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Abstract

Global biodiversity degradation is driven by agriculture, population growth, industrialization, and climate change.
To address this, the UK aims to plant 1 million hectares of new woodland by 2050. However, tree planting rates
fall short of targets. Agroforestry, which combines agriculture and forestry, could help achieve this goal by utiliz-
ing agricultural land. In England, 2.9 million hectares of land are rented, offering a large area for agroforestry
adoption. This qualitative research study, based on expert interviews with British stakeholders, aimed to identify
English agricultural sector tenancy agreement aspects influencing tenant farmer decision-making in the context
of agroforestry adaptation and perceived tenure security. Four topics influencing tenant farmers’ perceived tenure
security and decision-making in agroforestry adaptation were identified: 1. Tenancy duration: Short-term agree-
ments hinder long-term investments in sustainable practices. 2. Restrictive clauses: Legal frameworks offer flex-
ibility, but tenancy agreements often include restrictive clauses limiting agricultural practices. 3. Tree ownership:
Trees are owned by the landlord, even if planted and financed by the tenant. 4. End of tenancy: Tenant farmers
lack investment protection, with inadequate compensation and transfer clauses. These topics contribute to tenure
insecurity of tenant farmers and disincentivize agroforestry adoption on tenanted land in England, underscoring
the need for further research to address these challenges.
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1. Introduction

Agriculturalintensification on a global scale, in conjunc-
tion with population growth, shifting dietary patterns,
industrialization, and climate change, are major drivers
of biodiversity and ecosystem degradation all around
the globe (Campbell et al. 2017; Udawatta et al. 2019;
Hossain et al. 2020). In response to these ecological
crises, widespread adoption of soil-conserving and sus-
tainable agricultural practices is required (Springmann
et al. 2018). In this context, the UK government has set
the 2050 net-zero greenhouse gas emission goal, which
can only be achieved by increasing tree cover (Staddon
et al. 2021; Climate Change Committee 2024). There-
fore, the UK government has set an ambitious target
to plant around a million hectares of new woodland by
2050 (Climate Change Committee 2022). However, adis-
crepancy persists between policy ambitions and actual
implementation, as the annual tree planting rates con-
tinue to fall short of established targets (UK Parliament
2025). A rapid upscaling of tree planting and woodland

creation is required, thereby raising the question of how
and where this expansion should be achieved. In 2024,
the utilised agricultural area in England was 8.7 million
hectares, approximately 67% of England’s total land area
(Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs
2025c). The spread of agroforestry practices in the Brit-
ish agricultural landscape could help achieve this goal,
asthis approach enables the continuation of agricultural
production without necessitating the identification of
separate areas suitable for reforestation or broader land
use change (Burgess et al. 2022).

Agroforestry systems contribute to climate change
mitigation, soil conservation, biodiversity enhancement,
and the overall improvement of landscape resilience and
ecological integrity (Montagnini & Nair 2004; Verchot
etal. 2007; Jose 2009; Smith & Olesen 2010; Jose 2012;
Nguyen et al. 2013; Wilson & Lovell 2016; Campbell
et al. 2018; Wolz et al. 2018; Ghale et al. 2022; Kandji
etal. 2025). Adding to these environmental benefits, the
adoption of agroforestry enables farmers to diversify pro-
duction, reduce specific input costs, and enhance agricul-
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tural productivity, thereby supporting more sustainable
and resilient farming systems (Garrity et al. 2010; Souza
etal.2012;Jose & Dollinger 2019; European Parliamen-
tary Research Service 2025). In general, agroforestry is
a traditional agricultural practice with a long history of
implementation across various cultural and geographi-
cal contexts (European Parliamentary Research Service,
2025). Rois-Diaz et al. (2018) recognised agroforestry
fittingly as “anew word for something extremely old and
large”. Although agroforestry represents a traditional
form of land use, its definitions and legal interpretations
vary significantly across national contexts. In summary,
the following definition can be proposed: Agroforestry is
a dynamic and sustainable land management approach
that deliberately combines woody perennials (such as
trees, shrubs, palms, etc.) with crops and/or livestock
in spatial or temporal configurations, with the objective
of diversifying and sustaining production to enhance eco-
nomic, social, and environmental outcomes (Santiago-
Freijanesetal. 2021; Food and Agricultural Organisation
of the United Nations 2025a, 2025b).

Furthermore, agroforestry is not inherently asso-
ciated with any specific farming system, as it can be
practiced across conventional, integrated, and organic
agriculture (Pantera et al. 2021). Consequently, it has
received increasing attention in the last decades within
the scientific community as a multifunctional land-use
practice capable of delivering a wide array of environ-
mental, social, and economic benefits (Montagnini
& Nair 2004; Verchot et al. 2007; Dollinger & Jose
2018; Ghale et al. 2022; Kandji et al. 2025). The avail-
ability of arable land is fundamental for agricultural
production and, therefore, also agroforestry adoption.
The ownership of agricultural land varies. Tenure rights
are the legal or customary rights that define how indi-
viduals or groups can hold, use, and manage land (FAO
2024). They generate what can be termed ‘consequen-
tial geographies’ that reflect and reinforce asymmetries
in the distribution of burdens, benefits, and power due
to the finite and immobile nature of land, as well as its
distinct characteristics (Brown 2007). Land tenure sys-
tems, especially landlord-tenant structures, and tenure
security play a pivotal role in structuring human engage-
ment with land as they are determining the allocation,
duration, and conditions of land use, shaped by power
relations between all involved stakeholders, rules, land
rights, land stewardship, and regulatory frameworks
(Brown 2007; Sklenicka & Salek 2008; Petrzelka & Mar-
quart-Pyatt 2011; Simbizi et al. 2014; FAO 2024). Their
functioning is embedded in social, technical, economic,
institutional, legal, and political dimensions (Simbizi
et al. 2014). Research showed that land tenure has an
impact on the uptake of agroforestry, especially tenure
security, whose individual perception positively corre-
lates with investment in agroforestry and can therefore
negatively or positively influence the uptake of agrofor-
estry (Neef & Heidhues 1994; Benjamin et al. 2021).

However, land tenure is often neglected in regard of
agroforestry research (Neef & Heidhues 1994).

Thisillustrates the relevance of taking a closer look at
land tenure, as all around the globe, owning and renting
land is a fundamental component of agricultural prac-
tice. Within the European Union, more than half of the
agricultural land is under rental agreements (European
Commission 2021). In England, the extent of agricultural
land rented for a duration of one year or more is around
2.9 million hectares in 2024, approximately one third of
England’s total agricultural land (Department for Envi-
ronment, Food & Rural Affairs 2025a). This shows the
large area potential for agroforestry adoption. By now,
there is no data available in terms of the ownership struc-
ture of agroforestry land in England. During the data
collection, only one farmer was mentioned by the inter-
viewed experts, who practices agroforestry on tenanted
land. The question arises as to how this potential can be
effectively used and what or who acts as an incentive or
disincentive.

Agricultural tenancies in England fall mostly under
either the Agricultural Holding Act or the Agricultural
Tenancies Act framework and therefore create differ-
ent starting points for agroforestry adoption (Depart-
ment for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs 2025c¢).
Both frameworks are essential factors for tenure secu-
rity in England and, therefore, of great importance for
this paper. The extent to which a landlord compared
to a tenant has control over the land is a critical area of
debate (Petrzelka & Marquart-Pyatt 2011). Control can
be exercised through tenancy agreements and thereby
can have a direct influence on the perceived land tenure
security of the tenant. The individual tenancy duration
is one such aspect that acts as a control measure for the
landlord over the tenant. Whereby it is closely influenc-
ing the tenant’s perceived tenure security and therefore
the uptake of sustainable practices such as agroforestry
(Palmetal. 2005). Thus, it is reasonable that the topic of
tenancy duration, which has to be seen in the context of
both tenancy frameworks, is the research starting point of
this paper. Furthermore, it is necessary to identify other
aspects within tenancy agreements that influence tenant
farmers’ decision-making and perceived tenure security
and thereby negatively impact agroforestry adoption.
After such aspects are identified, it will be possible in
future research endeavours to identify and determine
which stakeholder group is capable of implementing
needed changes, eliminate disincentives or push incen-
tives.

In the context of the named aspects, the focus of this
paper lies in identifying tenancy agreement aspects that
influence the decision-making of tenant farmers in the
context of agroforestry adoption and perceived tenure
security. In addition, it examines the associated con-
straints and repercussions for the implementation of
agroforestry practices on tenanted agricultural land.
This focus is supported by Primdahl’s (1999) statement
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that “the focus on farmers’ decision making and the dis-
tinction between the lords and the producers has proven
to be a useful approach at the farm level”. Furthermore,
Petrzelka & Marquart-Pyatt (2011) called out for quali-
tative analyses as such “would produce a much more
nuanced understanding of the relationship dynamics
that have been raised”. The paper’s findings are based
on qualitative data collection, including expert interviews
conducted with English stakeholders between June 2023
and January 2025.

The structure of the paper is as follows. Section 1
concludes with a Literature Review to further contextu-
alise the paper inregards of land tenure security, landlord
structure changes, and agricultural tenancies in England.
The Methods section outlines the methodical approach
of this study. This is followed in the third section by the
presentation of the results of this study. The fourth sec-
tion offers interpretations and discusses the results in
the context of previous studies. The paper is finished by
a short conclusion.

Literature review

Land tenure security is widely regarded as a key fac-
tor in reducing poverty, promoting social equality, and
conserving natural resources, as it provides incentives
for investment and efficient resource use (Wannasai
& Shrestha 2008). Land tenure security refers to the
certainty that a person’s rights to land will be recog-
nized and protected by others, including the commu-
nity, government, and formal legal system (FAO 2024).
Inthe context of agriculture, tenure is secure if the tenant
farmer or farming landowner is sure of using a parcel of
land for along period, such that the farming stakeholder
could reap the benefits of investments made (Lavigne-
Deville 2018). Each farmer must act in accordance with
its respective opportunities and constraints, with deci-
sions being guided by prevailing economic conditions
(Primdahl 1999). The expectation of secure land tenure
is such a condition and significantly impacts farmers’
decision-making, influencing factors such as land use,
crop selection, production methods, adoption of new
technologies, resource sustainability, and the intensity
of conservation investment (Worku & Mekonnen 2012;
Oporto-Peregrino et al. 2020; IFAD 2025). Within the
United Nations Human Settlements Programme (2004)
it is stated in urban context: “Nobody invests if they feel
insecure.” This statement is also true for the agricultural
context regarding the implementation of sustainable
practices, as secure land tenure significantly increases
farmers’ willingness to invest in sustainable land man-
agement and conservation practices with longer payback
periods, as returns on investment of such practices may
not be realizable in the short term (Kabubo-Mariara
2007; Atangana et al. 2014; Asaaga et al. 2020; Kolapo

etal. 2022). Accordingly, secure tenure is essential for the
success of future endeavours to promote new agricultural
technology initiatives for climate change mitigation and/
or adaptation (IFAD 2025).

Farms can be classified into three tenure types, with
a focus on the proportion of leased and/or owned land:
owner-occupied, mixed tenure occupation, and rented
(Walford 2002; Moreno Pérez & Ortiz Miranda 2008).
Tenant farmers are stakeholders who cultivate land
that they do not own and which they have leased from
alandowner (Primdahl 1999). To lease additional land
to amass additional farmland for growth of business
can be a survival strategy for farmers in order to keep
their business viable in the context of market challenges
connected to farm size (Dramstad & Sang 2010). The
concept of tenancy comprises the rights of landlords,
which include benefits, such as rental income, and user
rights. User rights are further divided into organizational
and operational decisions. Organizational decisions,
encompassing economic decisions regarding the land,
precede and can constrain operational decisions, which
pertain to the day-to-day management of the property
(Petrzelka & Marquart-Pyatt 2011). So, the landlord’s
organizational stance can influence the tenant’s farmers
operational ability to decide which kind of land use he
can or cannot pursue and thereby has substantial con-
trol over his tenants (Petrzelka & Marquart-Pyatt 2011).
This means that in the landlord-tenant relationship, the
landlord’s organisational decisions are reflected in the
tenancy agreement, while the operational decision-
making is transferred to the tenant. If the landlord’s
organisational decision conflicts with agroforestry, this
is reflected in the tenancy agreement and thereby limits
the tenant’s ability to integrate agroforestry into their
operational decision-making. Hence, it is important
to understand the characteristics of stakeholders with
control over agricultural land and their decision-making
processes as they are crucial for assessing their impact
on the spread of land use changes, such as agroforestry
(Primdahl 1999; Petrzelka & Marquart-Pyatt 2011).

Structural change in agriculture resultsin adeclining
number of farms, accompanied by increases in farm size
and specialization. Farmers exiting the sector, particu-
larly those with a strong emotional or familial attachment
to their land, often exhibit reluctance to sell. Instead,
they frequently opt to lease their land to other farmers
(Forbord et al. 2014; Duesberg et al. 2017; Grubbstrom
& Eriksson 2018). This observation also applies to heirs
who tend to lease the land rather than sell it, especially
when emotional attachments to the land influence their
decision-making (Grubbstrom 2011). Consequently,
a growing proportion of agricultural landlords world-
wide neither engage in farming activities themselves nor
possess any farming background (Petrzelka & Marquart-
Pyatt 2011; Petrzelka et al. 2013). A significant number
of these landlords, so-called absentee landlords, reside
at considerable distances from both their land and its
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occupants (Petrzelka et al. 2013). Consequently, owner-
ship of agricultural land and its cultivation are becoming
increasingly separated (Rotz et al. 2019). This dynamic
has direct implications for land management decisions,
since tenant farmers typically face greater constraints in
decision-making autonomy compared to owner-occupi-
ers, particularly regarding investment in conservation
and diversification (Maye et al. 2009; Rotz et al. 2019;
Calo 2020). Thereby, the dynamics of the landlord-tenant
relationship can either hinder or support the adoption
of conservation and sustainable practices by farmers
operating on leased land (Ranjan et al. 2019; Leonhardt
etal. 2021).

The role of agricultural landlords, especially of the
growing group of absentee landlords, in implementing
conservation and sustainable practices is understudied
and warrants further research (Petrzelka & Marquart-
Pyatt 2011). There is disagreement in the scientific
community as to who is responsible for implementing
conservation and sustainable practices. Some assign the
responsibility to the tenant farmer, arguing that limited
participation in land-related decision-making is exhib-
ited by absentee landlords, who depend substantially on
tenants for management and conservation information,
while primary responsibility for land management deci-
sions is assumed by the tenant (Petrzelka et al. 2013).
Opposing this, research showed that absentee landlords
prefer a stable way of agricultural practice and therefore
want from tenants that their arable land is maintained
without many land use transitions, such as tree plant-
ing (van Doorn & Bakker 2007). This would mean that
the landlord acts as a disincentive and is responsible for
hindering implementation.

Acritical starting point for further contextualising the
previously mentioned pointsinrelation to England lies in
examining the current agricultural tenancy framework.
At present, two principal types of agricultural tenancy
agreements exist in England:

Tenancy agreements established before 1 September
1995 are generally governed by the Agricultural Holdings
Act 1986 and are referred to as Agricultural Holdings Act
Tenancies. Agricultural Holdings Act Tenancies usually
grant tenants lifetime security of tenure. Those created
before 12 July 1984 may also allow for up to two statutory
successions, subject to specific eligibility criteria, thus
enabling continued family farming across three gen-
erations (Spire Solicitors 2021; Roythornes 2023; GOV
UK 2025a; Department for Environment, Food & Rural
Affairs 2025a).

The majority of tenancy agreements established after
1 September 1995 are generally governed by the Agri-
cultural Tenancies Act 1995 and are referred to as farm
business tenancies. These tenancies allow for signifi-
cant contractual flexibility between landlord and tenant
regarding terms such as rent and duration (Net Lawman
2013; Spire Solicitors 2021; GOV UK 2025b; Depart-
ment for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs 2025a).

Although Farm Business Tenancies were first introduced
with the objective of promoting greater flexibility in ten-
ancy arrangements and fostering activity diversification,
theyhave probablylargelyfailed to achieve these intended
outcomes (Maye et al. 2009). Empirical evidence from
1999 also showed that, despite the discourse of modern
business relations, tenant exploitation by landlords was
intensifying through Farm Business Tenancies (Raven-
scroft 1999). These problems can mostly be attributed to
the short duration of most Farm Business Tenancy agree-
ments, which discourage tenant farmers from making
substantial investments in sustainable practices due to
the lack of long-term security (Maye et al. 2009). The
shift from Agricultural Holdings Act Tenancies to Farm
Business Tenancies, with a current ratio of approxi-
mately 48:52, is driven by demographic change. This
shift, especially in tenancy duration, poses challenges for
the adoption of agroforestry practices (Department for
Environment, Food & Rural Affairs 2025b). Underlining
the reasoning why tenancy duration was chosen as the
research starting point of this paper.

2. Methods

The data collection for this study was part of REFOR-
EST project. This project has received funding from the
European Union’s Horizon Europe research and innova-
tion programme under grant agreement No. 101060635
(REFOREST). Views and opinions expressed are, how-
ever those of the author(s) only and do not necessarily
reflect those of the European Union or the European
Research Executive Agency. Neither the European
Union nor the granting authority can be held responsi-
ble for them.

Asproject partners and due to the focus of our research
group, it was necessary to collect qualitative data in vari-
ous European countries to fulfil our tasks within the pro-
ject. The empirical social research approach was chosen
because it is suitable to collect, process and analyse the
data obtained with regard to our tasks, since it offers
specialised methods, techniques and instruments for
investigating complex social phenomena (Hader 2019).
In general, empirical social research is divided into quan-
titative and qualitative social research, which differ from
each other in their methodological approach (Gléser
& Laudel 2009). Quantitative social research relies on
standardised data collection procedures and the use of sta-
tistical tests to examine alarge number of samples (Héader
2019). Qualitative social research, on the other hand, uses
a small number of samples to search for the causes and
effects of causal mechanisms by analysing the samples
very extensively and in detail (Braunecker 2021). Repre-
sentativeness, reliability and validity are quality charac-
teristics which must be considered during the planning,
implementation and evaluation phase (Atteslander 2006).
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As the method for data collection the use of open-ended
in-depth expert interviews seemed appropriate as it
enables us as researchers to collect specialised knowl-
edge and individual perspectives from experts. A semi-
standardised approach was employed for conducting the
interviews to accommodate the unique characteristics of
each participant and to collect relevant data in an appro-
priate scope. The use of an interview guideline ensured
that the key aspects of the research effort were covered,
while allowing for a flexible and spontaneous conversa-
tion between the interviewer and interviewee to develop
naturally (Gléser & Laudel 2009).

The initial interview guideline was developed based
on the REFOREST project requirements, experience
gained in previous projects and related data collec-
tion in similar contexts, as well as the findings of desk
research. The REFOREST related input includes eve-
rything necessary to conduct qualitative value chain
analyses of different value chain agents, their activities
and relationships to investigate the technological, social
and economic conditions, barriers and strategies for
agroforestry adoption, marketing and value addition of
agroforestry products. Such value chain analyses were
the outcome of previous projects and data collections
withagriculturalbackground, like FOODLEVERS under
the Joint SUSFOOD2/CORE Organic Call 2019, which
resulted in considerable overlap in the general structure
of the interview guidelines. Agroforestry-specific context
was incorporated into the interview guide through desk
research. Throughout the data collection process, the
interview guideline was frequently revised to ensure that
relevant aspects that emerged during data collection but
were not initially included in the guide because we were
unaware of them were included. This led to individual
interviewees being asked different and/or more specific
questions, for example, in the context of their country or
position. This approach enables a more comprehensive
and differentiated understanding of specific research top-
ics, as it allows for deeper exploration of the respective
topics during the course of data collection. In general, this
isone of the key advantages of qualitative data collection:
it enables a flexible and adaptable approach.

About the scope of the date collection process, we
decided that the wide variety of agroforestry systems
would make itanimmense challenge to target and include
all systems within one research effort (Mosquera-Losada
et al. 2018). To limit the scope of data collection, which
would otherwise be necessary if all types of agroforestry
present within each country were to be included, the
data collection and all subsequent analyses were focused
exclusively on silvopastoral agroforestry. In retrospect,
the decision had another benefit, as substantially more
publicly accessible contact information is available for sil-
vopastoral practitioners than for other forms of agrofor-
estry, especiallyin England. The greater access to contact
information and subsequent large number of interviews
conducted, as well as the low language barrier, resulted in

us generating the highest data density for England com-
pared to the other countries. Due to this data density,
England was selected for more focused analyses.

For England, the interview sample was selected as fol-
lows. Through internet research and recommendations
by project partners as well as interviewees, around 80
individual stakeholders were identified who had exper-
tise in silvopastoral agroforestry and the tenure system
in England. All of these were contacted through phone
and mail between June 2023 and January 2025. Within
this period, the interviews were conducted in two data
collection blocks. This split emerged because gaps and
additional relevant aspects became evident during the
evaluation of the initial data collection, which required
further data to be examined in greater depth. Among the
aspects not anticipated at the outset of the data collection
wasthetopicaddressed in this paper. However, due to the
substantial significance of these aspects, a second data
collection was necessary to ensure their comprehensive
examination. Intotal, 24 stakeholders agreed to an inter-
view. It must be acknowledged that, given the sample
size and the voluntary participation of respondents, the
presence of selection and self-selection bias cannot be
excluded.

While searching for further interviewees, particularly
those with expert knowledge in the topic of this paper,
the following Youtube video came to our attention “Agro-
forestry Show: Making Agroforestry Work for Tenants”
(The Agroforestry Show 2025). The video is the voice
recording of a panel discussion between a tenant agrofor-
estry farmer and representatives of the Tenant Farmers
Association and of the Central Association of Agricul-
tural Valuers. The three panel speakers are all experts in
the context of the topic of this paper, and the discussion
between them included valuable information. Therefore,
they are treated like interviewees and subsequently also
listed in Table 1. It must be noted that all three speak-
ers represented particular interests and positions within
the discussion, implying that situation-specific framing
cannot be excluded. Nevertheless, both the selection of
speakers and the distribution of speaking time ensured
that contrasting viewpoints were represented to an equiv-
alentextent, without directing the audience toward a spe-
cific perspective. Consequently, the information derived
from the discussion was treated as equivalent to that
obtained through interviews. Table 1 provides an over-
view of the stakeholder codes and the profession of each
stakeholder, demonstrating a wide array of expertise.

Theinterviews took between 30 and 220 minutes. The
variation in interview duration resulted from differing
levels of communicativeness among the individual par-
ticipants. The duration does not indicate data quality or
comparability. Within the interviews, individual topics
are weighted to varying degrees, which is characteristic
of this methodological approach. Half of the interviews
were conducted and recorded via the video-call service
BigBlueButton or Microsoft Teams. The other half of
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Table 1. Interviewed stakeholders and their profession.

Stakeholder code Profession
S1-S14 Farmer
S15 Farmer with PhD in Biospheric Systems
S16 Farmer with background in Natural Resource Management and Land Use Planning
S17 Agroforestry Project Manager at Woodland Trust
S18 Lead Farming Advocate at Woodland Trust
S19 Trees and Woodland Adviser at National Trust
§20 Environmental Asset Manager at the Church Commissioners for England
S21 Ecologist at Rothamsted Research
S22 Principal Ecologist at farm
S23 Meat supply chain. Former investigative environmental journalist. Worked with the Farming and Wildlife Advisory Group.
S24 Head of Agroforestry at Soil Association
S25 Ecologist and sustainable land manager, quality lead for the land-based department at Agricultural College
S26 Chief Executive at Tenant Farmers Association
827 Secretary and Adviser at Central Association of Agricultural Valuers

Fig. 1. Map of England showing the locations of the interviewees (Cartography: Mann, C., Base Map: @ GADM 2018-2025,
2025).
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the interviews were conducted in person as part of the
second data collection during a field trip to England in
2024. Figure 1illustrates the geographical distribution of
the interview participants and demonstrates the spatial
extent of the data collection efforts across England. The
interviews were recorded using ahandheld voice recorder
asthe use of recording devices minimises the loss of infor-
mation (Gléser & Laudel 2009).

Subsequently, the interviews as well as the video
were transcribed. The data was analysed using Mayring’s
(2000) qualitative content analysis. The datawas initially
processed from avalue chain analysis perspective, focus-
ing on the tasks within the REFOREST project. Simulta-
neously, further categories such as tenure were derived
stepwise on the basis of information situated outside the
initial analytical framework. Within a subsequent feed-
back loop, these categories were revised, consolidated
into main categories, four of which are the main points
of the results presented in this paper, and subjected to
areliability assessment. The data analysis was supported
by the use of the software Citavi. The resulting informa-
tion then formed the basis for the outline and discussion
of the empirical results.

3. Results

The content analysis identified four main topics that
impact tenant farmers’ decision making in the context
of agroforestry adoption: 1. Tenancy duration; 2. Restric-
tive clauses; 3. Tree ownership; 4. End of tenancy. The
findings related to these four topics are presented in the
following chapter.

3.1. Tenancy duration

The data collection showed consensus that short-term
tenancy agreements, such as most Farm Business Tenan-
cies, areincompatible with the temporal requirements of
agroforestry, as the financial return on investment cannot
be captured within the limited duration of such agree-
ments. Tenancy periods shorter than 15 years are gen-
erally seen as preclude serious consideration of agrofor-
estry, aseven the most basic systems typically require five
to ten years to reach maturity and generate substantial
yields. The duration of tenancy is stated to significantly
influences the type and design of agroforestry systems
that farmers can implement.
“Length of tenancy is a real disincentive (...), if you
only got a five-year tenancy, you exploit that bit of land
for the five years and then move off it. Especially when
thereisn’t a baseline [such as soil health, biodiversity,
etc.] at the beginning and the end, which is enacted
and monitored.” (S85)

“The type of system is very much dictated by what we

could and couldn’t do within the lifetime of our ten-

ancy.” (85)
Short-term tenancy agreements, in general, are seen as
discouraging investment and leading to underinvestment
inland improvements and farm development, as tenants
have little incentive to commit personal resources.

“A five-year let is not long enough for anybody to have

any real view about the future of that farm. (...) If he’s

in for fiveyears, he’s not going to develop it. Why would

heput (...) any of his own money intoit?It’s too short.”

(52)
The decline of long-term tenancy agreements was men-
tioned continuously in reference to Agricultural Hold-
ing Act tenancies and the continuous occurrence of new
Farm Business Tenancy agreements with short tenancy
durations. It is stated multiple times that, in theory, the
Farm Business Tenancy framework allows long-term
tenancy agreements as it is purely up to the landlord to
decide, but that, in reality, new long-term agreements
are becoming scarce.

“85% of all new Farm Business tenancies are for five

years or less, and yes, some of them are rolling on a

year-to-year basis. This doesn’t give anybody the con-

fidence toinvest. We need a change of mindset in rela-

tion to landlords and their agents.” (S26)

“You are lucky if you get a 15-year [tenancy agree-

ment].” (§24)

3.2. Restrictive clauses

Several stakeholders truthfully stated that agroforestry
is already legally recognized within the framework of
existing tenancy legislation in the agricultural sector in
England, as the definitions of agriculture in the Agricul-
tural Holdings Act 1986 and the Agricultural Tenancies
Act 1995 encompass the planting of trees, provided that
such practices are complementary to agricultural land
use (GOV UK 2025a, 2025b).”
“The definition of agriculture already includes tree
planting whereitis ancillary to agricultural use within
the definition of agriculture within both the 1986 Act
and (...) those that are after (...). The definition of
agriculture helps us in relation to ensuring that agro-
forestryin all its forms, silvopastoral and silvoarable,
can be considered to be agricultural support.” (826)
The responses showed that the legal framework for the
lease of agricultural holdings in theory allows consid-
erable flexibility in terms of lease duration, permitted
land uses, and subletting arrangements. However, the
expert’s consensus was that, in practice, this potential
remains largely underutilised, as Farm Business Tenancy
agreements continue to be seen as predominantly short-
term and restrictive in nature.
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“The tools are there [within the Farm Business Ten-
ancy framework to create all kinds of tenancy agree-
ments and allow the implementation of agroforestry],
and I would fully encourage their creative use.” (S27)
“Interms of the legislation, the farm business tenancy
legislation is effectively an open book. (...) But if we
were to measure the breadth of this flexibility within
thatlegislation, the lengths of term are routinely short,
tenancies are routinely restrictive, and they have not
created the degree of change that we hoped to see”
(526)
The perception was that the cause for this is that the
demand for agricultural land significantly exceeds the
available supply, resulting in a landlord-favoured mar-
ket, which enables landlords to impose shorter lease
terms as well as restrictive clauses. Several stakeholders
mentioned that tenancy agreements frequently contain
restrictive clauses that inhibit the implementation of
agroforestry practices, including explicit prohibitions
on the planting of trees, hedgerows, or other vegetation
types integral to agroforestry systems. It was also stated
that subletting is frequently also prohibited, which is seen
as limiting the farmers’ opportunities to engage in col-
laborative arrangements or enter into joint ventures that
could enhance productivity and sustainability.
“We do need a change in contracts [tenancy agree-
ments]. (...) I see examples of contracts which have
clauses such as (...) the tenant shall not plant any
hedges, fruit trees, etc. And there is a sort of (...) lazi-
nessinthe sector where the land agent will take out the
standard Farm Business Tenancy agreement that’s
been in their drawer for the past 25 years.” (§26)
Even if certain activities are not explicitly forbidden
within a tenancy agreement, tenants are often required
to obtain prior consent from the landlord, which is seen
as disincentivising.
“We have some quite strange clauses in our own per-
sonal tenancy, one being that we can’t bring livestock
onto the farm without landlord’s consent. We’re not
allowed to create any joint ventures or contract farm-
ing arrangements without landlords’ consent, of which
they want a percentage of the return.” (S5)
One expert highlighted a particular contradiction. In
some cases, incoming tenant farmers are obliged to do
and selected based on progressive and innovative busi-
ness plans, yet are subsequently constrained by tenancy
agreements that preclude the realisation of these plans.
“l also get really frustrated when tenants are asked to
produce business plans and applications for tenancies,
where they putin (...) wonderful things that they want
to do, and then they get presented with the standard
Farm Business Tenancy agreement, which seems to
belie everything that they’ve put into their business
plan and why they were selected in the first place. This
requires a change of mindset amongst landlords and
their agents to be more open-handed when it comes to
the clauses of those agreements.” (S26)

The persistence of conservative and restrictive contrac-
tual clauses is attributed by the experts to a widespread
reluctance among landlords to adopt innovative or risk-
associated approaches. The cause of this reluctance is
seen by the experts in a general lack of trust between
landlords and tenants, as well as in the influence of risk-
averse land agents, who perceive agroforestry as a risk
and further reinforce the landlords’ preference for con-
ventional and low-risk contractual terms.
“What we are against on avery regular basisis the con-
servatism in the sector in that the usual way of doing
things, the usual clauses, (...) there tends to be a lack
of willingness to be less than conservative in approach
to businesses. Some of that’s about lack of trust, some
of that’s about needing to build trust. Coupled with
that, though, there is a seemingly unlimited concern
amongst landlords and those who advise them about
taking risk. (...) Quite often, those who are advising
themwill almost put them off from doing stuff because
of the risk aspects.” (§26)
An illustrative example of what is possible within the
current Farm Business Tenancy frameworks is demon-
strated by one of the interviewees, who is an active farmer
as well as an active landlord. In this case, the tenants are
granted considerable autonomy in managing the land,
including the right to plant trees, as part of their tenancy
agreements. The only stipulation within the tenancy
agreement is that tenants must seek prior approval from
the landlord before entering into long-term stewardship
agreements. This requirement stems from the landlord’s
responsibility to ensure that any successor tenant will be
able to honour the commitments made under such stew-
ardship agreements and not to prevent the tenant from
the farming in the way they wish to do.
“Underthe terms of their tenancy, they have free hand
toplant trees orto dowhateverthey like. The only thing
is that if they take out a stewardship agreement, (...)
becausethat’s obviously for aperiod ofusually 10years,
they have to get the landlord’s agreement, because
should they leave within those 10 years, the landlord
has to then agree that the next tenant or whoever is
operating that land will continue with the agreement
until it ends. So that is the only time really that they
have to come to us to ask for approval.” (§2)

3.3. Tree ownership

Agroforestry implementation is costly, this itself is rec-
ognised by the interviewees as a disincentive for agro-
forestry uptake.
“Cost is always there as a barrier.” (§17)

The costs of agroforestry implementation are closely
connected to the question of tree ownership and own-
ership rights following such an investment. Almost all
stakeholders stated that the establishment of most agro-
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forestry systems is undertaken and financed by farmers.
However, some of the interviewees mentioned that under
prevailing tenancy law, trees planted by a tenant farmer
arelegally considered the property of the landlord as they
are fixtures to the land (GOV UK 2025a, 2025b).
“[A tenant farmer] doesn’t own his trees. Anything you
fix to land belongs to land, and that’s the challenge.”
(827)
“There is a legal framework around tenants’ fixtures
like that. Strictly, at the point the trees grow, they’re
the landlord’s trees.” (827)
One of the farmers explained that his tenancy agree-
ment mandates that the trees, which he fully financed
and established himself, must be removed by him at the
conclusion of the tenancy. While this may imply tenant
ownership, legal ownership remains with the landlord,
who is entitled to require the restoration of the land to
its original condition. For almost all interviewees, this
constitutes a substantial disincentive for tenant farm-
ers, as they see the adoption of agroforestry practices
significantly discouraged under such legal and contrac-
tual conditions. By now, the interviewee maintains the
expectation that, upon the end of his tenancy, the practice
of agroforestrywill be recognised by the landlord asaben-
eficial and legitimate form of land use, and he therefore
does not have to remove the trees.
“Looking at (...) [S5] perspective. (...) It’s madness
that he is being required to remove the trees that he
has put in to develop the system that he has got up and
running.” (526)
One interviewee mentioned another example of such
constraints closely linked to fixtures. This is the inabil-
ity of tenants to enhance hedgerows, as these features
often fall under the direct control of the landlord. For the
interviewee, this demonstrates the tenancy frameworks’
limits in relation to modern agricultural and sustainable
requirements.
“Tenants have the grass in the middle of the field,
which they could change and increaseits value to some
degree, but actually, in reality most of the natural capi-
talvalue is around the edge, it’s in the hedgerows, etc.
of which the tenant has no control over typically. So
even if they wanted to do work on their hedgerows (...)
toimprovethem, they couldn’t because they were under
the landlord’s control. Their ability to take their farm
forward is very limited. (...) Tenancy agreements are
very out of date.” (§22)
The National Trust has addressed these problems by
promoting a collaborative planning model between the
National Trust as landlord and its tenant farmers. This
approach aims to ensure that trees planted during the
term of a tenancy are consistent with the organisation’s
broader land use objectives and ecological strategy, and
therefore can remain after the end of tenancy.
“Wewould hope that by co-planning and careful design
together, that any trees we [and our tenant farmers]

plant areintheright place forus, sothat when a farmer
leaves, we’re happy for the trees to stay.” (§19)

3.4. End of tenancy

Closely connected to the previous topic, the end of ten-
ancy is recognised by several interviewees as a topic that
concerns farmers regarding the implementation of agro-
forestry.

“We need better (...) end of tenancy protocols.” (§26)
Some interviewees mentioned that there are commonly
employed punitive clauses within tenancy agreements
that, at the end of tenancy, frequently oblige the tenant
to provide compensation to the landlord in cases of poor
agricultural practice, diminution in land value, or envi-
ronmental degradation. They stressed that, in contrast,
there is a widespread lack of reward clauses which offer
incentives or rewards to tenants for tenant investments
in beneficial or sustainable land management practices.

“There are very few rewarding clauses in most tenan-

cies for when you've increased biodiversity, (...) soil

quality or (...) water quality. They tend not to exist.

(-..) We’ve got scientific evidence [for our farm] that

we know we’ve increased biodiversity and (...) soil

quality on the farm, but (...) I’'m not gonna get any
reward for that. Now, in the world of equity, is that an
equitable arrangement when I’ve improved somebody

else’s asset?” (85)

“If the tenant is improving the quality of the soil by

putting in agroforestry and it’s increasing the land’s

value, then that’s not reflected in the tenancy agree-

ments.” (§18)
The establishment of agroforestry systems requires ini-
tial investment, mostly by the farmer, and entails a long-
term commitment. However, interviewees indicated that
existing tenancy agreements mostly provide no adequate
investment protection and that in the absence of appro-
priate safeguards, tenants are exposed to the risk of for-
feiting their investments upon vacating the land, while
subsequent tenants or landlords could benefit without
incurring any costs. Which is perceived by the interview-
ees as disincentivising.

“In 20 years, at their peak production, if you get

thrown off the land as a tenant, you go: Well, hang

on, I have put all this money into it, I should be reap-
ing the reward. So, you need an agreement that sort
of reflects that.” (S24)

“Thereis amassive disincentive to do things regenera-

tively or agroforestry if you’ve only got a five-year farm

business tenancy, unless there are transfer clauses,
unless any benefit could be transferred between one
tenant and a subsequent tenant.” (S5)

“I think the issue s (...) how you account for the value

of the trees at the end of the tenancy. You could have a

one-year tenancy agreement where the landlord says

fine plant fruit trees, but the tenancy agreement must
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realise that the landlord is going to get the benefit in
five years’ time, not you. But you must reflect that in
price. It’s (...) not done.” (83)
In this respect, one expert mentioned that at the end of a
tenancy, such investments currently might not translate
into monetary value because the market isn’t reflecting it
as such, therefore making it difficult to justify compen-
sation.
“When it comes to the end of the tenancy, the question
is, what is thevalueyou are leaving for the next occupier
ortothelandlord?(...) Ifthe market doesn’t seea (...)
valueinit, orit’s too special, then your work suitedyou.
It was your business proposition. You’ve earned what
you can from it, opportunity and risk, but there may
not be an end-of-tenancy value.” (§27)
Several interviewees stated that legislative mechanisms
like the development of clauses guaranteeing reimburse-
ment for unamortised investments would contribute to
greater financial security for tenants and promote sus-
tainableland use practices. In this context, it was empha-
sized that a complete revision of the valuation procedures
atthe end of tenanciesis needed. Aspects that were men-
tioned to be considered in such a revision were tree life-
cycle phases including productivity aspects, landscape
value, ecological value, as well as supply chain demands
that place certain requirements such as environmental
criteria onto the tenant to be able to participate in specific
supply chains and manage a viable business.
“There is a real need to reimagine the end-of-tenancy
valuation side. (S26)
“IfIwereimplementing agroforestrywith a Farm Busi-
ness Tenancy. (...) There would have to be a mecha-
nism to say: I’'m putting in (...) my money to set this
agroforestry system up. (...) I’'m going to write that off
over 10years (...). If I lose my tenancy after five years,
someone’s going to pay me (...). Those sorts of things
could be legislated for, but it’s not, and that would give
tenants confidence to invest knowing that they don’t
lose all their money when they hand it over to the next
person, who would then get the trees for nothing and
be able to take the income fromit.” (§13)
“The valuation profession (...) needs to reimagine the
place of trees (...) and how they sit within the farm
landscape and ensure that they have a right perspec-
tive of the value of those trees in the farm landscape as
rather than just seeing them as an encumbrance, as
an issue for dilapidation, as an issue for loss of value.”
(526)

4. Discussion

Theresults demonstrated that the main topicsinfluencing
tenant farmers’ decision-making in the context of agro-
forestryadoption are: 1. Tenancy duration; 2. Restrictive
clauses; 3. Tree ownership; 4. End of tenancy. Within
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the following section, the impact of these four topics, as
well as their implications for the perceived tenure security
by tenant farmers, are discussed. Van Vliet et al. (2015)
stated that the farmer has the decision-making power to
decide the land use on the agricultural land he manages.
While this might be true for owner-occupied farms, dur-
ing the data collection process, as well as the analysis, it
became evident that thisis not true for tenant farmers, as
the individual tenancy agreement can have a significant
impact on what a farmer can or cannot do on the land
he rented.

The results demonstrated that tenancy duration is
a critical determinant of farmers’ willingness to make
long-term investments into sustainable practices or
farm development and diversification, such as agrofor-
estry. The number of long-term Agricultural Holdings
Act Tenancies is declining, while the number of short-
term Farm Business Tenancies increases, of which most
have a tenancy duration of 5 years or less, with an average
duration of 3.03 yearsin 2021 (Department for Environ-
ment, Food & Rural Affairs 2025b).This leads to tenure
insecurity for the tenant farmer and offers little incentive
to commit personal resources, as has also been observed
in previous studies (Maye et al. 2009).

This development is worrying, as it disincentivises
agroforestry adoption on a growing portion of land in
England. However, spreading agroforestry practices
to tenanted land is essential to achieving the UK’s tree
planting goals by 2050. Yet, the duration of tenancy
agreements remains at the landlord’s discretion, and
the prevailing short-term orientation fundamentally
conflicts with sustainable agricultural and environmen-
talmanagement principles. Research consistently found
that tenure insecurity on tenanted land leads farmers to
prioritise short-term solutions, for example the use of
chemical fertilizers for soil fertility increase and disincen-
tivises long-term investment into sustainable and con-
servation practices (Worku & Mekonnen 2012; Kassie
et al. 2013). Sklenicka et al. (2015) fittingly brought up
the saying “No one washes a rented car”. The opposite
was observed by several studies on owner-occupied land,
where long-term tenure security, emotional connections
and autonomy in decision-making support the adoption
of long-term strategies, especially agroforestry uptake
(Buyinza at al. 2009; Worku & Mekonnen 2012; Kassie
et al. 2013; Sklenicka et al. 2015). These studies, as well
asour findings, underscore the importance of incentivis-
ing landlords to offer longer tenancy agreements, which
would encourage tenants to invest in sustainable, long-
term practices and could ultimately even enhance the
value of the land. To further sustainable land use and
meet tree planting targets, future research should focus
on understanding the factors behind landlords’ prefer-
ence for short-term tenancies and explore policy levers
to promote long-term agreements.

The research showed that regardless of the legal
framework’s ability for flexibility and acceptance of tree
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planting, a certain amount of tenancy agreements, espe-
cially Farm Busines Tenancies, include clauses that cause
restrictiveness. These clauses can prohibit activities such
astree planting or subletting. If such clauses are present,
they disincentivise a broad range of activities, thereby
significantly limiting the flexibility of tenant farmers and
constraining their ability to pursue diverse or innova-
tive business strategies. For instance, if a tenant farmer
intends to establish trees to support his agricultural
activities but lacks the necessary expertise or interest in
managing them, he could opt to sublet the tree strips to
another farmer. If subletting is prohibited, however, such
a farmer would refrain from planting trees altogether,
as the clause would serve as a disincentive. Most of such
clauses are outdated in the context of modern farming
requirements. Their continued use creates tenure inse-
curity for tenant farmers, thereby discouraging long-term
oriented, sustainable and innovative practices, such as
collaborative arrangements or joint ventures, that could
enhance farm productivity and resilience (Ravenscroft
1999). Research and policy action are needed to reform
the employment of clauses from restrictiveness towards
amore flexible framework that promotes long-term sus-
tainable practices.

Under English tenancy law, trees planted by a tenant
farmer are a fixture and legally considered the property
of thelandlord, paired with the fact that tenants are often
required to remove planted trees at the end of the ten-
ancy. Such legal and contractual conditions act as major
disincentives for the adoption of agroforestry, ultimately
undermining sustainable agricultural development in
England. Unruh (1995) already denounced in 1995 that
a departure from the fixture presumption is needed to
support agroforestry adoption. It is tragic that this prob-
lem, as the others previously mentioned, still exists today.
Therefore, legislation is needed to fix this issue in a way
landowners and tenants needs for security are meet.

The end of tenancy is essential for all tenancy agree-
ments. Therefore, it is important to recognise all contri-
butions that have been made to the property, positive
and negative. The study showed that tenant farmers face
significant business risk of losing their investment stem-
ming from uncertainties surrounding future compensa-
tion and transfer to the subsequent tenant or landlord. In
the absence of mechanisms for recognising and valuing
such contributions, like agroforestry, in a beneficial way
for the tenant at the termination of a tenancy, tenants
are disincentivised from undertaking long-term invest-
ments, of which they may never reap the reward and are
not compensated for. From a UK’s tree planting and net-
zero goal perspective, it does not really matter who plants
the trees, aslong as they remain standing at the end of the
tenancy. In this context, the only important thing is that,
under all given conditions, it is very unlikely that trees will
be planted at all. Thatis why it is soimportant to offer ten-
ant farmers financial incentives, such as compensation,
so thatthey plant the trees in the first place. Furthermore,

the perspective that the tenant who initiated and financed
these enhancements remains uncompensated at the end
of the tenancy, while such long-term improvements fre-
quently confer lasting benefits upon the landlord, is, in
the context of equity, troubling. In addition, the prevail-
ing tendency within the valuation community to regard
trees as potential liabilities, rather than as asset-enhanc-
ing investments, further increases the problem. If there is
no value accounted for in planting trees there is no value
to compensate. Therefore, efforts should be undertaken
aswell asinresearch and policy on how to employ mecha-
nisms that enable compensation and transfer clauses, as
well as how to equitably determine the value of created
agroforestry systems, to properly account for them in
compensation and transfer.

Considering the tree ownership and compensation
topic, the study demonstrates that collaborative planning
between tenant farmers andlandlords canenhance tenure
security and deliver mutual benefits. Such collaboration
helps mitigate potential conflicts at the end of tenancies
by establishing clear agreements regarding investments
and future compensation. Moreover, landlords should
be encouraged to actively support and participate in the
planning and uptake of agroforestry, which can increase
land value and productivity in the long term. If both par-
ties follow a sustained landscape management vision,
the continuity of environmental assets and sustainable
practices is more likely.

The European agricultural landscape suffers from
ownership fragmentation and the separation of own-
ership from land use, see absentee landowners, which
complicates farming activities (Jongman 2002; van Dijk
2003; Sklenicka et al. 2014). Fragmentation often results
in landscape homogenization, as small, inefficient par-
cels are leased to larger entities, which combine them
intolarge-scale production blocks in order to enhance the
agricultural viability (Sklenickaetal. 2014). Sklenicka et
al. (2014) termed this process the “Farmland Rental Par-
adox”. This phenomenon is associated with numerous
negative consequences, including social and economic
impacts, such as the decline of rural character and the
growth of large agricultural companies at the expense
of small and medium farms, as well as environmental
impacts, including biodiversity loss, increased erosion
risk, and decreased aesthetic value of the landscape, and
isevenregarded as anew formofland degradation (Sklen-
icka et al. 2014). Therefore, it could be of great interest
to research whether the Farmland Rental Paradox is of
relevance for the tenant farming sector in England. As
agroforestry implementation is generally difficult on ten-
anted land. The implementation of agroforestry could be
particularly challenging if a tenant farmer’s landholdings
were fragmented among several landowners, because
each parcel could be subject to different tenancy agree-
ments and consequently would offer different barriers,
that needed to be considered. This would enhance the
disincentivising effect of the aspects found in this study
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for large farmers. This would be tragic, as such farmers
can be a key group for fostering agricultural change and
introducing sustainable practices(Walford 2002; Pfeifer
etal. 2009). Large-scale tenant farms have the potential
to significantly amplify the benefits of agroforestry if
changes in tenancy agreements enhance tenure security
and support its adoption. Therefore, targeted measures
should be implemented to realise this potential. Present-
ing agroforestry as a viable option to such farmers could
significantly help address some of the challenges of mod-
ern agriculture (Walford 2002).

Several limitations of this study should be taken
into consideration when interpreting the findings and
assessing their applicability to broader contexts. Firstly,
the sampling process may introduce selection bias and
limit the representativeness of the sample. As a result,
the views and experiences captured may not fully reflect
those of the whole English agricultural sector. Secondly,
the extended data-collection period introduces the pos-
sibility that external conditions or participant perspec-
tives may have shifted during this time. Such temporal
variation could influence the consistency of responses
and thus affect the comparability of the collected data.
Finally, the incorporation of a recorded panel discussion
as a secondary source represents an additional potential
source of bias. These factors collectively suggest that
care should be taken when generalising the results, and
further research with broader and more diverse samples,
shorter collection periods, and unified data sources is
recommended to strengthen the reliability and transfer-
ability of the findings.

5. Conclusions

This study aimed to identify tenancy agreement aspects
within the English agricultural sector that influence
the decision-making of tenant farmers in the context of
agroforestry adoption and the perceived tenure security.
While tenancy duration was already previously known
to be a limiting factor for sustainable practices like
agroforestry adoption and tenure security, this study
underpinned this and provided further insights as well as
identified three new topics: 1. Restrictive clauses, while
the legal framework offers the ability for flexibility and
acceptance of tree planting tenancy agreements, often-
times include clauses that cause restrictiveness regard-
ing the way farmers can practice agriculture and develop
their business. 2. Tree ownership, trees are regarded as
fixtures and therefore are owned by the landlord even if
they are planted and financed by the tenant. 3. End of
tenancy, tenant farmers are not sufficiently protected at
the end of a tenancy, meaning that adequate compen-
sation and transfer clauses regarding agroforestry are
missing.
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Land use changes are path dependent (van Vliet et al.
2015). The results of this study showed that this is also
the case for agroforestry adoption on tenanted land
in England, as it is dependent on the perceived tenure
security by tenant farmers, which is affected by the four
named topics. As matters of land tenure security can be
directly influenced by the government future research is
needed on how to solve the issues presented within this
paper (Worku & Mekonnen 2012).

Nevertheless, itis necessary to note that the outcome
of all future endeavours should respect the rights of all
affected stakeholders as well as consider possible impli-
cations and consequences before going for institutional
and policy changes (Neef & Heidhues 1994). A potential
starting point for subsequent research could be based on
Feltonetal. (2023) findings that highlighted that a higher
likelihood of agroforestry adoption can be found on farms
with ‘nonstandard’ land ownership. The efficacy of incen-
tives for promoting tree planting is contingent upon the
pre-existing interests and values of the farmer or land-
owner (Westaway et al. 2023). Consequently, nonstand-
ard landowners should be the subject of a subsequent
research initiative, with a focus on their perspectives on
the four main topics identified within this paper. This
would enable an examination of the rationales underlying
their divergent approaches to these issues, as well as the
identification of potential opportunities for disseminat-
ing these attitudes among more standard landlords.
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