekop, J.A., Agrawal, A., Brockington, D.,
Pritchard, R., Chhatre, A., 2020. Global forest restoration and the importance of
prioritizing local communities. Nat. Ecol. Evol. 1-5. https://doi.org/10.1038/
$41559-020-01282-2.

FAO, 2015. Agroforestry Systems [WWW Document]. Food and Agriculture Organization
of the United Nations. URL. http://www.fao.org/forestry/agroforestry/89998/en/
(accessed 8.11.20).

FAO, 2017. Module B5: Production and resources, by Corsi, S. (lead). In: Bigi, A.,
Borelli, S., Conigliaro, M., Dubois, O., Luis Fernandez, J., Halwart, M., et al. (Eds.),
Climate Smart Agriculture Sourcebook [online]. Rome.

Follis, M.B., Nair, P.K.R., 1994. Policy and institutional support for agroforestry: an
analysis of two Ecuadorian case studies. Agrofor. Syst. 27, 223-240. https://doi.org/
10.1007/BF00705058.

Foster, A.D., Rosenzweig, M.R., 2010. Microeconomics of technology adoption. Annu.
Rev. Econ. 2, 395-424. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.
economics.102308.124433.

Garrity, D., Akinnifesi, F.K., Ajayi, O.C., Weldesemayat, S.G., Mowo, J.G.,

Kalinganire, A., Larwanou, M., Bayala, J., 2010. Evergreen agriculture: a robust
approach to sustainable food security in Africa. Food Sec. 2, 197-214. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s12571-010-0070-7.

GCF, 2020. Independent Evaluation of the Green Climate Fund’s Country Ownership
Approach. Green Climate Fund, Geneva, Switzerland.

Forest Policy and Economics 130 (2021) 102538

Geertsema, W., Rossing, W.A., Landis, D.A., Bianchi, F.J., van Rijn, P.C., Schaminée, J.H.,
Tscharntke, T., van der Werf, W., 2016. Actionable knowledge for ecological
intensification of agriculture. Front. Ecol. Environ. 14, 209-216. https://doi.org/
10.1002/fee.1258.

Godsey, L.D., Mercer, D.E., Grala, R.K., Grado, S.C., Alavalapati, J.R.R., 2015.
Agroforestry economics and policy. In: North American Agroforestry: An Integrated
Science and Practice. John Wiley & Sons, Ltd, pp. 315-337. https://doi.org/
10.2134/2009.northamericanagroforestry.2ed.c12.

Grant, M.J., Booth, A., 2009. A typology of reviews: an analysis of 14 review types and
associated methodologies. Health Inf. Libr. J. 26, 91-108. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1471-1842.2009.00848.x.

Graudal, L., Lillesg, J.B.L., 2007. Experiences and Future Prospects for Tree Seed Supply
in Agricultural Development Support. Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark.

Griscom, B.W., Adams, J., Ellis, P.W., Houghton, R.A., Lomax, G., Miteva, D.A.,
Schlesinger, W.H., Shoch, D., Siikamaki, J.V., Smith, P., Woodbury, P., Zganjar, C.,
Blackman, A., Campari, J., Conant, R.T., Delgado, C., Elias, P., Gopalakrishna, T.,
Hamsik, M.R., Herrero, M., Kiesecker, J., Landis, E., Laestadius, L., Leavitt, S.M.,
Minnemeyer, S., Polasky, S., Potapov, P., Putz, F.E., Sanderman, J., Silvius, M.,
Wollenberg, E., Fargione, J., 2017. Natural climate solutions. PNAS 114,
11645-11650. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1710465114.

Gromko, D., Calo, I., 2017. Agroforestry business models. In: Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir
Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) GmbH. Bonn and Eschborn, Germany.

Haile, K.K., Tirivayi, N., Tesfaye, W., 2019. Farmers’ willingness to accept payments for
ecosystem services on agricultural land: the case of climate-smart agroforestry in
Ethiopia. Ecosyst. Serv. 39, 100964. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2019.100964.

Haufler, V., 2009. Transnational actors and global environmental governance. In:
Governance for the Environment: New Perspectives. Cambridge University Press,
New York, pp. 119-143.

Hintz, K.S., Kimengsi, J.N., Pretzsch, J., 2021. How do smallholder forest farmers’
organizations manage and commercialize wood products? — a global systematic
review. Forest Policy Econ. 128, 102460. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
forpol.2021.102460.

Hosier, R.H., 1989. The economics of smallholder agroforestry: two case studies. World
Dev. 17, 1827-1839. https://doi.org/10.1016/0305-750X(89)90202-7.

IPCC, 2014. Fifth Assessment Report: Global and Sectoral Aspects.

IPCC, 2019. Climate Change and Land. UNEP. https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/up
loads/2019/08/4.-SPM_Approved_Microsite FINAL.pdf.

Jackson, N.A., Wallace, J.S., Ong, C.K., 2000. Tree pruning as a means of controlling
water use in an agroforestry system in Kenya. For. Ecol. Manag. 126, 133-148.
https://doi.org/10.1016/50378-1127(99)00096-1.

Jacobi, J., Mathez-Stiefel, S.-L., Gambon, H., Rist, S., Altieri, M., 2017. Whose
knowledge, whose development? Use and role of local and external knowledge in
agroforestry projects in Bolivia. Environ. Manag. 59, 464-476. https://doi.org/
10.1007/500267-016-0805-0.

Jacobson, M., Ham, C., 2019. The (un)broken promise of agroforestry: a case study of
improved fallows in Zambia. Environ. Dev. Sustain. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$10668-019-00564-5.

Jamnadass, R., Ofori, D.A., Dawson, LK., Tchoundjeu, Z., Hendre, P.S., Graudal, L.,
McMullin, S., 2019. Enhancing agroforestry systems through tree domestication. In:
Sustainable Development Through Trees on Farms: Agroforestry in its Fifth Decade,
pp. 45-59. Chapter.

Jarrett, C., Cummins, I., Logan-Hines, E., 2017. Adapting indigenous agroforestry
systems for integrative landscape management and sustainable supply chain
development in Napo, Ecuador. In: Montagnini, F. (Ed.), Integrating Landscapes:
Agroforestry for Biodiversity Conservation and Food Sovereignty, Advances in
Agroforestry. Springer International Publishing, Cham, pp. 283-309. https://doi.
org/10.1007/978-3-319-69371-2_12.

Jones, B., 2010. The evolution of Namibia’s communal conservancies. In:

Rights, Community (Ed.), Conservation and Contested Land. Earthscan, New York,
pp. 106-120. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781849775052-14.

Jose, S., 2009. Agroforestry for ecosystem services and environmental benefits: an
overview. Agrofor. Syst. 76, 1-10. https://doi.org/10.1007/510457-009-9229-7.

Kahan, D., 2008. Economics for Market-Oriented Farming. FAO, Rome.

Kang, B.T., Akinnifesi, F.K., 2000. Agroforestry as alternative land-use production
systems for the tropics. Nat. Res. Forum 24, 137-151. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1477-8947.2000.tb00938.x.

Kant, S., Lehrer, E., 2005. A framework for institutional analysis of agroforestry systems.
In: Valuing Agroforestry Systems, Advances in Agroforestry. Kluwer Academic
Publishers, Dordrecht, pp. 279-302. https://doi.org/10.1007/1-4020-2413-4_15.

Kronick, J., 1984. Temporal analysis of agroforestry systems for rural development.
Agrofor. Syst. 2, 165-176. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00147031.

Laichena, J., 2021. Does adoption of on-farm tree planting depend on Forest co-
management? Evidence from selected Forest sites in Kenya. Forest Policy Econ. 128,
102470. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2021.102470.

Lambert, O., Ozioma, A.F., Lambert, O., Ozioma, A.F., 2012. Adoption of Improved
Agroforestry Technologies among Contact Farmers in Imo State, Nigeria. https://doi.
org/10.22004/AG.ECON.197935.

Leakey, R., Tchoundjeu, Z., Schreckenberg, K., Simons, A., Shackleton, S., Mander, M.,
Wynberg, R., Shackleton, C., Sullivan, C., 2007. Trees and Markets for Agroforestry
Tree Products: Targeting Poverty Reduction and Enhanced Livelihoods (Caroline A
Sullivan).

Liagre, L., 2015. Sustainable Financing for Forest and Landscape Restoration:
Opportunities, Challenges and the Way Forward. United National Convention to
Combat Desertification : Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations,
Rome.


https://doi.org/10.1505/146554815816086435
https://doi.org/10.1505/146554815816086435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0085
https://doi.org/10.22004/ag.econ.289093
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10457-017-0085-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2021.102482
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.15121
https://doi.org/10.5897/AJAR2013.6700
https://doi.org/10.5897/AJAR2013.6700
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0115
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2013.10.013
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0125
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504501003729085
https://doi.org/10.17528/cifor/007503
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11056-018-9639-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2016.1242482
https://doi.org/10.1080/03066150.2016.1242482
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10457-010-9302-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11676-012-0269-x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0160
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220380802550277
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220380802550277
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0175
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-020-01282-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-020-01282-2
http://www.fao.org/forestry/agroforestry/89998/en/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0190
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00705058
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00705058
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.economics.102308.124433
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.economics.102308.124433
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-010-0070-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-010-0070-7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0210
https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1258
https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1258
https://doi.org/10.2134/2009.northamericanagroforestry.2ed.c12
https://doi.org/10.2134/2009.northamericanagroforestry.2ed.c12
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-1842.2009.00848.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-1842.2009.00848.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0230
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1710465114
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0240
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2019.100964
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0250
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2021.102460
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2021.102460
https://doi.org/10.1016/0305-750X(89)90202-7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0265
https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/uploads/2019/08/4.-SPM_Approved_Microsite_FINAL.pdf
https://www.ipcc.ch/site/assets/uploads/2019/08/4.-SPM_Approved_Microsite_FINAL.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-1127(99)00096-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-016-0805-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00267-016-0805-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-019-00564-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10668-019-00564-5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0285
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-69371-2_12
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-69371-2_12
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781849775052-14
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10457-009-9229-7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0310
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1477-8947.2000.tb00938.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1477-8947.2000.tb00938.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/1-4020-2413-4_15
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00147031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2021.102470
https://doi.org/10.22004/AG.ECON.197935
https://doi.org/10.22004/AG.ECON.197935
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0345

J. Bettles et al.

Lillesg, J.B.L., Graudal, L., Moestrup, S., Kjer, E.D., Kindt, R., Mbora, A., Dawson, 1.,
Muriuki, J., Raebild, A., Jamnadass, R., 2011. Innovation in input supply systems in
smallholder agroforestry: seed sources, supply chains and support systems. Agrofor.
Syst. 83, 347-359. https://doi.org/10.1007/510457-011-9412-5.

Lillesg, J.B.L., Harwood, C., Derero, A., Graudal, L., Roshetko, J.M., Kindt, R.,
Moestrup, S., Omondi, W.O., Holtne, N., Mbora, A., van Breugel, P., Dawson, LK.,
Jamnadass, R., Egelyng, H., 2018. Why institutional environments for agroforestry
seed systems matter. Dev. Policy Rev. 36, 089-0112. https://doi.org/10.1111/
dpr.12233.

Liu, C.L.C., Kuchma, O., Krutovsky, K.V., 2018. Mixed-species versus monocultures in
plantation forestry: development, benefits, ecosystem services and perspectives for
the future. Glob. Ecol. Conserv. 15, €00419 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2018.
€00419.

Lundgren, B., Raintree, J.B., 1983. Sustained agroforestry. In: International Council for
Research in Agroforestry (ICRAF), 3, pp. 1-26.

Macours, K., 2019. Farmers’ demand and the traits and diffusion of agricultural
innovations in developing countries. Ann. Rev. Resour. Econ. 11, 483-499. https://
doi.org/10.1146/annurev-resource-100518-094045.

Magruder, J.R., 2018. An assessment of experimental evidence on agricultural
technology adoption in developing countries. Ann. Rev. Resour. Econ. 10, 299-316.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-resource-100517-023202.

Marais, Z.E., Baker, T.P., O’Grady, A.P., England, J.R., Tinch, D., Hunt, M.A., 2019.

A natural capital approach to agroforestry decision-making at the farm scale. Forests
10, 980. https://doi.org/10.3390/f10110980.

Maredia, M.K., Shupp, R., Opoku, E., Mishili, F., Reyes, B., Kusolwa, P., Kusi, F.,
Kudra, A., 2019. Farmer perception and valuation of seed quality: evidence from
bean and cowpea seed auctions in Tanzania and Ghana. Agric. Econ. 50, 495-507.
https://doi.org/10.1111/agec.12505.

Masuda, Y.J., Kelly, A.C., Robinson, B.E., Holland, M.B., Bedford, C., Childress, M.,
Game, E.T., Ginsburg, C., Hilhorst, T., Lawry, S.W., Miteva, D.A., Musengezi, J.,
Naughton-Treves, L., Sunderlin, W.D., Veit, P., 2020. How do practitioners
characterize land tenure security? Conserv. Sci. Pract. 2, e186 https://doi.org/
10.1111/csp2.186.

Matocha, J., Schroth, G., Hills, T., Hole, D., 2012. Integrating climate change adaptation
and mitigation through agroforestry and ecosystem conservation. In: Nair, P.K.R.,
Garrity, D. (Eds.), Agroforestry - The Future of Global Land Use, Advances in
Agroforestry. Springer Netherlands, Dordrecht, pp. 105-126. https://doi.org/
10.1007/978-94-007-4676-3_9.

Mbow, C., Smith, P., Skole, D., Duguma, L., Bustamante, M., 2014. Achieving mitigation
and adaptation to climate change through sustainable agroforestry practices in
Africa. Curr. Opin. Environ. Sustain. Sustain. Challeng 6, 8-14. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.cosust.2013.09.002.

Miccolis, A., Peneireiro, F., Marques, H., 2019. Restoration through agroforestry in
Brazil: Options for reconciling livelihoods with conservation. In: Sustainable
Development through Trees on Farms: Agroforestry in Its Fifth Decade. World
Agroforestry (ICRAF) Southeast Asia Regional Program, Bogor, Indonesia,
pp. 209-231.

Miller, D.C., Munoz-Mora, J.C., Christiaensen, L., 2017. Prevalence, economic
contribution, and determinants of trees on farms across Sub-Saharan Africa. Forest
Policy Econ. 84, 47-61.

Miller, D.C., Ordonez, P.J., Brown, S.E., Forrest, S., Nava, N.J., Hughes, K., Baylis, K.,
2019. The impacts of agroforestry on agricultural productivity, ecosystem services,
and human well-being in low-and middle-income countries: an evidence and gap
map. Campbell Syst. Rev. 16, 1066 https://doi.org/10.1002/c12.1066.

Miller, D.C., Ordonez, P.J., Brown, S.E., Forrest, S., Nava, N.J., Hughes, K., Baylis, K.,
2020. The impacts of agroforestry on agricultural productivity, ecosystem services,
and human well-being in low-and middle-income countries: an evidence and gap
map. Campbell Syst. Rev. 16, 1066 https://doi.org/10.1002/c12.1066.

Minang, P.A., Duguma, L.A., Bernard, F., Mertz, O., van Noordwijk, M., 2014. Prospects
for agroforestry in REDD+ landscapes in Africa. Curr. Opin. Environ. Sustain.
Sustain. Challeng 6, 78-82. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2013.10.015.

Molua, E.L., 2005. The economics of tropical agroforestry systems: the case of
agroforestry farms in Cameroon. Forest Policy Econ. 7, 199-211. https://doi.org/
10.1016/51389-9341(03)00032-7.

Mwangi, M., Kariuki, S., 2015. Factors Determining Adoption of New Agricultural
Technology by Smallholder Farmers in Developing Countries, 6, pp. 2222-2855.

Nair, P.K.R., 1993. An Introduction to Agroforestry (Springer Science & Business Media).

Nair, P.K.R., 1998. Directions in tropical agroforestry research: Past, present, and future.
In: Nair, P.K.R,, Latt, C.R. (Eds.), Directions in Tropical Agroforestry Research,
Forestry Sciences. Springer Netherlands, Dordrecht, pp. 223-245. https://doi.org/
10.1007/978-94-015-9008-2_10.

Naughton-Treves, L., Day, C., 2012. Lessons about Land Tenure, Forest Governance and
REDD+: Case Studies from Africa, Asia and Latin America. UW-Madison Land
Tenure Center, Madison, Wisconsin.

Nyoka, B., Ajayi, O.0., Akinnifesi, F., Chanyenga, T., Mng omba, S., Sileshi, G.,
Jamnadass, R., Madhibha-Muumbe, T.P., 2011. Certification of agroforestry tree
germplasm in Southern Africa: opportunities and challenges. Agrofor. Syst. 83,
75-87. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10457-011-9393-4.

Ogutu, S.O., Okello, J.J., Otieno, D.J., 2014. Impact of information and communication
technology-based market information services on smallholder farm input use and
productivity: the case of Kenya. World Dev. 64, 311-321. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
worlddev.2014.06.011.

Otsuka, K., Suyanto, S., Sonobe, T., Tomich, T.P., 2000. Evolution of land tenure
institutions and development of agroforestry: evidence from customary land areas of
Sumatra. Agric. Econ. 25, 85-101. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1574-0862.2001.
tb00237.x.

10

Forest Policy and Economics 130 (2021) 102538

Pal Singh, V., Bhushan Sinha, R., Nayak, D., Neufeldt, H., van Noordwijk, M., Rizvi, J.,
2016. The national agroforestry policy of India: experiential learning in development
and delivery phases. World Agroforestry Centre (ICRAF). https://doi.org/10.5716/
WP16143.PDF.

Pandey, D.N., 2007. Multifunctional agroforestry systems in India. Curr. Sci. 92,
455-463.

Pineiro, V., Arias, J., Diirr, J., Elverdin, P., Ibanez, A.M., Kinengyere, A., Opazo, C.M.,
Owoo, N., Page, J.R., Prager, S.D., Torero, M., 2020. A scoping review on incentives
for adoption of sustainable agricultural practices and their outcomes. Nat. Sustain. 3,
809-820. https://doi.org/10.1038/541893-020-00617-y.

Pinjarkar, V., 2014. Proper Implementation of Agroforestry Policy a Big Challenge. Times
of India.

Pinsky, V.C., Kruglianskas, 1., Victor, D.G., 2019. Experimentalist governance in climate
finance: the case of REDD+ in Brazil. Clim. Pol. 19, 725-738. https://doi.org/
10.1080/14693062.2019.1571474.

Place, F., Torquebiau, E., Detlefsen, G., Gauthier, M., Buttou, G., 2012. Improved policies
for facilitating the adoption of agroforestry. In: Kaonga, M. (Ed.), Agroforestry for
Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services - Science and Practice. InTech. https://doi.org/
10.5772/34524.

Pratiwi, A., Suzuki, A., 2019. Reducing agricultural income vulnerabilities through
agroforestry training: evidence from a randomised field experiment in Indonesia.
Bull. Indones. Econ. Stud. 55, 83-116. https://doi.org/10.1080/
00074918.2018.1530726.

Quinion, A., Chirwa, P.W., Akinnifesi, F.K., Ajayi, O.C., 2010. Do agroforestry
technologies improve the livelihoods of the resource poor farmers? Evidence from
Kasungu and Machinga districts of Malawi. Agrofor. Syst. 80, 457-465. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10457-010-9318-7.

Rahman, S.A., de Groot, W.T., Snelder, D.J., 2008. Exploring the agroforestry adoption
gap: financial and socioeconomics of litchi-based agroforestry by smallholders in
Rajshahi (Bangladesh). In: Snelder, Denyse J., Lasco, R.D. (Eds.), Smallholder Tree
Growing for Rural Development and Environmental Services: Lessons from Asia,
Advances in Agroforestry. Springer Netherlands, Dordrecht, pp. 227-243. https://
doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-8261-0_11.

Reddy, S.M.W., Montambault, J., Masuda, Y.J., Keenan, E., Butler, W., Fisher, J.R.B.,
Asah, S.T., Gneezy, A., 2017. Advancing conservation by understanding and
influencing human behavior. Conserv. Lett. 10, 248-256. https://doi.org/10.1111/
conl.12252.

Reij, C., Tappan, G., Smale, M., 2009. Agroenvironmental transformation in the Sahel. In:
Presented at the Millions Fed: Proven Successes in Agricultural Development, p. 52.

Robinson, B.E., Masuda, Y.J., Kelly, A., Holland, M.B., Bedford, C., Childress, M.,
Fletschner, D., Game, E.T., Ginsburg, C., Hilhorst, T., Lawry, S., Miteva, D.A.,
Musengezi, J., Naughton-Treves, L., Nolte, C., Sunderlin, W.D., Veit, P., 2018.
Incorporating land tenure security into conservation: conservation and land tenure
security. Conserv. Lett. 11, 12383 https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12383.

Rosenstock, T.S., Wilkes, A., Jallo, C., Namoi, N., Bulusu, M., Suber, M., Mboi, D.,
Mulia, R., Simelton, E., Richards, M., Gurwick, N., Wollenberg, E., 2019. Making
trees count: measurement and reporting of agroforestry in UNFCCC national
communications of non-annex I countries. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 284, 106569.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2019.106569.

Ruben, R., Clercx, L., 2003. Rural finance, poverty alleviation, and sustainable land use:
the role of credit for the adoption of agroforestry systems in occidental honduras.
J. Microfinanc/ESR Rev. 5.

Russell, D., Franzel, S., 2004. Trees of prosperity: agroforestry, markets and the African
smallholder. Agrofor. Syst. 61, 345-355. https://doi.org/10.1023/B:
AGF0.0000029009.53337.33.

Santiago, T.M.O., Caviglia-Harris, J., Pereira de Rezende, J.L., 2018. Carrots, sticks and
the Brazilian Forest code: the promising response of small landowners in the
Amazon. J. For. Econ. 30, 38-51. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfe.2017.12.001.

Sax, S., 2019. Fears of a Dire Precedent as Brazil Seeks Results-Based REDD+ Payment.
Mongabay Environmental News, URL. https://news.mongabay.com/2019/02/fea
rs-of-a-dire-precedent-as-brazil-seeks-results-based-redd-payment/ (accessed
9.2.20).

Scherr, S.J., 1992. The role of extension in agroforestry development: evidence from
western Kenya. Agrofor. Syst. 18, 47-68. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00114816.

Schroth, G., Harvey, C.A., 2007. Biodiversity conservation in cocoa production
landscapes: an overview. Biodivers. Conserv. 16, 2237-2244. https://doi.org/
10.1007/510531-007-9195-1.

Shiferaw, B., Hellin, J., Muricho, G., 2011. Improving market access and agricultural
productivity growth in Africa: what role for producer organizations and collective
action institutions? Food Sec. 3, 475-489. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-011-
0153-0.

Sileshi, G., Akinnifesi, F.K., Ajayi, O.C., Chakeredza, S., Kaonga, M., Matakala, P.W.,
2007. Contributions of agroforestry to ecosystem services in the miombo eco-region
of eastern and southern Africa. Afr. J. Environ. Sci. Technol. 1, 68-80. https://doi.
org/10.4314/ajest.v1i4.

Sileshi, G., Akinnifesi, F., Ajayi, O.0., Place, F., 2008. Sileshi, G., Akinnifesi F.K., Ajayi O.
C., and Place F. (2008). Meta-analysis of maize yield response to planted legume
fallows and green manures in sub-Saharan Africa. Plant Soil 307, 1-19. Plant Soil
307, 1-19.

Sinclair, F., Walker, D.H., 1998. A utilitarian approach to the incorporation of local
knowledge in agroforestry research and extension. In: Agroforestry in Sustainable
Agricultural Systems. CRC Press, pp. 254-284.

Sjaastad, E., Bromley, D.W., 2000. The prejudices of property rights: on individualism,
specificity, and security in property regimes. Dev. Policy Rev. 18, 365-389. https://
doi.org/10.1111/1467-7679.00117.


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10457-011-9412-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/dpr.12233
https://doi.org/10.1111/dpr.12233
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2018.e00419
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2018.e00419
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0365
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-resource-100518-094045
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-resource-100518-094045
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-resource-100517-023202
https://doi.org/10.3390/f10110980
https://doi.org/10.1111/agec.12505
https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.186
https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.186
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-4676-3_9
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-4676-3_9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2013.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2013.09.002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0410
https://doi.org/10.1002/cl2.1066
https://doi.org/10.1002/cl2.1066
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cosust.2013.10.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1389-9341(03)00032-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1389-9341(03)00032-7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0440
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-015-9008-2_10
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-015-9008-2_10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0450
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10457-011-9393-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2014.06.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.worlddev.2014.06.011
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1574-0862.2001.tb00237.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1574-0862.2001.tb00237.x
https://doi.org/10.5716/WP16143.PDF
https://doi.org/10.5716/WP16143.PDF
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0475
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-020-00617-y
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0485
https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2019.1571474
https://doi.org/10.1080/14693062.2019.1571474
https://doi.org/10.5772/34524
https://doi.org/10.5772/34524
https://doi.org/10.1080/00074918.2018.1530726
https://doi.org/10.1080/00074918.2018.1530726
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10457-010-9318-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10457-010-9318-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-8261-0_11
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-8261-0_11
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12252
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12252
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0520
https://doi.org/10.1111/conl.12383
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2019.106569
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0535
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:AGFO.0000029009.53337.33
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:AGFO.0000029009.53337.33
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfe.2017.12.001
https://news.mongabay.com/2019/02/fears-of-a-dire-precedent-as-brazil-seeks-results-based-redd-payment/
https://news.mongabay.com/2019/02/fears-of-a-dire-precedent-as-brazil-seeks-results-based-redd-payment/
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00114816
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-007-9195-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10531-007-9195-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-011-0153-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12571-011-0153-0
https://doi.org/10.4314/ajest.v1i4
https://doi.org/10.4314/ajest.v1i4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0575
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0575
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0575
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0575
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0580
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0580
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0580
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-7679.00117
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-7679.00117

J. Bettles et al.

Steppler, H.A., Nair, P.K.R. (Eds.), 1987. Agroforestry, a Decade of Development.
International Council for Research in Agroforestry, Nairobi.

Sundstrom, L.M., Henry, L.A., 2017. Private forest governance, public policy impacts: the
forest stewardship Council in Russia and Brazil. Forests 8, 445. https://doi.org/
10.3390/f8110445.

Syampungani, S., Chirwa, P.W., Akinnifesi, F.K., Ajayi, O.C., 2010. The potential of using
agroforestry as a win-win solution to climate change mitigation and adaptation and
meeting food security challenges in Southern Africa. Agric. J. 5, 80-88.

Tchoundjeu, Z., Degrande, A., Leakey, R., Nimino, G., Kemajou, E., Assah, E.K.,
Facheux, C., Mbile, P., Mbosso, C., Sado, T., Tsobeng, A., 2010. Impacts of
participatory tree domestication on farmer livelihoods in west and Central Africa.
For. Trees Livelihood 19, 217-234. https://doi.org/10.1080/
14728028.2010.9752668.

Thornton, P., Loboguerrero, A., Kavikumar, K., Mercado, L., Shackleton, S., 2019. Rural
Livelihoods, Food Security and Rural Transformation under Climate Change.
Rotterdam and Washington, DC.

TNC, 2019. Investing in Nature: Private Finance for Nature-Based Resilience.

Trejos, B., Flores, J.C., 2021. Influence of property rights on performance of community-
based forest devolution policies in Honduras. Forest Policy Econ. 124, 102397.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2021.102397.

Tremblay, S., Lucotte, M., Revéret, J.-P., Davidson, R., Mertens, F., Passos, C.J.S.,
Romana, C.A., 2015. Agroforestry systems as a profitable alternative to slash and
burn practices in small-scale agriculture of the Brazilian Amazon. Agrofor. Syst. 89,
193-204. https://doi.org/10.1007/510457-014-9753-y.

Tseng, T.-W.J., Robinson, B.E., Bellemare, M.F., BenYishay, A., Blackman, A.,

Boucher, T., Childress, M., Holland, M.B., Kroeger, T., Linkow, B., Diop, M.,
Naughton, L., Rudel, T., Sanjak, J., Shyamsundar, P., Veit, P., Sunderlin, W.,
Zhang, W., Masuda, Y.J., 2020. Influence of land tenure interventions on human
well-being and environmental outcomes. Nat. Sustain. 1-10. https://doi.org/
10.1038/541893-020-00648-5.

Veldman, J.W., Overbeck, G.E., Negreiros, D., Mahy, G., Stradic, S.L., Fernandes, G.W.,
Durigan, G., Buisson, E., Putz, F.E., Bond, W.J., 2015. Tyranny of trees in grassy
biomes. Science 347, 484-485. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.347.6221.484-c.

11

Forest Policy and Economics 130 (2021) 102538

Von Pischke, J., Adams, D.W., Donald, G., 1983. Rural Financial Markets in Developing
Countries: Their Use and Abuse. Economic Development Institute of the World Bank,
Washington, DC.

Waldron, A., Justicia, R., Smith, L., Sanchez, M., 2012. Conservation through chocolate:
a win-win for biodiversity and farmers in Ecuador’s lowland tropics. Conserv. Lett. 5,
213-221. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-263X.2012.00230.x.

Waldron, A., Justicia, R., Smith, L.E., 2015. Making biodiversity-friendly cocoa pay:
combining yield, certification, and REDD for shade management. Ecol. Appl. 25,
361-372. https://doi.org/10.1890/13-0313.1.

Waldron, A., Garrity, D., Malhi, Y., Girardin, C., Miller, D.C., Seddon, N., 2017.
Agroforestry can enhance food security while meeting other sustainable
development goals. Trop. Conserv. Sci. 10 https://doi.org/10.1177/
1940082917720667, 1940082917720667.

Wekesa, A., HO0k, K., Malmer, A., Schaffer, C., Mwiyeria, E., Nyberg, G., Brundin, H.,
Oborn, L., Friman, J., Bjorklund, J., Schultz, M., Fogde, M., Elfstrand, S., 2018.
Scaling up Agroforestry. Agroforestry Network, Stokholm.

What is the Amazon Fund? [WWW Document], 2019. Amazon Fund. URL. http://www.
amazonfund.gov.br/en/amazon-fund/ (accessed 9.2.20).

Willemen, L., Nangendo, G., Belnap, J., Bolashvili, N., Denboba, M.A., Douterlungne, D.,
Langlais, A., Mishra, P.K., Molau, U., Pandit, R., Stringer, L., Budiharta, S.,
Fernandez Fernandez, E., Hahn, T., Montanarella, L., Scholes, R., Brainich, A., 2018.
Decision Support to Address Land Degradation and Support Restoration of Degraded
Land.

Winowiecki, L., Sinclair, F.L., 2020. Nested Communities of Practice (CoP) co-Learning
and Sharing Lessons Learned to Scale Farmer Centered Restoration Options in East
Africa and the Sahel. ICRAF.

World Bank, 2020. Climate-Smart Agriculture Implementation Brief : A Summary of
Insights and Upscaling Opportunities through the Africa Climate Business Plan.
World Bank, Washington, DC.

Zomer, R.J., Neufeldt, H., Xu, J., Ahrends, A., Bossio, D., Trabucco, A., van
Noordwijk, M., Wang, M., 2016. Global tree cover and biomass carbon on
agricultural land: the contribution of agroforestry to global and national carbon
budgets. Sci. Rep. 6, 29987. https://doi.org/10.1038/srep29987.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0590
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0590
https://doi.org/10.3390/f8110445
https://doi.org/10.3390/f8110445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0600
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0600
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0600
https://doi.org/10.1080/14728028.2010.9752668
https://doi.org/10.1080/14728028.2010.9752668
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0610
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0610
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0610
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0615
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2021.102397
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10457-014-9753-y
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-020-00648-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-020-00648-5
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.347.6221.484-c
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0640
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0640
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0640
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1755-263X.2012.00230.x
https://doi.org/10.1890/13-0313.1
https://doi.org/10.1177/1940082917720667
https://doi.org/10.1177/1940082917720667
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0660
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0660
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0660
http://www.amazonfund.gov.br/en/amazon-fund/
http://www.amazonfund.gov.br/en/amazon-fund/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0670
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0670
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0670
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0670
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0670
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0675
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0675
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/rf0675
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/optgzsXKjJjR8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/optgzsXKjJjR8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1389-9341(21)00144-1/optgzsXKjJjR8
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep29987

	Agroforestry and non-state actors: A review
	1 Introduction
	2 Methods
	3 Market failures and solutions in the three stages of agroforestry systems
	3.1 Stage 1: inputs
	3.1.1 Common property: land tenure insecurity
	3.1.2 Distortions in capital markets: lack of access to credit
	3.1.3 Information asymmetries & transaction costs: farmers and seed dealers lack information and conditions required for a  ...

	3.2 Stage 2: production processes
	3.2.1 Information asymmetries: knowledge requirements
	3.2.2 Information asymmetries: risk and discounting
	3.2.3 Policy failure: short-term funding and management

	3.3 Stage 3: outputs
	3.3.1 Policy failure: regulatory barriers
	3.3.2 Information asymmetries: pricing and limited access to markets
	3.3.3 Externalities: uncompensated benefits of environmental services


	4 Discussion
	Author contributions
	Funding
	Declaration of Competing Interest
	Acknowledgements
	References


