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Abstract 

One of the major challenges of our time is feeding the increasing number of humans on 

our planet adequately while at the same time respecting the earth’s boundaries. The 

current agro-food system of the European Union (EU) in particular exceeds the ecological 

boundaries and undermines socio-economic foundations of our societies. The EU agro-

food system is characterised by an unsustainable growth model that needs adjustment in 

order to provide a sufficient quantity and quality of food for both humans and non-

humans today and in the future. Agroforestry (AF) plays an important role in this 

necessary transition towards agro-ecology (AE). Woody elements in agriculture, be it 

trees, hedges, bushes, shrubs or likewise, are multifunctional, not only providing valuable 

ecosystem-services that help to mitigate and adapt to climate change and biodiversity 

loss, but also yield socio-economic advantages like income diversification, shock 

resilience and socio-cultural value.  

This thesis examines what role the EU Common Agricultural Policy’s (CAP) public 

policy instruments play in AF development in the French region of Île-de-France (IDF) 

since 2015 as compared to territorial dynamics. The study is based on the material of 31 

in-depth semi-structured interviews. The focus lies on displaying how the CAP’s 

instruments interact with territorial dynamics to form patterns of polycentric 

governance. Thus, a special emphasis is put on the role of policy design and administrative 

issues linked to regional CAP implementation. The interview material furthermore allows 

identifying supplementary explanatory factors that determine both quality and quantity 

of AF projects as well as the increase in interest for such practices in the territories of IDF. 

The available support mechanisms of the CAP for AF are traditional regulatory and 

legislative instruments, or economic and fiscal policy instruments. Therefore, the 

instruments of the CAP do not favour AF, but instead may hinder it. Examining the relation 

of actors within and between governance levels, I demonstrate that the EU’s AF ‘panacea‘ 

in the sense of E. Ostrom (2010) does not adequately reflect the diverse AF interests on 

IDF territories. Its underlying notion of sustainable agriculture is excessively vague for 

leading a profound ecological transition of the agro-food system. At the same time, the 

concept of AF that it proposes is too precise to be operationalised on a larger scale for 

mobilising the diversity of practices in the AF sector.  

Although the territories of IDF showed little interest in the support schemes 

available, the quantity and quality of AF projects is increasing. To explain this paradox, I 

show that the most decisive obstacles to take-up (TU) of schemes are the degree of 

targeting and the type and structure of the benefits. Regarding policy implementation and 

administration, the lack of user-friendliness of the application process and limited 

information and knowledge significantly hinders TU.  

Lastly, actors are disillusioned by the public action system that supposedly 

addresses the AF problem and thus feel politically detached. Several important factors 

determining AF development are not reflected in the current public policy instruments, 

more precisely 1) two-fold mental barriers of economic rationales and behavioural 

rationales (familiarity with production methods and social recognition), 2) knowledge 

dissemination and scientific proof, 3) technical assistance and 4) territorial advocacy. 



Abstract 

v 
 

Decentralised, civil society entities mostly need to complement or act in parallel to the 

public policies’ offer. Next to these gradually dissolving boundaries between state and 

society, new territorial dynamics in IDF’s agro-food sector emerge that encourage 

diversification and re-localisation of food production, indirectly supporting the 

development of AF. 

Overall, the CAP’s public policy instruments remain secondary for increasing 

quality and quantity of AF projects in IDF as for furthering the territorial actors’ interest 

in such projects. The key to AF development lies in territorial dynamics that need to 

complement the public offer organised in polycentric governance structures. The EU’s 

apparent intention of ‘greening’ the CAP has not yet translated into practice, but has 

rather resulted in a complex, regulatory construct which attempts to consolidate the 

productivist agro-industry under a new and greener paradigm. Instead of imposing a 

transition to AE with AF from the top, public policies should rather provide an enabling 

frame. This entails facilitating administrative processes, but also including all food system 

entities in decision-making and implementation in a bottom-up approach.  
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Résumé 

Un des défis majeurs de notre temps est de nourrir la population exponentiellement 

croissante de notre planète tout en respectant les limites de la Terre. Surtout le système 

agro-alimentaire de l’Union Européenne (UE) dépasse les limites écologiques et affaiblit 

les fondements socio-économiques de nos sociétés. Le système agro-alimentaire de l’UE 

se caractérise par un modèle de croissance non-durable. Ce dernier nécessite un 

renversement profond pour fournir assez de nourriture en termes de quantité et qualité 

pour tous humains et non-humains aujourd’hui et dans l’avenir. L’agroforesterie (AF) joue 

un rôle clé dans cette transition vers l’agro-écologie (AE). Les éléments boisés en 

agriculture sont multifonctionnels, fournissant non seulement des services 

écosystémiques qui aident à la mitigation et l’adaptation au changement climatique et la 

perte de biodiversité, mais disposent aussi d’avantages socio-économiques 

(diversification des revenues, résilience aux chocs externes et facteurs socio-culturels).  

 Dans ce mémoire de fin d’études je me pose donc la question du rôle qu’ont joué 

les instruments de politiques publiques de la Politique Agricole Commune (PAC) de l’UE 

dans le développement de l’agroforesterie en Île-de-France (IDF) depuis 2015 par rapport 

aux dynamiques territoriales. Cette étude s’appuie sur le matériel de 31 entretiens en 

profondeur semi-structurés. L’accent est mis sur la façon dont les instruments de la PAC 

interagissent avec les dynamiques territoriales pour former des dispositifs de 

gouvernance polycentrique. De ce fait, le rôle de la conception des politiques ainsi que les 

enjeux administratifs liés à la mise en œuvre régionale de la PAC se situent au centre de 

l’analyse. Les entretiens permettent aussi l’identification de variables explicatives 

supplémentaires qui déterminent quantité et qualité des projets agroforestiers, mais 

aussi la croissance de l’intérêt des territoires en IDF pour l’AF.  

 Les mécanismes de soutien de la PAC sont des instruments législatifs et 

réglementaires classiques ainsi que des caractéristiques d’instruments économiques et 

fiscaux. Or, ces instruments ne favorisent pas l’AF mais peuvent au contraire l’entraver. 

En examinant les relations entre les acteurs au sein et entre les niveaux de gouvernance, 

je démontre que la ‘panacée’, au sens de E. Ostrom (2010), agroforestière de l’UE ne reflète 

pas correctement la diversité de systèmes agroforestiers d’IDF. Son concept sous-jacent 

d’agriculture ‘durable’ reste trop vague pour permettre une véritable transition 

écologique du système agro-alimentaire. Dans le même temps, l’AF quelle propose est un 

concept trop précis pour être opérationnalisé à grand échelle en mobilisant l’ensemble de 

pratiques du secteur agroforestier.  

 Alors que les territoires d’IDF n’ont pas fréquemment sollicité les mécanismes de 

la PAC dans la période concernée, la qualité et quantité des projets agroforestiers a 

augmenté. Pour expliquer ce paradoxe, je montre que les obstacles décisifs à la prise en 

compte des mécanismes sont le degré de ciblage des mécanismes ainsi que le type et la 

structure des bénéfices. Au niveau de la mise en œuvre et de l’administration, le manque 

de souplesse de la procédure de candidature, ajouté au manque d’information et de 

connaissance conduisent à une faible sollicitation des mécanismes.  

 En conséquence, les acteurs territoriaux sont désillusionnés par le système 

d’action publique agroforestier et se trouvent politiquement détachés. Plusieurs 
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déterminants décisifs pour le développement de l’AF ne sont pas pris en compte par les 

instruments politiques actuels, plus spécifiquement 1) une double barrière mentale de 

raisonnement économique et de raisonnement comportemental (familiarité avec les 

méthodes de production et reconnaissance sociale), 2) les preuves scientifiques et 

diffusion de savoir-faire, 3) l’assistance technique et 4) l’animation territoriale. La 

gouvernance du développement de l’AF repose donc sur des entités décentralisées de la 

société civile pour délivrer ses services en complément des politiques publiques. En 

parallèle de cette dissolution des frontières entre État et société, de nouvelles dynamiques 

dans le système agro-alimentaire d’IDF émergent pour soutenir le développement de l’AF 

indirectement, encourageant la diversification et la relocalisation de la production 

alimentaire.  

 En conclusion, les instruments de politiques publiques de la PAC restent 

secondaires pour promouvoir la qualité et la quantité de projets agroforestiers en IDF 

ainsi que pour susciter l’intérêt des acteurs territoriaux. La clé essentielle du 

développement de l’AF réside dans les dynamiques territoriales organisés en structures 

de gouvernance polycentrique qui viennent compléter l’offre publique. L’intention 

manifestée de l’UE pour un ‘verdissement’ de la PAC ne se traduit pas encore en pratique, 

mais a plutôt mené à une construction règlementaire complexe qui vise à consolider 

l’agro-industrie productiviste sous un nouveau paradigme vert. Au lieu d’imposer par le 

haut une transition agro-écologique par l’AF, les politiques publiques devraient plutôt 

créer un cadre incitatif pour les dynamiques territoriales. Ceci consisterait à faciliter les 

processus administratifs, mais aussi à inclure toutes entités du système agro-alimentaire 

dans les processus de décision et de mise en œuvre en adoptant une approche d’avantage 

‘bottom-up’.  
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1. Introduction: European Food Systems between Social and 
Ecological Boundaries 

“The market economy story has spread like wildfire, with uneven results for human well-being and 
devastation for the natural world. But it is just a story we have told ourselves and we are free to tell 

another, to reclaim the old one. One of these stories sustains the living systems on which we depend. One 
of these stories opens the way to living in gratitude and amazement at the richness and generosity of the 

world. One of these stories asks us to bestow our own gifts in kind, to celebrate our kinship with the 
world. We can choose. If all the world is a commodity, how poor we grow. When all the world is a gift in 

motion, how wealthy we become”(Kimmerer, 2013, p. 31) 

We humans have lost our connection with Gaia, Mother Earth, in the age of the 

Anthropocene (Latour, 2015) which shapes the dominant ‘nature intelligence’ in Western 

societies. With our habitual disrespect for her, we continue to degrade the world we live 

in and remain largely ignorant of the consequences of our actions in spite of the advancing 

destruction – a disrespect that is far from shared between all the world’s peoples. 

(Descola, 2008) This poses serious danger to life on our planet; a fact that the status-quo 

agro-food system most strikingly reflects. Feeding a constantly increasing number of 

humans while respecting the earth’s boundaries is one of the major challenges of our time. 

If we remain in the current food production system, today’s available land area will have 

to increase by 593 Mio. ha to nourish the estimated world population in 2050. If we do 

not adjust food production to the earth’s boundaries, carbon dioxide emissions by 2050 

will exceed the acceptable limit by 11 gigatons, not to mention the effects of methane 

emissions and biodiversity degradation. (Searchinger et al., 2018) The urgency to adjust 

our current food system becomes even clearer when considering the fact that already 

today, 25% of our planet’s land is highly degraded or subject to high rates of degradation. 

(Hillbrand et al., 2017) This in turn promotes the ‘triple burden of malnutrition’ (under-

nourishment, micronutrient deficiencies and obesity) across the globe. (Gómez et al., 

2013) 

Especially in the EU, the agricultural system exceeds the ecological ceiling. 

(Raworth, 2017) Under neoliberal thought, agro-food systems here are characterised by 

a growth model that strives to produce more efficiently through a process of agricultural 

intensification. (Potter & Tilzey, 2005) Thus, the decrease of farm biodiversity is not yet 

halted, ammonia emissions are increasing, and 75% of all EU cropland has less than 2% 

organic carbon - the list continues. (Matthews, 2020) Furthermore, despite the common 

assumption that food insecurity and related socio-economic issues (e.g. disproportionate 

effects on the poor, health impacts) are mostly a problem of the Global South, the number 
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of people in need of food assistance is actually growing across high-income countries and 

especially in EU countries. The lack of quality foods increases health issues related to 

obesity: addressing these costs the EU 7% of its health budget. (Hebinck et al., 2018; 

Matthews, 2020) Still, official dietary advice in the EU and globally does not respect the 

earth’s boundaries, but rather encourages people to consume red and processed meet 

instead of vegetables, fruits, nuts and pulses. (Springmann et al., 2020) The current EU 

food system thus fails to remain in the safe operating space in the sense of Raworth (2017) 

as it exceeds both ecological boundaries and undermines basic socio-economic 

necessities for a dignified life. Achieving the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) by 

2030 is out of reach under the current agro-food approach. (Willett et al., 2019)  

The SDG’s goals of socio-economic and environmental sustainability can only be 

met through the implementation of radical changes to the current trajectories of 

transforming economic, social and political factors. (Diaz et al., 2019) Therefore, the EU’s 

Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) is a vital determinant to reaching a safe human 

operating space. Taking up the largest share of the EU budget, it has significantly shaped 

European agriculture since its introduction in 1962. Ongoing negotiations on the CAP’s 

reform for the post 2020 period plays a crucial role in designing the path not only towards 

carbon neutrality, but also towards socio-economic sustainability in the food system. 

(Aubert, 2020)  

It is hence essential to identify and support agricultural practices that meet the 

requirements for successfully transitioning into a safe operation space and to support 

these under the CAP and national public policies. To achieve this, agro-ecological practices 

are currently considered one of the most promising levers, also demonstrated by the 

increasing acknowledgement of such farming approaches at all political levels. 

(Borremans, 2019) Particularly in France, the topic has advanced on the political agenda, 

leading to the adoption of a National Agro-Ecology Strategy in 2014. (MAA, 2017) Under 

this political discourse, the combination of trees with agricultural activity, commonly 

referred to as agroforestry (AF), is enjoying an increasing number of supporters. Not only 

did France launch a National Plan for AF in 2015 under the national agro-ecology (AE) 

strategy (MAA, 2017), but the CAP also offers support schemes for woody vegetation in 

agriculture under the 2015-2020 programming period.  

More recently, the Covid 19 pandemic offers a decisive policy window for a 

systemic transition, reviving the agro-ecology discourse. Increasing food insecurity, the 
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breakdown of supply chains and panic buying are just some of the phenomena of the 

pandemic that illustrate the overall fragility of the system. Agro-ecology and AF in 

particular are assumed to help in reconciling the central challenges of agro-food systems 

today as exposed by the pandemic. (S. R. Gliessman, 2020) “Considering food as a basic 

human right rather than just a commodity for profit, we must further the difficult process 

of a paradigm shift to how we institute policy changes that promote sustainability for all 

parts of the food systems. (…) It is time to bring “culture” back to agri-culture and maintain 

support for localized food systems on a global level” (S. R. Gliessman, 2020, p. 548). The 

French response to the pandemic, the Plan de Relance, especially frames the hedge as a 

tool to transform the agro-food system under the Mesure Haies (French Government, 

2020; Hirou, 2020a); an important public policy element that is subject to this study.  

Therefore, this research examines what role the CAP’s public policy instruments play 

in AF development since 2015 in the French region Île-de-France (IDF) and how these policy 

instruments form patterns of polycentric governance with territorial dynamics for 

recognising AF as the essential element in the agro-ecological transition. The analysis will 

provide relevant conclusions in regards to the actual ambition and impact of (supra) 

national public policies for transitioning the agro-food sector to agro-ecology. Previous 

research illustrates that AF entered the political agenda in France (Sachet, 2020a, 2020b), 

but has AF ever since developed at the territorial level?  

After a brief literature review, this first chapter develops the hypotheses 

associated to the research questions from the definitions of AF and AE. I then set up the 

analytical framework and theory in the following sub-chapter before rounding this first 

chapter up with the methodological approach.  

 

1.1. Literature Review 

Over the past few decades, research on AF has advanced in swift steps towards research 

‘in’ rather than ‘for’ the AF development paradigm, as was the case in the early stages of 

research during the 1980s and 90s.2 (Coe et al., 2014) However, the highly 

interdisciplinary field of AF and agro-ecology generally continues to lack investment as 

compared to conventional, industrial agriculture or other innovative agriculture 

                                                             
2 The focus lay on understanding indigenous, traditional knowledge on woody vegetation in land-use 
systems, aiming to construct new, improved systems upon ancient knowledge. Today, the aim lies on 
upscaling newer AF approaches instead of promoting few, traditional practices. (Coe et al., 2014; Dagar, 
2016)  
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practices. This leads to considerable hind-lags in affiliated disciplines and lack of scientific 

proof of the much-praised environmental and socio-economic advantages. (Buttoud, 

2013; Dagar, 2016; HLPE, 2019; Jose, 2009)  

Despite the persistent lack of scientific proof of the effects of AF, agronomic 

research can increasingly illustrate the multiple types of eco-systemic and agronomic 

interactions at field scale. The focus lies on perennial plants and their eco-systemic 

contribution to food systems, especially related to mechanised mono-copping systems in 

temperate regions. (Wartman et al., 2018) 3 Agronomic research in France is playing a 

lead role, and is relatively advanced in a European context.4 AF systems support landscape 

restoration and associated mitigation and adaption to environmental risks and climate 

change. Associating trees with agricultural production yields several regulating and 

supporting services to agricultural production that include, but are not limited to:  

- Higher carbon sequestration: A recent study showcases a 40% increase of Soil Organic 

Carbon down to 2m of soil on an AF plot as compared to a monocrop control plot 

(Cardinael et al., 2015, 2018); 

- Better biodiversity conservation: Rural trees provide habitat and preserve vulnerable 

species, reduce the rate of habitat conservation due to higher yields in AF systems and 

reduce the rate of habitat erosion due to other ecosystem services (e.g. combatting soil 

erosion); 

- Richer soils: AF systems fix more nitrogen, enhance the physical, chemical and biological 

properties of the soil by adding organic matter and releasing and recycling nutrients; 

- Better air and water quality: Woody vegetation protects from wind and precipitation, 

helps to remove atmospheric CO2 and produce oxygen, limits particulate matter in the 

air, and furthermore reduces nutrient and excess fertiliser runoff into water reserves. 

                                                             
3 Geographically, much interest has been given to tropical AF systems in both natural and social sciences 
(Khasa, 2014; Nair, 1994). Research in temperate regions however remains underdeveloped. For tropical 
regions, the role of traditional knowledge is central. In temperate regions on the other hand the focus lies 
on monospecific systems, high in artificial inputs and mechanisation (Liagre et al., 2012), “instead of 
transforming it [AF] to highly diversified interdependent systems that utilize human-scale appropriate 
technology and ecological practices” (Wartman et al., 2018, p. 4).  
4 Over the past 20 years, agronomic research significantly advanced, especially thanks to larger research 
projects at INRAE such as SAFE (Silvoarable Agroforestry Systems for Europe), SMART, or the currently 
running projects POTA-GE and SALSA. Regionally, experiments are concentrated rather in the 
Mediterranean climate of the South West and East of France. While previously, research concentrated on 
intra-plot AF, traditional systems are taken into account more recently. (Léger et al., 2019; Morin-Pinaud 
et al., 2019; RMT-AgroforesterieS, 2020b; Rue, 2018) The strong dynamic in France has also encouraged 
higher research efforts at the European level.  
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(Atangana et al., 2014; Borelli et al., 2019; Buttoud, 2013; Dagar, 2016; Debarge et al., 

2015; European Agroforestry Federation, 2020b; Herrick et al., 2019; Hillbrand et al., 

2017; HLPE, 2019; Jose, 2009; Nerlich et al., 2013; Torquebiau, 2013; van Noordwijk, 

2018; Verchot et al., 2007) 

From a socio-economic perspective, the economic effects of AF play a significant 

role. For example, Dupraz and Newman (1997) illustrated possible productivity gains 

from AF, as they were able to demonstrate that yields from an intercrop AF plot were 10% 

higher than from a monoculture plot. Increasing productive capacity in turn links to 

ecosystem interactions at the field level (e.g. increasing soil fertility). (FAO, 2005) Also the 

ecosystem-services of AF increasingly find economic compensation. Apart from 

productivity gains, the literature highlights economic diversification of rural incomes, as 

AF systems yield tree fruit for both livestock fodder and human nutrition, firewood and 

commercial wood. Diversification thus promotes food diversity and seasonal nutritional 

security. What is more, AF systems are often correlated with a high socio-cultural value 

and thus help to perpetuate ancient, local knowledge and are perceived as a pleasant 

landscape feature, overall increasing aesthetics of rural spaces. (Borelli et al., 2019; 

Chazdon & Brancalion, 2019; FAO, 2005; Herrick et al., 2019; Searchinger et al., 2018; 

Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity, 2010)While research on socio-

economic aspects often refer to smallholder farmers in developing countries, similar 

advantages can be expected for the context in IDF. Research thus illustrates that AF 

promotes several SDGs, most importantly SDG 1 and 2 (eradication of poverty and 

hunger) as well as SDG 14 (environmental protection). (Borelli et al., 2019; HLPE, 2019)5  

This illustrates that AF is neither in socio-economic nor environmental terms a 

panacea, but rather “a problem solving science, which is based upon solid ecological 

                                                             
5 Apart from these macro level findings in social sciences, much attention is given to the level of individual 
farmer decision-making in the choice of (sustainable) production systems generally and AF in particular. 
Studies on the individual’s adoption of environmentally-friendly farming and AF have drawn upon case 
studies in Australia (N. Anderson, 2018; N. Anderson & Keenan, 2018; Race & Curtis, 2007), China (Zhang 
et al., 2015), Tanzania (Kwayu et al., 2014) and various European regions (Duesberg et al., 2013; Ingram 
et al., 2013; Mary et al., 1999; Raggi et al., 2015; Villanueva et al., 2015; Willock et al., 1999). The Theory of 
Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1991) has found high recognition in this strand of literature, for example when 
examining the adoption of soil conservation practices in Belgium (Wauters et al., 2010), riparian zone 
management (Fielding et al., 2005), or sustainable agriculture amongst smallholder farmers (Zeweld et al., 
2017). This especially emphasises the role of values, beliefs, knowledge, norms and demography of the 
individual concerned in the decision-making process. This socio-psychological approach however places a 
high responsibility on farmers themselves for transitioning to sustainable practices. A risk of overlooking 
wider social, cultural and economic effects of agro-ecological farming practices remains. (Isgren, 2016; 
Pannell et al., 2006) 



Introduction: European Food Systems between Social and Ecological Boundaries 

6 
 

principles and (…) has inbuilt social and economical linkages” (Dagar, 2016, p. 25). AF 

systems are from an agronomic viewpoint complex in their setup and a mere plantation 

of trees does not generate certain advantages. Therefore, system modifications need to be 

considered carefully and supported by technical advice. (Debarge et al., 2015) 

Furthermore, multiple socio-cultural constraints persist that not only constrain AF 

development due to a lack of social acceptance of alternative practices, but also due to 

conservative risk-adversity of farmers. With uncertain scientific findings, potential crop 

yield losses (e.g. through competition for water resources and nutrients), the complexity 

of work (need for specific crop/livestock and tree combinations) as well as difficulties in 

mechanisation are factors that constrain the choice of AF. (Buttoud, 2013; Graves et al., 

2009; HLPE, 2019; Nerlich et al., 2013) System modifications require new material and 

additional workforce. (Debarge et al., 2015) Additionally, the literature identifies 

information and knowledge constraints as hindering components, considering the fact 

that research and development continue to focus on short-term monoculture crops. 

Blanco et al. identify these socio-cultural constraints in FRA; a factor that this study will 

examine for the case of IDF. (Blanco et al., 2020)  

This focus is also reflected in the economic constraints hindering AF development. 

Market prices mostly do not include the cost of negative externalities of monocultures, 

nor do they reward positive ecological impacts. The high prices for cereals reduce 

attractiveness of AF products in terms of economic yields. Especially in France, this often 

leads to farmers choosing productions with higher economic benefit. Not only are market 

prices decisive in terms of economic incentives, but also the fact that markets for tree 

products remain under-developed. (Buttoud, 2013; HLPE, 2019) This aligns with the fact 

that the period of returns on investment is significantly longer in AF than in annual 

systems. The economic advantages of AF only pay off in the longer term, while the current 

mentality of production focusses on short-term yields. Investing in material, workforce, 

and trainings for the system modification is thus not appealing. (Buttoud, 2013; Graves et 

al., 2011) An unfavourable political environment complements these economic and socio-

cultural barriers. Research finds policy incentives to be insufficient, but regulations to be 

even adverse. Policies, and especially the CAP, are found to be penalising AF in itself and 

to be associated with complicated bureaucratic procedures. These legal constraints are 

perpetuated by the fact that tax cuts or product prices support as well as credits are 
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mostly directed to conventional, industrial agricultural production. (Borelli et al., 2019; 

Buttoud, 2013)  

Considering these socio-economic and political constraints, it is surprising that 

past research paid little interest to the role of public policies in supporting system 

modifications to AE generally and AF in particular. Across the vast body of literature on 

AF in agronomic and social sciences, policy implementation and bottom-up governance 

hardly appear. Studies on individual decision-making are closest to such a perspective. 

They do include the political environment as one of multiple factors influencing the 

adoption of certain agricultural practices, but these factors do not lie in the centre of 

studies. (Duesberg et al., 2014; Kristensen, 2016; Lienhoop & Brouwer, 2015; Rois Díaz et 

al., 2016; Schoonhoven & Runhaar, 2018) On the contrary, many of these studies conclude 

that stronger action from the public sphere is necessary. (Isgren, 2016)6 One study that 

analyses the role of public policy implementation and governance is the thesis of Clement, 

examining the success of afforestation policies in Northern Vietnam. (Clement, 2008) In a 

similar context to AF development, the author not only assesses policy outcomes, but also 

sheds light on the institutional dynamics and structures between actors at multiple policy 

levels. In France, the recent studies of Sachet are especially noteworthy, analysing the 

process of agenda setting and policy elaboration around AF in French public policies 

before 2015. (Sachet, 2020a, 2020b) While his approach takes actors at multiple policy 

levels into account, it looks at a longer temporality than this study, beginning with the 

Green Revolution, and focusses on the stage of policy making rather than implementation. 

The thesis of Labant (2017) also examines AF development in a French case study from a 

social sciences perspective and refers to (supra)national policies. However, the focus here 

lies on the economic potential of AF rather than on territorial governance arrangements.7  

                                                             
6 As regards the study of multifunctional agriculture systems generally, Renting et al. do identify a whole 
set of what they name ‘public regulation approaches’, centring around “ways to operationalize the role of 
public institutions in facilitating and monitoring MFA [Multifunctional Agriculture] and its social, 
economic and environmental impacts”(Renting et al., 2009).6 They find that overall, while institutional 
structures in the development of MFA are to some extent present in the literature; there is a significant 
lack of studies evaluating policy impacts on factors other than environmental outcomes. 
7 Most other social sciences approaches in the case of France choose research angles outside the public 
policy field. They either look at the individual’s decision-making level, for example (Blanco et al., 2019, 
2020; Mary et al., 1999), or choose an ethnographic approach in landscape studies. (Bardaine & Pernet, 
2018; Rue, 2018, 2020) Public policy approaches as regards the development of agro-ecology on the other 
hand are considerably more common, also in relation to the national translation of CAP policies. (Ajates 
Gonzalez et al., 2018; Bellon & Ollivier, 2018; Coolsaet, 2016; de Sartre et al., 2019; Hérault, 2018; Panarin 
et al., 2017) 
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For better understanding the drivers and barriers to AF development in temperate 

regions generally, and in France in particular, research needs to be complemented with 

public policy approaches. This study intends to fill this research gap by choosing a multi-

level governance (MLG) approach to explain the factors that influence AF development. 

Shifting to a bottom-up approach and shedding light onto CAP implementation at the 

(sub)national levels, this research furthermore counterbalances the dominance of top-

down analyses in policy implementation. (Buizer et al., 2016)8 

 

1.2. On the Diverse Interpretations of Agroforestry 

For later analysing AF governance, I first clarify what the term AF generally implies and 

in what relation it stands to AE. The aim of this sub-chapter is to derive the hypotheses 

that this study is guided by in order to answer the research question what role the CAP’ 

public policy schemes play as compared to territorial dynamics in AF development in IDF. 

I develop the hypotheses while illustrating the definition of AF that I will follow 

throughout this study, positioning it on the scale between agro-ecological and 

conventional farming practices.  

1.2.1. Agroforestry Definitions between Systemic and Plot Scale Visions  

In line with the multiple AF practices present in Europe (cf. annex 5), a multiplicity of AF 

definitions emerged over time. While researchers have previously attempted to group AF 

definitions along the context in which they are employed (AF imagined as a range of 

components in academic and promotional contexts vs. AF as land use practices in policy 

contexts) (R. Mosquera-Losada et al., 2016), I here aim to differentiate between more 

‘open’ and ‘closed’ definitions of AF. This classification builds on the multiplicity of 

landscape scales at which AF as an agricultural practice can be situated. At the plot level, 

the combination of woody vegetation with other production types and their agronomic 

interactions are of interest. At the farm level, the tree’s role in a systemic sense of defining 

the character of the farm can already be observed. At landscape and socio-economic scale 

lastly, AF has an entirely new meaning, constituting an important component in social and 

ecological communities. (Buttoud, 2013) 

                                                             
8 The literature body on CAP AF mechanisms of the 2015-2020 CAP and recommendations for the post-
2020 revision mainly stems from AF actors at the (supra)national level, often serving as explanatory 
material or for lobbying purposes. (Afac-Agroforesteries, 2020b; AFAF, 2019; European Agroforestry 
Federation, 2020a; M. R. Mosquera-Losada et al., 2018; Réseau CIVAM et al., 2020; Santiago-Freijanes et 
al., 2018) 
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The academic or promotional context mostly employs agronomic, technical, closed 

definitions at plot scale.9 These definitions are based on specific components and species 

at plot scale, but do not allow for a systemic, socio-economic interpretation. Especially in 

France, AF is often only understood as the plantation of lines of trees inside cultivated 

parcels of land. These relatively new alley cropping plantations were engineered in 1975 

in Southern France. The limited interpretation of AF as a precisely engineered, plot-level 

alley cropping system not only hinders a socio-economic view of agro-food systems, but 

also excludes all traditional farming systems that include trees. (MAA, 2016) In the 

political context, the CAP aligns with this agronomic, closed definition of AF, describing in 

detail which types of land use can be combined to what extent at the plot level. In its 

second Pillar measure 8.2, the CAP refers to AF as  

“land-use systems and practices where woody perennials are deliberately integrated with crops 

and/or animals on the same parcel of land management unit without the intention to establish a 

remaining forest stand. The trees may be arranged as single stems, in rows, or in groups, while 

grazing may also take place inside parcels (silvoarable agroforestry, silvopastoralism, grazed or 

intercropped orchards) or on the limits between parcels (hedges, tree lines)” (European Parliament 

& Council of the European Union, 2014). 

The CAP’s AF definition is thus characterised by a clear distinction of isolated trees, 

hedges and alley cropping systems and remains within a comparatively restrictive 

interpretation of AF. (AFAF, 2019) Some consider this approach to be not only fragmented 

as regards rural trees (hedges and ‘AF’ are treated separately), but also excludes several 

AF types at different land-use scales including urban, peri-urban, agricultural and forest 

land. (Mosquera-Losada & Santiago-Freijanes, 2018)10  

Surpassing these plot and farm scale definitions, the French Ministry for 

Agriculture (MAA) on the contrary employs a much more open definition of AF, referring 

to it as  

“un système dynamique de gestion des ressources naturelles reposant sur des fondements 

écologiques qui intègrent des arbres dans les exploitations agricoles et le paysage rural et permet 

                                                             
9 An example of such a definition is the interpretation of AF as a “form of multiple cropping which satisfies 
three basic conditions: 1) there are at least two species that interact biologically, 2) at least one of the 
species is a woody perennial, and 3) at least one of the plant species is managed for forage, annual or 
perennial crop” (Somarriba, 1992, p. 233). 
10 Other AF definitions in the promotional context already open up to the farm scale. EURAF for example 
interprets AF as “the integration of woody vegetation, crops and/or livestock on the same area of land. Trees 
can be inside parcels or on the boundaries (hedges)”(European Agroforestry Federation, 2021). In France, 
the promotional context (e.g. ADEME’s technical brief on AF) defines AF similarly to EURAF. It also refers to 
the “association, on the same surface, of trees and agricultural productions, cultures (agrosilviculture) or 
pastures (silvopastoralism)”10 (Debarge et al., 2015, p. 3). At the supranational level the FAO also interprets 
AF as all “land-use systems and technologies where woody perennials (…) and agricultural crops or animals 
are deliberately grown on the same parcel of land”(Borelli et al., 2019, p. 1). 
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ainsi de diversifier et de maintenir la production afin d’améliorer les conditions sociales, 

économiques et environnementales de l’ensemble des utilisateurs de la terre »11 (MAA, 2016, p. 7).  

 

This definition successfully reflects the systemic potential of AF systems, illustrating their 

social, economic and environmental functions and furthermore pointing out their value 

for the ‘rural landscape’ more generally. In comparison, it seems surprising that the CAP 

chooses a limited approach. Interestingly, the MAA’s definition is very close to what one 

of the largest French AF associations, Association Française de l‘Agroforesterie (AFAF), 

proposes. It refers to AF as “the deliberate and managed combination of tree and/or shrub 

vegetation, whether wild or cultivated, planted or spontaneous, and agricultural 

production (animal and/or plant)”12 (AFAF, 2019, p. 8), thus also going significantly 

beyond alley cropping systems.  

This patchwork of different definitions and multiplicity of AF production types 

overall illustrates the difficulty of establishing a coherent definition and a consequent lack 

of understanding what AF entails amongst farmers themselves. In a study of farmers’ 

perceptions of silvoarable systems in the beginning of the 2000s, Graves et al. find that 

only 33% of all farmers could define AF as an association of woody vegetation with crops 

or livestock and only another 37% were aware of the overall possibility to increase farm 

profitability with agroforestry. However, 40% of the interviewees had already heard of 

the term AF. (Graves et al., 2009) These findings stand in strong contrast to the fact that 

AF production systems are by no means new in the agricultural sector. Rather, AF is “a 

new name for an old practice” (Nair, 1991, p. 5), “meaning that although the sciences of 

agroforestry may be new, the art is old” (Nerlich et al., 2013, p. 476). (cf. annex 5) for 

European traditional AF systems) Under the new science and name however, it 

apparently became unclear what it means to associate trees and agricultural production. 

 I therefore hypothesise that the CAP’s AF definition currently fails to represent the 

large variety of AF systems. The study follows this hypothesis in order to examine whether 

the current territorial dynamics and public policies as well as associated entities and 

actors actually follow a common understanding of ‘AF’ that they promote or whether their 

                                                             
11 « a dynamic natural resource management system based on ecological foundations that integrates trees 
into farms and the rural landscape and thus diversifies and sustains production to improve the social, 
economic and environmental conditions of all land users” (MAA, 2016, p. 7)  
12 « l’association délibérée et gérée d’une végétation arborée et/ou arbustive, qu’elle soit sauvage ou 
cultivée, plantée ou spontanée, et d’une production agricole (animale et/ou végétale). » (AFAF, 2019, p. 8). 
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objectives do not align currently– a factor that potentially hampers the development of 

AF.  

 

1.2.2. Situating Agroforestry in the Transition Process to Agro-ecology  

Bearing in mind this fluid term ‘AF’, it is important to position it on the scale between 

agro-ecological and conventional farming. While some consider AF to be an agro-

ecological practice per se, similar practices in other context are merely considered to be 

an agricultural innovation with the potential to develop an agro-ecological transition first 

at farm scale and later at socio-economic and landscape scale. Similar to the term AF, agro-

ecology (AE) is ambiguous to an extent where it entails distinctly different meanings 

across contexts. (Borremans, 2019)13 In an attempt to structure these different angles, the 

United Nations Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAO) defines AE as  

“an integrated approach that simultaneously applies ecological and social concepts and principles 

to the design and management of food and agricultural systems. It seeks to optimize the 

interactions between plants, animals, humans and the environment while taking into consideration 

the social aspects that need to be addressed for a sustainable and fair food system.”(FAO, 2019, p. 

1)14 

AE has become “a science, a movement and a practice” (Wezel et al., 2009, p. 503)15 As a 

scientific discipline, agro-ecosystems including both human and non-human elements are 

in the centre of attention. The set of practices characterised as AE encompass all those 

that support resilience and sustainability across farming systems- be it ecological, socio-

economic or cultural. The movement of AE then describes the shift of re-thinking 

agriculture and its relationship to society as a whole. Wezel (2009) groups these different 

meaning systems as illustrated in figure 1.16  

                                                             
13 Thus, AE literature is just as transdisciplinary the one of AF, including studies from ecological, 
sociocultural, economic or political approaches. Different aspects (practical, social and economic) but also 
different actors (policy makers, researchers, farmers,..) find entry in the studies. This allows for 
holistically studying the subject, again surpassing the narrow, plot scale focus in agronomic and ecological 
research. (Borremans, 2019; Francis et al., 2003; HLPE, 2019) 
14 Furthermore, 10 central elements of AE are identified: diversity, co-creation and knowledge sharing, 
food system synergies, efficiency to produce more using less external resources, recycling to decrease 
economic and environmental costs, community and ecosystem resilience, human and social values for 
protecting/improving rural livelihoods, culture and food transitions within healthy, diversified and 
culturally appropriate diets, responsible governance, circular and solidary economy. (FAO, 2019) 
15 While the concept of AE originated as an agronomic discipline by applying the concepts of ecology to 
crop agronomy during the 1920s, the approach increasingly opened up beyond the scientific context 
during the 1980s. AE was increasingly interpreted as a solid scientific basis to shift from industrialised 
agriculture to more sustainable alternatives. (Isgren, 2016; Wezel et al., 2009) 
16 Across this spectrum of approaches, tensions between the natural and social sciences visions of AE are 
not unusual, debating the question whether the socio-political dimension should be considered separately 
to the ecological dimension at the filed level. (HLPE, 2019) 
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Under this open group of approaches, it is thus difficult to identify certain practices as AE 

or not. To facilitate the positioning of food systems on the pathway to comprehensive 

agro-ecology as in the sense of the FAO guideline principles, Gliessman (2016) designed 

a framework for classifying sustainable food systems along their ‘level’ of AE.17 Currently, 

for agriculture in industrialised countries however, agro-ecology remains a marginal 

phenomenon mainly because of path dependencies and slow adaption of policies to the 

urgent challenges the agricultural sector faces today. (Krebs & Bach, 2018) 

According to the five levels of AE transition that Gliessman identifies, from level 

three onward, the necessary changes are transformational in that they require to 

fundamentally rebuild most contemporary food systems. AF serves this purpose as it 

promotes the diversification of production systems and contributes to improved soil 

management, recycling and self-sufficiency. With these characteristics, AF systems 

outperform innovative practices focussing on sustainable intensification and can thus be 

categorised as an agro-ecological approach. (HLPE, 2019) When recalling the very 

context-specific design of AF practices, it is however wise to consider this diversity in 

placing AF on the spectrum of AE. The classification approach of Therond et al. (2017), 

identifying six key models of agriculture, provides a solid ground for this attempt as it 

enables the researcher to identify and describe existing and future agricultural systems 

                                                             
17 Instead of identifying a certain practice as AE due to its farming methods, it has proven to be more 
useful to place the concerned method on the levels between ‘more’ or ‘less’ agro-ecological. The first level 
departs from precision agriculture, at which farming seeks increasing efficiency in industrial and 
conventional practices for reducing the use of scarce, harmful and costly external inputs. In the second 
step, production proceeds to organic and biodynamic farming before reaching the third level, which 
already requires a complete redesign of the agro-ecosystem. Here, farming shifts to ecologically based 
rotation, multiple cropping and also certain types of AF. For reaching the fourth level, the wider social 
context needs to be readjusted subsequently. A direct connection between consumers and food growers is 
(re)established. This lastly leads to where the food system is globally rebuilt, based on the principles of 
equity and participation. At this last stage, the food systems are not only sustainable but also help to 
restore and protect the earth’s support system. (S. Gliessman, 2016) 

Figure 1 Diversity of Current Types of Meanings of Agro-Ecology (Wezel et 
al., 2009, p. 505) 
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compared to the six ideal types. (see figure 2) The orientation of AF systems either 

towards the territorial scale or towards global market prices clearly varies from one food 

system design to the other. Alley cropping systems will mostly be situated in the upper 

left quadrant, taking into consideration their continuing participation in commodity-

based food supply value chains. Alternative farming businesses practicing AF will 

however tend towards integrating territorial and local value chains. It again needs to be 

identified for every generic AF system separately how much it relies on external inputs 

and what type of ecosystem services it yields. These factors are determined by the way in 

that livestock and crop systems are combined with woody vegetation in every field. 

(Borremans, 2019)  

Overall, I conclude that not every AF approach qualifies as an AE farming system. 

Nonetheless, the subsequent inclusion of woody vegetation in production practices 

constitutes an important entry point as well as chain link in the transition towards agro-

ecological farming. Whenever a farmer finds an entry point to any type of agro-ecological 

practice, the approach often becomes systemic, hence the role of AF. For example, working 

on soil conservation as a point of departure will soon require planting trees. (Sachet, 

2020b) 

Figure 2 Six Key Models of Agriculture (Therond et al., 2017, p. 13)  
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In this study, the term ‘AF’ is employed as the association of rural trees, including all types 

of woody vegetation, with some form of agricultural production, aiming to holistically 

transition towards an agro-ecological food system. In this sense, I move beyond the AF 

panacea but rather align with the holistic interpretations of AF, embedding it not only in 

the agricultural farming system but also in the agro-food system. Opposed to the farming 

system, which focusses mainly on the micro-level, food systems include the macro-level 

economic, biological and social spheres, closely interrelated with the political and health 

systems. (Nourish, 2020) Thus, for comprehensively analysing the AF food systems, all of 

these spheres would need to be considered as Borremans (2019) does for example. (cf. 

annex 4). However, while this surpasses the scope of the study, it would also diverge the 

focus on public policy and governance systems to a more interdisciplinary approach. I 

thus adapt the categorisation by taking into account government, intermediary, research 

and social and economic domain to group actors and interests and analyse their 

interactions in the respective governance arrangements.18  

 

1.3. Agroforestry: a Panacea Problem or Tool for Systemic Change? 

Both AE and AF subsequently entered the political debate at both the supranational EU 

level and French national level. Ever since the Treaty of Amsterdam of 1992, the CAP 

structure requires all member states to put agro-environmental schemes into practice, a 

priority of ‘greening’, of increasing the ‘sustainability’ of EU agriculture.19 This gradually 

extended to multiple domains of action in the field of agricultural policy (e.g. combatting 

water pollution from nitrate inputs), increasingly also incorporating AF in the regulatory 

body. (European Commission, 2017)20 Also in France, public policy objectives have 

                                                             
18 Expressing this in the ontology of critical political ecology, I interpret trees as a ‘hybrid’ as Clement 
(2008) does, namely a composite of nature, politics and discourses. In the sense of Latour (2004) , trees 
therefore need to be considered as political entities. 
19 The term ‘greening’ implies the EU’s attempt to adapt the CAP in a way that it would no longer promote 
environmental degradation, but rather increase ‘sustainability’ in agriculture. The notion of sustainability 
that underlies this rational however does not translate into policies that coherently promote AE, which 
comprises all elements of what sustainable agriculture actually implies as I show in the course of the 
previous sub-chapter.  
20 When founded in 1962, the main objectives of the CAP were to achieve food security, market stabilisation, 
increased production and higher standards of living of farmers, while simultaneously guaranteeing 
reasonable prices for consumers. Subsequently breaking with this initial orientation led to where currently, 
the CAP is rather an income support policy for farmers than an actual nutritional policy or instrument for 
stabilising markets. (Réseau CIVAM et al., 2020) To limit the strong increase in expenditure for the CAP, the 
Mc Sharry reforms of 1992 proposed coupled direct payments through income support, thus abandoning 
the original product support scheme through process. This was also the first occasion at which EU directives 
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gradually incorporated agro-ecological dimensions, placing especially AF high on the 

agenda.21 This finds expression in the French Plan pour l’Agro-Écologie launched by the 

former agriculture minister Stéphane le Foll in 2012. Outlining the overall direction of 

agricultural policies, this roadmap identifies AF as a key lever for achieving the agro-

environmental objectives. The agenda thus includes the Plan de Développement de 

l’Agroforesterie launched in 2015 (cf. annex 8, 10).22 (MAA, 2016)  

The agro-industry lobby continues to strongly oppose this subsequent inclusion of 

the environmental dimension into agricultural policy at both the national and 

supranational level, pointing out that being a farmer does not imply being “gardeners of 

nature” (Deverre & de Sainte Marie, 2014, p. 11). Since the 1990s, after ‘greening’ already 

became enshrined in agricultural policies, this debate on the general necessity for 

changing agricultural practices is less pronounced. What opponents rather claim today is 

                                                             
supported the planting of forest trees on agricultural land. However, spending further increased until where 
the CAP today represents around 40% of the EUs total budget, doubling annual expenditure in current 
prices from 1990 to the 2007-13 period to 60 Mio EUR.  

Also the attempts of the Agenda 2000 failed to successfully counterbalance increasing financial 
envelopes. The Agenda divided the CAP in a first and second pillar, addressing environmental issues and 
rural development through the second and attributing direct payments in the first. From 2003 onwards, 
direct payments were decoupled from the yields of specific products, but farmers would instead receive set 
amounts of payments for each ha of land.   

 Apart from its large budgetary share, the CAP is frequently accused of co-causing several 
environmental and social challenges, such as the domination of large farming operations suppressing the 
installation of new generations and small projects, the superiority of industrial production harming of 
environment and health as well as overall decreasing prices for agricultural products. (Réseau CIVAM et al., 
2020) To answer these reproaches, so-called greening measures were subsequently incorporated in the 
CAP’s setup, especially also to counterbalance the decline of woody vegetation in agriculture. (Blanco et al., 
2020) This policy orientation is in line with a global surge to address agro-environmental problems through 
financial environmental policy instruments, hence the increasing literature on Payments for Ecosystem 
Services and agri-environment measures. (Meyer et al., 2015) Accordingly, since the 1992 reforms a diverse 
set of instruments and tools of the CAP intend to “promote the sustainable use of farmland” (European 
Commission, 2017) by for example rewarding farmers through payments related to their particular 
engagement in specific land management practices via agri-environment schemes (in the 2015 
programming period: agri-environment climate schemes – AECMs).   
21 This coincides with a shift of scientific focus. Although AE remained marginal in agronomic research for 
a comparatively long time (strong influence of natural sciences disciplines, focussing on topics like crop 
protection, breeding and ecology), concepts of other disciplines, especially social sciences, have 
encouraged the increasing establishment of AE as a scientific discipline. This tendency to interpret AE as a 
science, a movement and a practice not only encourages farmers to redesign production systems, 
contributing to the social movement dimension. A strong link also emerges between the political vision of 
the movement, technological application of practices and ways to produce as a science. (Wezel et al., 
2009) 
22 Starting in 2015, this action plan aims for better supporting the development of AF in its traditional 
diversity by improving knowledge on such systems and changing models of agricultural production on the 
national scale, but also for promoting AF systems on the international level. The plan suggests five axes of 
intervention: increasing the knowledge of the diversity and functioning of agroforestry systems, 
improving the regulatory and judiciary framework and increasing financial support, developing 
counselling, promotion and training as regards AF, sustainably increasing the economic valorisation of AF 
products and lastly promoting AF at the international level. (MAA, 2016) 
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that the environmental objectives set out in the policy frames are disconnected from the 

reality at the field level, and hence lacking legitimacy. While some of the objectives seem 

to be unfeasible at the current level of scientific and technical tools, others criticise a lack 

of ambition on the other hand. (Deverre & de Sainte Marie, 2014)  

In line with the findings of Sachet (2020a, 2020b) , I therefore consider the change 

of the reference frame of EU and French agricultural policy as accomplished. I can state 

that the previously dominant paradigm of modernisation in agriculture has been replaced 

by AE and AF entering the political debate. However, the question is whether these 

political discourses lastly transform agriculture. It is just as likely that the ‘greening’ of 

agriculture remains a “bien en soi”23(Deverre & de Sainte Marie, 2014, p. 11) upon which 

all actors can somehow agree while a fundamental change remains out of reach. The 

powerful actors in the political context could re-appropriate AE and AF merely for 

monopolising the concept, similar to the image that the CNJA created around the 

modernising of the agricultural sector during the 1960s. (Sachet, 2020b) While all actors 

may agree on the objectives, namely to make agriculture more ‘sustainable’ by including 

trees in agricultural landscapes, the means as well as the ‘common’ end can significantly 

differ.  

The notion of AF and AE more generally might risk becoming a panacea: planting 

trees becomes the solution for tackling all contemporary challenges in agriculture. E. 

Ostrom states that  

“the panacea problem occurs whenever a single presumed solution is applied to a wide range of 

problems. This problem has two distinct dimensions. The first dimension occurs in situations 

where a theory is too precise to be flexibly adapted to the range of cases to which it is applied, also 

referred to as a blueprint approach to governance. (…) The other dimension of the panacea problem 

involves theories that are excessively vague instead of excessively precise. This has historically 

occurred when very general, ideal governance types or property regimes are advocated as being 

the primary way to manage natural resources success” (E. Ostrom & Cox, 2010, p. 452).  

I thus interpret the favourable political debate on AF as an expression of the ‘greening’ of 

agricultural policies. While the notion of sustainable agriculture is excessively vague, the 

AF it proposes on the other hand is too precise to be applied on a larger scale. When in the 

following I refer to the ‘AF panacea’, I thus refer to both these dimensions: AF becomes a 

fashionable buzzword that is neither operational as of its current definition, nor is the 

underlying notion of ‘sustainable’ agriculture a coherent concept (as opposed to AE).  

                                                             
23 „end in itself“ (Deverre & de Sainte Marie, 2014, p. 11). 
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While I claim that AF is present in both policy frameworks and political discourses 

since 2015, it needs to be further examined where the development of AF stagnates. 

Which factors act as levers or obstacles to AF development in IDF as compared to those 

identified in the literature? This approach is above all essential for understanding the 

CAP’s influence on AF development, but also on the AE transition. It’s supranational 

design risks ignoring territorial contexts while ideally, “policy modifies its 

implementation to create tailor-made agroforestry practice measures according to the 

need of specific regions and the ecosystem services they should deliver” (M. R. Mosquera-

Losada et al., 2018). 

I therefore hypothesise that territorial actors are not interested in the CAP as of its 

policy design and associated administrative obstacles. Rather, territorial mobilisation in 

polycentric governance arrangements is decisive for developing AF in IDF. Following this 

hypothesis is necessary for describing what factors correlated with the CAP’s public 

policies exactly might determine their relationship with territorial dynamics. This in turn 

will help to explain whether the CAP’s instruments rather support or hinder AF 

development.  

 

1.4. A Public Policy Research Approach to Agroforestry Development in Île-de-

France  

The research questions that guide this study read as follows: 

What role do the CAP’s public policy instruments play in agroforestry development in 

Île-de-France?  

How do the CAP’s public policies interact with territorial dynamics to form patterns 

of polycentric governance? 

Based on both these questions, the study explores the influence and relative importance 

of different explanatory factors associated with both public policies and territorial 

governance on the dependent variable, AF development in IDF. The explanatory factors 

that this study discusses contain both exogenous variables, related to the broader socio-

economic and natural environment (impacting all relations in IDF’s agricultural system), 

and endogenous variables, internally determining the relation between public policies 

and territorial mobilisation in AF development (impacting only relations in AF). Policy 

instruments are defined as C. Halpern et al. propose. 
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« Un instrument d’action publique est un dispositif à la fois technique et social qui organise des 
rapports sociaux spécifiques entre la puissance publique et ses destinataires en fonction des 
représentations et des significations dont il est porteur »24 (Halpern et al., 2014, p. 17).  

 

Defining policy instruments as both a technical and social device thus allows examining 

the interaction with territorial dynamics. I refer to territorial dynamics as a set of 

endogenous and exogenous explanatory factors to AF development, including the local 

agricultural system and its associated economy (more precisely the agro-food system) as 

exogenous variables, and territorial mobilisation as endogenous variables. Territorial 

mobilisation covers both advocacy and knowledge dissemination between civil society 

entities, and their advocacy work with public government entities.   

As this study follows an inductive approach, explanatory factors relevant for AF 

development in IDF are identified in the course of the analysis, possibly including socio-

cultural, economic and knowledge constraints. However, as this study focusses on public 

policy, I depart with policy design and policy administration during implementation as 

endogenous variables. To account for the twofold focus on top-down public policies and 

bottom-up territorial dynamics, the study first adopts a top-down perspective to explore 

how interactions and characteristics of public policies and stakeholders at multiple policy 

levels have developed since 2015. Then, in a bottom-up approach, I proceed to explain 

why the relation between public policies and the territories of IDF developed in this way.  

Chapter 3 thus addresses the hypotheses that the AF proposed by the CAP, the AF 

panacea, is too limited for all actors to identify with it. The current dominant AF 

perception is not only unclear, but too narrow for encouraging a wider re-integration of 

trees into agricultural landscapes and thus a shift to AE.25 As a logical consequence, 

chapter 4 follows the hypotheses that the territories’ are likely to perceive the policy 

design of the CAP to be inherently flawed. Administrative factors during regional 

implementation probably reinforce the territories’ disinterest in the CAP. The resulting 

feeling of political detachment of the territories is the point of departure for the 

                                                             
24 “A public action instrument is both a technical and social device that organises specific social relations 
between the public authority and its recipients according to the representations and meanings it carries” 
(Halpern et al., 2014, p. 17). 
25 In the literature, it seems that in practice, traditional polyculture-livestock systems including woody 
vegetation are often not interpreted as AF. The very narrow definition that the CAP employs in its regulatory 
framework emphasises this. I regard this dichotomy between traditional and ‘new’ AF systems as especially 
hindering, considering the important role that not only trees, but also all other types of woody vegetation 
play in addressing the contemporary challenges of the agricultural sector. A wider, holistic ‘definition’ or 
rather perception of AF corresponds to traditional production systems as of before the Green Revolution 
more. This can create a link back to the historically strong relationship between humans and trees as well 
as re-establish their role in agriculture. (Sachet, 2020b) 
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hypotheses of the final chapter 5. I accordingly state that territorial dynamics and 

polycentric governance arrangements between public and civil society entities is the 

crucial determinant for AF development. While public support schemes are hardly of 

interest, it is rather a comprehensive socio-economic and cultural recognition of AF from 

the bottom up that is required. Similar to the trajectory that organic agriculture has 

undergone26, AF offers to take the crucial next steps towards agro-ecological production, 

however only if its transformative potential is not overshadowed by the global panacea 

discourse, but also translated into territorial reality.  

 

1.4.1. Analytical Framework: Multi-level Governance 

The analytical framework that will help to “generate the questions that need to be 

addressed when first conducting an analysis”(E. Ostrom, 2005, p. 28) in this study is the 

multi-level governance (MLG) approach. In line with the inductive procedure, the 

framework serves to structure, identify and link variables around the subject of study 

without making any predictions. (E. Ostrom, 2005) With the MLG framework, I situate the 

study in the research body on policy implementation, namely analysing “those players, 

organizations, procedures, and techniques concerned with carrying policies into effect in 

an endeavour to attain their goals”(J. E. Anderson, 1997, p. 172). Policy implementation 

analyses possible diversions between policy decisions and their associated results, 

helping furthermore to understand the reasons behind the diversions. Contrary to the 

often-held assumption that decision-making ends after the design of a policy of ‘quality’, 

these approaches highlight the decisive role that the implementation process plays in 

policymaking. (de Maillard & Kübler, 2016; Thomann et al., 2019) Currently, three 

different generations of policy implementation studies exist.27 However, the traditional 

study of policy implementation lost popularity due to its excessive analytical sphere, 

                                                             
26 Organic agriculture developed fully outside public policies and as a marginal social movement since the 
modernisation movements in the second half of the 20th century. Only after the organic movement was 
firmly established in territories across Europe did the political frame and societal recognition follow. (IW 
24) 
27 While the first generation concentrated on case studies without relying on a stronger theoretical frame, 
second generation studies already constructed opposing theories: bottom-up and top-down approaches. 
The latest approaches then intended to overcome the dichotomy between the two conflicting approaches 
of the previous generation either by setting up alternative interpretative frames or by addressing the 
question of bottom and top empirically. (de Maillard & Kübler, 2016; Tosun & Treib, 2018) An earlier 
third generation proposition, closely related to MLG, for example is the model of Goggin et al., aiming to 
explain relations between government, states and local authorities in the United States as an 
intergovernmental approach for policy implementation. (Goggin et al., 1991) 



Introduction: European Food Systems between Social and Ecological Boundaries 

20 
 

associated also with a rather repetitive and fragmented operationalisation. Similar 

contemporary studies thus feature alternative language: the term ‘governance’ becomes 

the new buzzword, hence also in MLG. (de Maillard & Kübler, 2016)  

MLG constitutes a “system of continuous negotiation among nested governments 

at several territorial tiers—supranational, national, regional and local” (Hooghe & Gary, 

2003, p. 234). According to Sabel and Zeitlin (2008) , it furthermore entails “a diverse set 

of arrangements, a panoply of systems of coordination and negotiation, among formally 

independent but functionally interdependent entities that stand in complex relations to 

one another and that, through coordination and negotiation, keep redefining the 

interrelations” (Piattoni, 2009, p. 172). The concept was first proposed by Gary Marks in 

1992 (Marks, 1992) and is ever since utilised for studying policy processes taking place 

at all three analytical levels: the theory of political mobilisation (politics), of policy-

making arrangements (policy) and of state structuring (polity). My study focusses on the 

latter analytical level, as it describes how the French state and region IDF are structured 

for governing AF. In MLG, the dynamics at each of the three analytical levels result from 

three different axes of analytical distinction. They illustrate the challenges a sovereign 

state experiences in an MLG setting: 

1) Delegating functions to sub-national units (centre vs. periphery)  

2) Increasing delegation of competencies to international coordination and 

regulation, thus questioning the states’ sovereignty (anarchy vs regime) and  

3) Power sharing with various civil society formations, thus “blurring the distinction 

between state and private (state vs society)”. (Piattoni, 2009, p. 173) 

 
The multi-level part of the framework refers to the central role that is attributed to 

authorities outside the central state, be it sub-national or supra-national bodies. Outside 

the authority sphere of the traditional central state, this questions the distinction between 

‘domestic’ and ‘foreign’ but also between ‘centre’ and ‘periphery’. Therefore, the multi-

level dimension incorporates the first two challenges in an MLG setting. The third 

challenge, namely the subsequent dissolving of the boundaries between state and society, 

is reflected by the governance part of the MLG framework. Here, the strong role of non-

governmental actors lies in the centre of attention. Where suddenly a multitude of actors 

can move relatively freely about the three traditional nation-state boundaries, the 

different traditional levels of public policies become almost redundant. (Piattoni, 2009) 

In the surge of theorising inter-governmental relations, MLG scholars distinguish 

between Type I and Type II governance. (see for example Hooghe & Gary, 2003; Skelcher, 
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2005) Marks and Hooghe (2003) describe Type I governance as systems which mirror 

features of the conventional federal state system in that they are characterised by a clear 

division of competencies between a limited number of governance levels, each holding 

general jurisdiction over a delimited area. Type II governance on the contrary allocates 

responsibilities without a fixed pattern. (Piattoni, 2009) This Type II governance 

especially flourishes, where policy issues overlap jurisdictions and ergo where standard 

government organisation reaches limits.28 

Thomann et al. (2019) furthermore incorporate the concept of problem solving 

into MLG studies. This allows to analyse whether the policy process, and especially policy 

implementation, was successful in achieving original intentions. With this concept in 

mind, it will be possible to better understand how the quantity and quality of AF in IDF 

increased in relation to type I and type II governance structures. Only with adequate 

quality, can rural trees solve the policy problems as promised by the AF panacea (e.g. 

combatting soil erosion, increasing climate resilience, diversifying and localising small-

scale food systems…). Approaching the process of problem-solving in public policies from 

this angle, I account for the fact that results of a decision-making process either occur in 

form of policy outputs (laws, regulations institutions for addressing policy problems) and 

policy outcomes (effects of measures). These are both assessed as regards their suitability 

for solving the policy problem. Adapting the types of implementation failure that Jordan 

identifies, I will draw upon problem-solving dimension I in the first part and II in the 

second part of my study. (see table 1)  

 

Table 1 Types of Implementation (adapted from Jordan 1999 p. 72) 

 Focus of Analysis  
Orientation to Problem Policy Output Policy Outcome 
Orientation to Policy Goals Problem-solving dimension 

I 
Problem-solving dimension 
II 

Orientation to Policy 
Problem  

Problem-solving dimension 
III 

Problem-solving dimension 
IV 

 

                                                             
28 A multi-level governance approach that allows for explaining spatial realities in detail is the framework 
of landscape governance (see Buizer et al., 2016). While choosing this framework would allow us to 
account even better for spatial realities than MLG does, this study still focusses mostly on the policy 
interactions at different governance levels, especially considering the supranational characteristics of EU 
incentives for AF. This is why I proceed rather with the MLG framework than with landscape governance. I 
will thus account for the spatial reality by drawing upon the notion of problem-solving, which will help us 
understand which type of problems different actors intend to solve with AF and in how far they are 
successful in doing so.   
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MLG analysis thus goes beyond merely interpreting successful problem-solving as 

compliance with EU decisions. Even the adaption of EU policies by the member states to 

local circumstances in itself can be classified as operational problem-solving. (Thomann 

et al., 2019) Overall, the contradictions in multi-level governance “are more starkly 

revealed in the implementation phase when the EU’s policies are put to the test than at 

earlier stages in the policy process, where symbolic gestures and rhetorical commitments 

are more likely to secure consensus. Implementation is at the sharp end of the EU policy 

process, where a burgeoning supranational legal order meets a decentralised policy 

delivery system dominated by states.” (Jordan, 1999, p. 87). This central role of national 

and local implementation becomes even clearer when taking into consideration the very 

open wording of most regulatory texts, especially in environmental policies. As their 

elaboration is the result of the formulation of compromises, their often vastly formulated 

objectives leave significant scope for interpretation thus encouraging numerous ways of 

implementation amongst local actors. (Lascoumes, 1995) 29  

 

1.4.2. Analytical Theory: Concepts to Complement the MLG Framework  

To operationalise the MLG analytical framework, I employ a theoretical concept in each 

of the four main chapters. Contrary to the framework, theory already suspects certain 

interdependencies between variables and possible outcomes of concern. (E. Ostrom, 

2005)  

Chapter 2 employs the classification scheme for public policies developed by le 

Galès, Lascoumes and Halpern (2014; 2005) for classifying the CAP’s policy instruments 

(cf. annex 7-10 for grouping and comparing policy instruments both at the supranational 

level (Green Deal) and at the national level (Plan National pour l’Agroforesterie and 

Mesure Haies). (Palier, 2005) Notwithstanding the analytical value that their 

instrumental approach to public policy analysis holds for examining policy changes, the 

emergence of policy debates, the atomisation of policy processes or the institutional 

significance of certain policy instruments, I will here employ their classification system 

merely for purposes of comparatively resuming the policy outputs. The scheme serves as 

                                                             
29 This idea of pointing to the translation of governance frames from a higher level at a lower governance 
structure is also voiced by Duran and Thoening in their study of decentralisation in France. They find that 
while the cognitive and organisational mechanisms of the nationally defined frame of interpretation 
remains in place, local governance institutions choose actors and their respective roles rather 
independently. (Thoenig & Duran, 1996) 
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my theoretical frame for situating policy instruments for AF within the framework of the 

MLG concepts of type I and II policy arrangements. The first two categories identified by 

Lascoumes and le Galès, legislative and regulatory instruments and economic and fiscal 

instruments, can be characterised as ‘traditional’, ‘classical’ policy instruments associated 

to type I governance arrangements. Here, the conventional state structure divides 

competencies amongst a limited number of entities and governance levels. The three 

other, ‘new’ instrument types (conventional and incentivising, informative and 

communicational, norms and standards/best practices) are more likely to be associated 

with type II governance arrangements with overlapping jurisdictions and a multiplicity of 

governance levels surpassing state authorities. The following figure 3 gives an overview 

of the classification criteria of instrument types.  

 

Figure 3 Classification of Policy Instruments According to Le Galès, Lascoumes and Halpern 
(Lascoumes & Galès, 2005, p. 361) 

 

 
 

Chapter 3 then employs the notion of the sectoral and global référentiel as of the 

cognitive-normative approach to public policies30 that Jobert and Muller (1985; 1987) 

                                                             
30 Cognitive and normative approaches in the study of public policies all recognise the importance of values, 
ideas and representations and especially serve the study of changes in public policy. The approaches that 
aim to explain public action can be grouped in three different categories: those founding on the concept of 
ideas, of discourses and narratives. (Muller, 2005; Surel, 2000) They are however also suited for “the 
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developed during the 1980s (de Maillard & Kübler, 2016). This approach helps to 

question, in the sense of critical political ecology, the general beliefs about agriculture and 

AF and eventually unmasking these beliefs as “framings from different social groups” 

(Forsyth, 2003, p. 270).31 I thus acknowledge that public policy does not only orderly 

structure interactions and tasks between actors, but also develop the experienced level 

by designating values and norms of social reality. I position the study within the 

operational understanding of problem-solving in MLG studies. (de Maillard & Kübler, 

2016; Muller, 2000; Thomann et al., 2019)  

The investigation centres on identifying forms of societal paradigm, that Jobert and 

Muller (1987) name the ‘référentiel’; “the totality of norms or reference images, according 

to which the criteria for State intervention and the objectives of the public policy under 

consideration are defined”32 (Jobert & Muller, 1987).33 While this paradigm is the 

determining frame of all interactions between actors, it is retrospectively also created by 

just these same exchanges between actors. In this sense, paradigms are highly fluid 

                                                             
explanation of developments between public and private actors which come into play in a given field.” 
(Surel, 2000, p. 3). The approach of Muller and Jobert specifically is employed for explaining changes in 
public policy, on the one hand by analysing why policy problems arise, and on the other finding out why 
certain solutions emerge in the policy process for addressing the previously identified problems. (Muller, 
2005) The literature can be grouped into three main streams, namely the notions of paradigm (Hall, 1993), 
the concept of advocacy coalition (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1993) and the notion of the référentiel 
established by Jobert and Muller (Faure et al., 1995; Jobert, 1985; Jobert & Muller, 1987). Together with the 
work of Radaelli (Radaelli, 1995), these concepts have a common macro-level understanding of the 
influence of social norms on public policies. They differ from other analytical theories in the public policy 
field in that they account for normative variables. From this notion, different research designs such as inter-
country analysis (nations as sub-systems in larger international sphere), temporal comparisons or inter-
sectoral comparisons derive. (Surel, 2000) Instead of the horizontal level of comparison in the latter 
research design, my study will choose to examine the different varieties of outcomes between actors on a 
vertical axis, namely between different governance levels. One can thus hope to identify the relationship 
between the sectoral and global référentiels around AF at different governance levels, for in a next step 
investigating where the development process is blocked.  
31 As Forsyth points out, “General beliefs about the causes of environmental degradation have to be re-
examined in order to see how far they represent framings from different social groups; accepting 
predefined environmental explanations may not address underlying causes of apparent problems, and 
may lead to social injustice” (Forsyth, 2003, p. 270). Translating this to environmental degradation in 
agriculture, one sees how important it is to account for more in my analysis of AF development than only 
focussing on Type I traditional policy instruments and their implementation. 
32 « “l’ensemble des normes ou images de référence, en fonction desquelles sont définis les critères 
d’intervention de l’État ainsi que les objectifs de la politique publique considérée » (Jobert & Muller, 
1987). 
33 Référentiels comprise four different levels of world understandings: 1) Values: most fundamental 
orientation for interpreting something as right or wrong, delimitating the global frame of public action, 
2)Norms: define the values of action principles and therefore the prioritised objectives, 3)Algorithms: 
action theories or hypotheses about the causal interpretations of the policy problem, 4)Images: symbolic 
lever for values norms and algorithms, function as forceful abbreviations. (de Maillard & Kübler, 2016; 
Muller, 1995) 
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composites and are never absolute. The quests of different societal sub-systems34, also 

referred to as sectors, are constantly (re)negotiated into the societal paradigm by the help 

of mediators.  

The sector encompasses a set of policy problems inherent to a specific population 

under auto-defined boundaries of the sector. The sectoral référentiel35 or référentiel of 

collective action then comprises the power and identity strategies upon which certain 

social groups esteem public action conditions in a certain domain appropriate or not. 

These sectoral référentiels are strongly interconnected with the global référentiel36 or 

référentiel of public action: the overall cognitive and normative frame on which a social 

problem is formulated. It is not unusual that a référentiel of collective action serves as the 

basis for (re)formulating the référentiel of public action. (Muller, 2005) The global 

référentiel helps to overcome the hyper-complexity of society by designating a cognitive 

and normative frame of interpretation against which each actor can evaluate its interests. 

In the individual ‘construction of the relationship with the world’, the sectoral référentiel, 

each sub-sector defines its relation to the global référentiel. The former thus has a 

structuring function, acting as an orientation frame in the formulation of sectoral 

référentiels. (de Maillard & Kübler, 2016)  

Muller and Jobert (2000) examine the relationship between the two référentiels as 

the global sectorial relationship (Rapport Global Sectoriel, RGS), stating that “the 

référentiel of a public policy “must” transform when a (cognitive) dissonance appears in 

the “global sectorial relationship” (RGS), an imbalance with the global interpretation 

frame of a society (the global référentiel)”37 (Muller, 2000, p. 196). Sectors perceive the 

imbalance in the RGS as intolerable, when the sector’s actors cannot understand their 

relationship to the world within the global référentiel. It ceases to sufficiently 

comprehend the place, role and status of the groups in the concerned domain and thus 

loses its sense. (Muller, 2000) Within their sectors, the different protagonists will 

                                                             
34 Muller and Jobert define the societal sub-systems or sectors as a “structuration verticale de rôles sociaux 
(en général, professionnels), qui incarnent des règles de fonctionnement, d’élaboration de normes et de 
valeurs spécifiques, de sélection des élites et de délimitation de frontières (…) : il s’agit d’une configuration 
d’acteurs qui entretiennent des relations de conflit ou de coopération, ces relations se déployant dans un 
cadre cognitif et normatif délimitant l’objet et le contenu d’une politique publique »34 (Muller, 2005, p. 181). 
35 “an image of the sector. Its first effect is to mark the boundaries of the sector” (Jobert & Muller, 1987). 
36 “a social image of society as a whole, i.e. a global representation around which the various sectoral 
representations will be organised and prioritised” (Jobert & Muller, 1987). 
37 « le référentiel d’une politique publique „doit“ se transformer lorsque apparaît une dissonance 
(cognitive) dans le « rapport global-sectoriel » (RGS), un décalage avec le cadre d’interprétation globale 
d’une société (le référentiel global). » (Muller, 2000, p. 196). 
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recognise the tension and will move to action for reformulating the policy objectives in 

line with their specific goals. 

Instead of adding to the analysis of long-term changes in référentiels38, I use Jobert 

and Muller’s theoretical concept in chapter 3 for the analysis of actors' current interests 

regarding AF. Thus, I describe the extent to which individual actors in agriculture, under 

the emerging sectoral référentiel of agro-ecology, already follow this belief. AF is here the 

indicator of the actors’ positions towards agro-ecology. I therefore adapt Muller and 

Jobert's definition of the 'sector' in the context of this study as follows: instead of 

interpreting the sector as ‘agriculture’, my sectors are located within agriculture and 

indicate the extent to which actors are convinced of AF and what their vision for AF 

entails.  

Chapter 4 employs the theoretical concepts of the non-take-up (NTU) of social 

rights. NTU concerns those people, that do not obtain the public benefits and services that 

they are entitled to. The theoretical approach thus highlights the difference between the 

potentially eligible population and the eligible population that actually benefits from the 

public policy schemes. (Warin & Hamel, 2014) While NTU is usually employed for social 

policies, it can also serve for analysing different fields of policy, in the case of this study 

agricultural policy. In 1982, Kerr (1982) developed the first model of NTU, identifying 

factors in individual decision-making that determine whether and individual applies for 

a public scheme sequentially or not. (Warin, 2017)39  

As Kerr’s model was criticised for being too mechanic and simplistic to presuppose 

that a single cause can lead to NTU, van Oorschot (1996) amended the approach during 

                                                             
38 Muller himself employs the concept of the RSG for analysing the shift in French agricultural policy after 
the Second World War, where the traditional agricultural sector adapted its polyculture to the global 
référentiel of modernisation and quantified production. (Muller, 1984) Sachet continues to explain the 
French agricultural trajectory, illustrating how the référentiel of modernisation was followed by 
specialisation and multifunctional agriculture. More recently, he finds the sectoral référentiel of agro-
ecology emerging. The agricultural sector aligns with the global référentiel of environmental protection, 
recognising that the contemporary agricultural crises requires solutions founded on nature. (Sachet, 
2020a) 
39 Highlighting psychological and sociological reasons, he identifies six groups of reasons that constitute 
obstacles for applying: 1)Perceived need: individual’s perception of the extent to which he or she is having 
difficulty making ends meet, 2)Basic knowledge: combination of individual’s awareness both of existence 
of extra income and of the name of this income,3)Perceived eligibility: individual’s perception of being 
eligible for a supplementary pension, 4)Perceived utility: individual’s perception of the utility of the 
supplementary pension to meet her specific needs, 5) Beliefs and feelings about the application procedure: 
sum of all negative and positive beliefs of the individual about application procedure, 6)Perceived stability 
of the situation: extent to which an individual believes that her situation is unstable and that it will prevent 
her from applying until it stabilises. (Kerr, 1982) 
Only if each of the obstacles is overcome in this exact order will the individual choose to apply for the 
public support scheme. 
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the 1990s by proposing to analyse rather the application process than the application 

decision. Inspired by the micro-individual scale of Kerr, he proposes a dynamic model of 

the user’s decision, including also a range of subjective and objective factors in the micro-

social scale. (Warin, 2017)40 He thus amends primary NTU (the potential beneficiaries’ 

decisions) with secondary NTU (administration and implementation) and tertiary NTU 

(policy design). (Van Mechelen & Janssens, 2017) As my study focusses on public policies, 

I therefore orient the analysis on secondary and tertiary NTU, examining possible 

determinants at41  

- level of policy design: degree of targeting, way of targeting, benefit type and structure 

as well as degree of discretion, and at  

- administration level: degree and quality of information provision, user-friendliness of 

the application procedure, internal and external organisation of agencies charged with 

policy implementation. (Van Mechelen & Janssens, 2017)  

The theoretical concept of chapter 5 is the governance of the commons in polycentric 

arrangements as proposed by E. and V. Ostrom (2005; 1994; 1961) .42 A polycentric 

system is defined as a self-organising system that is composed of “(1) many autonomous 

units formally independent of one another, (2) choosing to act in ways that take into 

account of others (3) through processes of cooperation, competition, conflict, and conflict 

resolution.” (V. Ostrom, 1994, p. 225). This closely relates to the concern of jurisdictional 

integrity in the MLG framework, considering the interaction of type I and II entities. A 

different situation of polycentric governance can be encountered when conflict arises 

between several jurisdictional types of either Type I or II governance. (Skelcher, 2005) 

                                                             
40 These economic, cultural and psychological parameters are grouped into three phases of the process 
until the individual receives the public support: threshold phase (individuals need to be aware of the 
benefit, and perceive themselves eligible), trade-off phase (individual considers the factors again 
according to their perceived utility supported by available information) and the application phase 
(individual chooses to apply and carry through or abandon the process). (Van Oorschot, 1996) 
41 For studying primary NTU, one would need to shed light on client level factors: information costs, process 
costs, as well as psychological and social costs. 
42 While the reflections of polycentric governance approaches relate mainly to common-pool resource 
problems like fisheries, irrigation systems or forest management, the concept is highly relevant for the 
purpose of this chapter. After all, farmers will determine the wider socio-ecological consequences of their 
land management practices when deciding to manage the land at their disposal under AF or not. If they 
are preoccupied with these consequences, they might choose to organise themselves in associative 
structures that dispose of similar characteristics as common-pool resource management structures. This 
approach is especially pertinent, as the CAP seems to fulfil the three broad assumptions E. Ostrom 
identifies to be underlying contemporary policy rationales that fail to address the root cause of 
unsustainable social-ecological systems management. (E. Ostrom, 2005)42 I will therefore aim to account 
for the fact that the settings for human-environment interactions are more complex than assumed under 
the CAP and explore how polycentric governance and territorial mobilisation has thus far supported AF 
development across IDF. In this reflection on human – non-human interactions, the critical realist 
ontology underlying this study surfaces. 
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What E. Ostrom (2005) calls ‘units’, be it general-purpose or self-organised systems as 

districts, private associations or parts of a local government, are essentially type II 

entities. Skelcher (2005) identifies three different types of such Type II entities, namely  

- clubs (set up to solve a particular policy problem, composed by citizens who have a 

common need for collective decision-making and share a certain space – bottom-up), 

- agencies (government creations emerging from a process during which functions are 

decoupled from type I ministries and departments – top-down) and 

- polity forming (created to engage a certain public in formation and delivery in policy 

through active participation) 

 

Both types of governance usually coincide in four different types of relation. Either the 

entities occur in parallel (type II body is alternative to existing organisations), 

complementary (independent type II body undertaking activities that add to government), 

incorporated (type II body is a formal extension of government) and oppositional (type II 

body challenges government, advocates particular interest). Therefore, this theoretical 

concept describes the blurring between state and society. As in MLG, it reminds that with 

devolution of competencies from higher to lower governance levels, governance 

arrangements involving non-state actors become increasingly frequent. These hybrid 

governance arrangements give notable legitimacy to sub-national state actors, in their 

self-expectation of accurately managing local territories. (Piattoni, 2009) What chapter 5 

lastly assesses is whether local actors are increasingly involved in the policy process and 

whether this promotes the dissolving of boundaries between public regional and local 

authorities (Type I governance structures) and the private regional and local structures 

(Type II governance structures). This potentially leads to “a ‘privatization’ of regional and 

local authorities as well as a ‘publicization’ of civil society organizations” (Piattoni, 2009, 

p. 175).43 

Following a critical realist ontology, I interpret the dependent variable, AF 

development as the increase of both quantity and quality of AF projects. I do depart from 

the assumption that the current ideal of industrial agricultural production is socially 

constructed.44 Still, the spatial reality remains a fact: the quantity and quality of current 

                                                             
43 This is very much in line with the proposition of Buizer et al. to depart from the analysis of integrative 
ideas and their relation towards established discourses and institutions first, and only then, secondly, 
accounting for the role of policy instruments. This is especially relevant when analysing spatial realities and 
the role of the non-human sphere in policy processes. Policy initiation from the bottom just as hybrid forms 
of mobilisation are hardly taken into account in the literature elsewhere. (Buizer et al., 2016; Massey, 2006)  
44 In this sense, the ontological approach could be classified as constructivist-interpretivist: The ‘truth’ or 
dominating single reality about agricultural production since the Green Revolution after World War II 
followed the quest of quantifying production, although the political debate ever since learned to recognise 
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woody vegetation on the fields in IDF is a measurable reality. A better-suited ontological 

approach for my study is thus critical realism, originating mainly from the work of Roy 

Bhakra. (Archer et al., 1998) Other research with similar objectives have found this 

approach to be fitting (Buizer et al., 2016; Clement, 2008), as it recognises the “ existence 

of a “real” world while our understanding of the structures of the society and of the 

biophysical world is partial and depends on social and political framings that influence 

research approaches”(Clement, 2008, p. 34). Critical Realism thus discusses the 

biophysical reality through the disguise of social knowledge. (Forsyth, 2003) Society in 

critical realism then “is both (a) a pre-existing and (transcendentally and causally) 

necessary condition for intentional agency (Durkheim's insight) but equally (b) as 

existing and persisting only in virtue of it” (Archer et al., 1998, p. xvi).  

When contextualising this ontology with the analysis of socio-environmental 

issues such as agroforestry development, one soon touches upon the concept of (critical) 

political ecology as advocated by Forsyth or Latour. It highlights the importance of seeing 

environmental sciences and politics as a mutually reinforcing coproduction rather than 

strictly separating the two domains. (Forsyth, 2003, 2005) In his work ‘Polities de la 

nature’ Bruno Latour surpasses this simultaneous consideration of sciences and politics, 

and further includes the spheres of economics as well as morals into the holistic 

representation of non-humans in the societal discourses. (Latour, 2004) This will allow 

us to remember the presence of Gaia, mother earth. Mostly perceived to influence human 

actions only implicitly in the age of the Anthropocene, Gaia and all non-humans, like trees 

or climatic events, actually englobe all human factors determining the development of 

AF.45 Only when adopting this mind-set can I live up to the complexity and 

interdisciplinary of agroforestry development, thus avoiding a merely eco-centrist or fully 

institutionalist debate.  

It is especially in the discussions around reforestation that one needs to seek such 

a more critical approach. (Clement, 2008; Forsyth, 2003) Praising the plantation of trees 

as a panacea by merely highlighting ecological or economic advantages will not be 

sufficient for unpacking the black box of AF development, nor will its categorical rejection, 

                                                             
trees again more. (Sachet, 2020b) What one sees when passing through the countryside in France today is 
the product of these dominating discourses. 
45 The political quests of these non-human factors are represented by different for a according to Latour, 
be it through scientific ‘proof’ of eco-systemic advantages or through the pressure from certain political 
interest groups in the case of AF. While critical realism encourages the use of both realist and 
constructivist methodologies, this study will place its focus only on the latter due to its limited scope. 
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maybe due to political pressure, serve the objective of this study. My dependent variable, 

AF development in IDF, thus both comprises quantity and quality of AF projects, but also the 

territories interest in AF. This research setup is resumed in table 2.  

 

Table 2 The Research Approach to Agroforestry Development in IDF (table by the author) 

 

  

Chapters and 
Secondary 
Research 
Questions 

Hypotheses MLG Elements – Analytical Level: 
Polity (State Structuring) 

Theoretical 
Concepts 

Chapter 2 
Do current laws 
and regulations 
sufficiently 
support AF? 

- CAP support is 
insufficient.  

- multi-level parts: centre vs. 
periphery & anarchy vs. regime 

- problem-solving dimension I: 
design and multi-level 
implementation of the CAP’s 
laws and regulations 

- type I entities  

Policy 
instrument 
classification 
scheme  
(Le Galès, 
Lascoumes 
and 
Halpern) 

Chapter 3 
Do interests 
and objectives 
of actors differ 
or overlap? 

- Actors do not agree 
upon a common AF 
definition;  

- the EU’s AF concept is 
too narrow  

- the underlying notion of 
‘sustainable’ agriculture 
is vague 

- Multi-level and governance part: 
anarchy vs. regime & state vs. 
society 

- Problem-solving dimension I: 
institutions at (supra)national 
level involved in AF governance 

- type I and II entities: 
interactions and objectives 

Sectoral and 
global 
référentiels 
(Jobert’s and 
Muller)  

Chapter 4 
How and why 
do the 
territories react 
to regional 
implementation 
of CAP 
schemes? 

- Territorial actors are not 
interested in the CAP 
because of its policy 
design and 
administration during 
implementation.  

- Multi-level part: centre vs. 
periphery 

- Problem-solving dimension II : 
types of AF projects and their 
relation to the implementation 
of CAP support  

Theories of 
the NTU of 
social rights  
(Kerr, van 
Oorschot 
and Warin) 

Chapter 5  
How does the 
territorial 
mobilisation 
relate to public 
policies?  

- Territorial mobilisation 
in polycentric 
governance 
arrangements is 
decisive for developing 
AF, not current public 
policies.  

- Governance part: state vs. 
society 

 Polycentric governance  
- Problem-solving dimension II: 

types of levers surpassing 
jurisdictions (e.g. new labels, 
new platforms & organisations) 

- Type I and II entities: type of 
interactions and relation  

Commons 
management 
and 
polycentric 
governance 
(E. & V. 
Ostrom, 
Skelcher) 
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1.4.3. Methodological Approach  

This study chooses a qualitative approach, basing its analysis on single case study 

methodology. The primary methods employed are thus a document analysis and in-depth 

semi structured interviews. (Mills & Birks, 2014) As Desplatz and Ferracci (2016) note, 

qualitative approaches have proven to be especially useful for explaining local dynamics 

between actors and institutional environments coming together in the construction and 

implementation of certain public policies. By shedding light onto these local dynamics, the 

researcher can draw conclusions on the utility and acceptance of certain policies, thus 

explaining an eventual rejection of the former.  

Considering that the literature body on the governance of AF in relation to (EU) 

public policies is still small, I choose to focus on a single case study, namely IDF region. 

Conducting a detailed analysis of this case study is pertinent for commencing an extension 

of research in this direction. A case study explores one or several real, contemporary 

scenarios in detail, usually drawing on multiple sources of information such as interviews, 

observations, documents and reports. It yields a detailed case description as well as case 

themes. (Creswell & Poth, 2018) While I do not aim for a high degree of generalisation of 

the findings in this study, the very case specific conclusions can nevertheless serve as 

points of orientation to guide future research. (Flick, 2007) The chosen agricultural region 

of IDF is especially interesting due to its proximity to the metropole region of Paris. As AF 

positively correlates with a diversification of production and the development of local 

supply chains, its extension in IDF can constitute a lever for re-designing the regional food 

systems between agricultural and metropole region. Furthermore, the agricultural 

characteristics of the region, dominated by industrialised monocultures, are a rather 

unusual terrain for examining the development of AF. Actually, this predisposition helps 

to illustrate the transition between current to more resilient and sustainable agricultural 

systems. Furthermore, logistical reasons as regards the access to the research terrain 

contributed to the choice of the case study. Currently, a research gap remains for IDF 

region. Only the recent thesis project of Bardaine (2020) examined AF landscape 

dynamics in IDF. In her conclusion, she points out that public policy dynamics need to be 

studied more closely. To the knowledge of the author, no previous research has shed light 

upon the interplay of public policy structures and actors shaping AF development at 

multiple policy levels in IDF yet.  
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The initial document analysis was employed to examine the dependent variable 

and identify potential explanatory factors. The selected documents and reports comprise 

official policy frameworks, but also multiple publications of specific research projects. 

This helps to contextualise the material generated during the interviews and thereby 

complement the knowledge of the interlocutors.  

For the central identification and analysis of factors that determine quality and 

quantity of AF projects in relation to the public support schemes, in-depth semi-

structured interviews were employed as a method. This method is especially useful for 

inquiring about local contexts and institutional environments. More specifically, it allows 

exploring public policy implementation and reasons for (N)TU. (Desplatz & Ferracci, 

2016) In the period from November 2020 to March 2021, the researcher exchanged with 

31 interviewees either face to face, via telephone or videoconference. The selection of 

interview partners, oriented on the multi-level governance framework, occurred at all 

policy levels. To account for the hybrid nature of governance arrangements, not only 

representatives of public entities, but also private bodies were included in the target 

audience. The 31 interviews include seven informal exchanges that were held in the initial 

phase of the research. Helping to orient the researcher and to refine the research question, 

they indirectly enter the analysis. Moreover, this helped to employ the snowballing 

method, which has proven to be especially useful in the close ‘agroforestry community’.  

For analysing the interview material, comprehensive protocols were used to 

identify the central themes in a first step. In the second step of analysis, the material was 

coded for each of the chapters and grouped according to the main arguments. This 

transcription and analysis system is appropriate for the purpose of my study, as the 

analysed interview material was not overly ambiguous. (Mayring, 2014) There was no 

necessity to transcribe for example in full verbatim protocols or clean read transcripts 

and conduct a discourse analysis, as it is the main tendencies I am interested in rather 

than linguistic particularities. However, where direct quotations are included in the 

analysis, clean read transcripts were employed.  

One of the main limitations of the data acquisition is the ongoing Covid pandemic, 

which prevented the researcher to enter into closer contact with farmers in the region 

or examine AF projects directly on the field. Furthermore, a key entity in the region only 

scarcely collaborated and thus complicated access to the field level. Conclusions on the 

farmers’ choices are thus based on the expertise of actors in the intermediary, 
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government and research domain that interact with the farmers to greater or lesser 

extent and are better accessible remotely.  
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2. Multi-level Implementation of CAP Public Policy Instruments for 
Achieving the Agroforestry Objective   

 

This chapter examines the first endogenous explanatory variable of interest to this study, 

namely policy design. In the first sub-chapter, I showcase the characteristics of the CAP as 

of their capacity to support AF development, therefore addressing the secondary research 

question that enquires whether existing public policy schemes are clearly built to support 

AF or not. Due to the narrow AF definition of the CAP, it cannot accommodate the large 

variety of different AF practices and I thus hypothesise that the direct AF support 

mechanisms as well as the CAP’s setup more generally not only insufficiently support AF, 

but also hinder the introduction of rural trees.46  

In the second sub-chapter, I then attribute the CAP’s instruments based on the 

scheme of Lascomes, le Galès and Halpern (2014; 2005) to either classic, traditional 1) 

legislative and regulatory and 2) economic and fiscal instruments, or to newer 3) 

conventional and incentivising 4) informative and communicational and 5) norms and 

standards/best practices instruments. The policy instruments are still classic, 

encouraging type I arrangements in which a conventional federal state structure clearly 

divides competencies between a limited number of governance levels. However, it is 

possible that tendency toward new instruments exists, shifting to type II arrangements 

with overlapping jurisdictions.  

The third sub-chapter aims for understanding how competencies are delegated to 

sub-national structures in the process of implementing the supranational CAP frame in 

France and IDF. Here, I especially focus on the recognition of rural trees in the Regional 

Development Program (RDP) of IDF and the extent to which this recognition can support 

AF development.  

This means that I address the centre vs. periphery as well as the anarchy vs. regime 

dimensions of the MLG framework. I first illustrate which competencies in agricultural 

                                                             
46 Due to the limited scope of the study, French national policy instruments, more precisely the Plan 
National and the Mesure Haies, will not be analysed in detail in this chapter but are further explained in 
the annex (8-10). The definition of the French MAA incorporates a systemic perspective and appears to 
encourage the emergence of individually designed projects in a food system perspective more than the 
CAP does. Hence, I expect the national policy framework to be more enabling for AF development in IDF 
than the CAP’s schemes.  
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policy the EU holds as compared to the French government (anarchy vs. regime). Then, I 

explore how the French national government delegates functions to sub-national units to 

implement its national policy instruments. Thus, this chapter overall incorporates the 

illustration of the first problem-solving dimension, namely the policy outputs - laws and 

regulations – that are oriented on policy goals. I will show to what extent the policy goals 

align with the AF panacea problem. The chapter thus also shifts to the second problem-

solving dimension that is preoccupied with the policy outcomes’ orientation to the policy 

goal by describing how the region of IDF translates the EU frame to its local context.

  

2.1. Forestry or Agriculture? Conditionalities and Eligibility Requirements for 

‘Greening’ the CAP 

The CAP is currently structured in two Pillars: While Pillar I, linked to land productivity, 

is fully funded by the EU, Pillar II is co-funded by the member states (between 50 and 

85%). The share that the EU contributes to Pillar II is pooled in the European agricultural 

fund for rural development (EAFRD), while Pillar I runs under the European Agriculture 

Guarantee Fund (EAGF). (Bureau d’études Oréade-Brèche & Observatoire du 

Développement Rural, 2016) In the 2015-2020 CAP period, the EU attributed 281,8 Bio 

EUR to Pillar I while Pillar II received 89,9 Bio EUR. With this financial package, it directly 

influences around 14 Mio. farmers with further 4 Mio. people working in the food sector. 

(R. Mosquera-Losada et al., 2016) I contextualise the current policy design of the CAP with 

the rising discourse on supporting ‘sustainable’ agriculture in global conventions and 

frameworks47 as well as with the increasing efforts of ‘greening’ the CAP since 1992 (cf. 

                                                             
47 Recalling the increasing environmental and social pressures that encourage a redesigning of agricultural 
systems generally. Advancing reflections to incorporate strategies for climate-smart agriculture and 
especially AF into global policy frames worldwide seems to be an evident consequence. The policies we will 
examine here are all susceptible outputs of this type of reflections. Policies that link to the development of 
AF are usually either included under agricultural, forestry, environmental or sustainable development 
policies. Accordingly, amongst the frame of the UN, not only the FAO, but also for example the UNFCCC, the 
UN Convention to Combat Desertification, the Global Strategy for Plant Conservation and the Convention 
for Biodiversity point to the importance of AF in several policy frames and strategies. (Buttoud, 2013; R. 
Mosquera-Losada et al., 2016) Breaking this down to pan-European and EU scale, multiple other 
agreements and frameworks refer to the development of AF. The comprehensive overview that researchers 
of the Agroforward- Project established in 2016 illustrates the vast nature of affiliated programs and 
agreements well (cf. annex 11). On the EU level, it nowadays seems necessary to amend the overview by the 
EU Green Deal package. As the objective of this study is to examine territorial AF development in relation 
to the EU CAP and national policies, we refrain from examining this multiplicity of frames in further detail. 
However, it is interesting to keep the increasing recognition of AF in all policy spheres at a global scale in 
mind. The subsequent research is based on the EU agricultural policy, represented by the CAP mechanisms 
and the Green Deal package, rather than on forestry policies. This choice is largely based on the fact that the 
definition of AF adopted in this study interprets it as the integration of trees in agricultural land rather than 
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sub-chapter 1.2.2). The most prominent translation of the former are the agri-

environment measures (in the 2015 programming period: agri-environment and climate 

measures – AECMs48).  

To ensure for cross-compliance regarding environmental objectives across the two 

pillars, all types of payments – be it direct payments or greening payments in Pillar I or 

rural development measures of Pillar II funds – are conditional upon the fulfilment of 

different conditionality criteria. (R. Mosquera-Losada et al., 2016) These conditionalities 

that particularly determine the presence of woody vegetation on farmland and the 

division of Pillars is fixed in Regulations 1307/2013 (EU 2013a) and 1305/2013 (EU 

2013b) for the 2014-2020 commitment period. (Council of the European Union & 

European Parliament, 2013; European Parliament & Council of the European Union, 

2014) The two main types of conditionality of Pillar I are Good Agricultural and 

Environmental Conditions (GAECs) as well as Statutory Management Requirements 

(SMRs). (AFAF, 2019) While AF helps to promote certain SMRs, this set of requirements 

is overall less interesting for my study, as there is little impact on the way that woody 

vegetation is practically managed on the field level.49 The GAECs however link to farming 

practices more directly. Overall, three different types of GAECs are distinguished, namely 

system measures applied to the entire farm, single localised measures and measures for 

genetic resource protection. They for example include farming options that relate to good 

management of waters and soils, as well as carbon stocks. In the 2015-2020 period, GAEC 

7 conditions payments on the retention of landscape features, especially including woody 

vegetation of existing hedges and trees, either isolated or in lines and groups. (M. R. 

Mosquera-Losada et al., 2018) It clearly states the size of the hedges that need to be 

                                                             
agricultural production in forestry land. Furthermore, the history of EU Forest strategies referring to AF is 
limited. While the frameworks of 1998, 2006 and 2013 mention AF, the actual success is to be awaited. As 
the mid-term review of the 2013 Forestry Strategy revealed, the uptake of AF measures could not achieve 
expected results. (European Agroforestry Federation, 2020c) Its marginal impact thus justifies the choice 
of interpreting AF as an agricultural land-use system and therefore the choice to focus on agricultural rather 
than forestry policies generally. 
48 This tool and its nationally designed and implemented counterparts, agri-environment measures, are 
one of the most popular greening measures currently. While they are often multifunctional, the measures 
usually serve one main objective, like enhancing biodiversity or water and soil quality. (European 
Commission, 2017; Pavlis et al., 2016) Under the 2015-2020 programming period, they are referred to as 
agri-environment climate measures, grouped in the measure package 10 in Pillar II (AECMs). 
49 SMRs refer to several EU directives related to public, animal and plant health, the identification and 
registration of animals as well as environmental and animal welfare. AF directly promotes the first three 
out of 13 SRMs, namely enhancing biodiversity of both birds and habitats and the protection of nitrate 
vulnerable zones, and indirectly links to several other ones of the 2015-2020 programming period. (AFAF, 
2019; R. Mosquera-Losada et al., 2016) 
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maintained (height lower than 10m, no larger discontinuity than 5m, groves and mares 

between 10 and 50 ares). It furthermore forbids their cutting between April 1st and July 

31st and fully prohibits the removal of all hedges present in 2015. (AFAF, 2019) 

Overall, Pillar I payments are subject to these two conditionality principles, but 

also depend on land eligibility criteria. Pillar I payments are divided into two different 

payment schemes, direct or decoupled payments and greening payments. Greening 

payments are attributed to farmers that fulfil one or several of three types of land 

management criteria, namely crop diversity (at least three different cultures), 

maintaining permanent grassland and preserving ecological focus areas. (Préfet de Seine-

et-Marne, 2015) This last conditionality requirement restricts the attribution of greening 

payments to those farmers that include at least 5% ecological focus areas (EFAs) in their 

land management, set out in Articles 43 to 47 of EU Regulation No. 1307/2013. (Council 

of the European Union & European Parliament, 2013) Amongst others, nitrogen-fixing 

crops, buffer strips, but particularly AF are eligible for the 5% of land under EFA 

management (Bureau d’études Oréade-Brèche & Observatoire du Développement Rural, 

2016) EFAs thus comprise non-agricultural topographic elements (trees, hedges, ponds, 

trenches, etc.) or serve the preservation of surfaces on or next to arable lands and adjacent 

lands. (AFAF, 2019)  

The decoupled basic payments are correlated to the size of eligible land (arable 

land, permanent grass-, pasture- and cropland). They are attributed regardless of any 

conditionalities and only depend on land eligibility. However, the land eligibility criteria 

for direct payments and the associated risk of losing these significantly affect the presence 

of trees on agricultural land. Tree density needs to be lower than 100 trees per ha in the 

2015-2020 period (see figure 4), which supposedly hampers tree inclusion especially on 

small plots. The maximum tree density moreover varied significantly across different 

implementation periods, which potentially increases difficulties for launching a long-term 

AF project. (M. R. Mosquera-Losada et al., 2018) Also solitary trees are subject to this set 

of rules, while here all fruit and forest trees are eligible and furthermore count towards 

EFAs (tree is equivalent to 30m² of land). (AFAF, 2019) Hedges however will only be 

considered as eligible land if they are no wider than 2m. (R. Mosquera-Losada et al., 2016)  
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Figure 4 Evolution of Maximum Tree Densities Across Programming Periods (APCA, 2017, p. 22) 

 

Under Pillar II and its affiliated Rural Development Programs (RDPs), the EU sets out a list 

of 20 possible measure packages, which are again grouped into sub-measures depending 

on the definition of operations in the 2015-2020 period. EU MS and their regions can then 

flexibly choose the measures they would like to implement in their specific RDP. (Bureau 

d’études Oréade-Brèche & Observatoire du Développement Rural, 2016) While again 

several measures could indirectly support AF systems, like also the AECMs (cf. annex 11), 

only measure 8.1 and 8.2 (Support for afforestation/creation of woodland, and Support 

for establishment and maintenance of agroforestry systems) directly mention the 

presence of trees on farmland. Measure 4.4 (Support for non-productive investment 

linked to the achievement of argi-environment-climate measures) comes closest to 

specifically supporting hedges. (R. Mosquera-Losada et al., 2016; Sachet, 2020b)  

For both Pillar I and II payments, the question of eligible tree species is crucial. 

Under pillar I, permanent grasslands and pastures “may include other species such as 

shrubs and/or trees which can be grazed provided that the greases and other herbaceous 
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forage remain predominant as well as (…) land which can be grazed and which forms part 

of Established Local Practices (ELPs)” Regulation 1307/2013. While this definition was 

deemed restrictive especially for existing systems like the Dehesas in Spain and Portugal 

(European Agroforestry Federation, 2017), the mid-term review of the CAP amended this 

definition under the Omnibus regulation of December 2017. (Council of the European 

Union & European Parliament, 2017) Trees that directly produce feed for animals are now 

eligible as well, meaning that also non-predominant herbaceous permanent grasslands 

may be eligible for direct payments. (European Agroforestry Federation, 2017; M. R. 

Mosquera-Losada et al., 2018) Also, eligibility of tree species under Pillar II measure 8.2 

for AF plantations was perceived as constraining. The Omnibus regulation additionally 

made important adjustments in this regard. While before, the measure only targeted the 

establishment of new AF systems, it now also allows for restauration of already existing 

systems. This extended eligible tree species to forest fruit trees and ancient fruit tree 

varieties, while 50% of planted trees still need to be forest tree varieties. (Szedlak, 2020) 

Overall, this generic setup the CAP determines AF as illustrated in figure 5.50 

Figure 5 Overview of CAP 2015-2020 Elements Determining Agroforestry Development, (figure by the 

author)  

 

                                                             
50 While several options under the CAP can indirectly support AF, this study will specifically focus on those 
elements that explicitly target the direct plantation development and maintenance of hedges and trees on 
field level as represented in figure 5. 
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2.2. An EU Framework Supporting the Agroforestry Panacea with Traditional 

Instruments 

From this I conclude in line with Mosquera-Losada et al. that “(t)here is clear recognition 

of the woody component within the CAP but there is minimal overall appreciation of 

agroforestry. Such a lack of recognition is undermining the flexibility of farmers to pursue 

the best combinations between the woody component and the agricultural activity from 

the understory at a range of spatial and temporal scales.”(M. R. Mosquera-Losada et al., 

2018, p. 12) Most EU regions have activated measures that can promote AF in this 

programming period. However, the majority employed measure 10.1 (AECMs), leaving 

room for choosing in how far woody vegetation or other types of AECMs are eligible. (M. 

R. Mosquera-Losada et al., 2018; R. Mosquera-Losada et al., 2016) Only few opened 

measure 8.2 in particular. (cf. sub-chapter 4.1 for IDF)Figures of the COM (EU 

Commission) at the end of 2018 illustrate that until then, only 1,5% of the EU wide 

planned AF projects under support of measure 8.2 had actually been implemented. 

(Szedlak, 2020) Hence, the primordial role of the regions often hinders the allocation of 

investment support for AF. The initiative is then left to the farmers. (IW 23) This EU wide 

weak implementation of AF schemes is attributable to mainly four reasons (M. R. 

Mosquera-Losada et al., 2018): 

- Lack of coherence between Pillar I and II, 

- Lack of knowledge on how to enhance production by integrating trees, 

- Lack of a market for woody vegetation and other agricultural components, and 

- Lack of payments to farmers for ecosystem services and environmental results.  

 

This points to the question whether IDF region encountered similar difficulties when 

translating the policy outputs in form of this EU regulatory body in to policy outcomes 

when implementing at the regional level. I will follow up on this question in the next sub-

chapter.   

For later explaining the territories reaction to the CAP and examining reasons for 

solicitation or non-take-up of proposed instruments, the underlying rationales of this 

regulatory body need to be better understood. What are the objectives for incorporating 

AF in the present frame at all, and why have the instruments been constructed in this 

particular way?  
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This brings us back to the debate around the strongly differing perceptions as 

regards the concept of AF in itself (cf. chapter 1). In the beginning, the main objective was 

to introduce trees in arable land or grazing areas, which nevertheless is the EUs 

predominant land use system. The policies thus built around the aim of establishing new 

systems rather than supporting existing ones. (IW 22) Also the limitation of eligible tree 

species has an underlying rational. While this might seem surprising from the viewpoint 

of those promoting holistic AF systems and also in contradiction with the AF definition 

adopted in this study, the main intention, especially of measure 8.2, was to better interlink 

agriculture and forest areas again. This is why the CAP firstly limited eligible tree species 

to forest trees. (Szedlak, 2020) Another reason for these limitations in the variety of tree 

species and AF systems eligible for support is that “for the EU the main approach was 

trying to support those that we can control, so check, from an audit point of view” (IW 22).  

All this lastly departs from the rationale that AF was classified as a forestry practice 

rather than an agricultural practice in the 2015-2020 programming period. (IW 24) This 

distinction and attribution of certain land management practices to either forest or 

agricultural spaces necessarily creates confusions around particular AF systems. This 

rationale would for example not categorise grazed orchards or arable land as an AF 

system, as it combines two agricultural land management practices – fruit or crop 

production and livestock production, but no forestry practice involving a certain kind of 

forest tree species. While the changes of the Omnibus regulation allow for a limited 

inclusion of fruit tree varieties, the objective remains to have a dominant share of forest 

tree species on surfaces classified as AF.51 (IW 24) 

The second important rationale underlying the policies concerns the fact that the 

notion of AF as such only appears in the second pillar which is dedicated to rural 

development, namely in measure 8.2. (IW 24) Yet, AF systems not only contribute to rural 

development, but moreover generate important non-productive yields in form of 

ecosystem services. GAEC 7 partly recognises the positive contribution of hedges to these. 

It attempts to facilitate the eligibility of surfaces for direct payments that are subject to 

particular environmental protection (IW 21), also including hedges. Nonetheless, the 

environmental benefits that AF systems can bring to European agriculture largely surpass 

                                                             
51 This is why it is especially perceived as remarkable that in the current negotiations on the CAP post 
2020, at least in the EPs position, AF is now clearly considered an element of agricultural land use, no 
longer emphasising the forestry orientation of the previous programming period. 
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this notion.52 The improved clarity that the Omnibus regulation already achieved as 

regards the eligibility of permanent grasslands and arable lands is also incorporated the 

new frame as well. This can help to avoid speculations around the potential eligibility for 

direct payments when including woody vegetation in agricultural spaces. (IW 24) It seems 

that the regulatory adjustments reflect a subsequent shift in perceptions of what exactly 

AF implies.53 This overall seems to illustrate that at the level of policy officers the COM is 

lastly increasing its efforts to recognise and support AF systems. As a member at DG Argi 

expresses it,  

“I know very well that the basic idea about the COM is… But really, there are several colleagues in 

environment and also here in agri [sic!] who did a lot. They are trying to help a lot not only on AF 

but on other areas also. So really the main intention is to help the people, the farmers, the foresters, 

the rural people because also it would be very important trying to keep the people in their own 

areas” (IW 22). 

Notwithstanding these good intentions, the current policy frame seems to lack convincing 

translation of the former. While AF is present in the policy debate and also recognised as 

a suitable solution for addressing current policy challenges, the approach still enters the 

actual policy instruments only as one possible method amongst several others. The 

priority to gradually advocate for it seems to dissolve in the larger process of political 

discussions.54  

                                                             
52 As it is currently oriented, the post 2020 CAP intends to address this issue by clearly prioritising AF in 
the new eco-schemes feature, thus establishing a clear standing for AF systems also in Pillar I. 
53 In the COM, some officials still only refer to alley cropping systems, the creation of new elements in a 
parcel, when employing the term ‘AF’. Others however insist on the necessity to open up this viewpoint for 
better incorporating the multiplicity of existing systems. As an interviewee states when illustrating the 
viewpoint of a colleague in an EU institution,  

« Pour lui l’agroforesterie c’est vraiment qu’on crée quelque chose dans la parcelle, de 
l’intraparcellaire. Et ça ne couvre pas d’autres situations. » (IW 21). 
« Dans la tête de certains collègues l’AF c’était ça. C’était ça. Mais j’ai dû insister pour dire aussi ça 
c’est les bocages, ou c’est la mise en place de ses éléments autour des parcelles. Donc ça montre 
bien que dans ses discussions on a vraiment, fin on doit intégrer, un champ assez large de 
situations. » (ibid.). 

These changing reflections as regards the notion of AF are not inherent to the COM, but overall illustrate 
the historical orientation of the CAP that focussed on attributing payments according to surfaces, or what 
is deemed eligible as such. The fear of losing financial envelopes for these surfaces is in a way also 
inherent to the DNA of the member states and regions that later implement the supranational policy 
frame. The COM’s intention is thus, especially since around 5 or 6 years ago to break with these 
orientations by facilitating AF support for member states. (IW 21) Some EU officials believe that it is the 
task of public policies, especially of the EU, to provide a framework that is more and more enabling. (cf. 
chapter 7). As an interview partner states, this facilitation work mainly focusses on support for training 
and advisory services, offering field and farm visits as well as providing investment in machinery and 
different research projects. (IW 21) 
54 An example is the target of reaching 10% high-diversity landscapes set out in the COM’s Biodiversity 
Strategy. While AF might be one element contributing to these landscape features, multiple other tools 
exist for achieving the target, such as fallow lands for example. As on field level the easier choice would 
lastly be to leave lands fallow, the incentive for developing an AF system remains low. (IW 23) 
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To conclude this section on supranational policy instruments under the CAP 2015-

2020, I can state that some elements of the policy frame refer directly, but mostly 

indirectly, to AF. Apparently, the debate on policy objectives increasingly tends to a 

holistic approach to AF. Adjustments of the omnibus regulation as well as in the ongoing 

negotiations on the post-2020 CAP illustrate this slow trajectory. The policy window 

seems thus open to reinforce this tendency over the coming years. However, the policy 

instruments hardly reflect these ambitions currently. AF is clearly not (yet) a priority 

element for addressing contemporary policy challenges.  

Resuming CAP’s design features supporting AF, I state that they mostly align with 

the characteristics of economic and fiscal policy instruments. The supranational political 

entities act as a redistributor by intentionally steering behaviour in the agricultural sector 

via the distribution of subsidies for particular practices. In this sense, the EU instruments 

also hold a strong dimension of regulatory and legislative policy instruments. It here is 

necessary to recall the complex technicalities of conditionalities as well as the detailed 

requirements for receiving Pillar II measures. Clearly, this regulatory system illustrates a 

certain imposition of general interests by the supranational representatives, lastly 

translating into decisions regarding the distribution of financial resources. When 

considering the three dimensions that regulatory and legislative instruments dispose of 

according to the classification scheme, I can state that these instruments rely upon the 

supposedly legitimate EU that intends to transmit a certain set of values by means of these 

policy instruments. They thus hold an axial as well as a symbolic function. The instruments 

are furthermore characterised by a strong regulatory dimension and thus programmatic 

function of orienting and monitoring social behaviour in the agricultural sector generally. 

While the implementation process takes place at multiple levels, both a limited number 

of actors and governance levels is pre-defined in the policy setup. Due to these 

characteristics, the CAP measures for AF coincide with type I governance arrangements 

as defined in the MLG framework. In the following chapters, I clarify whether the EU’s 

apparent intention of ‘greening’ the CAP translates into practices or whether the 

‘greening’ of the CAP is rather a complex construct that results from the attempt to 

maintain productivist practices under a new paradigm of greening.  
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2.3. National and Regional Implementation of the CAP Framework  

While sub-chapter 2.1 familiarised us with the EU policy outputs for AF under the CAP, I 

here focalise on the first dimension of policy outcomes, the implementation of this 

framework in France. Both the national and regional level have gained experience in 

implementing the 2015-2020 CAP regulatory body over the past years. Contrary to the 

second pillar’s EAFRD fund, the fully EU funded Pillar I, EAGF, does not require further 

administrative steps at the national and regional level. The French government merely 

signs a partnership agreement with the COM to outline the national strategy for 

attributing the funds. For the Pillar II EAFRD envelope, the French government again 

employs partnership agreements, here however with its regions. The agreements 

prescribe the distribution of tasks between the administrative levels during the 2015-

2020 programming phase. (Bureau d’études Oréade-Brèche & Observatoire du 

Développement Rural, 2016) Chapter 2-1-1 of the partnership agreement thus specifies 

that, while certain elements require a national framework, the regions fully administer 

the funds. Each of the 27 different RDPs then detail the fund administration in the 

respective region, identifying the most appropriate impulses to support the local agro-

food sector.  

Since the territorial reform under the Loi NOTRe of 2015, the departments lost the 

prerogative in land use planning, (French Government, 2021) a considerable shift 

hampering AF development. Before, the territories’ departmental councils distributed 

independent subsidies to support rural tree development.55 In the course of the 2015 

territorial reform, many places lost important aids for rural tree development. The 

independent, territorial aids were replaced by the region’s new RDP offers. The latter play 

the largest role in agricultural development today. (IW 13) This is especially true for IDF, 

which is well positioned in financial terms, but is a rather small agricultural region. (IW 

10)  

The region thus allocates Pillar II funds rather freely in its RDP, aiming to find 

compromises between its priority and non-priority topics. (IW 14) After setting up the 

RDP, regions can still reallocate funds throughout the entire programming period in 

                                                             
55 This also explains why the associations that are grouped under Afac today, some of the first AF 
associations generally, are often territorialised or departmentalised even. 
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consultation with the COM.56 An example for this reallocation are the current adjustments 

of the RDP to the Plan de Relance. As the plan attributed supplementary EAFRD means to 

IDF, the region is now adjusting its fund allocations. It furthermore employs this occasion 

to, for example, modify the list of eligible entities for measure 4.4. (IW 9)  

In addition to the region’s independent RDP, the central government set up a 

National Framework Program in which it articulates its overarching policy priorities. 

These supposedly align with the objectives of the Projet Agro-Écologique of 2012, hence 

aiming to mainstream the project’s principles in regional and territorial distribution of 

CAP funds. (MAA, 2020b) Designed in collaboration with the regions, it aims to ensure a 

minimum common orientation of the RDPs, especially to reinforce actions related to 

priority audiences and objectives. (Bureau d’études Oréade-Brèche & Observatoire du 

Développement Rural, 2016) 

 

Figure 6 European and French Distribution of CAP Funds (Bureau d’études Oréade-Brèche & Observatoire du 

Développement Rural, 2016, p. 3) 

 

 

                                                             
56 This allows for refining regional budget allocation and the specificities of each measure. If for example a 
measure was finally not opened, maybe due to a lack of interest across the territories or due to a 
mechanism outside the CAP that already supports this issue, the fund originally allocated to this measure 
can be redistributed to others. (IW 9, 14) 
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The so-called Types d’Opération (TO) lastly determine the regional specifications for each 

EAFRD (European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development, in figure 6 FEADER) 

measure both outlined in the National Framework Program and the RDPs. 57 In this 

specification of aid mechanisms, the region adapts CAP instruments to the needs that it 

previously identifies in the territorial context.58 For this, IDF firstly employed a SWOT 

analysis to conduct an ex-ante evaluation assessing needs on its territory. 

In terms of rural trees, I firstly note that the national framework refers to the multi-

functionality of hedges under measure package 10 in the TO LINEA_01 (Maintenance of 

appropriately located hedges59) and LINEA_03 (Maintenance of riparian zones60). 

(Labant, 2017) Here, the multiple environmental services of hedges and riparian zones 

are recognised. LINEA_03 specifically points out that riparian zones may include different 

layers of vegetation (herbaceous, shrubby, tree-like) to fulfil the environmental services. 

(MAA, 2020b, p. 434) LINEA_01 furthermore perfectly incorporates the dominant 

panacea discourse around planting: in an extensive list, the national framework describes 

the multiple advantages of hedges.  

« Les haies ont de multiples fonctions environnementales. En effet, elles constituent un obstacle 
physique qui diminue la vitesse des ruissellements ainsi que celle du vent, limitant ainsi le transport 
des particules solides (limons et sables), des éléments fertilisants et des matières actives (objectifs 
lutte contre l’érosion et qualité des eaux). Le réseau racinaire dense, puissant et profond des ligneux 
composant la haie remonte les éléments minéraux ayant migré en profondeur (objectif protection 
de l’eau), favorise l’infiltration des eaux en excès et stabilise le sol (objectifs lutte contre les risques 
naturels et lutte contre l’érosion). Les haies sont également des écosystèmes à part entière, lieux de 
vie, d’abri, de reproduction de nombreuses espèces animales et végétales inféodées à ce type de 
milieu (objectif maintien de la biodiversité, trame verte et bleue). Par ailleurs, les haies contribuent 
efficacement au stockage de carbone. »61 (MAA, 2020b, p. 415) 

                                                             
57 As regards the environmental performance of the agro-food sector, the National Framework specifically 
highlights the importance of the Pillar II measure packages 10 (AECMs), 11 (support for organic 
agriculture) and 12 (Natura 2000 and Water directive). It primarily formulates specifications for each of 
the adjacent measures, referred to as Types d’Opération (TO). Regions can assemble these TOs 
individually in their RDP (measure package 10) or specify them according to regional particularities 
(measure package 11). (MAA, 2020b) 
58 The TOs include an overview of eligible projects and linked regulatory and technical conditions, aid 
modalities (share of national or FEADER funds, eligible expenditure) and selection criteria defining 
priorities between the different projects (according to available budgets). While the TOs specified in the 
National Framework assure a certain level of coherence, the individual RDPs differ strongly in terms of 
operational translation of the measures. (Bureau d’études Oréade-Brèche & Observatoire du 
Développement Rural, 2016) 
59 « entretien de haies localisées de manière pertinente » (MAA, 2020b, p. 420). 
60 « entretien des ripisylves » (MAA, 2020b, p. 434). 
61 “Hedges have multiple environmental functions. Indeed, they constitute a physical obstacle that reduces 
the speed of runoff as well as that of the wind, thus limiting the transport of solid particles (silt and sand), 
fertilizing elements and active materials (objectives against erosion and water quality). The dense, 
powerful and deep root network of the ligneous plants composing the hedge brings back the mineral 
elements that have migrated in depth (water protection objective), favours the infiltration of excess water 
and stabilizes the soil (natural risk and erosion control objectives). Hedgerows are also ecosystems in 
their own right, places of life, shelter, and reproduction for many animal and plant species that depend on 
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However, this elaborate list does not mention sustainable maintenance as an 

indispensable pre-condition to experience all these advantages from hedge plantation. 

What is more, in none of the TOs does the productive function of hedges appear. No 

economic valorisation of neither eco-systemic nor forestry outputs is subject of the text. 

(Labant, 2017) The national framework also does not specify measures on AF (measure 

8.2), hence leaving the mandate fully to the regions.  

At the regional level, AF appears in the RDP of IDF mainly in the objective to 

encourage innovation in sustainable practices.62 Another main objective of IDF is to 

preserve and re-establish natural resources for adapting to climate change, biodiversity 

and water quality challenges. Supposedly, decreasing water quality is amongst others a 

result of “(i)nsufficient knowledge of agroforestry and its added value, particularly in 

terms of protecting water resources”63 (Conseil Régional d’Île-de-France, 2015, p. 51). 

While the region recognises progress in terms of organic agriculture, especially achieved 

in cooperation with the Agence d’Eau Seine Normandie, it identifies significant shortfalls 

in agro-ecological and AF practices. However, for amplifying the latter, a lack of research 

and knowledge dispersion is diagnosed. Furthermore, the region identifies increasing 

resilience of production through diversification and development of local value chains as 

goals that could potentially link to the development of AF. (Conseil Régional d’Île-de-

France, 2015) 

Apart from referencing the national frame as regards measure package 10, the 

region also opens sub-measure 4.464, supporting non-productive investments linked to 

the achievement of agri-environmental and climate objectives. Apart from biodiversity 

erosion, the region hopes to reduce problems related to the dominance of arable crop 

                                                             
this type of environment (objective of maintaining biodiversity, green and blue network). Moreover, 
hedges contribute effectively to carbon storage.” (MAA, 2020b, p. 415). 
62 As regards the actual references to woody elements in the TOs, the RDP firstly translates the LINEAs of 
the national framework. It states that “(m)aintaining the agro-ecological infrastructure in the Ile-de-
France agricultural landscape is essential in order to preserve the ecological corridors with trees, 
herbaceous plants and wetlands. In order to avoid the disappearance of these topographical features, it is 
essential to offer farmers TOs to ensure the maintenance of localised features in relevant sectors such as 
agricultural plains, limestone hillsides or along wetland corridors (maintenance of hedges, isolated trees, 
riparian zones, groves, slopes, ditches and waterholes, ponds and water bodies and refuge strips). The 
maintenance and care of these elements also helps to limit the transfer of pollution to watercourses and 
water tables.”(Conseil Régional d’Île-de-France, 2015, p. 314) 
63 « Méconnaissance de l’agroforesterie et de ses plus-values notamment en terme de protection des 
ressources en eau » (Conseil Régional d’Île-de-France, 2015, p. 51). 
64 While hedges are an integral part of eligible non-productive investments for answering these 
challenges, multiple other schemes can receive funding under measure 4.4 (e.g. restauration of wetlands). 
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monocultures and associated decline in agricultural hedgerow landscapes, agro-

ecological infrastructures as well as poor preserving of agricultural-forestry edges and 

degradation of wetlands with measure 4.4. This aligns with the rising demand for 

preserving and protecting natural and water resources, not only voiced by the Agence de 

l’Eau Seine Normandie, but also by the local citizens. Supported investments include 

acquisition of necessary materials for plantation and maintenance of both hedges and 

isolated or aligned trees as well as restauration work on agricultural-forestry boundaries 

carried out by the farmer. Apart from farmers, eligible entities for investment support are 

groupings of farmers and landowners. (Conseil Régional d’Île-de-France, 2015) However, 

as opposed to eligibility criteria in other RDPs (e.g. Bretagne), IDF excludes public local 

authorities. (IW 9) 

Although the separation between ‘hedges’ and ‘agroforestry’ per EU definition is 

carried forward in the RDP, both land-use systems are referenced together in several 

parts of the document. The outline of possible measures for achieving the transversal 

objectives environmental protection and climate change adaption includes both hedges 

and AF systems. While measure package 4 mostly targets the level of the individual 

farming operation for supporting actions linked to the objective of environmental 

protection, measure 8 instruments are targeted to “restoring the tree pattern”65 (Conseil 

Régional d’Île-de-France, 2015, p. 115) in a wider sense.  

The RDP furthermore recognises the high carbon sequestration potential of AF 

systems and the creation of woody vegetation generally as regards the objective of climate 

change mitigation. This also relates to the region’s claim of wanting to support territorial 

dynamics. It explicitly favours investments for “setting up energy saving systems, and 

support for the production of renewable energy on farms and in agro-food industries via 

measure 4, investments improving the resilience of forest stands via measure 8”66 

(Conseil Régional d’Île-de-France, 2015, p. 116).  

Overall, the frequent mention of the topic AF is unsurprising when considering the 

fact that the initial SWOT analysis identified a need for developing AF systems (cf. need 

no. 22 Development of AF by means of experimentation) to achieve the transversal 

                                                             
65 « restaurer la trame arborée“ (Conseil Régional d’Île-de-France, 2015, p. 115). 
66 « des mesures de soutien à l’investissement : mise en place de systèmes d’économie d’énergie et soutien 
à la production d’énergies renouvelables dans les exploitations et les entreprises agroalimentaires via la 
mesure 4, investissements améliorant la résilience des peuplements forestiers via la mesure 8 »(Conseil 
Régional d’Île-de-France, 2015, p. 116). 
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objectives. Nonetheless, it is interesting to note the clear distinction that the RDP 

maintains between agro-ecology and AF. In measure package 8, the region thus defines 

AF as  

"the association, within the same plot of land, of agricultural production with a low-density stand 
of trees. The trees must be planted within the agricultural plots. Plantations at the edge of plots are 
also eligible, particularly in the case of windbreaks, provided that intra-plot trees are planted at the 
same time"67 (Conseil Régional d’Île-de-France, 2015, p. 270).  

 

What the region here refers to as ‘trees’ comprises - apart from forest species - also fruit 

trees or “multi-value trees (both fruit and wood)68“ (ibid), likewise stating a preference 

for local species and species that are favourable to biodiversity. Nonetheless, plantations 

of non-forest species fruit trees or fast-cultivating species like Christmas fir trees are not 

eligible. An annex to the RDP lists all eligible tree and shrub species (cf. p. 274 ff.). This 

allows us to infer that also the region’s notion of AF is limited. It does not reflect the 

multiplicity of existing production types, nor does it require agro-ecological standards.  

Noteworthy is furthermore the fact that the region identifies the potential of AF to 

achieve also support the development of the territorial timber industry. As opposed to the 

LINEA TOs at the national level, it surpasses the mere recognition of advantages AF holds 

for achieving environmental criteria. Referring to the level of individual farms, the RDP 

illustrates that AF not only increase yields of affiliated arable or livestock management 

systems in the short term. It also offers an additional source of income in the longer term 

by valorising wood outputs. (Conseil Régional d’Île-de-France, 2015) However, here as 

well, no financial support is attributed for environmental services. Similar as in the case 

of hedges, funds are dispersed in form of grants on material and immaterial investments 

in the planting phase.  

More precisely, financial support of measure package 8 is available for preliminary 

expert analyses, removal of existing vegetation, soil preparation, purchasing and planting 

of trees and shrubs as well as essential interventions for assuring the enduring of 

plantations (e.g. punctual re-plantation in case of losses or protection against animals and 

herbivores). General fees of the project-planning phase cannot exceed 12% of overall 

project costs to be eligible. Furthermore, if a farmer chooses to implement the project 

                                                             
67 « L’agroforesterie correspond à l'association, au sein d'une même parcelle, d'une production agricole 
avec un peuplement d'arbres à faible densité. Les arbres doivent être implantés à l’intérieur des parcelles 
agricoles. Les plantations en bord de parcelles sont également éligibles, notamment dans le cas des haies 
brise-vent, à condition d’installer concomitamment des arbres intra-parcellaires.“ (Conseil Régional d’Île-
de-France, 2015, p. 270). 
68 « arbres à valorisation multiple (à la fois fruit et bois) » (ibid.). 
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personally, the calculation accounts for the value of the project holder’s personal 

workforce. Technically, the aid needs to be adjusted by adding the workforce value on the 

expenses for determining the fundable amount of general fees. Eligible project holders are 

either individual landowners or land tenants, but also associations managing or owning 

land. Different from the case of measure 4.4 for hedges, municipalities and their groupings 

are also eligible for measure 8.2 funds. Theoretically, the selection of projects will follow 

an application to a specific call for proposals that could be issued several times per year.  

One thus observes that already the setup of the RDP and thus the regions incentive 

is decisive. As a commissioner reports, only some years ago during a field visit close to 

Nancy, farmers claimed to have asked their region for project support under the CAP, but 

the region answered there was no such thing as AF, either forestry or agriculture. (IW 22) 

IDF is one of only 15 regions out of 25 nationally that even opened measure 8.2 in the 

current programming period. Across these regions, only 20,5 % of all initially planned 

files were engaged while out of these files again only 55% of payments had been fulfilled 

by the end of 2020. (Cassu, 2020)  

The objectives for AF under the RDP of IDF however do not automatically imply 

that the measures are also opened, nor that files are passed or that payments are finally 

engaged. Only if the region launches a call for projects can farmers apply to pillar II 

financing schemes that the PDR includes.69 Even if a call for proposals is launched to 

activate the measures, not all payments are allocated in due time. While it is relatively 

easy to include something in the RDP, it is a completely different challenge to manage a 

call for proposals. Thus, multiple steps need to be overcome until the actual payment 

happens.  

                                                             
69 After the region formulates this call for projects in coordination with DRIAAF, the region publishes the 
call on its website. Then, eligible project holders can submit a file to apply for the proposed subsidies. 
Before filing their application with their DDT, they can be accompanied beforehand by structures like the 
chamber, AgrofÎle and others. The next step is then the instruction of the files carried out by the DDT. On 
that account, the DDT verifies what project type the application entails and if it is eligible for the call. Only 
then after instruction the files pass on to the regional committee of programming (Comité Regional de 
Programmation), a body that regroups financing institutions voted for by the regional council. The funders 
that the committee associates are the EU envelopes, other means of the region, the State and the water 
agency. They each choose to invest more or less in the different pillar II schemes. Once the amount of 
subsidies is allocated, the DDT forwards the agreement to the project holder for signature. Already before 
the final judicial decision, however, the farmers are issued a work permit, which allows starting the 
project. (IW 10) Once the projects are carried out, the farmer demands her or his payments according to 
the respective application system. ASP then issues the final payment, but is furthermore responsible for 
following up the fulfilment of the projects as delegated by the DDTs. 
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I conclude this sub-chapter by highlighting that the RDP of IDF recognises the 

potential of rural trees for addressing multiple contemporary challenges to agriculture, 

hence reflecting the dominating AF panacea discourse. While hedges, AF and AE are 

referenced separately, some consider the RDP of IDF to be relatively advanced as to those 

of other regions, especially regarding eligible species, their location and plantation. (IW 

9) Nonetheless, multiple complex steps involving several actors at different governance 

levels need to be completed until the CAP funds actually arrive on the terrain, especially 

those under Pillar II. What constitutes a particular obstacle is the fact that the measures 

are mainly designed for individual farmers and not for other entities. Even if 

environmental benefits of rural trees are recognised and measure 8.2 and 4.4 included in 

the RDP, the region does not offer options to financially compensate project holders for 

these ecosystem services. Potentially, also the challenge of measuring biodiversity 

impacts hinders this. (IW 9)  

 

2.4. Results  

This chapter illustrated the design and implementation of the CAP’s most important 

policy instruments that were available to support the development of AF in IDF since 

2015. In line with my hypotheses based on the AF definitions of the EU and the French 

government, the findings of this chapter confirm that the EU’s policy instruments are 

mostly characterised by traditional features. The CAP’s support schemes are firstly 

classified as economic and fiscal policy instruments as they redistribute the EU’s means 

for the agricultural sector to steer the agro-food sector in a certain direction. Despite 

increasing tendencies to support a holistic AF approach in the internal discussions on 

political objectives, the current policy instruments of the CAP however do not sufficiently 

accommodate the various AF systems. Fiscal and economic instruments thus do not fully 

point in the direction of AF in the 2015-2020 programming period. Secondly, I classify the 

CAP’s instruments as regulatory and legislative instruments, as they hold a strong 

symbolic, axiological and regulatory function. For decades, the CAP has not only oriented 

the social behaviour of the agricultural sector across Europe, but also transmitted its 

general value proposition for agricultural policy. Since the 1990s, it has been moving away 

from the priority of modernising agriculture at all costs. Instead, a new discourse has 

taken hold: the CAP offers simple solutions to paint agriculture green and accordingly 

supports AF as a panacea problem.  
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 Despite the fact that the RDP of IDF mentions AF and hedges multiple times and 

also includes measures to support these, the actual implementation of the schemes is not 

guaranteed. AF, hedges and AE are considered separately instead of in a holistic, 

transitional perspective. Although the potential of AF to support the local economy is 

recognised, no options to financially compensate environmental benefits are included. 

The inherent contradictions between Pillar I and II even encouraged the removal of rural 

trees (cf. GAEC 7). Although national instruments are increasingly equipped with 

alternative, new features (cf. annex 8-10), I therefore conclude that (supra)national policy 

instruments are ultimately to be classified as traditional. Type II entities are therefore 

only marginally supported and the traditional actors remain the central addressees of 

policy support measures for AF at both the national and EU level.   
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3. Who Supports Rural Trees? Actors’ and Sectors’ Interests for 
Agroforestry in Île-de-France 

 

To lastly explain which factors support AF development in the territories of IDF most, one 

needs to understand the interests and objectives of actors in the government, 

intermediary, research and socio-economic domain. Hence, this chapter asks to what 

extent the interests and objectives of actors overlap or differ in each of the domains, but 

also within and between different governance levels. The illustration of the similarities 

and differences as well as the exchange of the actors in their particular roles will reflect 

their political influence on AF development. The actors whose definition most closely 

matches that of the CAP appear to have a strong influence on the EU policy-making 

process. The same applies to actors with similar AF interests and definitions as the 

national policy instruments whose influence on national frameworks seems to be higher. 

The chapter therefore examines the hypothesis stating that actors do not share a common 

definition of AF but that instead the AF panacea cannot represent actors' interests 

coherently and accurately.  

To investigate this hypothesis, I draw on Muller and Jobert's concept of the RSG 

and the référentiel under the cognitive-normative approach to public policies. I interpret 

the sectoral référentiels as the different beliefs of individual actors within the agricultural 

sector regarding AF. Instead of referring to the sector of agriculture, I investigate which 

sub-sectors currently exist within this agriculture sector in IDF concerning AF 

development. With this in mind, I name each of the sub-sectors according to their general 

intentions in the AF area throughout the chapter. This allows us to identify the extent to 

which the interests of the respective groups overlap or differ, especially with the vision 

that the EU holds for AF and translates in the AF panacea global référentiel. I assume that 

multiple sub-sectors do not esteem the AF panacea appropriate to address their 

objectives. Hence, the RSG is not homogeneous and public policies should therefore 

theoretically readjust. 

 By describing the objectives and exchanges of and between the actors concerned 

with AF development, I address both the multi-level and governance part of the MLG. 

Relating to the former part, this chapter illustrates the state vs. society dimension by 

shedding light on the participation of non-state entities in the political process. With this, 
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it is possible to observe whether there is a correlation between the involvements of non-

governmental entities with the AF definitions incorporated in the public policy schemes. 

The multi-level part of the MLG framework is reflected here in the anarchy vs. regime 

dimension. I illustrate to what extent the increasing delegation of competencies in the 

field of agricultural policy from France to the EU is reflected in the AF objectives of the 

different actors. As my hypothesis suggests, the different AF definitions of actors seem to 

be reflected unevenly across the policy levels and their AF concepts, depending on the 

extent of the respective actors’ influence. With the strong delegation of competencies to 

the supra-national level in agricultural policy, the objectives and definitions of actors in 

the lower governance levels (i.e. regional and territorial level) most likely differ from the 

EU’s AF panacea discourse.  

Therefore, the chapter overall lays the base for deriving the supplementary 

explanatory variables in the second part of the study, surpassing the factors related to 

policy design and implementation. Only with a solid understanding of how the actors' 

objectives and their influence on the political process are currently constructed will it be 

possible to explain, based on the interview material, why the actors' interactions and 

objectives overlap or diverge. Before proceeding with this comparison, the chapter first 

gives a brief overview of the characteristics of the agricultural sector in the IDF region, 

presenting the main production types and the current extent and prevalence of rural 

trees. In line with the critical realist ontology, this step is important to correctly map the 

interests of stakeholders based on their (historical) interconnectedness with the natural 

environment.  

After this initial section, the rest of the chapter will be organised according to 

governance levels involved in AF development in IDF. I will mainly focus on the actors in 

the intermediary and social & economic domain. The interactions of actors at the 

supranational level only indirectly determine AF development in the territories of IDF and 

I will therefore refrain from examining actors’ interests in further detail. Similarly, the 

government domain at the national level will not lie in the focus of my analysis, as lastly 

the regional level is in charge of translating (supra)national policies into actions. Hence, I 

will marginally include the national level government domain when analysing the 

interactions of non-governmental entities with governmental entities at the national 

level. 
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3.1. Close Ties at the National Level: Associations Meet the Government  

The two largest AF associations AFAF and Afac currently head the intermediary domain 

at the national level in France.70 The vision for AF that unites both actors is the holistic 

vision of rural trees integrated in agriculture, thus surpassing the limited alley cropping 

and intra-plot definition. AFAF and Afac emerge from a strong regional association 

movement that began during the 1970s, which set out to counteract the elimination of 

woody vegetation in the course of agricultural modernisation. Today’s national 

associations provide a platform to coordinate action between regional organisations. 

Another large AF association, Arbre et Paysage 32, for example is one of the early regional 

actors.71  

While originally, these largest three associations complemented one another72, 

they today follow very similar missions and interests. However, AFAF and Afac drifted 

increasingly apart under tensions created by programmatic issues, but also due to 

personal issues between the strong lead characters from 2010 onwards. (IW 20, 25, 26) 

(Sachet, 2020b) Since 2015, both associations collaborate better again, which is also 

attributable to the Plan National. While previous attempts of MAA to fusion the structures 

failed, the Plan National provided institutional frames under which both associations 

were to operate together.  

Both AFAF and Afac were strongly involved in the elaboration of the plan, merging 

the results of their work of the previous 15 to 20 years. Afac had previously worked on 

the Label Haie and the Label Végétal Local, which now form part of the plan. Some actors 

                                                             
70 AFAF was founded in 2007 and has 11 permanent employees as well as 12 members on its board of 
directors today. Since 2010, its mission is to favour the development of AF in both political and 
agricultural sphere as well as amongst the wider public. As such, the association offers a platform of 
exchange to its local members, thus connecting farmers, counsellors, research and political entities across 
all governance levels. It offers propositions in political decision-making processes, but also supports the 
setup of local AF associations. (AFAF, 2021) The second large association is Afac-AgroforesterieS 
(Association Française Arbres Champêtres et Agroforesteries), currently assembling more than 200 actors 
engaged in AF development across France. The association was also founded in 2007 and is today 
coordinated by 8 employees and overall 21 representatives on the board of directors. The clientele is 
similar to the one AFAF, also providing a platform for researchers, agricultural and environmental 
organisations, decentral government entities and field operators. Afac also prepares technical resources 
on which its members can base their actions. These resources are also communicated to political decision-
makers, constantly reflecting the local needs of its member organisations and territorial branches. (Afac-
Agroforesteries, 2021a) 
71 It today employing 12 staff members. Founded in 1990, it mostly animates territorial development in 
the southeastern region Gers, but also intervenes punctually with technical assistance across national 
level and IDF. (Arbre et Paysage 32, 2021; Sachet, 2020b) 
72 Complementing the territorial orientation of Arbre et Paysages 32, AFAF was more dedicated to 
research and political representation, whereas Afac originally set out to strengthen and build a network of 
AF professionals and associations in the territories. 
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in the associations thus believe that most of the work of the past five years would have 

also emerged without the plan. "It [Plan National] was a clear political signal but without 

any link. (...)They made a gift package with the actions that the actors of the field were 

already carrying out"73 (IW 16). Then again, the regular meetings of the steering 

committee twice a year are a welcome opportunity for the actors to exchange, including 

apart from AFAF and Afac different farmer association representatives (FNSEA, 

Confédération Paysanne, APCA), research entities, the Régions de France or the PNRs. 

(Sachet, 2020b) Associations also acknowledge the fact that the plan gave a solid political 

platform for justifying actions related to AF development generally. (IW 16) Also over the 

platform Réunir-AF regional members can voice their interests.  

Apart from the members of Afac, mainly the regional chambers of agriculture are 

represented here under the umbrella of APCA (Assemblée Permanente des Chambres 

d’Agriculture), the permanent assembly of regional chambers.74 Despite the fact that 

APCA is indirectly connected to the territorial level, the permanent assembly is often 

regarded as detached from the field level. To local actors, already their large, 

representative building in Paris illustrates that their understanding of the field-level is 

limited as opposed to the regional chamber’s. (IW 17) For AF development in IDF this 

means that APCA only indirectly influences territorial dynamics by supporting AF on a 

national and institutional level or not.75 

                                                             
73 « C’était un signal politique claire mais sans aucun lien (…) Ils ont fait un paquet de cadeau avec les actions 
que menaient déjà les acteurs de terrain » (IW 16). 
74 Hence, APCA functions as a link between the regional chambers and the national and supra-national 
political decision-making bodies as well as private entities. Complemented by a representation to the EU 
in Brussels, APCA’s mission is to support and advise regional chambers in their areas of intervention. 
(APCA, 2021) APCA is involved with AF development at the national level by coordinating Réunir-AF with 
Afac, but also by managing RMT-AgroforesterieS and the AF competition in the Concours Générale 
Agricole with INRAE and INAO (Institut National de l’Origine et de la Qualité). It thus also stands in a 
relatively close exchange with MAA. Extending beyond the government domain and the national level, 
APCA disperses technical guides together with AFAF under the frame of the Action Thématique 
Transversale. In the research and education domain, apart from coordinating RMT-AgroforesterieS for 
purposes of knowledge acquisition and dissemination, APCA particularly supports agricultural schools. 
(IW 25) 
75 Somewhat similar to the permanent assembly of agriculture chambers is the Fédération des Parcs 
Naturels Régionaux, which represents the interests of all regional PNRs at the national level, especially also 
as regards agriculture. Apart from political representation, the federation furthermore classifies new parks 
and is responsible for communicating the parks’ values at the international, but also territorial level. 
(Fédération des Parcs Naturels Régionaux, 2019) While some of the PNRs in IDF are important actors in AF 
development the national representation appears to be similarly detached from local happenings as APCA 
is. At least, the responsible entity for agriculture in the Fédération did not feel competent enough to 
contribute to this research, but instead referred the researcher to the individual PNRs in IDF.  
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Mainly Afac is involved in current lobbying activities around the post-2020 CAP 

and the Mesure Haies under France Relance. Afac was contacted by the Ministry of the 

Environment and the Office Français de la Biodiversité to contribute to the Mesure Haies. 

Complemented by experiences from regional programs such as Breizh Bocage and the 

organisation of the private plantation fund Plantons!, the propositions of Afac entered the 

Mesure Haies. (Afac-Agroforesteries, 2021b) However, as the period to formulate the 

measure was brief, opportunities to exchange with local members of the network 

remained limited. (IW 16) As regards the CAP, Afac formulated a set of proposals for the 

post-2020 programming period that were based on a survey amongst its members in July 

2020 and its suggestions to optimally support AF in the new NSP. (Afac-Agroforesteries, 

2020b, 2021c) The association, as the co-coordinator of the network, is furthermore 

involved in the proposals put forward by Réunir-AF. (Réunir-AF, 2020) AFAF on the 

contrary reduced its activities regarding the CAP. A representative of the association 

states that while before he spent almost a fourth of his work time on the CAP, he now sets 

new priorities to where he believes his work has a higher impact. (IW 17)  

In IDF, these main associations theoretically give voice to AF actors of the region. 

Territorial associations can become members of the national organisations and receive 

support. The associations’ strong connection to the government domain at both the 

national and supranational level indirectly supports the enabling environment for AF, also 

in IDF. Arbre et Paysage 32 on the other hand is focussed on a different region and only 

punctually interferes in IDF if technical assistance is requested in a particular project. 

Other relevant intermediary structures for the field level in IDF are the counselling 

bodies Agroof or Agro Eco Expert, as well as the organic agriculture research and 

development institution GAB and FNABE. Agro Eco Expert is based in the region Centre, 

Agroof has national outreach.76 (Agroof, 2021; Sotteau, 2021) Despite their location, both 

expert bodies are explicitly listed as direct points of contact for farmers in IDF wishing to 

apply for CAP AF support. They thus punctually intervene in the region when requested. 

In contrast to the clear AF focus of the two structures, GAB is generally dedicated to 

research in organic agriculture and is partly interested in AF.77 Apart from a few national 

                                                             
76 While Agro Eco Expert is headed and founded by a private individual agronomic engineer who is closely 
linked to other associations and actors at national scale, Agroof is a cooperative and participative society 
that not only works at the level of project conceptualisation, but also supports research and development. 
77 Located in Avignon, the institute focusses primarily on the association of fruit and vegetable productions 
with trees on small surfaces of 1-2ha as opposed to large-scale 100-200 ha intra-plot AF projects in northern 
regions of France. Despite the fact that GAB is a national actor, those researchers working on AF 
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projects with partners intervening in IDF, GAB only indirectly links to my case of AF 

development in IDF. (IW 19) 

Despite the partly conflictual relationships between the non-governmental actors 

at the national level, they lastly follow the same mission, namely increasing and 

safeguarding the presence of rural trees in IDF and across France. If I then attempt to 

group them into a sub-group in the agricultural sector in the sense of Muller and Jobert 

and if taking into consideration only their common mission, these actors form the 

‘professional agroforesters’. The large, long-standing highly dynamic national associations 

(AFAF, Afac and Arbre et Paysage 32) together with the consulting structures Agroof and 

Agro Eco Expert have solidified entrepreneurial structures based on which the thematic 

issue of rural trees is conveyed to a multiplicity of different decentral and central entities. 

As APCA represents the political priorities of the regional chambers, I do not separately 

attribute the entity to a sub-sector.  

 

3.2. Friend or Foe? Connecting Intermediary and Government Domain at the 

Regional Level 

In IDF, the association AgrofÎle is the main actor of the intermediary domain. It is 

recognised as a so-called CIVAM.78 AgrofÎle is a relatively young association, created only 

in 2016 with the ambition to accelerate the development of AF systems in IDF. AgrofÎle 

also supports short local food value chains, dispersion of technical material through 

CUMAs (Coopératives d’Utilisation du Matériel Agricole), or local product 

transformation.79 Its aim today is to animate territorial dynamics around AF and 

agricultural diversification. Knowledge dispersion is encouraged via the organisation of 

                                                             
development seem to be more oriented to support development in their region PACA. One of the 
researchers explains how GAB lobbied at the regional level of PACA to open measure 8.2, typically an 
activity pursued by territorial and not national actors. 
78 The CIVAM (Centres d’Initiatives pour Valoriser l’Agriculture et le Milieu rural) are groups of rural actors 
and farmers created for enhancing collective dynamics by dispersing information and innovation concepts 
around sustainable agriculture and dynamic landscapes. Grouped under a national frame, the Réseau 
CIVAM, all regional CIVAMs are structured in local groups and departmental federations, closely 
collaborating with other territorial actors such as the municipal structures (Collectivités). (Réseau CIVAM, 
2021a) 
79 An example for this is the association’s research project POSCIF (Pâturage Ovin en Système Céréalier en 
Île-de-France). This project is especially interesting, as it is aimed at large-scale cereal farmers in IDF, who 
show comparatively little interest in such alternative systems. (IW 9) Together with the regional chamber 
of agriculture in IDF, AgrofÎle furthermore co-coordinates the Concours Générale Agricole. Regrouping 
farmers, landscapers and citizens, AgrofÎle’s first project phase mainly consisted in communicating around 
existing AF pilot projects. On this basis, the association gradually extended. 
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different types of technical seminars or editions of newsletters. (Réseau CIVAM, 2021b)80 

The association is furthermore the first technical partner for farmers that wish to consult 

an expert body when launching a new AF project. (Réseau CIVAM, 2021b) Thus, AgrofÎle 

also assists with the application to different financial resources for agro-ecological 

projects generally, including the CAP as well as the formation of GIEEs (Groupement 

d'Intérêt Économique et Environnemental). 

AgrofÎle also has a history with AFAF. The new association was supported by AFAF 

in its early phase of development. However, a representative of AFAF remarks that it is 

relatively easy to legally create an association in France. Only if afterwards a competent 

and motivated team stands behind this frame will the actual work begin. In the eyes of 

AFAF, AgrofÎle is still struggling to surpass this preliminary status. “It [AgrofÎle] is still a 

bit vague, well nascent. The problem is that it's already been 10 years in the making. So 

it's not just related to the fact that it's nascent, but to the fact that there was no leadership 

like there was in other regions”81 (IW 17). This interpretation might also result from 

personal issues to that another AFAF representative hints. On the other hand, also an 

individual employed at Arbre et Paysage holds a similar opinion about AgrofÎle. At the 

baseline, he criticises the small scale and niche public that AgrofÎle serves; examples of AF 

that would fail to convince large-scale farm structures. "A beet farmer or a cereal farmer 

when he sees this, the guy says what is this?"82 (IW 15). Although the actual state of 

development of AgrofÎle remains unclear83, the frequent reference to the organisation 

from most actors interviewed throughout the research illustrates its anyhow crucial role. 

It remains to be seen whether the association can better fulfil its potential in the future.  

                                                             
80 Since 2017, AgrofÎle has dispersed five information letters accessible online to its network, however 
none in 2020. (AgrofÎle, 2021a) As entering in contact with the association has proven to be difficult 
during this research, it remains unclear how many adherents AgrofÎle currently has. On its Facebook page, 
webinars, documentation of different planting projects or animation events as well as other resources are 
regularly shared. While the page has around 1200 followers, around 20 to 30 profiles like the posts.  
81 « (c)’est encore un peu flou, fin naissant. Le problème c’est que ça fait déjà 10 ans que c’est naissant. Donc 
c’est pas simplement liée au fait que c’est naissant, mais du fait qu’il y a pas eu de leadership comme il y 
avait dans d’autres régions. » (IW 17). 
82 « Un betteravier ou un céréalier quand il voit ça, le type il dit mais c’est quoi » (IW 15). 
83 As entering in contact with the association has proven to be difficult during this research, it remains 
unclear to what extent the association has exactly developed. It would for example be necessary to know 
how many adherents AgrofÎle currently has. On its Facebook page, webinars, documentation of different 
planting projects or animation events as well as other resources are regularly shared. While the page has 
around 1200 followers, around 20 to 30 profiles like the posts. Considering the relatively few newsletters 
that the association has dispersed and the also limited number of Facebook followers, it is likely that the 
statements of the national associations hold true. 
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As AgrofÎle is a strategically important actor for AF development in IDF, its strong 

lobbying efforts at the regional level are noteworthy. In this mission, it is joined by the 

Agence de l’Eau Seine-Normandie. The water agency supports AgrofÎle’s activities on 

improving water quality with woody vegetation. While some individuals in the water 

agency are very much in favour of supporting AF development, the resources attributed 

to AF-related projects are by no means stable. AF is interpreted more as a “topic of general 

resilience to agriculture” (IW 5). As AgrofÎle represents this relatively new topic, the 

continuation of its financing was not always secure. (IW 5)84 Despite the critiques of the 

national associations, AgrofÎle significantly advocated at the Regional Council of IDF for 

measure 8.2 to be opened. Together with the Agence de l’Eau as well as the chamber of 

agriculture AgrofÎle successfully set out to convince the region to re-open the measure as 

no call for proposals followed the first one of 2015-16. The three key actors insisted on 

the fact that interest in AF is growing on IDF territory.85 (IW 8, 9)  

Merely judging from this process, it seems that the region works rather well 

together with AgrofÎle. However, AgrofÎle often gets the impression that the region acts 

with high inefficiency when it comes to AF CAP applications. The suspicion is raised that 

this might not necessarily be attributable to a lack of understanding, but rather stem from 

inherent, political non-willingness, possibly trickling down from higher political tiers. The 

region on the other hand experiences the association’s way of advocating and 

communicating tiresome in day-to-day business. "Me, with my Regional Council role, I can 

find them [AgrofÎle] a bit painful sometimes because they are always there like that, 

asking questions or wanting to get out of the CAP framework, whereas we have a 

                                                             
84 Due to a lucky coincidence of personal connections only could the continuation of AgrofÎle’s finance be 
assured. The agency’s priority remains on agricultural practices that have a scientifically proven link to 
improving water quality by the reduction of pesticides, such as organic agriculture. However, the agency 
supported several relevant studies linking to AF, for example on most effective measures as regards 
climate resilience in drinking water catchment areas, which dedicates an entire chapter to the potential, 
AF holds in this regard. (Aspar, 2019) Also AFAF’s study estimating woody vegetation in the water basin 
was significantly supported by the water agency. (Somer et al., 2019) Some affiliates of the water agency 
found the exchange with AFAF to be rather difficult in this context, as their project coordinators seem to 
have down-talked the usefulness of organic or soil conservation agriculture, while the water agency 
recognises that AF systems can be also conducted under these labels. (IW 5)  
85 While the water agency was mainly interested in supporting AF projects in catchment areas, also via 
their support for AgrofÎle, the chamber of agriculture and AgrofÎle itself represented increasing interest 
for AF across different farmer communities. Since the RDP already included measure 8.2, it seemed only 
fitting to open a new call for proposals to provide financing opportunities to those interested in AF at the 
field level. From around February 2018 onwards, the region and DRIAAF held several technical meetings 
with the non-governmental partners to design a new call for proposals. To account for learnings from 
previous errors, this was based on the elements of the RDP and the previous call. The chamber of 
agriculture and AgrofÎle then communicated the new call for proposals in their networks 
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framework, the RDP, which is very ... it's just a modification of the RDP, it's a bit 

complicated”86 (IW 9). At the same time, the region highly appreciates the territorial work 

that AgrofÎle is dedicated to and recognises it as a crucial actor for AF development.  

The region’s relationship with the chamber of agriculture is more institutionalised. 

As the chambers are public institutions enjoying full administrative leeway, already their 

basic character differs from the association AgrofÎle. In regular elections, the 

representatives of the regional and territorial chambers are composed with members of 

the different farmer unions. (Chambres d’Agriculture, 2021) The political orientation of 

every chamber thus determines its priority areas of intervention. In IDF, the chamber and 

region are linked over the financial envelopes that the region offers to the chamber for 

supporting a set of priority areas like livestock systems, but especially also niche 

approaches like conservation farming and AF. (IW 9) However, the chamber currently is 

not leveraging these envelopes to their full potential. While in the chamber, 

representatives say that this is mainly due to time and human resource constraints, other 

actors believe that this is also an outcome of the chamber’s political composition and thus 

its way of setting priorities. (IW 6, 8) In any case, a representative from the chamber itself 

testifies that dispersing the idea of AF is not a priority topic yet.  

« Mais nous clairement, la chambre, on ne fait pas du tout des grandes campagnes de sensibilisation 
sur l’agroforesterie. Fin on en fait à la marge nous en tant que biodiv, mais voilà, on est deux et on 
a plein d’autres missions, donc on n’a pas du tout..pour l’instant c’est pas quelque chose qu’on fait. 
Et ça commence, mais on n’a pas du tout autant de recul que d’autres structures sur cette 
thématique-là. »87 (IW 8). 

 

As compared to previously however, the chamber dedicates significantly more means to 

AF in recent years. With a growing demand from the field level, it now offers counselling 

services also regarding CAP applications. (IW 8) In this sense, its support to farmers in AF 

projects is similar to AgrofÎle’s. 

Furthermore relevant in the relationship between regional council and chamber of 

agriculture is the high degree of politicisation of both actors. The current head of the 

regional council holds strong political ambitions also at the national level. Consequently, 

                                                             
86 « Moi avec ma casquette Conseil Régional je peux les trouver un peu pénible parfois parce qu’ils sont tout 
le temps là comme ça, à poser de questions ou à vouloir sortir du cadre de la PAC, alors qu’on a un cadre, le 
PDR, qui est hyper …c’est quand-même une modification du PNR c’est un peu compliqué » (IW 9). 
87 "But clearly we, the chamber, don't carry out major awareness campaigns on agroforestry at all. Finally, 
we do some on the margin as part of biodiv, but there we are, there are two of us and we have lots of other 
missions, so we haven't done anything... for the moment it's not something we do. And it's starting, but we 
don't have as much experience as other structures on this theme. "(IW 8). 
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the region has a tendency to seek emancipation from proposals that are made at the 

national level.  

“A Regional Council is very political, and we, at the head of the IDF Regional Council, have a national 
personality, Valérie Pécresse, who has quite strong political ambitions, and as a result, how can I 
put it, in general, we tend to split with what the State proposes, which has proposed almost the 
same thing, but as a result, we take the cake. We were the ones who thought of it first, it's our idea, 
it's our money, it's this, it's that.”88 (IW 9). 

 
As the topic AF was high on the national political agenda at the beginning of the CAP 

programming period (Plan National pour l’AF under Le Foll in the MAA), the region did 

not seek to back the topic much. (IW 9) Furthermore, regional politics are strongly 

influenced by the chamber of agriculture, or more precisely by the priorities of the farmer 

unions represented in it. As a public actor at the regional level points out, “(t)hey [the 

regional council] are in a logic where they finance what the chamber of agriculture asks 

for. And the chamber of agriculture does not necessarily want agroforestry.” 89 (IW 11). 90 

More recently, however, the regions interest in AF is increasing. This is not only 

illustrated by the re-opening of measure 8.2, but also by the new regional initiatives in 

support of hedges. Already the regional biodiversity strategy outlined comparatively 

ambitious propositions for hedge management. These objectives served as a basis for the 

more recently held regional COP at the end of 2020 during which support for hedge 

development solidified.91 In this sense, the region overall holds an independent political 

standing, similar to the way that the chambers of agriculture do. 

The second player in the government domain at the regional level is DRIAAF 

(Direction Régionale et Interdépartementale de l'Alimentation, de l'Agriculture et de la 

Forêt), a decentralised branch of the MAA. 92 The entity thus has little marge to develop 

                                                             
88 « Malheureusement, comment dire, un Conseil Régional c’est très politique, et nous À la tête du Conseil 
Régional d’IDF on a une personnalité d’envergure nationale, Valérie Pécresse qui a des ambitions assez 
fortes politiques et du coup, comment dire ça, en fait en générale on a plutôt tendance à faire scission avec 
ce qui propose l’État qui t’a proposé quasiment la même chose mais du coup on tire la couverture à nous. 
C’est nous qui en ont pensé le premier, c’est notre idée, c’est notre argent, c’est ceci, c’est cela » (IW 9). 
89 « Ils sont un peu dans une logique ou ils financent ce qui demande la chambre d’agriculture. Et la chambre 
d’agriculture souhaite pas forcément l’agroforesterie »(IW 11). 
90 To better understand the chamber’s previous lack of interest in AF, I will later examine in closer detail 
the different farmer profiles generally as well as the subsequent political composition of the chamber 
91 Potentially, the region could communicate this on the inter-regional platform Région de France. It 
allows all French regions to exchange on any political matters and currently discusses options to re-
structure CAP management in the next programming period. (IW 9) 
92 It is a public entity in charge of implementing policies of the MAA in IDF and thus coordinates state 
action around agriculture and nutrition. Answering the specificities of the capital region, the DRIAAF in 
IDF has a slightly different mandate under the Préfêt of the region IDF than in other parts of France. While 
generally, the DRAAFs coordinate budget and dynamics of the territorial DDTs, in the particular context of 
IDF the DRIAAF fully takes over the role of the DDTs for the agricultural regions Hauts-de-Seine, Seine-
Saint-Denis, Val-de-Marne and Paris.   
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own strategies for AF development, but is mainly executing different steps as regards CAP 

application procedures. Apparently, the DRIAAF never really found its position, also 

because it was never clearly attributed one. (IW 9) While the region is the managing 

authority of all measures of the second pillar of the CAP, the DRIAAF could take a stronger 

role for the GAECs Linéa options, as these stem from the national framework. (IW 10)93 

For the Mesure Haies in the Plan de Relance, the DRIAAF is responsible for distributing 

IDF’s 20% share of the 1.4 Mio. envelope that are dedicated to territorial animation. It 

opened a call for proposals to interested actors across the region, expecting especially 

AgrofÎle, the chamber of agriculture but also the PNRs to answer. At the time when this 

study was completed, the outcome of the call was not yet accessible. Despite this new role, 

a clearer position of the DRIAAF in terms of AF development remains a distant prospect.94  

I here amend the référentiels of my previous sub-sectors with the regional actors. 

Taking into consideration only the common mission of AgrofÎle and the national 

associations, these actors could form the ‘professional agroforesters’ together. However, 

when closely examining the dynamics that are inherent to each structure, I manage to 

suggest a different, more fragmented sectoral setup. Opposed to the large, long-standing 

highly dynamic national associations (AFAF, Afac and Arbre et Paysage 32) together with 

the consulting structures Agroof and Agro Eco Expert stand the ‘emerging agroforesters’. 

They appear highly motivated to promote AF in IDF, but have not yet reached the same 

level of professionalism. Expressed differently, “everyone raises their hand [when asking 

who wants to support AF], but if you really send farmers to them, that's a different story”95 

While the chamber of agriculture occupies a niche space between the intermediary and 

government domain, it shows significant parallels with the regional council as regards its 

beliefs around AF. Both recognise the issue only recently so their interest in AF remains 

                                                             
93 The DRAAFs in other regions collaborate closer with the region on their implementation than in IDF. 
Here however, the region takes over most of the tasks, while DRIAAF supports it via the CRAEC, a body 
specifically set up to co-coordinate the GAECs. Its leadership in these AF related agenda items as well as its 
relationship with the regional council seem to be improving lately with a change in staff. 
94 More generally speaking, the NSP under the post-2020 CAP will pose a significant challenge to the 
relationship of DRIAAF and region, holding potential to hamper AF development. Already currently in the 
phase of formulating the NSP, the exchange between the actors is weak. DRIAAF claims that they have 
little knowledge of the region’s planning processes at this stage and regret the insufficient communication. 
(IW 11) A possible reason could be the likely change of mandates and power relations between both 
entities in the new programming period. While currently the region enjoys high independence in 
managing the second pillar FEADER funds, this is likely to change under the new programming period. In 
any case, it will have to give up its position as the privileged point of contact for the COM. (IW 9) 
95 « tout le monde lève la main, mais si on envoie vraiment des agriculteurs vers eux c’est encore autre 
chose » (IW 17). 
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at a crossroad. Will they soon join the ‘emerging’ agroforesters, choosing to align either 

with the AF panacea of the productivist agroforesters or the holistic AF of professional 

agroforesters? Some territorial actors are convinced that a strong leadership decision 

from farmers themselves in the chamber of IDF is the only option to raise awareness for 

AF on a broader scale. (IW 6) Currently however, the public institutions at the regional 

level, especially the DRIAAF, do not even align fully with the global référentiel of the AF 

panacea- far from joining the référentiel of professional agroforesters. (IW 17) Both the 

DRIAAF and the regional council are regarded as detached from the field level reality, 

pursuing bureaucratic activities unsuited to farmer’s needs. (IW 7, 17) Possibly also for 

this reason is the path to fully supporting AF longer in this sub-sector than in others. While 

the chamber closely connects to the field level and is not involved in CAP administration 

directly, its political character determines the currently low level of interest in AF. To 

these actors, AF currently just constitutes one more set of measures next to many others 

that are considered to be of higher priority. I will thus refer to the entities as the 

‘agroforestry bureaucrats’. Still, the new regional strategies under the COP as well as the 

strong dynamics around the Mesure Haies in the Plan de Relance at DRIAAF and the 

chamber announce firm first steps in the direction of the AF panacea.  

 

3.3. The Territories between Bureaucracy and Field-level Reality 

The intermediary domain at the territorial level instead, especially the Parcs Naturels 

Régionaux (PNR), hold close relations with the field level. Each of the parks in IDF, 

Gâtinais Français, Haute Vallée de Chevreuse, Oise-Pays de France and Vexin Français,96 

is an inhabited rural area, recognised for their high heritage and landscape value. 

Organised around individual sustainable development projects, they protect and enhance 

the cultural and environmental heritage of their territory. By seeking innovative policies 

and new project strategies for achieving an economic, social and cultural equilibrium, they 

also strengthen regional economic and social development. At the local level, the park 

authorities closely collaborate with municipalities and other relevant actors, as for 

example environmental associations. (Fédération des Parcs Naturels Régionaux, 2019)  

                                                             
96 They extend over different departments (Essonne, Seine-et-Marne, Yvelines, Oise, Val d’Oise) and 
comprise 277 municipalities. Oise-Pays de France even extends to a second region, Hauts-de-France. Since 
their creation in 1967, they are co-coordinated by the regions and the state, which hold the initiative and 
classify them as parks under a decree in the first place. 
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While all of the parks in IDF have an agricultural service, only Gâtinais Français 

and Haute Vallée de Chevreuse work specifically on AF. In the former, the department in 

charge of sustainable agriculture also deals with AF. The diverse projects of the 

department cover AECMs, payments for ecosystem services, a PAT (Projet Alimentaire 

Territorial), but especially the new call for proposals to plant hedges.97 (IW 2) This 

transversal task field determines that the park cannot concentrate fully on AF. As a 

program officer of the parc testifies,  

« On est parfois sur tous les volets ce qui fait qu’il y a beaucoup de travail et des fois on n’a pas 
forcement le temps d’aller vers le fond des choses. Mais après au moins s’il y a un agriculteur qui 
nous contacte et qui a un projet que nous on trouve pertinent on va tout faire pour l’aider, à trouver 
des contacts, à le renvoyer vers d’autres personnes »98 (IW 2). 

For AF projects, Haute Vallée de Chevreuse refers people to AgrofÎle to ensure that the 

projects will be properly supported and set up, thus enduring over long periods. The park 

highly values the technical competence of AgrofÎle and is convinced of the quality of their 

work.  

« On veut revenir dans 10 ans et voire que ça a évolué, voire que ça fait de beaux arbres, des belles 
haies et qu’on peut montrer ça aussi à d’autres agriculteurs pour la suite pour dire voilà, c’est 
faisable et ça se fait bien »99 (IW 2). 

AF development in Gâtinais Français is also closely linked to AgrofÎle. Here, the 

agricultural department has appointed its own AF counsellor, trained by AgrofÎle. In 2019, 

DRIAAF also listed him amongst the support structures for those interested in applying 

to CAP support. (DRIAAF, 2019b) Still, a framework convention formally divides the task 

of AF development between the park and AgrofÎle. While the park finances the projects, 

AgrofÎle is in charge of the technical counselling and project planning.100 The funds 

provided by the park are comparatively easy to obtain and thus attractive to project 

holders. The close cooperation with AgrofÎle helps the park profoundly, as one of the 

association’s team members lives in the park herself and can quickly intervene on-site. 

The association in turn encourages new AF installations on the territory of the park in its 

                                                             
97 From the interview material, it remains unclear to which call for proposals the interviewee actually 
referred to. Judging from the context, this was most likely the call for proposals under measure 8.2 and 4.4.  
98 « "We are sometimes involved in all aspects, which means that there is a lot of work and sometimes we 
don't necessarily have the time to get to the bottom of things. But afterwards, at least if a farmer contacts 
us and has a project that we think is relevant, we will do everything we can to help him, to find contacts, to 
refer him to other people.» (IW 2). 
99 “We want to come back in 10 years' time and see that it has evolved, that it produces beautiful trees, 
beautiful hedges and that we can show this to other farmers for the future to say, "Here we are, it's feasible 
and it develops well" (IW 2). 
100 The AF projects launched in the park are for example co-financed by the project holders themselves, by 
means of the park and by the EU regional development fund LEADER. 
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network. The actors interlink under the motto ‘everyone brings in their own network’. 

(IW 1) One observes that the park thus constitutes an example case for territorial AF 

development to several other local entities, amongst which other parks, the water agency, 

the chamber of agriculture, agriculture schools and Communautés d’Agglomération can 

be listed. Interested entities have the opportunity to participate in different field visits 

that the park offers. (IW 1)  

Next to this strong actor network, several smaller entities of the intermediary 

domain support AF development at the territorial level, for example the Fédération des 

Chasseurs Seine-et-Marne or the Association de la Pleine de Versailles. The local 

Fédération des Chasseurs supports AF for the same reasons its national umbrella 

organisation, namely for preserving and enhancing biodiversity, especially of the local 

fauna. Next to these association structures, experimental project sites like the Bergerie 

Villarcaux or the Bergerie Nationale help to generate scientific findings and communicate 

these amongst interested actors, especially inviting agricultural schools for field visits. 

Here, they again cooperate with regional and territorial actors; AgrofÎle for example 

coordinates its training days with the Bergerie Nationale. (AgrofÎle, 2021b)101  

The territorial intermediary domain is overall directly concerned with AF project 

development at the field level. Fully convinced of their utility, they seek to set up as solid 

projects as possible and communicate around these projects to raise awareness. While 

some structures like the PNR Haute Vallée de Chevreuse are less active than others like 

the Bergerie Nationale, the Fédération des Chasseurs or PNR Gâtinais Français, all are 

comparatively ambitious in supporting AF development. As their scope of action remains 

concentrated in very specific, local projects, I will count them with the ‘emerging 

agroforesters’ together with AgrofÎle. It remains to be seen whether their vision and action 

can lastly promote a holistic vision of AF (professional agroforesters) or whether they will 

claim that AF is the solution to all problems, without however substantially changing the 

agricultural system (productivist agroforesters, the AF panacea).  

The territorial government domain is better connected to the farmers at the field 

level than the regional government domain. Each department of the region disposes of so-

                                                             
101 Two other territorial associations, Espaces and Haie Magique are members of the national network of 
Afac. Both of these actors intervene mainly in urban territory for increasing green ecological 
infrastructure punctually. While Haie Magique works mainly in Essonne, Espaces projects are located in 
Hauts-de-Seine. (Espaces, 2021; Haie Magique, 2021) As I however am interested in the development of 
rural trees, I will not further examine the objectives and setup of these projects. 
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called inter-ministerial departmental directorates since 2010 that are responsible for 

implementing policies generally.102 For the domain of agriculture and forestry, ecology 

and sustainable development, as well as equality of territories and housing policies, 

implementation falls under the duty of the DDTs (Direction Départementale des 

Territoires).103 (French Government, 2015) This body is the direct contact point for 

farmers, particularly by implementing the CAP and by promoting sustainable 

development of territories generally. (Préfet des Yvelines, 2019) Hierarchically under 

supervision of the DRIAAF, the region lastly supervises the operations of the DDT. (IW 10) 

As the DDTs are the instructor of the CAP measures (regional council is the managing 

authority only), they directly support farmers in their annual CAP declarations.104  

The DDT particularly supports those that decide to apply for Pillar II schemes, 

including measure 4.4 and 8.2. Concerned project holders will direct their application to 

the DDT. Afterwards, the DDT also coordinates the follow-up checks, verifying the 

projects’ status. (IW 10) It chooses those farms, where for example the management of 

hedges will be controlled for compliance with the GAEC 7. (IW 6) The DDT delegates the 

actual payments and controls to ASP (Agence de Services et de Paiement), a state entity 

which is in charge of delivering a whole range of different state aids, including CAP funds. 

(ASP, 2019)105  

Technically, the role description of the DDT states that they should overall 

establish a link between the field level and the higher levels of governance. In practice 

however, this link is more employed as an alert system for urgent thematic issues, helping 

the government domain to sense whether there will be a farmer’s protest or not. (IW 6) 

Thus, despite the activities of PNRs and associations on the territory, the DDT seems 

                                                             
102 While these directorates are set up to increase coherence between different policy domains at the local 
level by promoting efficiency and clarity of state organisation, every department disposes of three 
separate sub-directorates. 
103 Each agricultural region in IDF has its own DDT, while for those regions directly neighbouring Paris 
DRIAAF takes the DDT’s role. In IDF, the largest DDT is the one of Seine-et-Marne region, while also Val-
de-Loire has a larger DDT and Essonne and Yvelines have smaller agricultural services. 
104 Every farmer makes an annual declaration of her or his production types with the online tool TéléPAC. 
Regardless of the environmental impacts, every farmer receives the pillar I basic and redistributive 
payments. In the graphic plot register (Registre Parcellaire Graphique), the farmers geo-locate their plots, 
indicating which land cover is present on which surface. Here, there is also a box available to tick that the 
parcel is managed under AF. All types of AF systems need to be indicated here, be it those that benefited 
from EU aids in previous or current programming periods or those that did not. However, only upon 
declaring the fulfilment of the EFA conditions are 30% of the payments allocated. (IW 6) 
105 Sometimes also, the COM coordinates follow-ups with the region that then passes on the request to the 
DDTs. (IW 10) In some cases, the COM carries out project follow-ups completely independently from DDTs 
and ASP. It then outsources this task case by case to other entities. For example, a member of Arbre et 
Paysage seems to have been appointed punctually to carry out such follow-ups. (IW 15)  
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disconnected from intermediary territorial actors. I thus conclude that the DDT’s 

administrative role is very technical and bureaucratic. Its marge to influence AF 

development and convey its own message at the territorial level is comparatively little.106 

In this regard, I state that the DDT do not form a separate societal sub-sector with an 

independent AF vision. Rather, its AF position equals the agroforestry bureaucrats sub-

sector, comprising actors in the regional government domain, as it carries out what they 

decide. I thus situate also the DDT at the crossroads between joining the AF panacea or 

holistic AF and keeping a secure distance from this type of alternative farming systems.  

At the territorial, departmental level, also the Départements themselves, the 

municipalities (referred to as Collectivités Territoriales or locales) and the Communautés 

de communes/d’Agglomération/Urbaines107 can decide to take independent action in 

governing agriculture and nutrition. The former can construct an inter-communal project, 

for example supporting local food supply chains. They can thus play an important role in 

supporting a territorialisation of agri-food value chains, co-determining AF projects.108 

Also each Département can elaborate a departmental agriculture and nutrition strategy, 

manifested in a Projet Agricole Départemental (PAD).109 To the knowledge of the author, 

the departments in IDF however do not employ this tool for their agro-food strategies. 

Instead, the department Yvelines for example refers to this type of strategy as “(t) he 

project elaborated by the prefect to determine the priorities of the orientation policy for 

productions and the development of the farm structures” (Le Préfet des Yvelines, 2006, p. 

2)110. Theoretically, however, the PAD offer an opportunity for departments to support 

AF development at the territorial level.111  

                                                             
106 In this sense, a representative of the Seine-et-Marne DDT expressed her frustration with the little 
vision she could incorporate in her job and suggested that agricultural development generally is easier 
influenced from other entities. (IW 6) 
107 These structures group several municipalities in three types of public entities of inter-municipal 
cooperation (EPCI – Établissement Public de Cooperation Intercommunale): Communautés de Communes, 
d’Agglomeration and Urbaine. The types mainly differ in the size of the population they cover. (INSEE, 2016) 
108 For example in Bretagne under the regional support program for hedges, the Collectivités Territoriales 
are responsible for the farmer’s file submissions. (IW 14) 
109 Usually, different local entities such as farmer organisations, the local authorities embodied by the 
Collectivités and the department’s public entities are involved in the PADs. (Chambre d’Agriculture 
Pyrénées-Orientales, 2016) 
110 « Le projet élaboré par le préfet pour fixer les priorités de la politique d’orientation des productions et 
d’aménagement des structures d’exploitation » (Le Préfet des Yvelines, 2006, p. 2).  
111 In these strategies, the CDOAs (Commissions Départementales d'Orientation Agricole) play an important 
role. Apart from contributing to the PADs, they furthermore give their opinion on the use of State, EU and 
local funds allocated to agriculture, but most importantly issue an opinion concerning the applications for 
farm authorisations in case of competing applications and young farmers’ grants. These different areas of 
intervention can be re-grouped into sub-sections in the CDOAs, for example sub sections dealing with the 
economy of agricultural holdings or farmers in difficulty. Presided by the Préfêt of the department, they are 
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While this sub-section of entities seems at first sight only indirectly correlated with 

my variable of interest, the development of AF in IDF, local actors point out that they play 

a crucial role in determining the character of the territories’ agriculture generally. (IW 3), 

(IW 4) Comparatively basic AF projects like intra-plot or alley cropping systems demand 

only small adjustments in the production system of currently large farms. If however AF 

is interpreted as a systemic approach, it is necessary to thoroughly reconstruct size, 

economic orientation, employee management and agri-food value chain integration of the 

concerned agricultural holding. A preliminary determination of the farm’s size is crucial 

here in that it pre-defines the degree of diversification. The smaller a farm, the more 

incentive to diversify production and transform these locally. This overall vision of a 

production system is essential for determining the success of an AF project. (IW 4) 

Regarding this indirect support, I will refrain from attributing these territorial structures 

to a sectoral référentiel, but instead only illustrate their role in AF development in chapter 

5.112  

                                                             
composed by representatives of the Collectivités Territoriales, landowners and tenants, farmers and the 
processing industries, but sometimes also consumers and associations. (Le Préfet de l’Essonne, 2019; Le 
Préfet des Yvelines, 2006; Préfète de l’Oise, 2020) The close connection of the CDOAs to territorial realities 
and its diverse composition underline the fact that these entities crucially determine the type of agricultural 
productions present in a territory, and thus AF projects. Similar to the CDOAs role contributing to decisions 
on land allocation, the SAFER in IDF are another important institution that co-determines whether AF 
projects emerge or not. Created by the agricultural orientation laws of 1960 and 1962, these public non-
profit entities under the supervision of MAA, were initially introduced to reorganise farms as part of the 
shift towards a more productive agriculture, installing especially young farmers. The mission of the SAFER 
however strongly evolved over the years to where currently, not only the productive development but also 
environmental protection as well as landscape and natural resource management fall under their mandate. 
(SAFER, 2021) The SAFER in IDF thus play an essential role in organising the peri-urban territory of the 
metropole region, intending to find the best suited project for each local context based on the four criteria 
of its mission, environmental protection, installation of young farmers, economic development and 
observation of rural and peri-urban land rights. (SAFER Île-de-France, 2021) As the SAFER and CDOA 
determine the installation and non-installation of farming projects, they can play a crucial role in AF 
development. In this study’s field research however, the structures were only mentioned in one interview 
with a farmer. He was explicitly concerned with the size of agricultural holdings, which in his opinion 
determines the success of AF projects. 
112 CDOAs and the SAFER can thus critically determine AF development, while also territorial 
diversification and food value chain projects of the Communautés de Commune and Départments define 
the agricultural sectors’ characteristics. While it lies beyond the scope of this study to analyse each of the 
entities beliefs around AF on IDF territories, I can expect that their beliefs on AF are similar to those of the 
regional actors in the government domain. Some departments like Essonne and Yvelines are more and 
more engaging in local nutrition projects especially also in the context of the Covid pandemic, for example 
setting up vegetable productions and supply hubs for institutional catering. The Collectivités Territoriales 
also financed the PNR Gâtinais Français in a feasibility study on the development of the aromatic and 
medicinal plants sector. (IW 3) A similar dynamic for restructuring nutrition and agriculture as at the 
regional level is emerging here as well. Nonetheless, this recent surge of interest over the past two years 
first needs to manifest itself in concrete projects in order to endure and bring about sustainable change. 
While one observes these parallels with the regional government domain, it seems that these structures 
rather contribute to the enabling environment for AF. 
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3.4. Farmers at the Heart of Agroforestry Development 

This brings us to the foundational, social and economic domain and its central actors, the 

farmers. As the main production types of IDF are grains and oil seeds, the farmers engaged 

in these value chains are also those who hold the highest political influence. The outcome 

of the 2019 elections of the chamber of agriculture illustrates this well. With a 

comparatively high participation rate113, the candidates of the conservative farmer union 

FNSEA clearly won the elections. The second largest group stems from the likewise 

conservative Coordination Rurale, while the remaining small share of representatives 

come from the Confédération Paysanne. (DRIAAF, 2019a) Farmers from older 

generations are thus strongly represented in the chamber.114 They played a crucial role 

during the modernisation period from the 60s onwards, encouraging a productivist 

farming model in which woody vegetation was eliminated. Understandably, the interest 

for maintaining and planting new woody infrastructure remains marginal amongst these 

famers today. It seems only natural that those who already transitioned to a new 

production system before, as of political request, would be reluctant to do so again during 

their professional career. This is especially logic when considering the fact that the policy 

agenda today opposes the previous one: passing from elimination to maintaining and re-

planting rural trees. (IW 8, 11)  

In this sense, the actors of this agricultural sub-sector follow the référentiel of 

employing modern techniques to optimise production quantities, without however 

interpreting AF as an interesting production type for achieving this objective. Their 

temporal planning extends to the length of their own career, while the temporality of AF 

benefits exceeds this by far. (IW 4, 9) On the opposite far end stands the group of farmers 

managing their land under alternative systems, including AE and holistic AF. They are 

convinced that the only option for maintaining agricultural activities, also in coming 

generations, lies in diversifying farming systems to harm ecosystems as little as possible. 

Conventional farmers view the vision of this minority group, the référentiel of holistic AE 

and AF, with scepticism.  

                                                             
113 Average participation across the five different ‘collèges’ (representations per type of job, e.g. famers or 
farm staff).  
114 I demonstrate in chapter 5.1 what effect this composition of the chamber has on AF development. 
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Owing to the great mental divide between the two sub-sectors, hardly any 

exchange of ideas and strategies occurs. For example, those farmers interested in 

technical workshops or field visits on AF is often the same public, already interested in 

the topic.  

« C’est souvent des gens en bio qui ont une stratégie un peu différente aux agroindustriels. C’est pas 
ceux qui font des acquisitions de fermes et vendent tous les deux ans, s’Agrandissent et 
agrandissent Ces personnes-là [l’agro-industrie] fassent encore de l’exploitation, c’est-à-dire 
prendre la ressource et ne pas la rendre durable »115 (IW 4). 

 
This lack of interaction again reduces the likelihood that the interest of agro-industrial 

farmers increases, as they will not learn about the positive, also economic outcomes of AF 

from others. Instead, farmers in IDF are largely isolated from one another. In the 

predominant productivist mentality, farmers regard one another as rivals. As farmers 

dispose of high enough incomes to fend for themselves, they do not perceive a need to 

engage in communal farmer structures such as the CUMAs (Coopératives d’Utilisation du 

Matériel Agricole) or the GIEEs.116 (IW 6) Hence, it is widely accepted that territories in 

IDF today dispose of very view such structures as compared to other regions (IW 4, 6, 9), 

which again determines the interaction of different farmer types.  

« Mais du coup ils sont pas solidaires entre les agriculteurs, je pense qu’il y a vraiment un manque 
de solidarité qui fait que (..) il y a très peu de structures, de CUMAs, Coopératives d’utilisation de 
matériel agricole en commun. Il y en a très peu, parce qu’ils vont tous avoir les moyens d’investir. 
Mais du coup parce qu’ils ont tous les moyens d’investir, finalement, l’agriculteur voisin n’est pas 
vraiment un collègue, c’est plutôt un concurrent pour l’accès à la terre. »117 (IW 6). 

Even those actors already engaged in AF are widely dispersed on the territory and do not 

find as many platforms to interact as they would wish to do. Furthermore, each AF system 

is very individual. This makes it more difficult to compare challenges and best practices 

between the systems in a regular rotation. (IW 4)  

                                                             
115 “It's often organic farmers who have a slightly different strategy to agribusiness. It's not those who buy 
farms and sell them every two years, expand and enlarge. These people [agribusiness] are still exploiting, 
that is, taking the resource and not making it sustainable” (IW 4). 
116 Created under the agro-ecology project of Le Foll, the GIEEs constitute groups of farmers and possibly 
other partners that are dedicated to modify or consolidate their practices on their territory in a multi-
annual project. They specifically meant to foster economic, environmental and social objectives and thus 
closely align with the mandate of the CUMAs. These structures are a form of agricultural cooperative that 
allows farmers to pool their resources to acquire agricultural equipment. (CUMA, 2021; MAA, 2014) 
117 "But as a result, there is no solidarity between farmers, I think there is a real lack of solidarity which 
means that (...) there are very few structures, CUMAs, Cooperatives for the use of agricultural equipment in 
common. There are very few, because they all have the means to invest. But because they all have the means 
to invest, in the end, the neighbouring farmer is not really a colleague, but rather a competitor for access to 
the land." (IW 6). 
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Despite this cleavage between farmers and the marginal current interest in AF, 

recent tendencies announce a gradual change of beliefs around AF. More and more 

conventional farmers in IDF open up to practices that propose sustainable land 

management alternatives. Interviewees explain this with three main reasons. (IW 3, 6, 10, 

11) The first factor is the high dependence of farmer revenues on the stability of world 

market prices. As the largest share of cereal and oilseed produce is exported, farmers’ 

incomes are increasingly volatile due to recent fluctuations of world market prices. Hence, 

diversification of production, search for local outlets and niche markets with higher profit 

margins (e.g. organic agriculture) offer increasingly attractive options. This closely relates 

to the second factor that influences an overall change of mind-sets, namely pressure from 

consumers. Especially in IDF with the Paris metropole region as a close outlet, the demand 

of many consumers for local, sustainably produced food is decisive. This trend is likely to 

continue as consumer awareness increases in nutrition and food consumption. 

Nonetheless, what probably exerts the highest pressure on farmers’ production methods 

is not a human factor. It is the pressure from our earth, more precisely its changing climate 

and decreasing biodiversity. As it becomes ever harder for farmers to read its caprioles, 

droughts and floods endanger the long-term survival of farmers’ current systems. 

Especially the systems of IDF, extremely concentrated on certain products, are highly 

vulnerable to this strong, non-human pressure. If only few input factors are slightly 

destabilised, the entire production fails. 

The warning signals that nature as well as the economy and citizens are sending to 

agricultural production are therefore strong incentives for a gradual shift in thinking 

amongst the sector of conventional farming.118 A sign for this is also the increase in 

organic production in IDF, recently attaining a surface of 30 000 ha under this type of land 

management. (IW 9) Many interviewees in AF development also testify that they receive 

support requests from a wide range of farmers. (IW 2, 8, 12) Surpassing the apparent 

cleavage between ‘conventionals’ and ‘agro-ecologicals’, I can thus identify three groups 

                                                             
118 This was recently very well illustrated by another non-human influence, the aphids. In 2018, France 
banned a common pesticide, neonicotinoids, which was applied to sugar beets in IDF in large quantities. In 
the season of 2020, after the ban, aphids re-claimed their territory and caused a mass distribution of beet 
yellowing. This led to a collapse in production and left the sector extremely weakened. As the pesticide was 
banned to protect bees in the first place, beekeepers cannot imagine to reverse the ban of its application. 
(France Info, 2020) This does not only illustrate perfectly the high fragility of production systems, but also 
the lack of interaction between different professions. While already the exchange between conventional and 
alternative farmers is weak, the is also a significant lack of interactions with producers in other value chains 
that stand in close relation with the earth, such as foresters and beekeepers. (IW 17)  
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of farmers: those that are already convinced of AF, those that still hesitate and those that 

are not at all interested.  

This brings us to the last players in the society domain, also influenced by 

consumer demand and the earth’s pressure, namely private financers of AF projects. Their 

resources are often bundled in institutions like the Fondation de France119, or Afac’s 

Fonds pour l’Arbre, which pools private funding for tenders under the project Plantons! 

since 2010. Co-founder and donor is Fondation Yves Rocher, next to several other 

contributors like private firms and individuals or associations. In IDF, the structure that 

carried out most of the projects financed by this fund are the local branches of the 

Fédération des Chasseurs in the period 2019-2020. (Afac-Agroforesteries, 2020a) Next to 

these funds, private structures offer to connect AF project developers with private donors, 

for example PUR Projet. A member of Afac, they work with companies to compensate their 

environmental footprint in different community projects, specifically AF projects. (PUR 

Projet, 2021) One of the interviewees stated that he had received their support when 

setting up his project in IDF. (IW 4) Such options are especially interesting in the 

metropole region. Considering the peri-urban character of IDF, the proximity of regional 

agriculture with urban developers as well as headquarters of major companies and their 

CSR departments favours this. 120  

In the social domain, one thus also observes an overall rising interest for AF 

development in IDF, not only from the part of farmers themselves, but also from private 

consumers and companies. In terms of the référentiel, I first divide the agricultural 

profession in three different sub-sectors. Farmers that already tend towards AF and AE 

strongly believe in the benefits of AF systems and produce accordingly. Their AF 

definition thus equals the référentiel of the ‘professional agroforesters’. The second sector 

are those farmers that are more and more interested in AF and other, alternative land 

                                                             
119 Fondation de France mainly finances research on AF. Since 2011, it opens applications to doctoral and 
post-doctoral researchers working on the development of AF. (Fondation de France, 2021; Sachet, 2020b) 
120 The disadvantage of the agricultural sector is either counterbalanced by support of rehabilitation 
projects on common lands (farm roads, wastelands, land swaps etc.) or financing of collective farming 
projects (shared agricultural equipment, short supply chain management, technical and legal support,..). If 
none of these types of projects is possible, the compensatory payments power a regional compensation 
fund, administered by the association Agri Développement Île-de-France, precisely established for this 
purpose. (DRIAAF, 2017) In most cases, this last option is chosen by urban developers, which makes it more 
unlikely that rural vegetation will benefit from compensation. (IW 6). For example, AF projects could be 
further supported by the requirement for urban developers to compensate their impact on the agricultural 
sector. Since 2016, mainly the economic but also the environmental losses resulting from conversations 
from agricultural to covered surfaces need to be offset by the project developers. 
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management systems. They are curious to experiment, but will need convincing from 

strong scientific proof or preliminary studies, but also from their peer farmers to launch 

an AF project.  

Thus, the beliefs of this sub-sector of farmers aligns most with the ‘emerging 

agroforesters’. They might aim to either change their system substantially, remain within 

their current system by planting only few trees, or not plant at all. The third sector are 

those farmers, which prefer to maintain their customary method of production, showing 

little interest in AF. If they lastly choose to plant trees, they would not change their 

production system entirely. Consequently, these farmers belong, if ever, to the 

‘productivist agroforesters’. Private donors need to be divided into professional 

agroforesters and productivist agroforesters. The Fondation de France and Afac’s fund 

Plantons! are preoccupied with long-term sustainability of the funded projects and thus 

wish to support systemic transitions. They filter the objectives of private companies, 

which are pressured either by legal compensation obligations or by consumers and 

environmental degradation that put their business at risk. Due to their large 

heterogeneity, their beliefs and objectives to finance AF cannot be generalised. While the 

motivation might not be intrinsic but of economic nature, private actors can constitute an 

important enabler. Social enterprises like PUR Projet that collaborate with the CSR 

departments of private firms individually, often tend to finance mainly the planting phase 

for PR reasons. Once the planting is done, the assistance for the necessary project 

maintenance after is left to other entities like local and national associations. (IW 13) I 

thus group this type of social enterprise with the productivist agroforesters.  

 

3.5. Results 

This chapter examined to what extent the interests and objectives of actors involved in 

AF development in IDF overlap or differ. The analysis confirms the hypothesis that actors 

do not all align with the EU’s global référentiel of the AF panacea, but that interests and 

objectives differ. To group the diverging interests within the agricultural sector in IDF 

regarding the sub-sectors’ respective beliefs and concepts of AF, I employed an adjusted 

concept of the sectoral référentiel of Jobert and Muller. Accordingly, I grouped actors in 

1) productivist agroforesters 2) professional agroforesters 3) emerging agroforesters and 

4) agroforestry bureaucrats as depicted in table 3.   
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Table 3 Sub-Sectors' and Actors Interests in Agroforestry (table by the author) 

Type of Sub-

Sector 

Référentiel Actors of Sub-Sector 

Productivist 

Agroforesters 

Global Référentiel of the AF 

Panacea:  

Planting trees is offered as the 

ultimate solution,  

‘Green' discourse does not translate 

into systemic transition. 

  

Copa cogeca (cf. annex 12), 

agronomists, influential EU 

officials, farmers planting 

without systemic change, 

PUR Projet  

Professional 

Agroforesters 

Sub-Sectoral Référentiel: 

Planting trees and any type of woody 

elements is systemic 

Woody vegetation as the most 

important element for the AE 

transition 

 

AFAF, Afac, Arbre et 

Paysage, Agroof, Agro Eco 

Expert, farmers already 

adjusting production 

systems with AF, Plantons! 

Emerging 

Agroforesters 

Between Référentiels:  

Planting trees is supported  

Ultimate outcome of this conviction 

and action remains unclear 

Crossroads between productivist and 

professional agroforesters  

AgrofÎle, Agence de l’Eau, 

PNRs, Bergeries, 

Fédération des Chasseurs, 

farmers interested in AF,  

Agroforestry 

Bureaucrats 

Global Référentiel of the AF 

Panacea:  

Compliance with regional policy 

guidelines,  

Increasing overlap of regional policies 

with global référentiel increases 

DRIAAF, Regional Council, 

DDTs, Chamber of 

Agriculture IDF 

 

One thus observes that those actors with strong political influence correlate with those 

actors that follow the EU’s AF perception (productivist agroforesters: large farmer lobbies 

and affiliated farmers as well as CSR departments of private companies). Strong, 

independent non-governmental structures and affiliated farmers are emancipated from 

this AF definition and even manage to promote their own sub-sectoral référentiel in the 

French political agenda on AF (professional agroforesters). Younger and decentral non-

governmental entities are strongly engaged in AF support at their local level, addressing 

their political advocacy to the regional government domain. While their political influence 

is weaker, it remains to be seen whether their strong support for especially niche projects, 
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can lead to a systemic transition and eventually convince a larger cross section of farmers. 

While the region more recently promotes AF in regional initiatives independent from the 

CAP, it in either way aligns with the EU’s AF panacea. The DRIAAF and DDT have little 

political influence and thus execute policy instruments aligning with the panacea.   

Yet, before closing the chapter, one needs to highlight the fact that another actor 

raises its critical voice as regards the political debate on agriculture in IDF: non-human 

mother earth or Gaia, as Latour names her. Gaia’s interests are represented by mediators 

or spokespersons like scientists, for example of the Institut National de Recherche pour 

l’Agriculture, l’Alimentation et l’Environnement (INRAE), and by associations. They 

constantly remind of Gaia’s appeal to treat her resources with respect in the agricultural 

sector, translating Gaia’s request with ecosystem and climate data for example. Also those 

human actors that experience the changing natural environment and the advantages of 

AF in their daily work on the fields, be it technical counsellors or farmers themselves, 

become Gaia’s spokespersons. It remains to be seen when Gaia will be taken seriously in 

political debates to account for the fact that all her non-humans, but especially trees, are 

critical to the survival of us humans lastly.   
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4. What Hinders the Planting Process: a Lack of Policy Uptake? 
 

This chapter turns to the crucial step of examining how and why the territories of IDF 

react to the regional implementation of the CAP’s instruments. Judging from the diverging 

AF interpretations of the agricultural sub-sectors as compared to the AF panacea of the 

EU (cf. chapter 3), I hypothesise that territorial actors are not interested in the CAP due 

to its inherent policy design and the particular administrative characteristics with which 

the schemes are implemented at the regional level.  

The first sub-chapter amends the outcomes in terms of policy implementation by 

the region IDF (cf. sub-chapter 2.3) by illustrating quality and quantity of existing AF 

projects in IDF. It sets these in relation to the CAP schemes, asking whether the projects 

emerged with or without CAP support. By looking at the frequency of application to 

funding schemes, it will be possible to see whether the existing AF projects of IDF are 

actually policy outcomes or whether they develop without any link to EU schemes. Here, 

I complete the analysis of the problem-solving dimension in the MLG framework: the 

extent to which policy outcomes and outputs correspond with policy intentions and 

address policy problems overall.  

In the second and third sub-chapter, I then turn to explaining this intermediary 

finding by analysing the reasons for the territories’ interest or disinterest in the policy 

schemes. For this, I employ the theoretical concepts of NTU of social rights proposed by 

Kerr, van Oorschot and Warin (1982; 1996; 2014). As this analysis is interested in the 

governance of AF development and not primarily in micro-level psychological reasoning, 

these sub-chapters only explain the role of policy design (second sub-chapter) and 

administration as well as administrative issues during policy implementation (third sub-

chapter) determining the final TU or NTU of CAP schemes. This occurs after phase I 

(threshold phase) and phase II (trade-offs phase) in the sense of van Oorschots dynamic 

model of TU. Instead of concentrating on the phase of the application decision here as 

well, a reflection in annex 13 illustrates how the decision-making processes might work 

at the individual level.  
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4.1. Agroforestry Projects in Île-de-France: are they Policy Outcomes?  

To examine the second dimension of the policy outcomes, namely the number of projects 

realised with assistance from the CAP, this chapter first turns to the tenders that the 

region launched for measure 8.2, offering establishment grants for alley cropping 

systems. A first call was launched in the beginning of the programming period during the 

last and first semester of 2015 and 2016. This first call was subject to enormous take-off 

difficulties. In 2017, the project holders had still not received their subsidies while lastly 

only three projects were supported. Various factors contributed to this weak start, but 

most stakeholders claim that the decisive steps in the DRIAAF were the largest hindrance 

in the process. This was mostly attributable to the (non)engagement of a certain staff 

member that some referred to as “a caricature of a civil servant” (IW 13), who seemingly 

struggled with the change of the managing authority of EAFRD funds with the territorial 

reform of 2015. (IW 9) It was only after the region put pressure on the DRIAAF that these 

first applications were processed at all in the end. From then on, the files were examined 

rather quickly and the final rate of implementation was comparatively good as the 

projects received substantial support after the plantation phase. (IW 9) 

As after this first call, it was only in 2019 that a second tender for measure 8.2 was 

opened. After AgrofÎle, the chamber of agriculture and the Agence de l’Eau demonstrated 

the territories’ interest in AF, the region decided to again launch the measure despite the 

previously weak uptake and the processing difficulties. Based on the first call for 

proposals, the multi-party working group described in the previous chapter elaborated 

an improved version. In the end, 11121 candidates emerged from this version, handing in 

their dossiers around August 2019. (IW 7, 10) AgrofÎle and the chamber of agriculture are 

primarily credited for the success of these projects. Although several structures were 

listed as contact points beforehand by the DRIAAF (DRIAAF, 2019b), these two 

organisations ultimately provided crucial technical advice during the project-planning 

phase and application assistance.  

Despite the higher success of the second call, few project holders applied to this 

scheme since 2015 especially compared to other measures. However, it seems that the 

number of supported projects cannot adequately reflect the actual interest of the 

                                                             
121 While one interviewee mentioned 11 successful projects, another referred to 12. After several 
unsuccessful requests at different entities, the researcher could not obtain the correct numbers.  
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territories in the measure. While the chamber initially supported six projects for example, 

only four of these were able to submit their dossiers in the end. (IW 6, 9)  

A similar conclusion needs to be drawn for measure 4.4, although this measure is 

not discussed as much in terms of AF at the political level as is measure 8.2. Since 2015, 

around two calls for proposals are launched per year. In comparison to the 8.2, demand 

is rather substantial. (IW 8) In absolute terms however, interest in hedges remains weak, 

a trend that the chamber of agriculture experiences as well. The chamber offers for 

several years already support for hedge plantation and maintenance. Even so, while there 

are some requests from one year to another, overall quantities of request remain little. 

DRIAAF estimates that over the past six years, only 20122 km of hedges were planted under 

measure 4.4. (IW 10) Thus, the region would have ground to justify a budget re-allocation 

in the RDP in front of the COM if referring to other regional support programs for hedges. 

(IW 9) Modifications to the RDP are under way already due to the Plan de Relance. In the 

light of the weak interest in current schemes, the goal of DRIAAF and the region under 

Mesure Haies to plant 200km of hedges in two years seems very ambitious. The 

government domain therefore awaits with great interest the final demand of the terrain 

for the new funds. At this stage, it is difficult to assess whether the new means will 

welcomed or not. (IW 10, 11)  

The additional support that measure package 10 under the LINEAs offers for 

hedgerow maintenance and riparian zones are even less prominent. Farmers rather add 

the hedge LINEAs to an application for several different AECMs without however placing 

them in the focus of the respective application. They rather complement options like 

surface cover measures or polyculture livestock systems. Thus, while they are from time 

to time employed, the hedge LINEAs are not subject to great demand. (IW 10)  

Under Pillar I, the options for EFAs to obtain greening payments via AF appears 

furthermore unattractive next to multiple other options like intermediate or nitrogen-

fixing crops. In the associated method for calculating surface areas, intermediate cover 

crops yield proportionally higher EFA surfaces than a plot under AF does, thereby making 

the former considerably less attractive. Obviously, farmers will choose the easier option 

that will bring higher yields on their EFA account. While alternatives to AF bringing hardly 

any environmental benefits, they promote the farmers’ good conscience. (IW 6) In the 

                                                             
122 Here as well, exact figures remain unclear. While one interviewee mentioned 20 km of planted hedges 
under measure 4.4 since 2015 (IW 10), a different interlocutor remembers only 5 km planted. (IW 11) 
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case of nitrogen-fixing crops for example, multiple factors on a more systemic level 

determine their high demand. Not only the EFA requirements, but also support for crop 

diversification and support for nitrogen-fixing crops is available under the CAP, while 

furthermore the crops’ products are easily marketable. Thus, contrary to AF, several 

elements of the CAP drive farmers to choose nitrogen-fixing crops, while the framework 

for AF remains less stimulating. If choosing AF on the contrary, the CAP rather poses risks 

for loosing surface payments. Overall, it is only logic that AF as the less attractive option 

is hardly solicited for EFA surfaces. (IW 14, 23)  

Similarly, the outcome of the GAEC 7 under Pillar I is unsuccessful, but rather 

triggered adverse effects on the presence of rural trees. Forbidding the removal of hedge 

structures from 2015 onwards, the GAEC 7 drove farmers to uproot their hedge structures 

across IDF right before the ban was imposed. They were following the rational that later 

they would be unable to do so, acting according to the motto better safe than sorry. (IW 

6) The conditionality furthermore hampers the plantation of new hedge structures, as 

farmers know they cannot abandon their project later on with the GAEC 7 in place. On the 

other hand, the limited definition of protected structures hinders better protection of 

rural trees overall. (IW 11, 14) Following a national debate in France, the definition of 

protected structures ended up being inadequate in a sense where removals are not 

possible at all, even when replacing the structures with similar ones. Especially FNSEA 

was strongly involved in this debate. (IW 21) Generally speaking,  

« La mesure [BCAE 7] en tant que t’elle avait une bonne intention, mais la manière dont elle a été 
mise en œuvre et la manière comme on l’a géré de suite, ça a eu des effets contraires à ce qui a été 
espéré. Déjà avant la mise en place, il y a eu de arrachages en masse (…) et après il y a la limite sur 
sa définition – le fait que ça explique justement des alignements des arbres. Donc ça c’est une faille 
énorme, un des points en cours de négociations pour la future PAC. »123 ( IW 14). 

 

In terms of follow-up controls generally, the COM only conducts these on a very 

small share of all funded projects or plots subject to the imposed conditionalities. Neither 

are new plantations monitored to ensure that they will persist, nor is it clear whether the 

ban on hedge elimination is effective. (IW 10, 14, 21) A member of Arbre et Paysage 

directly carrying out controls for the COM remarks that furthermore, "(t)here are no 

                                                             
123 “The measure [GAEC 7] as such had a good intention, but the way it was implemented and the way it 
was managed immediately, it had effects contrary to what was hoped for. Already before the 
implementation, there was mass uprooting (...) and then there is the limit on its definition - the fact that it 
explains the alignment of trees. So this is a huge flaw, one of the points under negotiation for the future 
CAP"(IW 14). 



What Hinders the Planting Process: a Lack of Policy Uptake? 

81 
 

sanctions at the moment, it's just routine checks”.124 (IW 15) Despite, or perhaps because 

of this non-binding nature, the nationwide success rate of funded projects is low. The 

interviewee estimates that only 50% of all plantations can achieve the desired result, thus 

hampering the satisfaction of not only the financers and society, but especially also the 

farmers’. He is therefore convinced that the CAP guidelines must soon be rendered 

binding. (IW 15) Generally, it seems that while controls and clear guidelines are certainly 

necessary, the high complexity of CAP requirements creates a scenario where all 

obligations are too heavy to be followed. (IW 16)  

This weak level of controls is somewhat ironic, considering the fact that one of the 

EU’s objectives when designing the schemes was to support systems that can be 

controlled from an audit point of view. (IW 22) However, it is also challenging to follow 

up on projects funded outside the CAP. An interviewee in one of the PNRs in IDF states 

that it is hard to be more involved in the projects after their plantation than “to say don’t 

forget to do this or to do that”125 (IW 2) from time to time. This generally points to a high 

lack of information that could illustrate whether or not the attributed (CAP) funds had the 

desired effect. An actor working at the territorial level expressed her frustration with this 

overall outcome of greening measures, claiming that, "finally in practice on the ground 

nothing has changed (…). Nothing changes when everything around it changes. (...) It's as 

if they changed everything so that nothing changes”126 (IW 6).  

Despite this mediocre account of the CAP schemes, one currently encounters a 

diverse mix of AF systems in IDF. The 11 planting projects that emerged under measure 

8.2 are often associated to poultry runs. (IW 9, 10) Also the chamber of agriculture 

receives several requests for supporting such projects. Often, these are raised by large 

poultry farms that are obliged to offer each of their animals a certain amount of square 

meters outside space if they obtain a quality label like free range or Label Rouge. Without 

adequate shelter, livestock does not utilise outdoor space even if it is provided. (IW 8) 

Farmers thus often wish to improve this situation for their animals by planting hedges or 

trees. The character of landscapes with livestock farming is generally very different from 

                                                             
124 « Il y a pas de sanctions pour l’instant, c’est juste des contrôles de routine » (IW 15). 
125 « Donc voilà appart dès fois passer un coup de fil pour dire n’oubliez pas faire ça ou oublier de faire ci, 
c’est compliqué d’Avoir plus d’implication » (IW 2).  
126 « Finalement dans la pratique sur le terrain rien a changé. (…) Rien change en fait quand tout change 
autour. (..) C’est comme s’ils avaient tout changé pour que rien ne change » (IW 6). 
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arable surfaces, as in the former rural trees survived modernisation more for protecting 

the animals. (IW 6)  

The interest of poultry farmers to plant is also high outside the CAP-financed 

projects. Amongst the six AF installations of the PNR Gâtinais Français, one poultry farmer 

planted around and inside his plot for landscaping purposes and to produce a bit of jam. 

Another farmer, located in the middle of a forest, planted an orchard to provide shade for 

his hen and eventually in some years sell juice. On a different farm of only 6 hectares, the 

farmer decided to plant trees in the middle of his plots, especially fruit trees, also in order 

to provide shade for his animals and diversify his production. (IW 1) 

This is often also associated to orchard systems. While they are currently not very 

common in IDF (IW 6), the region does receive punctual requests in this regard, but needs 

to redirect these projects to other public entities like FranceAgriMer, as they are not 

eligible for funding under the CAP. (IW 9) A poultry farmer had for example turned to the 

chamber when planning to diversify with apple cider. The project could not be financed 

in the end, as the cider production would be classified a productive investment under the 

current regulations.  

Apart from these poultry farming projects, those that turn to the chamber and 

show interest in hedges are often organic farmers or specific projects intending for 

example to diversify with beekeeping. The chamber however does not observe strong 

interest for hedges amongst cereal famers. These farmers seem to be more interested in 

alley cropping as for example in PNR Haute Vallée de Chevreuse. However, these are 

difficult to establish on the parks territory as most of the farmland is drained and planting 

trees on plains is challenging. Across IDF generally, a few cereal farmers also applied for 

measure 8.2 during the last call for proposals. (IW 9) 

A rather different project was launched by the Association de la Pleine de 

Versailles127. Under the frame of the Trames Verts, woody structures were revived on the 

association’s territory around Versailles that surpass the individual parcel, while new 

hedge plantations were installed on three different farms. (APPVPA, 2019) Although this 

project received regional funds, the association did not source these from the agricultural 

but from the biodiversity service. (IW 9) 

                                                             
127 As this association is not primarily an actor of AF development, but rather aims at sustainably 
developing its territory in a more general sense, it was not mentioned in previous chapters. Here however, 
its plantation project surpassing the AF frame of the CAP is important to include for comparative 
purposes.  
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In the course of the last few years, some punctual AF projects emerged that point 

towards AE more. While some of them serve experimental purposes, such as the projects 

of the Bergerie Nationale de Rambouillet and the Bergerie Nationale, the other two 

prominent projects are for private use. A participant to the Concours Général Agricole for 

example grows mainly organic cereals and protein crops for then directly processing 

them at his farm in combination with rural trees. As one of his neighbours owns an oil 

press, he can furthermore make rapeseed, hemp and sunflower oil next to harvesting a 

few potatoes and pulses. The farmer installed his project without paying much attention 

to public schemes. He considers himself lucky, as alley cropping suited his projects best 

anyways, but overall is highly doubtful of the CAP’s intentions. 

« j’ai pas trop cherché à m’informer, parce que je m’en doute qu’ils en font rien … un mot qui c’est 
intégré dans leur vocabulaire après maintenant qu’est-ce qu’ils font de ce mot je sais pas »128 (IW 
4).  

Instead, for the initial plantation, he by chance stumbled upon the private funds offered 

by PUR Projet. Only later when his project was already consolidated did he propose it to 

other actors like AFAF or also AgrofÎle, who supported him to make his project fit measure 

222 requirements (AF funds of the previous CAP programming period).  

Another holistic project is located in Gâtinais Français, which emerged after the 

older generation passed on large plots of land to their younger successors in 2014. 

Currently, the land is home to 5km of hedges and 70 ha under AF management, 

maintained annually. It comprises two farms, the first one that is already installed with 

the hedges and AF plots, the second that is still in the making. The objective of this second 

farm is also to plant several hectares of grazed meadows and orchards in order to raise 

livestock and co-produce other types of goods. To make use of the land throughout the 

entire year, the project also includes a shepherd who turns out his flock on the bare fields. 

Here as well, produce is directly transformed at the farm, supplying also its own shop and 

restaurant. This large project inspired another project in the park that planted 2 km of 

trees between a plot of land and a road, thus an intra-plot project. (IW 1) 

This illustrates that not only a large variety of project types, but just as diverse 

funding and support strategies can be encountered in IDF. An interviewee of one of the 

national AF associations states that they also receive just as many demands for plantation 

support from farmers in IDF than from elsewhere. (IW 17) The farmers with the most 

                                                             
128 “I didn't look too hard for information, because I suspect that they don't do anything with it [AF] a 
word that has become part of their vocabulary, but now what do they do with it I don't know” (IW 4). 
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diversified projects follow a systemic interpretation of AF and carry out their project 

regardless of CAP funds. Rather, they will turn to other financial resources (e.g. 

biodiversity funds, private finance like PUR Projet or easily accessible PNR funds).129 Also 

amongst other farmer types interest for planting rural trees can be observed, be it only 

for planting a small hedge. Although currently one encounters comparatively few rural 

trees in IDF and although amongst certain groups of farmers these project types do not 

receive strong echo, the terrain shows more and more interest and develops pertinent, 

diverse projects, multiplying especially approaches independent from the CAP.  

Contrary to this stands the weak interest in CAP funds that therefore seems 

particularly paradoxical.130 Various farmer types need more and more funds for their 

projects, while the CAP provides such funds. Why is there no demand for the funds? In 

IDF, you may have the best willingness and even funds to support AF, but there seems to 

be something else that prevents the uptake of available measures. (IW 23) This paradox 

form the basis of the next chapter, which uses NTU theories to describe what exactly the 

actors find obstructive about the CAP and why ultimately only few demand the public 

funds.  

 

4.2. A Policy Design that Impediments Agroforestry Development?  

This sub-chapter focusses on the role of policy design for explaining tertiary NTU (linked 

to policy design obstacles) in the third phase of the demand process in the sense of van 

Oorschot (1996) , the application phase. Van Mechelen and Janssens (2017) point out that 

maximisation of TU is not the only priority of policy makers. Instead, efficient attribution 

of scarce budgets to those in ‘real need’ is a priority. While in the case of the CAP this does 

not apply to a specific social group, the attribution EAFRD funds follows a similar logic by 

selecting subsidy amounts for each of the different available farming practices and 

                                                             
129 Despite the fact that these projects did not benefit from CAP schemes for their actual plantation and 
maintenance, under neither Pillar I EFAs nor Pillar II options, they remain subject to the regulatory body. 
To remain eligible for basic payments under the first Pillar, the maximum tree density limit needs to be 
respected, an important consideration project holders need to keep in mind. (IW 6) 
130 With a lack of data on existing woody infrastructure in agriculture across IDF, it is hard to deduce 
clearly what effect the CAP lastly had since 2015. The exact proportions of farmers interested in AF and 
those that are not interested in planting at all remain unknown. Furthermore, the share of planting 
projects installed outside the frame of the CAP also remains unknown. Even if statistics from the geo-
localisation of parcels in the yearly CAP declarations on TéléPAC were available could the actual amount 
of AF projects hardly be estimated. AF projects could also be declared as orchards for example instead of 
‘AF’ in the sense of the CAP. (IW 6) Trusting thus the testimonials of actors across a vast majority of 
interviews conducted in the course of this research, we can here conclude that the overall interest in 
planting rural trees is significantly growing in recent times 
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measures. The RDP prioritises those measures that the regional council deems most 

appropriate to support the particularities of agriculture in IDF, based on the initial needs 

assessment analysis. Conversely, if there is no demand for the funds, the region can 

redistribute them to other measures that are considered more important politically 

speaking. Due to this rationale, some actors believe that the region deliberately places 

budgets allocated to AF under obstructive burdens. If the measures are not taken up, they 

could recycle the funds elsewhere and still claim that the offer was there. (IW 7, 13, 17)  

The second decisive feature of policy design determining NTU is the degree of 

targeting. The more selective a scheme is, the higher usually NTU. In the social welfare 

literature, this is largely attributable to the associated stigmata at socio-economic level. 

In the context of AF support however, the increasing fragmentation and complexity of the 

support options is relevant. The more obscure the logic behind the targeted projects, the 

higher information costs and choice overload. What largely resonates from the interviews 

is literally this: Complex eligibility requirements making it unclear which type of AF 

systems will ultimately receive subsidies. The multiplicity of small specifications in RDP 

and CAP are perceived as incomprehensible, making it impossible to know what is 

financed and what is not financed. “In fact, it is super annoying. Frankly, it is clearly super 

complicated in the (…) file for farmers who are not always administrators” 131(IW 2). Let 

alone the employment of the trend word ‘AF’ seems to hinder project development. 

Farmers might not be inclined to experiment with a supposedly new agricultural model 

like AF. Planting a hedge on the other hand sounds considerably more familiar to many 

and thus triggers more interest as well. It is likely that farmers are more inclined to 

support rural trees under different rationales, like for example due to the objective to 

support biodiversity of fauna (cf. target group of the Fédération des Chasseurs). (IW 11) 

The limited way of targeting of the CAP does not capture this general openness for 

supporting rural trees.  

Here it is also necessary to shed light onto the list of eligible tree species included 

in the RDP. An interviewee states that in comparison, the list of tree species is 

comparatively relevant in IDF. Stakeholders note that despite the requirement to plant at 

least 50% forest tree species, they were able to construct good projects where farmers 

could also harvest tree fruits for example. (IW 8) On the contrary, the list of selectable 

                                                             
131 « En fait, c’est super chiante quoi. Franchement, c’est clairement super compliqué dans le (…) dossier 
pour les agriculteurs qui dès fois ne sont pas toujours des administratifs » (IW 2). 
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varieties remains altogether very restrictive. Those that intervene in the territories on a 

daily basis believe that a very open list of eligible species is indispensable to cover the 

large variety of possible projects – from orchards in livestock farming, cereal farming or 

those that focus on biodiversity. (IW 8). Emerging from a complex process, it is difficult to 

modify the list, or also eligible costs, during the programming period. (IW 9) In either way, 

this factor complicates the logic of targeting followed by the CAP measures.  

Also the benefit type and structure outlined in the RDP and the CAP determines 

NTU. In the clients’ rationale, the hardly incentivising level of EFA support for AF is a 

determining factor, just as the level of the second Pillar’s subsidies for AF. Another critical 

point is the setup of the conditionalities, hindering the allocation of benefits if the 

associated requirements are not fulfilled. Theoretically, it is possible to install an AF 

project without receiving planting or maintenance support from the second Pillar. 

However, the restriction of the overall tree density for receiving the basic payments of 

Pillar I significantly hampers this option. The potential loss of basic payments often 

outweighs the possible benefits from setting up an AF project. Despite its purpose to 

‘green’ the first Pillar, the EFA conditionalities can thus have adverse effects on 

environmental protection generally and AF in particular. (IW 6, 9) On the other hand, 

others find the minimum density of 30 trees hindering, a phenomenon that occurs mostly 

amongst those that plan projects on larger plots like in the case of cereal farmers. They 

need to pass through the trees with 36m wide machinery, so respecting the minimum 

density can also pose difficulties. (IW 8)  

Furthermore, the AF schemes work with fixed levels of funds and not with budget 

limits as opposed to measure 19 LEADER (Liaison entre Actions de Développement de 

l'Économie Rurale ) funds for example. Under measure 4.4 for example, the minimum 

project value needs to be 5000,- EUR. However, many smaller hedge projects do not 

require such a large volume of financial resources. It is therefore impossible to finance 

smaller projects under the CAP’s options, which would still be extremely interesting from 

an environmental and social point of view. (IW 8) Under measure 8.2 the farmer 

furthermore needs to launch the plantation before she or he can apply for cost 

reimbursements at ASP. (IW 9) The fact that generally people tend to dislike incurring 

costs in the present to obtain gains in the future also applies to the rationale farmers. In 
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the previous calls for proposal, only few began to implement their project before the 

judicial decision was taken, before reimbursements are legally secured.132  

In addition, the benefit type of direct subsidies is critical for the success of an AF 

project. If a high percentage of the planting costs, or even all of it is financed, actors at the 

territorial levels observe difficulties regarding the commitment of farmers. Currently, the 

aid levels are at 75% for measure 4.4 and 80% for measure 8.2, so comparatively high.133 

(IW 10) The fully financed plantation of trees is received as a gift that a farmer cannot 

decline. Thereby, farmers seem to take less responsibility for the trees and hardly make 

them their own. Perceived as a gift, not much time and energy is dedicated to their 

maintenance and care. (IW 2) After three to four years, the trees that were planted with 

public money gradually die.  

Another factor that determines the aid levels and thus the benefit structure is the 

debate on (non)productivity of woody elements. What the CAP defines as ‘productive’ are 

systems including fruit trees. These systems are only eligible if the ‘productive’ trees, 

interpreted as the fruit trees listed in the RDP, do not surpass 50% of all planted trees. If 

this threshold is surpassed, aid levels significantly decrease, in some cases by more than 

half. (IW 10) This distinction between productive and non-productive elements is not 

very logic for actors on the territories. They consider any kind of woody element 

‘productive’ for some period of its life – be it for valuing wood or fruit. The other element 

that should find consideration when talking about productivity are ecosystem services 

and the environmental value of the plantations. (IW 16) Also issues like the restauration 

of wetlands and of any type of topographic elements benefit well from tree plantation 

under measure 4.4 with its relatively attractive aid level of 75%. Overall, 

“It's true that this dichotomy today is a bit strange because in fact it's never all black or all white 
and obviously we can also say that it doesn't make sense to make this split when we're thinking 
about the agro-ecological transition of farms. In fact, we can't stay in a very caricatured scheme of 
non-productivity.”134 (IW 9). 

                                                             
132 This path of thought fits the more general problematic of temporality in AF plantations well. From an 
economic rational, planting today for obtaining results in the far away future does not appear to be a 
smart choice.  
133 Under the Plan de Relance, the region plans to modify the RDP in negotiation with the COM to converge 
the aid levels at 80%. The modification will thus increase the aid level of measure 4.4 from 75% to 80%. 
(IW 10) 
134 « « C’est vrai que cette dichotomie aujourd’hui est un peu étrange parce qu’en fait c’est jamais tout noir 
ou tout blanc en fait et évidemment par ailleurs on peut aussi se dire que ça n’a pas de sens de faire cette 
scission-là quand on est surtout dans la réflexion actuelle sur la transition agroécologique des 
exploitations. En fait on peut pas rester du coup dans un schéma hyper caricaturale de non-productif » 
(IW 9). 
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This leads us back to the more profound debate about the choice of policy instruments 

that also illustrates the benefit structure. CAP rules, especially those ‘greening’ it, are 

perfect examples for classic, centrally imposed guidelines. However, imposing specific, 

quantified targets (e.g. reducing pesticides by xx% until the year xx) will rather stigmatise 

the farmers than encourage them to embark on an actual transition. Rather than imposing 

change, the transition needs to happen intrinsically, at everyone’s own pace - a logic that 

the national agro-ecology plan of Le Foll apparently followed. (IW 11, 18, 26) Currently, 

the CAP also does not feature several instruments pointing in the direction of AF, as is the 

case for nitrogen fixing crops. The CAP is thus far from providing an enabling framework 

to stimulate this gradual change rather than imposing targets. (IW 23)  

 

4.3. Administrative Processes of CAP Implementation: are Applicants 

Deterred? 

This sub-chapter complements the findings of the previous one with secondary NTU 

resulting from administrative obstacles. Generally, actors believe that the CAP “create(s) 

a very complicated administrative machinery in which we get lost a little and which is 

quite complicated to manage”135 (IW 6). Any EU dossiers, for example also the LEADER 

program, are perceived as administratively very complex to handle, a statement repeated 

by almost all interviewees. This is reinforced by the fact that “in France, we already have 

an administrative system that is quite complex. So everything that is subsidies is going to 

be quite complicated”136 (IW 3). Not only does the region’s administration play a decisive 

role in translating the CAP into its RDP but also do the DRIAAF and DDT, partly also the 

DRIEE, determine whether lastly aids will be paid to support AF projects or not. Therefore, 

it is especially crucial not to interpret administration as a black box. For example, the 

changing hierarchy between DRIAAF and regional council critically retarded the 

treatment of the dossiers that emerged during the first call for proposals in IDF.  

One can furthermore observe that while in the regular tenders for measure 4.4 all 

the entities involved in the process were able to develop a certain routine in handling the 

dossiers, this is not at all the case for measure 8.2. (IW 8) Especially in the beginning, the 

call for proposals was issued without adequate administrative competencies for properly 

                                                             
135 « créer une machinerie administrative très compliqué dans laquelle on se perd un peu et qui est assez 
compliqué à gérer » (IW 6). 
136 «En France déjà on a quand-même un système administratif qui est assez complexe de base. Donc sur 
tous qui va être subventions ça va être assez compliqué » (IW 3). 
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processing the applications. Also in the second call for proposals, territorial actors state 

that the administrative processing remained slow. The dossiers were handed in in August 

2019 and were still not completed in November 2020. Applicants only received the final 

validation end of December 2020. A long waiting period of one and a half years for project 

holders to know whether they will obtain financial assistance or not seems rather 

excessive. (IW 7, 8) The application processes was already obstructed, as there was very 

little time to complete the dossiers. Although AF projects are long-term oriented, the four 

months allocated to prepare the applications were not in accordance with the temporality 

of the AF projects. Moreover, the application period unluckily fell on the summer during 

which it was even harder to collect price estimates from suppliers. (IW 8) Despite the first 

tender, it was the first time that the chamber was involved in the process and also for the 

new staff in DRIAAF and regional council, the processes were novel. Anyhow, after the 

second call for proposals actors are notably more confident than they used to be. They are 

thus interested to see how the processing of the new dossiers arising in connection with 

the Plan de Relance will proceed.  

This leads us directly to the next determining factor, the user-friendliness of the 

application procedure. If a farmer is not applying for a specific call for proposals, the 

standard steps for receiving CAP aids, mainly of the first Pillar, passes by the yearly RPG 

submitted via the online tool TéléPAC, for which the DDTs can distribute a user guide. 

This guide however might not be sufficient as one farmer admitted that he ticks off the 

box ‘parcel under AF management’ every year without even knowing what consequence 

this might have on his level of payments. (IW 4) Furthermore, the application tool is not 

designed to accommodate trees in the digital registration process. As soon as too many 

rural trees re-entered in the parcel registration process, the tool yields error messages. 

The administrators helping farmers in their applications respond practically: “so I remove 

the trees”137 (IW 6). The complex yearly declaration procedure thus also determines the 

internal organisation of agencies charged with policy implementation. An officer in one of 

the DDTs of IDF mentions that she took over an AF dossier from a colleague and now 

encounters serious difficulties in continuing the work done thus far to finally complete 

the dossier. (IW 6)  

Another critical factor is the degree and quality of information that administration 

provides. This critically determines basic knowledge and information costs of the client. 

                                                             
137 „donc je retire l’arbre“ (IW 6). 
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Keeping in mind the only recent surge of interest for AF in the territories, it seems only 

logic that before, none of the administrative bodies made a clear effort to promote AF 

support schemes to the knowledge of the author. The increasing basic knowledge of 

farmers regarding the schemes is largely attributable to the communication efforts of 

AgrofÎle, the PNRs or the chamber of agriculture; although some of the national 

associations also qualify this advocacy work of the intermediary domain in IDF as 

hesitant. The DRIAAF and the region mainly offer information on their respective 

websites, especially also information associated to current calls for proposals. An example 

is the list with support structures that the DRIAAF published in the course of the 2019 AF 

call for proposals. However, I could not identify any specific communication strategy 

across administrative entities at the regional or territorial level. On the national level, the 

MAA provides a dedicated guide that describes the structure and eligibility conditions for 

Pillar I payments and those Pillar II payments that the Ministry included in the national 

strategy framework (especially the AECMs and organic agriculture measures). (MAA, 

2020a) This however does not explicitly target AF schemes either. 

Not only the user friendliness of the application process for regular CAP payments, 

but also for those under EAFRD is concerning. For example, an actor at the regional level 

admitted that these applications are still paper-based; an issue that can – depending on 

the applicant’s competency – either promote or hinder the application process. Moreover, 

the formalities and expected documents of these EAFRD applications are generally 

demanding. While the region can finance the chamber to support the applications, the 

region itself does not offer particular support. (IW 9) A factor that makes the 

administration of applications especially demanding is the obligation to deliver three cost 

estimates from suppliers to demonstrate that the requested financial assistance lies 

within a realistic range. For this, applicants need to obtain offers from different suppliers 

in the region, which then serve as a justification for the stated amount of aids. Territorial 

actors state that in IDF there are not many suppliers generally, but especially none that 

supply all services needed for an AF project. Applicants and support entities thus start 

searching for separate service providers, like plant suppliers, soil suppliers or plantation 

services. (IW 7) This makes it not only complicated to obtain just a single offer, but also 

hampers the relationship with the suppliers in the longer run. As these offers are only 

used to demonstrate the cheapest financing option for a certain item of the project, the 
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suppliers are merely asked to provide offers, yet without being selected as supplier in any 

case. (IW 8)  

This system furthermore impediments an adequate recognition of the value of the 

farmer’s own share of the work. Theoretically, the RDP specifies that the work a farmer 

carries out independently should be valued in the calculation method of the final aid. The 

cost estimates however distort the actual value of the farmer’s work. When comparing the 

labour input of a professional supplier to that of a farmer, the ratios are no longer correct. 

The farmer has lower economies of scale and has to invest higher efforts for the same 

work than the professional supplier does. The labour value of the farmer is therefore 

greatly underestimated. A territorial actor believes that this difficult system of financial 

arbitration is the outcome of the fact that ‘they’, the administration detached from the 

territories, think as accountants. ‘They’ would deliberately discredit the job of a farmer. 

“We tried to make them understand that this is a tradition. In other words, [the tradition 

that] the agricultural community is always looked down upon”138 (IW 7). At the regional 

level, actors admit that this approach is not necessarily ideal. Similar to adjusting the list 

of eligible tree species, however, adjustments would require complicated modifications 

of the RDP. Also alternative approaches as scales would require certification by the COM. 

(IW 9) The overall lack of user-friendliness for both Pillar I and II payments creates great 

frustration amongst those that assist farmers in preparing their applications. A regional 

technical counsellor for example complains that “(i)t's too complicated. Even we, as 

experts who work daily on these issues, have to call an institution or the ministry to find 

out how things are done. And this is not normal. We have other things to do”139 (IW 12).  

Online tools also play a significant role in determining the last factor of secondary 

NTU, namely the internal and external organisation of agencies charged with policy 

delivery. Internally, the organisation of day-to-day work seems to lack some decisive 

features, beginning with inadequate software. Apparently, the tool for the CAP 2015 

EAFRD funds was so complicated that stakeholders needed to invest considerable efforts 

to master it. (IW 9)  

                                                             
138 « on a donc essayé de leur faire comprendre vue que c’est, fin, une tradition. C’est-à-dire qu’on mette 
toujours de la déconsidération sur le milieu agricole. » (IW 7). 
139 « C’est trop compliqué. Même nous en tant que experts qui travaillent quotidiennement sur ses 
questions-là, il faut rappeler une institution où le ministère pour savoir comment ça se passe. Et c’est pas 
normale. On a d’autres choses à faire » (IW 12). 
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The other crucial factor is the time and resource constraints that actors across regional 

council, the chamber of agriculture and in the PNRs voiced. Currently, only few people are 

in charge of AF in each of these entities. Simultaneously, the concerned individuals need 

to tackle other areas related to ‘sustainable’ agriculture next to AF. In one of the PNRs for 

example, the concerned person works on AECMs, a PAT (Projet Agricole Territoriale) and 

the private AF fund Plantons. This leaves her with hardly any time to address all topics in 

depth, as she would like to do. Therefore, farmers are forwarded to other entities; most 

AF-related issues are for example forwarded to AgrofÎle. (IW 2) The same issue arises in 

the Chamber of agriculture where human and financial resources are attributed according 

to the chamber’s focus areas, namely those areas in which the terrain voices a demand. 

Thus far, AF never used to be such a topic so currently, the chamber finds itself confronted 

with rising demand and a lack of resources. (IW 6, 8) In the regional council, one actor 

states that there is not much staff in charge of the EAFRD funds, contrary to other regions. 

Projects that lie with other departments elsewhere also fall under the tasks of the regional 

council in IDF, such as for example Natura 2000 or LEADER. (IW 9) Concerning the 

DRIAAF, affiliated staff interviewed for this study did not voice any issues. However, other 

actors suspect that similar time and resource constraints arise in DRIAAF, explaining also 

the fact that the dossiers were treated rather sluggishly in the last call for proposals at 

this level. (IW 8, 9) An interviewee summarises the issue as follows: "I think that we give 

the management of these things to the regions which are not properly useful for this, 

because they do not do only AF either, but must implement many things. (...) They do not 

have the tools and the people, and moreover they tell you: We are fed up with seeing the 

arrival of measures for which we are not given the means of implementation”140 (IW 17).  

As regards external organisation, the previously weak coordination between DRIAAF 

and the regional council is noteworthy. Already the attribution of roles is not exactly 

intuitive or precise (see hierarchical vs. programmatic supervision of the DDT from 

DRIAAF and region or the management of second Pillar schemes laid out under the 

national framework strategy). Despite the fact that those responsible for AF in the 

administrations seem to collaborate rather well recently, the institutions are far from 

following a common outreach strategy. At the territorial level also, farmers currently do 

                                                             
140 « Je pense qu’on donne la gestion de ses choses-là aux régions qui ne sont pas correctement utile pour 
faire ça, parce qu’ils ne font pas que de l’AF non plus, mais doivent mettre en œuvre plein de choses (…) 
Elles n’ont pas les outils et les personnes, et d’ailleurs ils vous le disent : Nous on a marre de voir arriver 
des mesures dont on ne nous donne pas les moyens de la mise en œuvre » (IW 17). 
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not have a one-stop-shop they can turn to if they would like to find support for their AF 

project or the maintenance of their existing rural trees. While technical assistance and 

support for CAP applications stems mostly from actors outside the state administrations, 

the DDT will exchange with the farmers directly to bring their application as well as the 

required documents in order. This fragmented support is one of the issues the Plan de 

Relance intends to improve. 

 

4.4. Results 

This chapter inquired how and why the territories of IDF react to the support 

schemes of the CAP. In the first sub-chapter, I pointed out the paradox between available 

measures and increasing projects. Namely, the actual applications to calls for tenders 

under measure 8.2 and 4.4 remains weak, while the interest in AF as an EFA feature or in 

LINEA hedge support schemes in AECMs is even smaller. Ultimately, the funds that were 

initially allocated to support rural trees are not fully consumed. (IW 16, 17) I highlighted 

that especially in the DRIAAF; this outcome was interpreted as disinterest in AF after the 

first call for proposals in 2015/16. (IW 13) Generally speaking, “the farmers were waiting 

for the CAP and the CAP was waiting for projects in AF, so it's a bit of a dialogue between 

the deaf”141 (IW 19). The hypothesis that territorial actors are not interested in the CAP 

can therefore be confirmed.  

Still, the quantity and quality of AF projects have been rising in recent times across 

all types of farmers in IDF. Paradoxically, the majority of these projects do not build on 

CAP support. With the surge of interest in AF across the territories, various types of 

farmers need financial support for their AF projects, while project holders show little 

interest in the funds that the CAP provides. It appears that lastly, “it’s an 

oversimplification to say that farmers are not interested. I don’t think that that story is 

right” (IW 23). 

The second sub-chapter served as a first attempt to explain the paradox that funds 

are available and needed, but not demanded by policy design features. While the differing 

AF definitions alone can substantially affect the application decision (cf. annex 13), the 

RDP and CAP are not designed for the inclusion of rural trees. The degree of targeting 

(complicated by eligibility criteria like tree species and density) as well as the type and 

                                                             
141 « « Donc les agriculteurs attendaient la PAC et la PAC attendait les projets en AF, donc c’est un peu un 
dialogue de sourds » (IW 19). 
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structure of the benefits (fixed fund levels, high aid levels, stigmatising with unrealistic 

targets) determine the low levels of TU. Lastly,  

“the political measures are still restrictive and they don't allow development. In the sense that a 
farmer who wants to do things adapted to his context, he will not be able to work like that. (...) This 
is extremely disturbing because there is a great need (…) for farmers who want to put trees back 
on their farm and eventually do something else around them.”142 (IW 17). 

 
The third sub-chapter explained the administrative factors leading to NTU. I show 

that administrative entities not only encountered obstacles when familiarising with the 

CAP AF procedures theoretically. They also perceived the online tools and software as 

hindering. These difficulties are perpetuated by a constant lack of staff in charge of AF in 

both intermediary and government domain. Applicants face a complex administrative 

jungle, which requires clear understanding of the procedure so that lastly the right 

documentation, cost estimates and online procedures can be mastered. The lack of user-

friendliness of the application process is furthermore not counterbalanced with adequate 

information provision. I conclude that while IDF is one of the few regions that considers 

AF in its RDP, is certainly also belongs to those regions where the administrative hurdles 

are extreme. 

  

                                                             
142 « les mesures politiques sont pour l’instant toujours restrictives et ils permettent pas le 
développement. Au sens, un agriculteur qui veut faire des choses adaptées à son contexte, il va pas 
pouvoir travailler comme ça. (...) « C’est extrêmement perturbant parce que par ailleurs il y a un gros 
besoin (…) pour des agriculteurs qui veulent remettre des arbres dans leur ferme et éventuellement faire 
autre chose autour. » (IW 17). 
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5. Territorialisation and Polycentric Governance of Agroforestry 
Development in Île-de-France   

“If these funds were really entrusted to people on the ground who could really know what they were 
funding, it would be easier (…). (P)erhaps relocating the funding on certain scales could be more 

worthwhile”143 (IW 2).  
 
 

Following the logic of this quote, the chapter will explore territorialisation of AF 

development in IDF to account for the fact that the NTU of CAP schemes is only the tip of 

the iceberg. Many more factors surpassing the issues related to the CAP determine AF 

development in IDF that one needs to analyse. “(T)here’s something more profound [than 

complex dossiers],(…) it’s of political and of psychological order”144 (IW 6).  

The point of departure to this study was my assumption that the national and 

supranational government domains recognised AF as a political problem. “The framework 

needs to be there and the topic needs to be present, but to a certain extent it is” (IW 23). 

Despite the growing interest of the territories in IDF, it was shown that due to 

administrative obstacles and flaws in policy design, the interest in CAP remains cautious. 

Yet, it was so far not possible to explain why the existing AF structures in IDF emerged 

and succeeded against all odds. So, what are the alternative governance dynamics that 

support territorial AF development in IDF and how do they relate to public policies?  

As previous chapters mainly concentrated on “vertically (…) digging down into the 

importance of lower-level institutional variables” (E. Ostrom & Cox, 2010, p. 454), I will 

finally uncover horizontal dynamics at the territorial level that influence AF development 

in IDF. Shifting perspective again, this chapter inquires which bottom-up processes and 

regional policy dynamics occur in IDF. This ‘digging up’ leads us away from what E. 

Ostrom (2007) calls the macro-level of analysis, looking at the constitutional level that 

creates a frame for day-to-day decisions at the operational level. I instead turn towards 

the micro level, where the focus lies on decentralised decisions under collective-choice 

and constitutional-choice rules. (E. Ostrom, 2007) I will therefore examine the hypotheses 

stating that territorial mobilisation organised in polycentric governance arrangements is 

decisive for developing AF, not the CAP’s current policy instruments.  

                                                             
143 « Franchement, mon avis personnel sur la question c’est vraiment si ses financements étaient vraiment 
confiés à des gens du terrain qui pourraient vraiment savoir ce qu’ils finançaient, avoir plus de facilité 
mais peut-être relocaliser les financements à certaines échelles (…). (D)ès fois ça vaudrait peut-être plus le 
coup » (IW 2). 
144 « il y a quelque chose de plus profond [que les dossiers complexes], (…) ça va être de l’ordre politique 
et de l’ordre aussi psychologique » (IW 6). 
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To contextualise these decentral dynamics at the territorial level, the first part of 

this chapter is devoted to explaining regional policy dynamics and the resulting political 

detachment of the territories. I propose that actors not only perceive the CAP as unsuited 

to their needs, but also do not see options within the current institutions to (re)shape 

public policies according to their objectives. This overall creates the feeling of political 

detachment, as the actors cannot identify with neither the policy instruments in place nor 

the institutional channels at their disposal to adjust the former.  

With this psychological reasoning of the territories’ political detachment in mind, 

the second sub-chapter then continues by describing those issues that emerged from the 

interview material as essential requirements for successfully promoting AF. They 

partially link to factors I previously identified as determinants in relation to the CAP (e.g. 

maintenance support, partial funding for technical assistance,…). This illustration will 

allow for exposing crucial elements for project holders in a more comprehensive manner. 

I here identify the agroforesters’ requests that surpass the factors addressed in the CAP 

measures. Only by understanding the full spectrum of levers and obstacles to 

agroforesters can I continue with the compelling analysis of polycentric, territorial 

governance.  

The third sub-chapter then completes the MLG framework with its governance 

part by illustrating the state vs. society domain. It does so by illustrating how the 

government domain shares power with various civil society formations, both in the 

intermediary and social/economic domains. I will examine in how far this blurs the 

distinction between the State and private actors. For this, I employ the theoretical 

concepts of E. Ostrom’s polycentric governance. Does the increasing involvement of local 

actors in the policy process lastly promote the dissolving of boundaries between public, 

type I governance structures and the private, type II governance structures? And in how 

far do these structures interact or overlap? I will thus attribute the territorial 

determinants of AF development to the characteristics and forms of type II governance 

arrangements (e.g. clubs, agencies, polity forming Skelcher, 2005, describes), for lastly 

identifying their relation to type I governance structures. The twofold structures may act 

in parallel, complementary, incorporated or oppositional.  

 I wrap up this chapter with a final section dedicated to the territorial dynamics in 

the agro-food sector that help to encourage AF across IDF. Apart from polycentric 

governance arrangements that answer a specific need, global adjustments, e.g. tendencies 
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to re-localise food value chains or to increase sustainability in the agro-food system, have 

indirect repercussions. Therefore, the correlation between these indirect influences and 

AF development will be displayed. This chapter thereby contextualises the AF domain in 

the regional agro-food system.  

 

5.1. Of Political Inertia: Policy Discoordination and Political Detachment  

This first sub-chapter illustrates bottom-up policy dynamics by examining which types of 

policy level exchange currently exist between the different domains and levels, thus 

illustrating whether a sort of ‘trickle up’ is possible. Do agroforesters believe their 

interests are represented in higher government domains and are they even interested in 

integrating political debates? 

IDF is a region with a strong and independent regional character that it defends at 

the political level, characteristics that elsewhere promote AF development strongly (e.g. 

regions that perceive rural trees as a traditional characteristic like Bretagne). Yet, this 

strong character rather hinders than supports AF development in IDF. As the current head 

of the regional council holds clear ambitions also on the national political level, regional 

decisions rather oppose the political line of the central government. Consequently, as AF 

was a priority of the MAA under Stéphane Le Foll, the regional council in IDF did not show 

much interest in AF development during previous years and is only recently considering 

rural trees as it does for example in its Biodiversity Strategy. This lack of political vision, 

in turn, explains the high workload and broad mandates of the few employees responsible 

for the AF issue. Financial resources and posts are allocated according to the topics central 

to current political priorities. (IW 9) Apart from a few pioneer regions, IDF is not alone 

with this standpoint on AF. As an interviewer who spent several years advising regions 

on organic agriculture describes, "(t) he regions are (…) quite conservative, and I don't 

think that's good news for AF”145 (IW 24). 

Recalling the historically marginal role of AF in IDF and the rather new interest for 

this land management practice, it seems only intuitive that the region until recently did 

not make AF its priority. Here one again needs to take note of the programmatic alignment 

of the regional council and the chamber of agriculture, dominated by the conservative 

farmer organisation FNSEA. Under this political colour, the chamber is clearly not 

                                                             
145 « Les régions sont (..) assez conservatrices, et je pense pas que ça soit une bonne nouvelle pour l’AF » 
(IW 24). 
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supporting a transition to AE at present. The chamber is known to be slow in adopting 

national strategies that may be more progressive from an environmental viewpoint than 

the proposals of major grain farmers' lobbies, which they advocate for at the EU and 

national level. (IW 6, 10) After all, "(i)t is the elected farmers who manage the business. 

So in order to launch a new theme, we need a real demand from the field”146 (IW 8). Here 

as well, the allocation of resources and posts follows the main political priorities of the 

electorate and of those farmers that are best represented in the chamber: conventional or 

conservative farmers. (IW 3, 8) 

This political inertia in both region and chamber stands in stark contrast to the 

ambitious vision one observes of the professional and emerging agroforesters of the 

intermediary domain. These actor’s ideas, representing their adherent farmers, are hardly 

reflected in the regional council’s and chambers political visions. Especially the lack of 

representation in the chamber of agriculture is concerning, as the assistance allocated to 

agroforesters is weak and their practices are poorly known. (IW 11) While the AF topic is 

recently finding stronger recognition in both institutions, the interests seem to 

increasingly align with the vision of the ‘productivist agroforesters’ as translated in the 

CAP; a vision imagined by agronomists and even supported by copa cogeca. One thus 

encounters a pronounced political inertia in the regional government domain to advance 

in its reflection on an AE transition that does not give a platform to neither the AF of 

(supra)national political discourses nor the ambitious AF of non-governmental, territorial 

entities.  

To combat this political inertia, some territorial actors recognise the need to 

integrate and adjust representation in the chamber. For example, one farmer pointed out 

that him and some neighbours intended to form a local branch of the politically left farmer 

union Confédération Paysanne in order to be elected to the chamber of IDF. (IW 4) This 

interest in regional politics is especially noteworthy when considering the fact that the 

same interviewee expressed a clear disinterest for the CAP measures, assuming that here, 

AF is merely “a word that became part of their vocabulary and now what they will do with 

it I don’t know” 147(IW 4). Apparently, territorial actors believe that this bottom-up 

dynamic, passing by the chamber of agriculture, can counteract the current lack of 

                                                             
146 “c’est les élus agriculteurs qui gèrent un peu la boutique. Donc pour se lancer sur une nouvelle 
thématique on a besoin qu’il y a vraiment une demande du terrain » (IW 8). 
147 « un mot qui c’est intégré dans leur vocabulaire après maintenant qu’est-ce qu’ils font de ce mot je sais 
pas » (IW 4). 
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political representation of the professional and emerging agroforesters in IDF. (IW 4, 6) 

This path seems especially promising, as also the actors of the intermediary domain that 

are currently most engaged in representing AF at the political levels are likely to 

encounter difficulties to communicate these due to the fact that the political, technocratic 

language differs clearly from the technical AF jargon. (IW 4)  

Other bottom-up policy level exchanges are ostensibly more challenging. While the 

PNRs for example do dispose of the Fédération Nationale des Parcs Naturels Régionaux, 

representatives of the PNRs in IDF seem rather sceptic about the actual efficacy of the 

body’s influence. Even though the Fédération can advocate for the parks’ interests in the 

MAA and at the national level more generally, actors assume that it is yet just another 

entity around the negotiating table. Its actual political weight is unclear to the local parks. 

(IW 2) A representative from the chamber of agriculture on the other hand perceives the 

bottom-up channel from the territories through the chamber to APCA as rather successful 

in terms of AF development. The Réunir-AF grouping was created to serve precisely the 

purpose of raising awareness for the needs of the field level and to have an impact on the 

scale of public policies, institutions and the wider public. In the case of the future CAP for 

example, Réunir-AF provided a platform to fusion the demands for AF from the field level. 

(IW 8) 

Compared to the channels for policy level exchanges from the territories to 

national political debates or the chamber of agriculture at the regional level, the 

articulation of the territories’ interests through bodies of the government domain is more 

rigid. In discrepancy to the DDT’s mandate to voice farmer’s needs at the regional level, 

the function in practice consists of alerting higher political entities of potential farmer 

protests. (IW 6) Unsurprisingly, local actors tend to believe that "(t)he people who 

examine the files at the DDT and DRIAAF know nothing [about technical advice]”148 (IW 

4). At the same time, the interviewee admits, “(i)t's a bit natural, they have big words and 

big discourses that they have to stick to. Afterwards, it's up to us to put together a file that 

is technically, financially and administratively feasible”149 (IW 4). A representative from 

AFAF supports this hypothesis, stating that apart from a lack of knowledge, the 

                                                             
148 « Les personnes qui instruisent les dossiers à la DDT et la DRIAAF ils connaissent rien [au niveau du 
conseil technique] » (IW 4). 
149 « C’est un peu normal, eux ils ont des grands mots et des grands discours sur lesquelles ils doivent 
coller. Après c’est à nous de monter un dossier qui est techniquement soit tenable et administrativement 
soit finançable » (IW 4). 
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government domain more generally sticks to its discourses. Even if the national 

associations propose clear frameworks that could easily be applied, they are usually not 

adopted. Officials would state that they are ‘obliged to do it differently’. (IW 17) This also 

aligns with the fact that the territories often feel pressured by overly ambitious political 

goals (cf. sub-chapter 4.3). Since quantified targets like reducing pesticides by a certain 

percentage until 2030, are set by decision-makers out of touch with the agricultural 

reality, such targets are often not feasible in practice. (IW 11) This furthermore fuels 

resentment and a feeling of political detachment.  

Administrators of the CAP often share this feeling of detachment with the 

territories, far from the levels where policymaking actually takes place. An interviewee 

responsible of administrating a LEADER fund in one of the PNRs for example testifies how 

difficult it is to serve as an interface between the farmers and the political framework of 

the CAP, which the administrators themselves have no influence over. 

« Et nous on leur dit bah oui, c’est pas nous qui choisissons, c’est l’Europe ! Alors on essaie de faire 
remonter tout ça. Parfois c’est pas évident d’être le premier visage quand il s’agit des politiques 
européennes. »150 (IW 2). 

 

The administrators of the regional government domain theoretically stand in 

closer exchange with higher political levels. Especially the regional council automatically 

interacts with the COM, more precisely with DG Agri, when formulating or changing the 

RDP. Still, these interactions are very rule-bound and follow the guidelines of the COM 

closely. This channel of policy level exchange is thus not the appropriate way to voice the 

administrators’ interests regarding the CAP. Political decisions are generally negotiated 

on a higher level, as an actor in the DRIAAF asserts, while afterwards it is up to the 

regional administrators to implement these decisions. Also in public policy decision-

making outside the CAP at the national level, the lower administration has little room to 

voice ideas. In the case of the Plan de Relance for example, an interview partner in the 

MAA states that "(h)onestly, it is not very clear to me how the Plan de Relance was 

constructed. I don't know who made what decision at what time. The consultations did 

not descend too low"151 (IW 14).  

                                                             
150 “And we tell them, well yes, it's not us who choose, it's Europe! So we try to convey all this. Sometimes 
it's not easy to be the front face when it comes to European policies.” (IW 2). 
151 « Honnêtement, ce n’est pas très claire pour moi de quelle manière le Plan Relance a été construit. Je ne 
sais pas qui a pris quelle décision à quel moment. Les consultations ne sont pas descendues trop bas. » (IW 
14). 
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One overall observes that there needs to be a strong, regional political incentive to 

employ the CAP’s AF funds. Without leadership of the chamber, it is unlikely that regional 

policies will adapt such a strong political vision. A shift in the mind-set of the agricultural 

sector in IDF needs strong encouragement from the chamber. Territorial actors consider 

most other channels that would allow to voice bottom-up interests to be relatively 

uninteresting. In this regard, a representative of DRIAAF expresses his doubts about the 

general capacity that public policies have in order to introduce this new logic of 

production to the farmers and to empower them to carry out and appropriate the 

subsequent changes on their farmland. Integrating sociological reflections, as the 

interviewee puts it, in public policies is challenging generally. (IW 11) I thus conclude that 

currently, both CAP administrators and, most importantly, emerging and professional 

agroforesters feel detached from the regional and supranational political level. Still, “the 

national level is a very relevant one. There is a French national strategy for AF, it doesn’t 

get much better than that you know” (IW 23). If political inertia at the regional level and 

a weak enabling frame of the CAP hardly stimulate AF development in IDF, is it lastly the 

national political vision that stimulates? Alternatively, is it actually private, decentralised 

institutions that lastly help AF emerge in IDF? In the following I will address these 

questions by illustrating which territorial dynamics have encouraged current AF projects 

best in IDF.  

 

5.2. The Territories’ Needs: Ignored by the CAP? 

The CAP frame addresses mainly the costs of the planting phase and partially offers 

maintenance support for existing hedges. Combined with the political inertia at the 

regional level, this setup has proven to be hardly stimulating for encouraging an AE 

transition with AF. While those already convinced of their AF project might welcome the 

financial support of the CAP (although even their interest in it is little), those farmers that 

are not at all interested or still hesitant will need several other support elements to be 

convinced. This sub-chapter thus gives a comprehensive overview of additional levers 

and obstacles to (potential) project holders. What lastly matters for a large-scale 

development of AF across IDF is that those who currently cannot be classified as any type 

of my ‘agroforesters’ are convinced of the general concept.  

The mental barrier of these farmers mainly stems from the fact that their current 

land management practices are far from those required for successfully implementing an 
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AF system. The more substantial the systemic shift needs to be for becoming an 

agroforester, the larger the barrier is to actually do so. While the setup of all AF projects 

is unique, the barriers are often common. First, investing in trees is a middle or long-term 

project. The short-term oriented production systems of conventional farmers collide with 

this logic, just as the comparatively time-intensive maintenance of rural trees. (IW 8, 9) 

Dedicating surfaces to rural trees is often seen as a loss of productive land. (IW 8, 23) This 

is an especially crucial factor for those farmers that do not own the land that they manage. 

Why invest in rural trees for deriving long-term benefits if the farmer cannot enjoy these 

lastly? The landowners also need to agree with changing the management system of the 

farm. Considering the perceived de-valuation of land with rural trees and considering the 

continuously rising land prices in the Paris metropole region, landowners probably veto 

their tenants’ interest in AF projects rationing in a short-term mentality. By providing 

subsidies, the CAP theoretically offers a remedy to this barrier. However, many 

interviewees state that what farmers really need are financing options that are easy to 

obtain. While most agroforesters are comparatively indifferent to the origins of financial 

resources (IW 4, 16), the accessibility of these resources is crucial. The more 

administrative hurdles a subsidy is associated with, the less interesting it becomes for a 

project holder. Requirements and conditions to obtain subsidies just as the administrative 

processes need to be flexible enough to accommodate the diversity of projects designed 

at the field level. If this is the case, actors do esteem public financial support as especially 

interesting for AF, as these projects do not only benefit the farm level, but society as a 

whole. (IW 2, 8)  

The second major factor that creates a mental barrier is the necessity to apply 

unfamiliar techniques and machinery that are often also more expensive (e.g. 

maintenance of hedges by hand). (IW 11) This preference for familiar production 

methods stems firstly from technical, agronomic issues. Not only does the soil need to be 

worked differently for AF, but also do farmers need to turn to new suppliers like tree 

nurseries. Especially the older generations are not necessarily ready to embark on such a 

journey. One example for this was a project that had been accompanied by the chamber. 

In this specific case, a young farmer abandoned his project just before applying for CAP 

subsidies as his father was not at all in favour of the changes. (IW 8) This already points 

to the second determinant that creates a preference for familiar production methods, 

namely social recognition. With the prevalent individualism of farmers, scepticism for the 
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potential neighbour’s new AF project and the shunning of those who experiment with 

such new practices will seriously hamper the emergence of new projects. Apparently, 

what matters most in the end is not financial remuneration. Instead, "What comes first for 

farmers (…) is the societal recognition of the efforts that these farmers make"152 (IW 17). 

With a lack of sharing best practices in farmer organisations like the CUMAs or GIEEs, 

hesitant farmers will lack stimulation and evidence of the advantages associated with AF. 

The weak political vision and discourse of both the region and the CAP can hardly address 

these socio-psychological factors. What is deemed necessary is positive encouragement 

and demonstration of different motivations to plant at the field level. This especially 

passes by direct exchange between farmers for spreading the word about positive 

examples of successful projects.  

Apart from this direct exchange between farmers to share best practices, farmers 

lack scientific proof to demonstrate the advantages of the comparatively new land 

management systems that include rural trees. Although especially agronomic research on 

AF is advancing, also thanks to transnational, rather informal exchange between 

researchers at the EU level (IW 19), it remains in its infancy thirty years after science 

found interest in this field. (IW 12) Many more references are to be collected on the 

multiple potential types of interactions between rural trees and other agricultural 

productions. Also due to this lack of research, farmers find it difficult to assess what 

advantages and disadvantages the setup of a certain project may have, not only from an 

agronomic and economic, but especially also an environmental point of view. (IW 4) 

However, it is impossible to wait for sufficient scientific proof given the current state of 

the planet. Actors believe that it is necessary to already advance the best possible with 

those farmers that are interested in generating scientific proof themselves. (IW 19) In 

some cases, research and development institutions like Agroof already collaborate with 

farmers that are open to experimentation on such issues. (IW 12)  

This is also the reason why preliminary assessments tailored to the unique 

environmental pre-conditions of the land at question are crucial. Only if a farmer has a 

realistic picture of what the inclusion of trees will imply in the current circumstances is it 

possible to tend to mental barriers. Being realistic here is the key to success. It is 

insufficient to suggest to an experienced farmer that any kind of tree planting will directly 

                                                             
152 « ce qui vient d’abord chez les agriculteurs (…) c’est la reconnaissance sociétale des efforts que font ses 
agriculteurs » (IW 17). 
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yield a whole range of benefits. Instead, good technical advice must explain that planting 

alone is not a panacea, but rather demonstrate that AF is an agronomic science in itself 

that one needs to master for successfully running a project. Comparison of the actual 

advantages and disadvantages unique to each project is crucial, just as much as is 

eventually admitting that other agro-ecological solutions might suit the farming system 

at question better than AF does. (IW 12, 15) Only in this way can a farmer's actual 

requirements for advice be satisfied in a respectful manner. As an advisor at the national 

level explains, "we respect farmers by being highly trained and knowing our business. 

That's what it's all about."153 (IW 15). With a substantial preliminary study, farmers can 

better predict the consequences of their project and are more willing to finance a larger 

part of the project themselves. (IW 12)  

The necessity of adequate technical support is a strong reoccurring theme across 

the interview material. While it does not only help in overcoming mental barriers and 

during the first project planning phase, it importantly determines the success of the 

project in the longer run. For achieving long-term sustainability, technical assistance in 

the planning phase needs to be complemented with adequate support in maintenance 

throughout the years after project planning and plantation. An AF system is an especially 

delicate type of land management as the 10 conditions for sustainably managing an AF 

project, derived by Arbre et Paysage 32, illustrate. According to them, if only one of these 

conditions remains unfulfilled, the entire project is likely to collapse. (IW 15) For example, 

plant physiognomy determines that a tree planted out of its ecological context on an open 

field will have more difficulty growing than a tree embedded in its ecosystem. Technical 

expertise is thus crucial, as one “can talk about raising a tree. It's just as complicated as 

raising an animal”154 (IW 16). National associations suggest that on average, every 

department should dispose of 10 technical counsellors on average. As of this calculation, 

France currently misses 200 – 300 such counsellors. (IW 15, 17)  

With technical support being one of the decisive factors, it is particularly sobering 

to note that in the wake of the latest tender for measure 8.2 in 2019, the DRIAAF could 

only identify seven consultants in the entire region IDF. (DRIAAF, 2019b) An interviewee 

states that IDF is “not a region where there’s a lack of demand. There is a lack of service 

                                                             
153 « On respecte les agriculteurs en étant hyper formé et en connaissant notre métier. C’est ça le sujet. » 
(IW 15). 
154 « on peut parler d'élever un arbre. C'est aussi compliqué qu'élever un animal » (IW 16). 
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provision”155 (IW 17). This lack of well-educated AF counsellors generally makes the 

training of new counsellors one of the priorities of national structures. Not only AFAF, but 

also Agroof are increasingly invested in such trainings. In order to multiply the few 

knowledgeable individuals currently available for such complicated tasks, a special short-

term course of around three months is for example proposed by Agroof in conjuncture 

with an agricultural high school. (IW 12, 17) Currently, 90% of the people working in AF 

consulting are self-trained and auto-declared counsellors. Selling one’s services even 

without a diploma is possible considering the sufficient demand on the field level. (IW 17) 

What matters in the end is that the technical competence exists, not which structure 

competent people are attached to – be it the chamber, an association or Collectivités 

Territoriales. (IW 17) 

To summarise this point,  

"(a)fter a certain point, there are territories where what is missing is not new structures, but new 
people and new skills. To create structures (...) is to create structural costs, so you lose money. (...) 
On the other hand, there is a need to bring in competence, to find people, to train them, to 
accompany them, so that they can actually do the work."156 (IW 17). 

From a technical viewpoint, direct information exchange between farmers, scientific 

proof, technical assistance and financial support are a solid basis for AF development. 

However, only if the availability of these resources is well known can a potential project 

developer choose the most appropriate options. Therefore, facilitators at the field level 

play a decisive role. Especially considering the fact that IDF still has a comparatively long 

way to go, “the facilitators really need to develop their argumentation and be outstanding 

salespeople”157 (IW 11). Regardless of which entities these facilitators are attached to, 

they need to convince people to plant and for this task they need to be fully convinced and 

informed themselves. The outcome of the Plan de Relance will be an endurance tests for 

the support structures in IDF. Those structures that will answer to the tender of DRIAAF 

and the region will have to prove their maturity and capacity to motivate and convince 

the territories to plant rural trees. Perhaps the new challenge will be easily met; the 

previous work of the animators can now bear fruit. On the other hand, the territorial level 

                                                             
155 « « c’est pas une région où il y a un manque de demande. Il y a un manque d’offre de services » (IW 17). 
156 « Au bout d’un moment, il y a des territoires ou ce qu’il manque encore une fois c’est pas des nouvelles 
structures, c’est des nouvelles personnes et des nouvelles compétences. Créer des structures (…) c’est 
créer des charges de structures, donc vous perdez de l’argent. (…) Par contre il y a besoin d’aller mettre de 
la compétence, de trouver des personnes, les former de les accompagner, pour qu’ils puissent faire le 
travail en fait » (IW 17). 
157 « il faut vraiment que les animateurs développent leur argumentaire et qu’ils soient des très bonnes 
commerciaux » (IW 11). 
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might not show much interest in the measures. Accordingly, the animating structures 

would have to review their work and promote the AF concept strongly. (IW 11) More 

generally speaking, a strong facilitation at the field level and an increasing number of 

projects produces repercussions also at the political level, thus helping to overcome 

political inertia. An actor from the national AF associations is convinced that “(i)t has to 

come from the field, and when the proposal from the field is strong, the State, Brussels 

and the authorities will fall in line. But to get the field to respond, we need to do a lot of 

facilitation work."158 (IW 15). 

 

5.3. Approaching Agroforestry with Polycentric Governance Arrangements 

This third sub-chapter outlines to what extent polycentric governance arrangements can 

fill the gaps and obstacles I identified in the previous sub-chapter that the CAP currently 

fails to address. I will show to what extent structures from the intermediary domain as 

well as from the socio- economic domain get involved in AF governance. For this purpose, 

I will compare their characteristics against the ideal-type forms of type II governance 

entities (clubs, agencies, and polity forming). This provides the point of departure for 

examining the type of interaction of type I and II governance structures in the overall 

polycentric setup. Do the structures occur in parallel or rather in a complementary, 

incorporated or oppositional way?  

Associations as well as private actors offer multiple options to counteract the first 

mental barrier based on an economic rational by providing easily accessible, adequate 

finance. Farmers in IDF can obtain support from one of the large planting funds 

administered by Afac or AFAF, which are composed of means acquired from private 

investors. The funds of private entities like PUR Projet function with a similar logic of 

pooling private means to support the planting phase of AF projects and is likewise taken 

up by farmers in IDF. The financial support offered by the PNRs is slightly different in that 

it pools envelopes not from private investors, but from the public side. Its own public 

means are for example complemented by LEADER budgets. (IW 1) All alternative 

financing options however have a decisive feature in common: they are easily accessible 

and do not require complex administrative application procedures. Thus, the actual 

                                                             
158 « il faut que ça vient du terrain, et quand la proposition du terrain est forte, l’Etat Bruxelles et les 
instances on va dire s’aligneront. Mais pour que le terrain bouge il faut faire un travail d’animation fort » 
(IW 15). 
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payments are allocated more timely than in the case of public funds, a fact that 

significantly facilitates project planning and implementation. While PUR Project does not 

fully cover technical assistance before and after the planting phase, the large funds of Afac 

and AFAF precisely set themselves the goal to accompany the entire lifecycle of a project. 

This setup of alternative financing options can be classified as a self-generated offer to 

deliver benefits for specific members or clients, characteristics of the type II ‘club’ entities 

that Skelcher (2005) identifies. The clubs answer the common need for easily available 

financial support as opposed to the public offer and thus act in parallel with type I 

governance structures. They are largely independent and offer alternatives to traditional 

public policy options.  

Non-governmental entities also play an important role in breaking down mental 

barriers related to behavioural reasons. As they suggest that “AF is all the practices that 

consist of putting trees back in association with crops and livestock and then in its forms, 

AF can be hedges, it can be alignments, it can be on the edge of plots or it can be between 

parcels. So we don't try to distinguish specifically"159 (IW 16), all type of AF can be 

accommodated in this definition as opposed to the CAP’s AF panacea. The non-

governmental entities thus follow the objective to modify the discourse around rural trees 

generally in order to target all possible groups, regardless their current practices. This is 

moreover reflected in the wording they employ. Hardly mentioning ‘AF’, technicians 

rather refer to ‘rural trees’, ‘hedges’ or ‘woody vegetation’. Remembering the findings of 

sub-chapter 4.2, this helps to overcome the issues some farmers might have with 

supposedly new land management techniques but instead offers a familiar entry point to 

AF, like the protection of native fauna and flora. (IW 11) Opposed to the language of the 

CAP, which even aggravates this barrier, the Mesure Haies adopted this alternative 

rationale. Possibly, this will find better resonance at the field level than the agronomic 

vision of the CAP. (IW 11, 16) One thus observes another type II governance structure at 

a more abstract level. Holding again club features, the inclusive proposals for rural trees 

of the associations form a type II governance structure that even opposes the suggestions 

put forward by the type I arrangements of the CAP. It challenges the basic assumptions 

and definitions that the supranational frame suggests and offers an alternative 

                                                             
159 « L’AF c’est toutes les pratiques qui consistent en remettre l’arbre en association avec des cultures et 
l’élevage et après dans ses formes, l’AF ça peut être de la haie, ça peut être des alignements, ça peut être en 
borde des parcelles ou ça peut être intraparcellaire. Donc on cherche pas à distinguer spécialement.» (IW 
16). 
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interpretation of AF. Compared to the type I governance arrangement of the Mesure Haies 

on the contrary, it seems that the non-governmental type II structure is rather 

incorporated in the type I structure. While Skelcher (2005) proposes that this case occurs 

when the type II structure is a formal extension of the government it seems that here, 

rather the opposite is the case. The basic setup of the type I governance structure formally 

translates the proposals and visions of the type II entities’ discourse to support rural trees.  

When it comes to the mental barriers resulting from a lack of social recognition by 

peers, the non-governmental domain in IDF struggles to offer a remedy. As AgrofÎle is 

connoted with an alternative touch due to its activities in sustainable agriculture more 

generally, the entity’s concepts do not appeal to most conventional farmers. The clientele 

of AgrofÎle is currently niche and cannot include the wider farming community. This 

stands in clear contrast to the englobing character of the chamber, which by definition 

represents the interests of all farmers. Those that address AF related questions to the 

chamber are usually a different type of farmers than AgrofÎle’s clientele. (IW 8, 15) Also 

the PNRs hold contact to a more diverse group of farmers than AgrofÎle, closely connected 

with the residents in the park’s territory. With this interaction, a more trustful 

relationship can develop between counselling entity and project holder. If professional 

exchange is already established on other topics, proposing AF as an additional option does 

not fall out of context. (IW 1, 2, 3) Yet, considering the fact that both the chamber and the 

PNRs regularly refer farmers to AgrofÎle, this lack of social recognition in the association 

can seem very concerning. Will farmers associate with an entity that is perceived by their 

peers as a group of ‘hippies’? On the other hand, referring more conventional farmers to 

the association can potentially help to overcome the cleavage. If these farmers are 

satisfied with the organisation, they could disperse positive feedback among other 

conventional farmers, thereby reducing the hurdle of others to consult AgrofÎle. As 

currently however, this is not the case, I need to conclude that neither the CAP nor the 

local governance arrangements have succeeded in addressing the mental barrier related 

to social recognition yet. The CAP’s unambitious vision of AF can represent the lowest 

common denominator between the two camps, offering an AF option that does not require 

systemic change to those that otherwise remain disinterested in planting trees. Still, the 

other camp of professional agroforesters does not find its platform under this frame. This 

lastly impediments a reconciliation between the professional and emerging agroforesters 

with the disinterested farmers. The current governance structures thus act in parallel, 
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both failing to address the constraint. Still, a promising polycentric governance dynamic 

is likely to emerge here as well, as the non-governmental entities are best positioned to 

establish a close, trustful relationship across all types of farmers. This can subsequently 

serve as a basis to communicate AF neutrally and create exchange between currently 

individualistic farmers.  

The next issue, lack of (scientific) proof, goes hand in hand with the general 

necessity to embark on advocacy and facilitation work at the territorial level. Especially 

national associations are deeply involved in knowledge dissemination either by 

experimenting themselves (RMT or the GAB) or by communicating the outcomes of 

existing projects to their adherents and the wider farming community. It is very common 

that ‘technical meetings’ (journées techniques) are organised to present a certain AF 

system and give a platform to workshop participants to ask questions and clarify possible 

misunderstandings. Often, these technical days are held in cooperation with farmers who 

have already launched their respective project. This offers an opportunity to the 

participants for discovering the system directly. An AF farmer in IDF for example 

collaborates with the GAB to present his agricultural system (IW 4), while the PNR 

Gâtinais Français collaborates with the projects of Château de Courances. (IW 1) The 

Bergerie Nationale is a regular partner of AgrofÎle for such technical workshops. The 

second strong lever to disperse knowledge amongst the interested public is the sharing 

of new findings of research entities, dates for technical workshops or also clarifications as 

regards certain political schemes through newsletters. This is not only a common practice 

amongst national organisations but also an important activity of EURAF (European 

Agroforestry Federation, cf. annex 12). AgrofÎle recently did not publish any newsletters 

recently, although the association is considered essential to disseminate knowledge and 

information at the territorial level. Regarding national research entities like INRAE, many 

research activities receive financial assistance from private donors, grouped for example 

in Fondation de France. However, public tenders significantly complement this offer. 

Furthermore, the research and development structure of RMT-AgroforesterieS was born 

in concordance with the Plan National, just as well as the Réunir-AF network. Both entities 

constitute a crucial link between the R&D and government domain. Therefore, I conclude 

that type I governance structures play a more important role in addressing knowledge 

dissemination than in addressing other constraints; the governance arrangement is 

complementary.  
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In terms of quality of knowledge dissemination and capacity to counteract socio-

cultural constraints (territorial advocacy when able to convince farmers), it is difficult to 

draw a concrete conclusion on the capacity of non-governmental entities is difficult. As 

the researcher could not obtain detailed information from AgrofÎle as regards the 

frequency and composition of those who request newsletters and training offers in IDF, 

the association’s capacity to address knowledge constraints remains unclear. However, 

considering the feedback from other actors, it seems that while the work of AgrofÎle is 

generally appreciated, the organisation’s lack of maturity hinders adequate knowledge 

dissemination and facilitation work in IDF. Many interview partners criticised the 

association for being hardly professional. Representatives of the national associations 

state that while several years have passed since AgrofÎle’s foundation, the structure 

hardly evolved ever since and could not increase its professional personnel until today. 

(IW 15, 16, 17, 18) Especially the fact that almost all advocacy work falls back on this one 

organisation makes the ineptitude of the association all the more critical. Other non-

governmental actors like the chamber, the PNRs or the Agence de l’Eau disperse 

information punctually, but do not follow an explicit strategy to communicate and 

disseminate information around AF in the region. Still, this all surpasses the inexistent 

communication or knowledge dissemination of the CAP. 

Type I structures furthermore collaborate closely with type II structures in 

knowledge dissemination and advocacy. The communication of the Mesure Haies largely 

passes by associations, more precisely Afac and even finances non-governmental 

structures for advocacy work. (DRIAAF, 2021) Also the tender for Concours Général for 

example is communicated on AgrofÎle’s website and by the national associations. I can 

therefore conclude that, while multiple type II governance arrangements support 

research and knowledge dissemination on AF across IDF and the entire country, public 

support is still an important contributor especially to larger research projects. The club-

like type II arrangements one encounters, creating and dispersing knowledge on 

decentral levels, thus complement type I structures that rather focus on clearly defined 

research entities like INRAE. The polycentric governance arrangement is thus 

complementary.  

Closely related to advocacy and knowledge dissemination is the need for technical 

expertise across all project phases. The spectrum of necessary support structures remains 

modest in IDF. Apart from the support provided by AgrofÎle, the chambers and the PNRs, 
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experts from the national associations intervene in IDFs on a case-by-case basis. Thus, 

"(w)e can say that it [IDF] is more or less a region where a major part of the territory is 

deprived of any support.”160 (IW 16). Recalling the issue that AgrofÎle is a comparatively 

young structure, the offer of quality technical advice in the region is especially scarce. As 

most other structures have adapted the habit to refer technical requests directly to 

AgrofÎle, this challenge is furthermore aggravated. It seems critical to burden a young 

structure with a constantly growing demand from farmer communities. This could also 

explain the scarcity of newsletters and marginal interest of the association to contribute 

to this research. The few permanent staff members of AgrofÎle are more concerned with 

providing technical assistance and training options than with additional activities. While 

for technical support, interested farmers can always turn to national consulting services 

like Agroof or AgroEco Expert, the important element of advocacy and facilitation work 

on the terrain falls short. National agroforesters believe that this can be ascribed to an 

overall lack of leadership rather than a lack of structures existing on paper.  

"In the IDF, it's still a bit vague, still in its infancy. The problem is that it's already been in its infancy 
for 10 years. So this not just relates to the fact that it's in its infancy, but to the fact that there has 
been no leadership like there was in other regions. (...) In IDF there are quite a few people who raise 
their hand if you ask 'who wants to do AF'. Everyone agrees, and then after you really send farmers 
to them, it often returns, with farmers asking 'don't you have someone else?”161 (IW 17). 
 

 Still, the CAP only offers limited financial assistance for technical assistance while 

the actual task to provide technical advice remains in the hand of non-governmental 

entities. Public entities thus fully rely on non-governmental structures to provide 

technical assistance. One thus encounters a polycentric governance arrangement with 

strong type II structures that provide much needed technical advice to their adherents 

and other interested parties. Rather than acting in parallel, or oppositional to type I 

entities, the club entities here provide a service that fulfils an essential pre-condition to 

the success of all public schemes. I thus categorise the governance arrangement as 

complementary. 

 

                                                             
160 « ça fait vraiment très très peu de structures quoi, on peut dire que c’est plus ou moins une région 
quasiment d’un grand parti du territoire démuni de tout accompagnement. » (IW 16). 
161 « En IDF, c’est encore un peu flou, fin naissant. Le problème c’est que ça fait déjà 10 ans que c’est 
naissant. Donc c’est pas simplement liée au fait que c’est naissant, mais du fait qu’il y a pas eu de 
leadership comme il y avait dans d’autres régions. (...) En IDF il y a pas mal de gens qui lèvent la main si on 
demande ‘qui veut faire de l’AF’. Tout le monde est d’accord, et puis après qu’on envoie vraiment des 
agriculteurs vers eux, ça revendisse souvent, ça revient avec des agriculteurs qui demandent ‘est-ce que 
vous n’avez pas qqn d’autre » (IW 17). 
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5.4. Towards Territorial Dynamics for Encouraging Agroforestry  

After having clarified the role that particular polycentric governance arrangements play 

in addressing the constraints that farmers that face, I now turn to the role of local enabling 

environments more generally. Global tendencies to re-localise food value chains and to 

improve the environmental performance of the agro-food sector are also reflected in IDF 

and thus indirectly determine AF development. The proximity of large-scale agriculture 

and the metropole region of IDF make this interconnection especially relevant. As the city 

continues to expand, the metropolis's inhabitants are increasingly competing with 

agriculture for scarce land surfaces. Consequently, creating harmony between the two 

worlds, the urban and the rural, is becoming increasingly important. The region already 

addresses the problem by for example obliging urbanisation projects to provide 

agricultural compensation. It is recognised that this tension between food production and 

city growth requires an ‘ecological intensification’ of agriculture. (IW 6) 

 Under the systemic interpretation of AF as the crucial element to achieve the AE 

transition, the food that the rural trees provide is considered an integral part of 

agricultural production. Thereby, AF systems can strongly contribute to a re-localisation 

of agro-food value chains for both livestock and humans. Currently, the food chain of IDF 

region is highly delocalised, as most agricultural production is grown for export and 

focusses on a small number of foodstuffs (cereals and sugar beet as well as vegetable oils). 

In contrast to this stand the highly specialised small-scale initiatives that produce for a 

niche group of Parisians that dispose of sufficient purchasing power to consume regional, 

sustainably produced foods, especially the multiplying cooperatives. However, very little 

lies in between these two extremes. (IW 3) 

Reinforced by the demonstration of the food system’s high fragility during the 

Covid 19 pandemic, also local structures across IDF increasingly engage in filling the gap 

between the two extremes. The aim is to counteract hyper-specialisation and polarisation, 

which makes the agricultural systems particularly vulnerable to economic or ecological 

crises, as demonstrated during the recent sugar beet crises or the Covid 19 pandemic. (IW 

19) The Communautés de commune for example are involved in initiatives like the PATs, 

but also Départements’ investments in local food distribution platforms like in Seine-et-

Marne or vegetable factories like in Essonne can help to bridge the gap between the two 

specialised food production types. (IW 3, 6) Another example for this trend are the 

projects funded by LEADER in some of the PNRs. The subsidised projects create 
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specialised local production chains such as hemp or essential oils, but also support 

products that are more regular. Cereal farmers often wish to diversify their specialised 

systems with livestock farming or flour. (IW 3) On the one hand, these farmers market 

their cereals on international markets; passing by different salespeople, price negotiators 

and other intermediary entities. On the other hand, they deliberately aim to market their 

new product lines locally with a strong added value, thereby freeing themselves from the 

constraints on international markets. (IW 3)  

The holistic AF approach fits such tendencies well. Supporting diversification of 

agricultural systems, the approach can overall decrease fragility in the coming years, “not 

by 2021, but maybe until 2030”162 (IW 19). Some plantations that the PNR Gâtinais 

Français supports for example grow fruit and berries for the local community. Livestock 

systems associated with rural trees furthermore yield cheese and other milk products or 

vegetables and grains like in the projects located around Courances. (IW 1) Such products, 

just as several other artisanal products of the PNRs, can obtain the label Valeurs Parc. 

Efforts to produce sustainably and locally can thus be valorised in local food supply 

chains. (IW 1) Some farmers in IDF also choose to answer very specific, but growing 

demands in their diversification approach. For example, a farmer intended to follow the 

trend of birch water, which enjoys increasing popularity in organic grocery shops. He 

requested CAP subsidies under the EAFRD funds to support the plantation of Birch trees 

but his project was not eligible. For such projects, it is irrelevant to have a high support 

level of 75% if they cannot live up to the difficult eligibility criteria. (IW 9) 

This perfectly illustrates the situation in which farmers can find themselves 

confronted with the choice between remuneration on the markets or by remuneration of 

the CAP. Choosing the market means exceeding the maximum tree density for Pillar I 

payments and thus loosing basic payments. As market prices are unstable and can 

potentially alternate contrary to the fixed payment levels of the CAP, the choice for 

farmers becomes all the more difficult. (IW 9) Still, some farmers that are fully dedicated 

to ‘their’ AF project have jumped into the unknown and have chosen to seek remuneration 

on the markets instead of the CAP despite the affiliated insecurity. The special 

demography of consumers in and around Paris makes this option ever more attractive, 

offering a solid market base for diversifying outside the CAP – secure prospect that is 

essential for farmers who launch a new, risky project like AF. (IW 6, 9) It thus seems that 

                                                             
162 « pas en 2021 mais peut-être en 2021 » (IW 19). 
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the ‘bobo’ Parisians offer an ideal consumer base: “I don’t think marketing is a problem”163 

(IW 3). Multiple initiatives are already in place that work well, often leading to where 

farmers even run out of stock. (IW 3) The logic of diversifying in line with the particularly 

strong purchasing power is also followed by the chamber of agriculture, which disposes 

of a diversification department Économie Filières. (IW 8)  

Contrary to this general surge for diversification, actors overall seem to perceive 

the purely food-related output of AF systems as negligible. Significant yields are only 

associated to very specific projects that target niche markets. The AF systems currently 

do not produce in sufficient quality and quantity compared to specialised, professional 

systems especially in fruit production. (IW 2, 19)164 While AF and production 

diversification is certainly interesting in the metropolitan region, the original dichotomy 

between large-scale exports oriented monocultures and small-scale, local polyculture 

systems remains. This in turn implies that AF systems currently do not increase their scale 

in terms of food production.  

Consequently, most associations, but especially Afac, seek to promote two other 

strategies to enhance the value of trees that are more promising than food value chains: 

commercialising the wood and marketing the ecosystem services with labels for example. 

Wood market structures and industries are already present in those regions where rural 

trees never lost their market value, like for example in Occitaine. In other regions like IDF 

however, few upstream and downstream structures are oriented to the wood production 

of rural trees. Interviewees are sceptic regarding wood value chains due to the persistent 

lack of associated industries, pointing out that the sector currently is not well enough 

structured. (IW 8, 10) The associations thus suggest to prepare necessary support 

industries and to set up the AF projects simultaneously. (IW 16) Another strategy was 

followed by PNR Haute-Vallée-de-Chevreuse. There, a project to create a local energy 

wood value chain in cooperation with public entities like hospitals or swimming centres 

was launched. However, not all of the buildings of these targeted entities already dispose 

of wood-fired. Those that do already have the necessary infrastructure usually burn wood 

chips or pellets that are much cheaper than the local offer. (IW 2) Still, the proximity to 

                                                             
163 « J’ai pas impression que la commercialisation soit un problème » (IW 3). 
164 This is also why the emerging strategies to diversify and localise food acquisition in institutional 
catering still face significant obstacles. Quantities are too little and are difficult to be planned in advance 
with several different suppliers while the existing kitchen infrastructure is not adapted to locally 
produced food. 
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the city provides interesting opportunities. The chamber’s diversification department for 

example collaborates with architects in the region in order to market the region’s rural 

wood resources. (IW 8) Also the new surge to support hedges under the Plan de Relance 

can stimulate the development of necessary industries. (IW 8) It is thus difficult to assess 

which side needs to advance first for valorising the wood of rural trees: AF development 

or industry development.  

 For the second alternative remuneration strategy, indirect valorisation of 

ecosystem services, the proximity to large companies and citizens concerned with 

environmental issues offers again significant opportunities. (IW 8) Apart from private 

compensation projects (e.g. PUR Projet), this passes by carbon certification. Since 2018, 

the Ministry for Ecological transition pilots the national Label Bas Carbone together with 

the private think tank Institute for Climate Economics. It aims for promoting the 

emergence of voluntary projects to reduce CO2 emissions by sequestering carbon in soils 

and biomass. The label firstly allows quantifying in a trustworthy and transparent manner 

how the carbon is actually sequestered. Its second role is to ensure traceability of the 

funds that finance the different types of forestry and agriculture programs. (Ministère de 

la Transition Écologique et Solidaire & Institute for Climate Economics, 2020) Actors in 

IDF thus consider that it will play a crucial role for developing rural trees in the upcoming 

years. (IW 9, 10) This is also the label that the chamber is engaged with most, following 

the logic that trees are not only a benefit for the farmer, but to society as a whole. Due to 

this public good character, both private and public means should be invested. (IW 8) The 

surge of interest for carbon storage perpetuated by the proximity of agriculture and urban 

spaces, overall triggers notable interest for AF and offers a strong opportunity for the 

systems during the coming years.165   

                                                             
165 A similar lever for valorising the ecosystem services of AF systems is the Label Haie, co-created by Afac 
and currently supported by MAA, the Ministry for Ecological Transition and Solidarity, ADEME and 
LEADER funds. It functions both as a learning tool and as a tool to increase traceability and transparency 
at the service of organisations, institutions and communities that wish to support local economic and 
ecological development. As it assures fair remuneration and sustainable management of the hedges, the 
label gives added value to the resource on local markets. It stands for a rich agriculture, promotion of 
biodiversity and landscape features. These again are local heritage and attract tourism. (Label Haie, 2021) 
The label is embedded in the wider systemic logic that “we are trying to participate in the creation of this 
political context with game rules that will favour good approaches or good management. And this is done 
through recognition systems, hence the Label Haie”165 (IW 16). While the label receives positive feedback 
also at the European level, interviewees did not mention it as a decisive factor for the context in IDF. The 
chamber of agriculture generally is interested in the approach, just as in the Label Bas Carbone, but no 
specific examples or projects emerged from the qualitative material underlying this study. However, 
judging from its overall positive reception and replicable strategy, it is a factor potentially simulating 
territorial dynamics also in IDF in support of AF development. 
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 In contrast to the success of ecosystem labels, most interviewees do not necessarily 

consider it useful to introduce an 'AF' label for food products, similar to the existing 

organic label. Considering the diversity of AF systems, it would not be clear which agro-

ecological practices the label would stand for exactly as opposed to the simpler concept 

of organic farming. Furthermore, the agronomic terminology is not very appealing and 

therefore difficult to market. Another hindering factor is the fact that there are already 

many quality and environmental labels on the market, especially in France. Consumers 

find themselves confronted with colourful, labelled packages in the supermarket. Rather 

than supporting an informed consumption decision, this leads to choice overload. (IW 17, 

23) A more promising strategy, however, is to make AF a part of the requirements of other 

labels. (IW 17) One label with which AFAF cooperates in this logic is the BeeFriendly label. 

The objective is to depart from the farmer, trying to improve agricultural practices 

gradually. Including rural trees becomes a lever to increase biodiversity and support bees. 

Connecting this systemic transition to the attractive image of the bee, rural trees become 

easily marketable. From this entry point, the agricultural system overall can shift to AE 

gradually: the more biodiversity, the better for the farming outcomes. The approach 

furthermore helps in the reconciliation of professions that usually hardly interact and 

tend to oppose one another (e.g. debate on the ban of neonicotinoids for sugar beets). 

Beekeepers and farmers learn from one another and collaborate for a common purpose. 

While such strategies are less specific to the context of IDF, they still represent an 

important possible lever to enhance AF development via territorial dynamics.  

 

5.5. Results 

In this chapter, I analysed the alternative governance arrangements supporting AF and 

their relation to public policies. I first demonstrated that territorial entities as well as 

lower level administrators feel politically detached especially from regional policies. The 

territories’ increasing interest in AF stands in strong contrast to the weak incentive and 

slow recognition of AF in both the chamber of agriculture and in the regional government 

domain. This regional political inertia, as well as the cumbersome exchange between 

governance levels and domains ultimately lead to agroforesters showing little interest in 

the ‘political sphere’, or more precisely the public action system addressing the AF 

problem, disillusioned to participate in it all together.  
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The second sub-chapter illustrated that the agroforesters’ needs for developing AF 

exceed by far what the CAP offers. Several important factors that are essential for 

sustainably developing AF remain unaddressed by public policies. These include mental 

barriers associated with economic rationales and with behavioural rationales, like 

familiarity with production methods and social recognition. Also adequate knowledge 

dissemination and scientific proof, especially in preliminary studies were identified as 

important factors. I furthermore showed that without technical assistance and strong 

territorial advocacy, AF cannot develop further in IDF.  

In the third sub-chapter, I illustrated how traditional type I and new type II 

structures address the identified factors and in which type of governance arrangements 

they interact. While the CAP does to some extent answer needs correlated with economic 

rationales by for example providing financial assistance in the planting phase, multiple 

non-state entities supplement this financial support; the governance arrangement is 

complementary and in parallel. However, neither type I nor type II governance 

arrangements succeed in addressing mental barriers associated with social recognition 

and familiarity with production methods. The CAP’s agronomic approach to AF holds 

potential for attracting those who do not wish to readjust their farming systems entirely, 

but excludes holistic and systemic AF projects. The non-governmental entities advocating 

for AF in the region currently do not engage the conventional farming community, but 

rather serve a limited clientele. Therefore, type I and II are currently acting in parallel. 

However, as they hold the potential to build trustful relationships with farmers, the role 

of non-governmental, type II entities becomes increasingly important vis-à-vis traditional 

type I structures. In regards to knowledge dissemination and research, traditional state 

structures play a more important role, funding not only research projects and institutes 

but also providing networks like RMT AgroforesterieS or Réunir-AF. The actual 

connections and information dispersion between the research and intermediary domain 

however pass by decentralised structures; the governance arrangement of type I and II 

entities is thus complementary. I draw the same conclusion for technical support, 

especially in preliminary studies, and advocacy work. In both of these cases, the central 

state intentionally mandates related activities to non-state entities, which however 

remain independent from the State. Across all factors, I thus identify an increasing 

dissolution of boundaries between public type I governance structures and private, type 

II structures.  
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The forth sub-chapter concluded by examining current dynamics in the agro-food 

sector of IDF relating to development. I illustrate that multiple initiatives to diversify and 

re-localise food production emerge in IDF, approaches that can strongly support AF 

development. Currently however, the foodstuff production in AF is secondary to wood 

production and valorisation of ecosystem services on the regional market. While for both 

options, several interesting tendencies evolve in IDF, the region still lags behind others in 

terms of inclusively embedding AF in the territorial economy.  

 This chapter demonstrated the primordial role that the territories and bottom-up 

policy dynamics play in upscaling the idea of holistic AF development. In contrast to this 

stands a set of public policies, that have already identified AF as a political problem, but 

do not fully answer the sector’s needs. I thus verify my hypothesis and state that territorial 

mobilisation in polycentric governance arrangements is decisive for developing AF, not 

public policies.  
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6. Results and Conclusion 
 

« Ten years ago I would have said that there was no [agroforestry] movement, today we may be 
the last to move, but in any case it is changing”166 (IW 1). 

 

This study was guided by the research questions of what role the CAP’s public policy 

instruments play in agroforestry development in Île-de-France and how the CAP’s public 

policies interact with territorial dynamics to form patterns of polycentric governance. I 

explored how the CAP’s instruments interact with territorial dynamics to form patterns 

of polycentric governance.  

The analysis departed from 2015 when AF was reinforced in both the 

supranational CAP policy framework, especially in measure 4.4 and 8.2 of the second 

pillar, and the national Plan pour l’Agroforesterie. This study thus followed up on this 

representation of AF that reflects the political discourse on transitioning to 'sustainable' 

agriculture since the 1990s. I demonstrated the actual implementation of this objective in 

relation to the intentions of the territorial actors in IDF, interpreting AF as the crucial 

element of the AE transition.  

To this end, the study highlighted in chapter 2 how the available policy support 

mechanisms of the CAP are constructed. This made it possible to classify the different 

mechanisms between classical instruments favouring type I governance arrangements 

and newer instruments, pointing towards type II entities. I found that the instruments of 

the CAP hold characteristics of either regulatory and legislative instruments, or economic 

and fiscal policy instruments, predominantly building on and encouraging type I entities. 

It became clear that the traditional approach of the CAP does not favour AF, but instead 

may hinder it.  

Furthermore, it was necessary to illustrate to what extent the interests and 

objectives of the actors at the different policy levels coincide. I thus examined the 

interchange of actors within and between governance levels in chapter 3. In doing so, I 

managed to illustrate similarities and differences of their AF interpretations, but also their 

relative political influence. I show that the global référentiel of the AF panacea, as it is 

incorporated in the EU’s regulatory and economic instruments, does not adequately 

                                                             
166 « Il y a 10 ans j’aurais dit que ça ne bouge pas, aujourd’hui peut-être qu’on bouge les derniers mais en 
tout cas ça bouge » (IW 1). 
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reflect the diverse AF interests in IDF territories. This référentiel of the productivist 

agroforesters communicates tree plantation as the ultimate solution to address all 

contemporary problems of agriculture without however translating this ‘green’ discourse 

into an actual systemic transition. Its underlying notion of sustainable agriculture is 

excessively vague, while the AF it proposes is too precise to be operationalised on a larger 

scale. The CAP’s AF risks becoming a more fashionable than coherent concept for inducing 

the transition to AE. While this may offer a moderate alternative for those farmers who 

do not want to change their production systems, the référentiel of the professional 

agroforesters sub-sector is not reflected in the EU’s vision. They instead plead for 

including any type of woody infrastructure in agricultural spaces, understanding these 

elements to be crucial in achieving long-term systemic transition to agro-ecology. This 

objective strongly diverges from the position of the agroforestry bureaucrats who simply 

execute policy guidelines. The frame that they follow thus mostly coincides with the global 

référentiel of the AF panacea. While regional policies of IDF lagged behind the more 

ambitious strategies at the national and supranational level for a long time, more recently 

they have been turning towards the same global référentiel. These findings illustrate that 

the AF panacea remains too incoherent and imprecise for accommodating the strongly 

differing AF visions of all concerned sub-sectors.  

Next, I proceeded to examining how and why the territories in IDF react to the 

regional implementation of the CAP’s instruments in chapter 4. Although the support 

schemes for AF that the region included in its RDP were hardly demanded by the 

territories, I observed that the quantity and quality of AF projects in IDF is increasing 

nonetheless. To explain this paradox, I showed the impact that factors related to policy 

design as well as policy implementation and administration have on the NTU of CAP 

schemes. It appears that the most decisive obstacles to TU are the degree of targeting 

(hindered by the AF definition and eligibility criteria like tree species and density) and 

the type and structure of the benefits. On the level of policy implementation and 

administration, especially the lack of user-friendliness of the application process 

(complicated administrative design) as well as a lack of information and knowledge 

hinders TU.  

Contrasting the weak interest in the CAP’s policy instruments, the fifth chapter 

finally analyses what alternative governance arrangements developed in IDF to support 

AF and in which relationship they stand to existing policy schemes. I showed that the 
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rising interest in AF on IDF territories stands in stark contrast to the political inertia at 

the regional level, especially in the chamber of agriculture. Territorial actors are thus 

disillusioned by the public action system addressing the AF problem generally. The 

chapter found that several important factors determining AF development are not 

reflected in the current public policy instruments, more precisely 1) twofold mental 

barriers of economic rationales and behavioural rationales (familiarity with production 

methods and social recognition), 2) knowledge dissemination and scientific proof, 3) 

technical assistance and 4) territorial animation. While the RDP offers subsidies to 

address economic rationales and partially finances technical assistance, I find that lastly, 

polycentric governance arrangements and affiliated type II entities mostly need to 

supplement or act in parallel to the public policies’ offer. From these gradually dissolving 

boundaries between state and society, new territorial dynamics in IDF’s agro-food sector 

emerge that increasingly encourage diversification and re-localisation of food production, 

indirectly supporting the development of AF. 

The study thus focussed on the relative importance of endogenous factors 

internally determining the relation between public policies and territorial dynamics in AF 

development (impacting only relations between public policies and territorial dynamics 

in IDF’s AF development). These were complemented with exogenous variables related 

to the broader socio-economic and natural environment (impacting all relations between 

public policies and territorial dynamics in IDF’s agricultural system). Findings were based 

on 31 semi-structured in-depth interviews with AF actors across all policy levels. This 

interview material complemented the analysis of official documents detailing the setup of 

the respective policy instruments. While I departed with policy design and administration 

during policy implementation as endogenous factors, the analysis illustrated that several 

other factors are decisive for supporting not only the quality and quantity of AF projects 

in IDF, but also for increasing the territorial actors’ interest in AF. (cf. table 4) 
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Table 4 Exogenous and Endogenous Variables Influencing Agroforestry Development in Île-de-France (table 
by the author) 

 Endogenous & 

Exogenous 

Variables 

Influence on the Dependent Variable: Increasing Quality 

& Quantity of AF Projects, Increasing Actors’ Interest in 

AF 

E
N

D
O

G
E

N
O

U
S

 

Policy Design  - Degree of targeting (eligibility criteria like tree species 
and density) and  

- Type and structure of the benefits (fixed fund levels, 
high aid levels, stigmatising with unrealistic targets) 

HINDERING 

Policy 
Implementation 
and 
Administration  

- Online tools and software 
-  Lack of staff in charge  
- User-friendliness of the application process (right 

documentation, cost estimates and online procedures) 
-  Information provision 

HINDERING 

Economic Costs 
and Benefits  

- financial assistance in planting phase 

governance arrangement: complementary and in parallel 

SUPPORTING 

Knowledge 
Dissemination 
and Scientific 
Proof  

- Funding of research projects and institutes 
- Providing networks (RMT AgroforesterieS, Réunir-AF 
- Newsletters 
-  ‘technical meetings’ (journées techniques) 

Governance arrangement: complementary 

SUPPORTING 

Technical 
Expertise 

- Preliminary studies 
- Assistance in planting phase 
- Assistance in maintenance  

Governance arrangement: complementary 

SUPPORTING 

Territorial 
Advocacy 

- Convincing knowledge dissemination 
- Removal of socio-cultural constraints 

Governance arrangement: complementary 

SUPPORTING 

E
X

O
G

E
N

O
U

S
 

Socio-cultural 
Constraints 

Type of AF promoted 

Governance arrangement: in parallel 

HINDERING  

Local Economy Diversification and re-localisation of food value chains 

SUPPORTING 

International 
Economy 

Volatile cash crop prices 

SUPPORTING 

Natural 
Environment 

Climate change and biodiversity loss 

SUPPORTING 
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I thus answer the research questions by clarifying that the CAP’s public policy 

instruments are, at most, secondary for increasing quality and quantity of AF projects in 

IDF as well as to further the territorial actors’ interest in such projects. Instead, territorial 

mobilisation organised in bottom-up governance arrangements complementary or 

parallel to public policies is decisive for supporting AF development across the territories. 

The EU’s apparent intention of ‘greening’ the CAP does not fully translate into practice, 

but rather has resulted in a complex, regulatory construct which attempts to consolidate 

the productivist agro-industry under a new and greener paradigm. Only decentralised, 

territorial mobilisation can induce an inherent transformation of the agricultural system 

towards AE by addressing socio-cultural constraints. Strong advocacy for AF of decentral 

structures that communicate with farmers at eye level, can (re)shape the current beliefs. 

With the provision of adequate technical assistance and the dissemination of knowledge 

and scientific proof can these long-term mental barriers be overcome, next to which 

short-term economic factors only play a secondary role.167  

In future research, it would be especially important to extend analysis to a 

comparative case study (i) between French regions for examining the effect of local 

natural environments and associated agricultural traditions and regional politics (ii) 

between European countries for examining the effect of national political priorities and 

agricultural traditions. In this respect, quantifying the existing rural tree cover in a region 

or the political orientation of the chambers of agriculture on the inclusion, tenders and 

applications for measures 4.4 and 8.2 would be an option. For such studies, however, the 

persistent lack of quantitative data on rural trees poses difficulty. A comparative case 

study can also extend to other greening instruments of the CAP. Showcasing similarities 

and differences between popular measures and their instruments (e.g. nitrogen fixing 

crops, AECMs) and less popular AF measures can yield important insights into the ideal 

setup of CAP schemes for encouraging rather than imposing or greenwashing an AE 

transition of EU food systems. 

  

                                                             
167 This is similar to the trajectory of conversion to organic agriculture. Here as well, money is not the 
principal determinant, but it actually is the image that farmers have of themselves and that others have of 
them. (IW 24) 
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7. Discussion: What Place for Public Policies alongside Territorial, 
Polycentric Governance?  

 
"Basically, the development is a work in progress, but we know the roadmap. The action plan is very clear 

for us in any case. (...) Today we have all the ingredients. And we're in a phase where farmers are asking 
for this too, so all we need to do is use the right recipe for it to work"168(IW 17). 

 

Gaia does her best in reminding us humans of the necessity to change our current land 

management practices. More and more farmers in IDF seem to be convinced by her quest, 

realising that increasingly frequent droughts and extreme weather events expose the 

fragility of their current practices. (IW 3, 9, 10) Anyhow, considering the tendency for 

short-minded thinking relative to the earth systems, we cannot solely rely on Gaia to 

convince farmers to transition to management systems that respect her integrity. 

Furthermore, the second systemic driver for shifting mentalities, namely instable world 

market prices for export goods, will not be sufficient for producing a full shift of mentality. 

Although the agricultural sector of IDF mainly produces for export, the region still 

disposes of a large consumer base that can counterbalance losses if systems diversify 

slightly. We will thus need some type of support from public policies to induce the AE 

transition with the lever of AF, especially considering the not only local, individual, but 

global, societal advantages of AF. What conditions will such a political frame need to fulfil? 

While the territorial mobilisation for AF in IDF remains young and tentative as 

compared to other regions, it is very possible that it will strongly evolve with adequate 

public support. If decentral, territorial mobilisation is decisive, it would be necessary to 

design public policy instruments in a way that would support such mobilisation if the 

objective is to really promote AF as a crucial element for systemic change. In line with the 

findings of Buttoud (2013), I propose that the role of public policies is lastly to create a 

favourable environment for such territorial mobilisation, surpassing the mere change of 

discourse towards ‘sustainable’ agriculture.  

The choice of policy instruments largely determines this. Experiences have proven 

that regulatory instruments such as the prohibition to remove hedges or the prohibition 

                                                             
168 « En gros le développement il y a un peu de travail mais la feuille de route on la connaît. Le plan d’Action 
il est très claire pour nous en tout cas . (…) Aujourd’hui on a tous les ingrédients. Et on est dans une phase 
ou les agriculteurs demandent ça aussi, donc il suffit derrière de faire la bonne recette pour que ça 
fonctionne » (IW 17). 
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of the neonicotinoids on sugar beets rather triggered adverse reactions that lastly harmed 

the environment even more. Instead, policy instruments would need to encourage 

farmers to break new ground, motivating rather than lecturing them. For example, several 

inciting instruments could point in the direction of the same type of practice as the CAP 

currently does for nitrogen-fixing crops. I do not neglect the necessity to set up 

requirements that are controlled when public funds are dispersed. What I propose is 

rather to refrain from complex technical requirements and unrealistic quantitative 

targets that stigmatise and discourage farmers instead of supporting them in their own 

reflections on improving the environmental performance of their production methods. 

This would also address the issue of accountability. Currently, regulations and controls 

cannot assure that the entities which receiving funds to ‘green’ their practices actually do 

so. If, however, the motivation is intrinsic, entities will hold one another accountable 

themselves; the State no longer needs to play the guardian. (IW 11, 16, 23)  

However, I note that actors do not consider it necessary to set up new structures 

or measures that would rather consume resources and multiply the current complexity. 

Rather, the available public and private funds should be bundled and coherently 

dispersed between structures and territories across France. Such coherent bundling of 

means, similar to the private funds of AFAF and Afac, would require setting up a clear 

French national implementation strategy. The facilitation of territorial mobilisation 

should thus pass by existing structures, similar to what the Mesure Haies currently 

proposes. (IW 11, 17) 

To complement the coherent implementation of funds, strategies exist to 

overcome administrative obstacles. Firstly, measures would need to be simplified the best 

possible for making them operational and efficient. This would mean not only adjusting 

current procedures in IDF, e.g. by passing from cost estimates of enterprises to maximum 

price scales for defining the amount of subsidies that can be allocated. More systemically, 

it would be important to identify one-stop shops to which project holders can turn for 

receiving technical support, but also administrative support. Such focal points can 

connect the farmers to relevant upstream and downstream industries as well as to 

administrative entities, thus embedding them in the socio-economic and political domain. 

Field operators, either independent or attached to public or private entities like the 

chambers of agriculture or associations, can play this role of channelling the 

communication between project holders and other concerned entities. (see proposals of 
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Afac for the Mesure Haies, (Afac-Agroforesteries, 2021b)). Current policy schemes 

furthermore need to be adjusted for supporting small structures. This could pass by either 

helping them align with tariffs (large structures can already meet these with economies 

of scale), or generally limiting the plot size. By favouring small structures, public policies 

would indirectly encourage AF through diversification and local economies. (IW 4) 

Lastly, to achieve a large-scale recognition of AF as “a reconstruction of agriculture 

from soil to landscape”169 (IW 17), one needs to adopt a coherent food system and 

nutrition policy. In such a setup, current industrial agriculture can be challenged by 

setting a level playing field between all kinds of farming practices, but also by involving 

the wider public. This does not only need to pass by nutritional education for example, 

but also by giving space to decentral arrangements like cooperatives. While public policy 

is only indirectly held accountable for the satisfaction of both food consumers and 

producers through elections or protests for example, accountability of cooperatives 

functions directly. Additionally, large retailers can play a decisive role for better 

connecting civil society with producers in the transition. Instead of putting responsibility 

solely on the consumer (e.g. directing choices with labels), the ambitions of large retailers 

for increasing their sustainability commitments can buffer the direct pressure on the 

individual’s consumption choice. Such formats of territorial collective action, decisive for 

the food system transition, again need to be encouraged with inciting policy instruments 

- or at least not prevented by regulatory requirements.  

These reassuring options illustrate the battle is certainly not lost: while AF 

currently still is a backstage player, it increasingly enters the main event. Similar to the 

trajectory of organic farming, which also developed at the margins of public policies for 

decades, AF holds strong potential to emerge as the main act for overcoming agro-

industrial food production and its adverse effects on both humans and non-humans. 

Promising examples, like the organic movement in Drôme Valley(Bui, 2015), illustrate 

that such a trajectory is very well possible in IDF as well. The choices and developments 

in the next years will be decisive and determine whether the mobilisation work of the 

territories of the past 15 years will lastly bear fruit.  

  

                                                             
169 « une reconstruction de l’Agriculture qui va du sol au paysage » (IW 17). 
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2. List of Interviews 

Territorial 

1. IW  20/01/21 Agroforestry Counsellor IDF 

2. IW  02/02/21 PNR IDF - Sustainable Agriculture Officer 

3. IW 01/01/21 PNR IDF- LEADER Project Officer 

4. IW 05/01/21 Farmer 

5. IW 14/12/20 Water Agency - Foresight Evaluation and Sustainable  

Development Officer 

6. IW 04/03/21 DDT IDF- Head of Agri-environment, Modernisation and value  

chain unit  

Regional 

7. IW  25/11/20 Association IDF - Project Manager and Coordinator, Landscape  

Farmer 

8. IW  23/02/21 Chamber of Agriculture IDF - Biodiversity Studies Officer  

9. IW  26/02/21 Region IDF – Agriculture and Environment Officer 

10. IW  08/03/21 DRIAAF – Regional Agricultural Economy Service (SREA) Officer  

IDF 

11. IW  10/03/21 DRIAAF – Deputy Director  

12. IW 16/03/21 Agroforestry Counsellor, Inter-regional 

13. IW  29/03/21 Agroforestry Counsellor, Inter-regional 

 

National 

14. IW  04/02/21 MAA – Agroforestry and Biodiversity Officer 

15. IW  14/12/20 National Association - Director 

16. IW  29/01/21 National Association - Director 

17. IW  30/12/20 National Association – Director  

18. IW  26/01/21 National Association – Cultural Coordinator and Communication  

Officer 

19. IW  26/02/21 National Research & Development Institute – Researcher in  

Arboriculture and Agroforestry 

 

Supranational 

20. IW  21/01/21 French Deputy to EURAF 

21. IW  29/01/21 DG AGRI – Policy Officer Greening, Cross-Compliance and POSEI 

22. IW  17/12/20 DG AGRI – Policy Officer Forestry, Environment, Climate Change  

and Bio-economy 

23. IW  08/02/21 NGO - Senior Policy Officer Forestry Environment, Climate  

Change, Forestry and Bio-economy 

24. IW  06/01/21 Group Advisor on Agricultural Policy Greens/EFA 

 

Preparatory exchanges: research domain 

25. IW  11/08/20 APCA – Agroforestry Officer 

26. IW  12/08/20 MAA - Agricultural Biodiversity and Agroforestry Officer 

27. IW  05/02/21 Researcher - EU Agricultural Policy, Sciences Po Centre for  

European Studies and Comparative Politics  

28. IW  20/11/20 Researcher - Agroforestry, University of Angers 

29. IW  13/11/20 Researcher - Agroforesty, École de Paysages Versailles 

30. IW  09/11/20 Researcher – INRAE  

31. IW  18/11/20 Researcher – University of Bordeaux, INRAE  
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3. Interview Guide 
 

Introduction170 

Presentation of the researcher and research project, presentation of the interlocutor  

Block I – on the state of AF projects in IDF 

- What type of AF projects currently exist in IDF?  

- Where do you currently see IDF compared to other regions? 

Block II – on actors and interests, public policies 

- What actors do you work with regularly?  

Deepen: With whom do you prefer to work with?  

  Why?  

- What political support is currently available for AF development? 

Deepen:  What role does the Plan National play? 

  What role does the Mesure Haies play? 

  Are there any regional policies that support AF?  

  Questions are modified depending on the expertise of the interlocutor 

- Do the CAP measures rather help or hinder AF development?  

Deepen: Why? Administrative burden? Definition problems? 

- Additional questions according to professional context of the interlocutor  

E.g.  Where did you obtain your training as technical advisor? 

  How can the DDT establish a link between farmers and the policy sphere? 

  … 

Block III – on the hypotheses  

- What is your definition of AF? 

Deepen: Do you think the agronomic, alley-cropping AF makes more sense or a 

holistic approach that includes all forms of rural trees? 

- What role does AF play in constructing an ‘economy of territories’?  

- Would an AF label, similar to the organic label, be interesting?  

- What types of farmers are currently most interested in AF? 

Deepen:  Is there a cleavage between ‘conventional’ and ‘agro-ecologic’ farmers? 

  Do farmers that are interested in AF produce organically?  

Conclusion 

- Since 2015, do you think AF has considerably advanced in IDF? 

Deepen: What prospects do the new CAP and Plan National offer for better 

addressing AF?  

What other levers are most promising? 

  

                                                             
170 Most interviews were conducted in French; the interview guide was translated accordingly.  
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4. Domains in the Agroforestry System 

 

Figure 7 Agroforestry System Domains in the Case of Flanders (Borremans, 2019, p. 117) 
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5. Tradition or Innovation? European Agroforestry Systems 

The literature mostly agrees upon the different categories of AF systems. However, due to 

the large variety of production systems, no single classification scheme is available. These 

schemes need to be purpose oriented, firstly taking into account structural and functional 

classification criteria, before categorising along agro-ecological and socio-economic 

aspects. (Dagar, 2016) I will accordingly first present AF practices as regards their 

functional criteria in relation to land use types. It is according to these land use types that 

policies distinguish their field of application. 

The basic definition of AF is linking woody vegetation with some type of 

agricultural production, in either spatial arrangement or temporal sequence. Such an 

open recognition of woody perennials surpasses the mere consideration of trees, but 

furthermore includes other types of vegetation like hedges. (Mosquera-Losada & 

Santiago-Freijanes, 2018) The systems thus differ largely in their share of woody 

components relative to non-woody components. This also determines the supply mixture 

of goods produced ranging from food, wood, fodder or environmental services. (Buttoud, 

2013; Nerlich et al., 2013) Silvopastoral and silvoarable systems are the most prominent 

AF production types. Other practices such as hedgerows and orchard intercropping are 

sometimes either grouped under silvoarable or –pastoral practices, but at other times 

recognised as separate production types. Previous EU research projects at have 

attempted to group the different types of AF practices according to the farming sector that 

they are most common in or according to the policy sector that addresses them. 

Conforming to this logic, Mosquera-Losada et al. (2016) classify AF systems in the 

Agroforward research project in four main farming sectors, namely livestock farmers, 

high value tree farmers, arable farmers and farmers producing in existing AF systems of 

high nature and cultural value. The researchers furthermore consider it pertinent to 

group AF practices according to their land use type, more precisely ‘agricultural land’, 

forestry land’ and ‘other rural areas’. Policies usually target these land use types. Such 

classification thus facilitates linking the practice as such to a policy framework. 

(Mosquera-Losada & Santiago-Freijanes, 2018) The CAP currently interprets AF mainly 

as trees inside agricultural parcels (alley cropping). It thus attributes AF to agricultural 

land use and policy. (European Agroforestry Federation, 2020a)  
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Table 5 Classification of Agroforestry Practices in Temperate Regions, (adapted from European Agroforestry 
Federation, 2020a; R. Mosquera-Losada et al., 2016;Mosquera-Losada & Santiago-Freijanes, 2018; Nerlich et 
al., 2013; Roces-Diaz et al., 2018; Wartman et al., 2018)  

Agroforestry 

Practice 

Description 

Silvoarable systems In agricultural land: tree and coppice alley cropping, multi-

layer tree gardens, in forest land: multi-layer tree gardens, 

Characterised by widely spaced woody vegetation either 

isolated, planted in alleys or in line belt design, intercropped 

with annual or perennial crops  

Silvopastoral 

systems 

In agricultural land: wood pastures/parkland, in forest land: 

forest grazing,  

Characterised by a combination of forage and livestock 

production in areas with either widely-spread, scattered 

trees in pastoral land or trees in lines, belts and groups  

Hedgerows and 

Windbreaks 

In between silvoarable and –pastoral systems, characterised 

by the inclusion of woody elements for protection of both 

livestock and/or crop production systems from extreme 

climatic conditions, also employed for parcel demarcation  

Orchard 

Intercropping 

Sometimes listed as silvopastures, characterised by a mix of 

fruit trees, shrubs but also vineyards and olive groves, also 

used for grazing animals   

Riparian buffer 

strips 

Sometimes listed as silvoarable or –pastoral systems, but 

characterised by their role in preserving water quality of 

streams, lakes, wetlands, ponds from agricultural influence, 

planted or natural strips of perennial vegetation along 

between agricultural land and water sources  

Forest Farming In contrast to forest grazing, forested areas used for 

harvesting of natural standing woody vegetation for medical, 

ornamental or culinary purposes  

Home gardens or 

kitchen gardens 

Combining woody vegetation with vegetable production in 

peri-urban and urban areas, part of ‘trees outside forests’  
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Beyond this functional classification, I will now shed light on the socio-cultural aspects 

according to which AF practices can be categorised. I will illustrate this for my case study 

IDF by describing traditional agricultural systems including trees that are still common in 

France today, characterised by both high nature and cultural value. This consideration is 

especially crucial when considering that the current presence of rural trees is the outcome 

of a “social-cultural heritage of past agro-pastoral systems, practices and traditions.” 

(Blanco et al., 2019, p. 140) AF practices are far from being a new approach to agriculture, 

but on the contrary are as old as agriculture itself. Modern systems, such as home gardens 

or alley cropping, are strongly oriented on traditional forms of AF. (Dagar, 2016) One such 

traditional system in southern France, known as ‘joualles’, is characterised by a mix of 

different fruit trees (especially peach, walnut and olive trees between rows of grapevine) 

and annual crops. These were usually cereals, grown between the tree rows. Still today, 

farmers producing walnuts in Dauphiné region often design their orchards with such 

traditional features. With increasing large-scale mechanisation of the agricultural sector 

from the 1960s onward, the joualles mostly disappeared. Their maintenance and 

harvesting are not compatible with modern machinery. (Eichhorn et al., 2006; Mary et al., 

1999)  

Another traditional system are the ‘pré-vergers’ which mix various fruit tree 

species especially with arable crops or grassland, in some cases also with livestock. 

(Nerlich et al., 2013) This comes closest to today’s alley cropping, therefore not as new a 

practice after all. Already around 1900 for example farmers planted multiple orchards in 

a surge to adapt their systems to several plant illnesses in vitriculture. The former was 

thus gradually substituted by cider production, introducing various apple tree species 

into agricultural lands. (Sachet, 2020b)  

Located especially in Britany, ‘bocage’ is furthermore noteworthy. Referring to 

hedgerows and wind breaks, it is described as “a landscape of "green enclosures" in which 

the plots are bordered by quickset hedges” (Morin-Pinaud et al., 2019, p. 16). Bocage has 

its origins in the livestock farming systems of the Middle Ages that installed hedges for 

preventing soil erosion, as windbreaks, but mainly for keeping animals in a delimited area. 

During the 18th and first half of the 19th century then, hedges were introduced more and 

more as a component of the second agricultural revolution moving toward polyculture-

livestock systems. They were mainly introduced for legally delimiting land properties, 

thus replacing communal peasant forest. This divided agriculture and forestry until the 
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end of the 19th century before the elimination of trees under agricultural intensification 

set in. (Morin-Pinaud et al., 2019; Sachet, 2020b) Since the 1990s, these hedges are slowly 

reintroduced, insufficient however to compensate the tree losses over the same time 

period. (Thenail et al., 2014)  

These traditional systems thus all experienced similar trajectories of decline 

during the industrialisation of agriculture in the 20th century. In France, this 

intensification of agriculture led not only to changes in farming techniques (and a 

correlated decline of hedgerows and scattered trees), but also to sales and inheritance 

processes that further encouraged a disconnection between forest and farmland. (Baudry, 

1993; Cinotti & Normandin, 2002) Blanco et al. show that “(s)everal social drivers of 

change (…), including (i) the intensification of agriculture, (ii) land abandonment and 

rural exodus, and (iii) the decline of mutual-aid networks” (Blanco et al., 2019, p. 140) 

contributed to this decline.171 This rupture between agriculture and trees was further 

promoted by economic and policy factors. Especially the CAP has a long history of 

favouring single crop systems, making wooded areas ineligible for direct payments over 

a protracted time span. Whit stricter quality norms, the market for tree products was 

furthermore restricted (e.g., dessert fruit can only fulfil required norms in intensively 

managed orchards). (Borremans, 2019; Eichhorn et al., 2006) Ever since the 1970s, a very 

slow reconciliation process has set in between trees and agriculture. For example, the first 

newer temperate-climate forest garden system emerged in England. This project just as 

multiple other worldwide projects since, often build upon the local, traditional knowledge 

resources. (HLPE, 2019; Wartman et al., 2018) Simultaneously however, the newly 

                                                             
171 Trees and hedges held a central place in traditional European agriculture, dating back to around 2500 
B.C. when the first Dehesa systems were installed in Southwestern Spain. (Eichhorn et al., 2006) Later in 
1929, peasant forests composed of hedges, orchards or nut trees still provided 30% of overall incomes in 
the agricultural sector in France. Here, multi-crop livestock systems prevailed until around 1950, 
regarded as particularly robust systems considering their capacity for auto-fertilisation, resilience to 
climatic extremes as well as the integration into diversified markets. With increasing industrialisation and 
globalisation however, a clear break of the traditional link between agriculture and trees occurred. 
Technological advances supported the large-scale shift to extensive monoculture surfaces and to artificial 
N fertilisers, formerly recycled stocks of explosives from the Second World War. While trees gradually 
disappeared from agricultural surfaces, the forestry movement simultaneously pushed rural trees outside 
the forested areas onto agricultural landscapes, where they then too gradually disappeared. With the 
institution of the Fonds Forestier National in 1945, rural trees were more and more perceived as obstacles 
in forestlands. Not only did the new machinery no longer allow for trees neither in forests nor on fields, 
but also did the polyculture systems yield only insufficient energy content for new highly productive 
livestock breeds. Consequently, a strict separation of forest and agriculture lands resulted. (Graves et al., 
2011; Nerlich et al., 2013; Sachet, 2020b) 
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designed systems also incorporate responses to contemporary drivers of change in 

agricultural production. (Sinclair & Walker, 1999) 

What I illustrated in this section is that there is no such thing as ‘the’ stereotypical 

agroforestry system. A large variety of systems is grouped under the notion of AF, 

including all types of land management – be it livestock, market gardening or vitriculture. 

“Each farmer invents, experiments and adapts to develop practices adapted to his 

constraints and concerns. The agroforestry tree meets the criteria of multi-functionality 

(it has several functions and uses) and multi-temporality (it provides services and 

resources on all time scales)”172 (AFAF, 2017, p. 3). 

 

6. Describing the Terrain: Agricultural Production and Rural Trees in Île-de-France  
The first spatial association with IDF is probably the high rate of urbanisation in the 

metropole region of Paris and its surroundings. The question of property in peri-urban 

spaces is thus a particular challenge to both agricultural and urban IDF. (IW 9) Still, the 

region is characterised by a strong agricultural sector in economic terms. Based on rich 

soils, the city territory is embedded in large arable land surfaces. (Boucher & Cauchetier, 

2012) Cereal production covers the largest spaces, mainly mixing different varieties of 

wheat and barley as well as corn. Sugar beet and oilseed crops, especially rapeseed oil 

varieties, follow these large amounts of cereals in terms of both land cover and production 

quantities. While beans, peas and potatoes still account for a significant share of arable 

production, fruit and vegetables are less common. The number of agricultural holdings 

dedicated to each type of production reflects this well. The 2020 agricultural report of IDF 

identifies approximately 3839 installations primarily dedicated to arable land 

productions, while only around 298 holdings farm vegetables. Also, animal products and 

operations dedicated to polyculture-livestock systems are rare compared to arable 

farming (approximately 271 and 275 holdings respectively). (Agreste, 2020)173 

                                                             
172 « Chaque agriculteur invente, expérimente, adapte pour développer les pratiques adaptées à ses 
contraintes et préoccupations. L’arbre agroforestier répond aux critères de multifonctionnalité (il a 
plusieurs fonctions et plusieurs usages) et de multi-temporalité (il fournit des services et ressources à 
toutes les échelles de temps)” (AFAF, 2017, p. 3). 
173 Looking at the regional distribution of production types, one can note that wheat is present in all 
agricultural regions of IDF to larger extent while barley is mainly present in Seine-et-Marne as well as the 
south of Essonne. Sugar beet and rapeseed plants are similarly distributed, while the former also grows in 
the northern department Val d’Oise and the latter in the southern part of Yvelines. For most other plants 
like fibre plants, beans and peas, Seine-et-Marne and Essonne dominate in terms of productivity. Corn 
however mostly occurs in Seine-et-Marne, making it overall the strongest arable farming region of IDF. 
(ASP et al., 2018) Other types of arable products are so marginal, that they hardly appear in the yearly 



Appendix 

136 
 

Unsurprisingly, most actors interviewed in the course of this study thus associate IDF with 

large-scale, highly specialised grain production, based on particularly fertile land. They 

relate this to comparatively low degrees of diversification of agricultural products, which 

poses problems regarding the creation of local food value chains and resilience.  

The other dominating landscape type in IDF apart from arable lands and urban 

cover are forests. The region today disposes of 263 000 ha forests of which the largest 

share is managed privately. Out of the 86 000 ha of publicly owned forests, important 

shares are classified as specially protected forestland. This is for example the case of the 

forests in Fontainebleau (department Seine-et-Marne) and Rambouillet (department 

Yvelines). (Agreste, 2020) The most frequent cultivated tree species are oak trees and 

other hardwood trees. These commercially harvested trees are mostly dedicated to the 

energy sector and sold as hardwood logs. Interestingly, the share of energy wood has 

experienced growth rates since 2009, stabilising on a relatively high level after a slight 

decrease since 2017. (Agreste, 2020) 

This overall draws a picture of IDF region, as depicted in figure 8, in which both 

intensively managed forests and agricultural spaces are close neighbours. However, both 

types of land use remain strongly separated.  

  

                                                             
agricultural statistics overview. This is the case for fibre plants as well as medicinal and aromatic plants. 
(Agreste, 2020) 
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Figure 8 Agricultural Regions in Île-de-France (DRIAAF et al., 2011)  

 

What place do rural trees, including agroforestry systems and hedges then occupy in IDF? 

Today’s strict separation of forestry and agricultural lands is the outcome of increasing 

intensification and mechanisation of both forestry and agriculture over the past decades. 

In past times, IDF was characterised by a large variety of different landscapes, especially 

diverging between valley and plateau areas. Associated production systems included 

livestock management as well as fruit and vegetable production. (Boucher & Cauchetier, 

2012) These previous structures needed to make space when during the 1960s across 

France the large-scale surge for modernising agriculture began. (Sachet, 2020b) Farms in 

IDF grew significantly in size, regularly expanding to 80 to 100 ha of land after a first 

period of re-parcelling. This movement contributed to achieve the goal of nutritional self-

sufficiency at the French national level. While some AF pioneers upheld their tree and 

hedge plantations during the 1970 with support from first AF associations (e.g. Mission 

bocage, Arbres et Paysages and Pom’haie) (Sachet, 2020b), IDF on the other hand 

represents the exemplary case for completing this productivist journey towards 

intensification. This ends in a scenario with large surplus production nowadays, mainly 
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exported to international markets rather than assuring stable and diverse local food 

supply in the region IDF itself. Other than increasing productivity, high rates of 

urbanisation and land conversion from agricultural to sealed surfaces contributed to the 

increasing simplification of land in IDF. (Boucher & Cauchetier, 2012)  

This simultaneously led to the disappearance of hedges, tree lines next to pathways 

and other woody vegetation that was no longer useful for structuring small parcels. 

Furthermore, the transition from livestock systems to arable farming made woody 

elements more and more redundant for purposes of animal welfare. Lastly, this yielded 

the currently uniform agricultural landscape, hardly incorporating woody elements or 

livestock. In striking contrast to the vast open arable land on plains and plateaus stand 

the intensively forested valley areas. (Boucher & Cauchetier, 2012) As an interviewee 

describes it, “there is the forest and there is the open country. There's no in-between with 

a little grove, a hedge, there's really no landscape in between"174 (IW 6). 

The presence of woody vegetation is not as meticulously mapped as agricultural 

surfaces. It is still relatively easy to find maps displaying the clear boundaries between 

forest, agricultural and urban spaces. The Institut Paris Région publishes an updated 

version of this Mode d’Occupation du Sol (MOS) on a regular basis since 1982 (cf. figure 

8).175 (Institut Paris Région, 2017) It is however considerably more difficult to obtain solid 

cartography on woody elements in agricultural spaces, thus depicting the ‘in-between’ of 

forests and agriculture. The tool that comes closest to such material is Écoline, also 

published by Institut Paris Région. 176 Better suited for my purpose is a recent study 

conducted by AFAF in the territory of the water agency in the Seine-Normandie basin that 

provides a solid overview of the state of hedge and AF development in IDF as compared 

to surrounding regions in the basin of the Seine-Normandie water agency. The report 

                                                             
174 « Il y a la forêt et il y a la pleine. Il y a pas cet entre deux avec une petite bosquet, une haie, il y a vraiment 
aucun paysage un peu intermédiaire. » (IW 6). 
175 While the newest version of this dataset dates from 2017, landscapes have not significantly changed in 
terms of agricultural and forest regions since the 2011 dataset on which figure 8 is based. 
176 In a wider sense, it depicts elements of biodiversity in rural landscapes and classifies these in fixed 
punctual and fixed linear elements. Apart from hedges and isolated trees or tree groups, several other 
landscape elements such as pathways, riparian zones or diches are included. (Institut Paris Région, 2016a, 
2016b) As this is a comparatively new tool, it currently remains difficult to draw coherent and comparative 
conclusions from it. Furthermore, while the approach of depicting all types of woody vegetation is highly 
important in the wider sense of observing green infrastructure in IDF, the policy measures central to this 
study mainly target hedges and agroforestry. I will therefore refrain from analysing this cartographic 
material in further detail. 
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includes hedges177, silvopastoralism, alley cropping178 and orchard-vegetable systems179 

in the inventory of woody elements. It confirms the previous observation stating that 

woody elements on agricultural land have largely disappeared in IDF. While other regions 

certainly, too, experienced declines of rural trees, comparatively little structures remain 

in IDF.180  

This is especially true for hedges. With an estimated 1 259 km remaining on the 

entire territory of the region, the observation shows less than 0,96km of hedges per km². 

In some regions of Britany on the contrary, there are around 5,77 – 6,74km of hedges per 

km². In terms of alley cropping systems and orchard-vegetable systems, IDF ranges in the 

middle field and even scores high on silvopastoralism (32 project as opposed to only 

between 3 and 8 in other regions, while in Grand-Est 39 projects are observed). This 

yields an overall surface of 282 ha covered with some type of rural trees. (Somer et al., 

2019) When taking into account the total surface of IDF as compared to the total surface 

of other regions in the water agency’s basin, this is a relatively small share of land covered 

under rural trees. Surprisingly however, a higher than average number of alley cropping 

systems is present in Seine-et-Marne department, the strongest of IDF’s agricultural 

regions (182 ha as compared to only 34 or 35 ha in some departments in Britany, 

characterised by high hedge density). The report overall confirms that land management 

in IDF is highly optimised and strictly separated into intensively exploited arable and 

forest surfaces. Little place remains for rural trees on these surfaces, also as compared to 

other neighbouring regions. There however seems to be a slightly over-proportional 

interest in newer agronomic types of AF, more precisely in alley cropping systems.  

IDF overall lags behind other French regions when it comes to woody 

infrastructure in agricultural land, leading to where land-use systems are hardly resilient 

in terms of ecological infrastructures. (IW 6) This is closely linked to the fact that other 

regions have stronger traditions of planting hedges or trees, which are still reflected 

                                                             
177 Definition of hedges here: “Definition: A natural barrier made of trees, shrubs, thorns or branches  
and used to limit or protect a field. Tree line or fruit tree plantation of less than 25 m in width, Grouping: 
Hedge, Row of trees, Selection: Minimum space between two parallel hedges >= 50 m, Length >= 25 m, 
Modelling: External contour of the area”. (Somer et al., 2019, p. 5)  
178 Only those systems recognised as such under the CAP definition and registered by farmers in TéléPAC. 
(Somer et al., 2019) 
179 Primarily those projects financed by AFAF (Somer et al., 2019) 
180 The term ‘remain’ is employed in non-numeric terms. Lacking data for comparing the presence of rural 
trees over time across regions, the statement here does not take into account the fact that already previously 
the different land management systems of both regions involved different amounts of hedges – less so in 
the case of IDF.  
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today. In IDF however, intensive forestry or smaller tree groves were more common than 

trees in agriculture. (IW 8) The responses of the interviewees illustrate that in collective 

memory, these dominant types of woody infrastructure overshadow the fact, that 

livestock management as well as fruit and vegetable production were also traditionally 

practiced in the region. (Boucher & Cauchetier, 2012) Furthermore, interviewees also 

recognise that livestock farming remains unpopular in IDF, an agricultural land-use 

system that elsewhere supports woody infrastructure for animal welfare. Supposedly, the 

dominant discourse does not perceive AF as a system of the future; neither agricultural 

nor food system development show strong interest. (IW 3, 6) As a regional actor puts it, 

in the other regions one fights to protect an agricultural heritage, for existing agro-

ecological infrastructures, whereas in IDF it seems that one arrives after the battle – 

woody infrastructure has already disappeared. (IW 6)  

At the same time, many interviewed actors agree that reintroducing trees is 

becoming more and more popular in recent times. While some have worked in the field 

for over 10 years, they only recognise interests for diversifying food production in local 

value chains and AF very recently. Speaking from their personal standpoints or of their 

respective entity, some sense this surge of interest since 2015. (IW 2) Others feel that it 

rises only since the last two years. (IW 3, 8) On a trajectory to a more global interest 

however, “(w)here we are today compared to where we were 5 years ago is completely 

different”181 (IW 8). While actors agree that AF currently remains marginal, this points to 

a new dynamic for integrating trees in farmland. The following sub-chapters will explain 

in detail the reasoning behind this general tendencies, on the one hand the surge of 

interest amongst some actors, on the other hand actors that remain reluctant to embrace 

AF.   

 

7. The EU Green Deal: an Opportunity for Agroforestry?  

To readjust this set of regulations further in the post-2020 CAP, the current trilogue 

negotiations refining the current direction of the policy proposals can play an important 

role in restructuring the EU’s agricultural policy for better incorporating woody elements 

in agriculture. More generally, several actors consider the policy window for AF widely 

open. (Afac-Agroforesteries, 2020b; Réseau CIVAM et al., 2020; Rocha & Ruiz, 2020) This 

is especially due to the proposals of the Commission’s Green Deal that encourage the 

                                                             
181 « Là où on est aujourd’hui par rapport à là où on était il y a 5 ans ça a rien à voir » (IW 8).  
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plantation of trees. In this regard, the Biodiversity Strategy to 2030 sets out the ambition 

to plant three bio additional trees, both in urban and farmland. The former component 

thus specifically points to an increase in AF systems to reach the desired share of 10% of 

farmland under so-called high-diversity landscape features. (Rocha & Ruiz, 2020) This 

ambition of the Biodiversity Strategy simultaneously promotes the Farm to Fork 

strategies’ Carbon farming initiative, supporting higher carbon sequestration in 

agriculture. (Ruiz, 2020) The two strategies complement one another in a highly 

favourable manner, as they establish closer links between farmers, nature, industries and 

consumers for lastly achieving a sustainable EU food system. AF is seen to play a crucial 

role in this dynamic (Afac-Agroforesteries, 2020b; European Agroforestry Federation, 

2020a; European Commission, 2020c), seeing that it promotes the new bio-economy 

opportunities that the Green Deal package offers, e.g. recycling food waste, rewarding 

farmers for carbon sequestration, producing sustainable biomass for energy or growing 

raw material for medicinal and industrial use. (Matthews, 2020)  

The COM states in the Biodiversity Strategy, referring explicitly to the new CAP and 

Farm to Fork Strategy, that it “will ensure that Strategic Plans are assessed against robust 

climate and environmental criteria. These plans should lead to the use of sustainable 

practices, such as precision agriculture, organic farming, agro-ecology, agro-forestry and 

stricter animal welfare standards” (European Commission, 2020c, p. 7). The repeated 

references to AF in the EUs climate targets goes hand in hand with the increasing interest 

EU Climate policy officials develop in associated land use systems. Over previous years, 

the EU commissioned several studies regarding the carbon sequestration potential of AF. 

(European Agroforestry Federation, 2020b) Particularly DG CLIMA integrates AF more 

and more in its reflections. During its second Carbon Farming Roundtable session for 

example, AF is explicitly considered a Carbon Farming Practice. (DG CLIMA, 2020) Policy 

officers working on AF in DG Agri seem to especially notice this surge of interest, 

highlighting the fact that AF has the potential to reunite different sectors of interest 

generally. (IW 21) Furthermore, the COM particularly mentions AF when it expresses its 

intention to link the Green Deal package, especially the Farm to Fork strategy, to the new 

eco-schemes of the CAP post 2020. In the strategy, it states that “the new ‘eco-schemes’ 

will offer a major stream of funding to boost sustainable practices, such as precision 

agriculture, agro-ecology (including organic farming), carbon farming and agroforestry. 
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Member States and the Commission will have to ensure that they are appropriately 

resourced and implemented in the Strategic Plans.” (European Commission, 2020a, p. 9).  

Nonetheless, doubts have been raised as regards the actual compatibility of the 

COMs Green Deal proposals and CAP ambitions. (Aubert, 2020; Matthews, 2020) While 

the COM itself commissioned a study that makes a clear effort to illustrate the coherence 

of both proposal packages (European Commission, 2020b), considerable caveats remain 

for the Council and EP to water down the COM’s Green Deal ambitions as regards the post 

2020 CAP generally.182 The escape route will be for the COM to provide strong 

recommendations to the MS as regards the alignment of their National Strategic Plans 

(NSPs) to align with the ambitions of the Green Deal. (Matthews, 2020) The NSPs leave 

room for encouraging especially AF amongst other sustainable farming practices. MS can 

for example include the Biodiversity Strategy’s 10% target for high-diversity landscape 

features, explicitly mentioning AF as an appropriate solution. (Afac-Agroforesteries, 

2020b; European Agroforestry Federation, 2020a) 

 

8. A National Agroforestry Plan: Is France Overhauling the EU? 

Apart from the attempts at the supranational level, the French government independently 

sets out to support AF. Thus, in 2015, AF was not only settled in supranational, but also 

national policies. Under the frame of the Projet Agroécologique pour la France, the MAA 

launched 12 key strategies to boost agro-ecology. (Rue, 2018) One of these strategies is 

the Plan de Développement de l’Agroforesterie 2015-2020183. (MAA, 2016) It comprises 

five main axes, namely 

1) Better understanding the diversity of AF systems and their functioning, 

2) Improving the regulatory and legal framework and strengthening financial support, 

3) Developing counselling, training and promotion of AF, 

4) Improving the economic value of AF productions in a sustainable way, 

5) Promoting and disseminating AF internationally.  

 

While the plan was established under the previous minister Stéphane Le Foll, it legally 

still remains in place. During 2020, a comprehensive impact analysis of its first 

programming period has been conducted, ensuring that the remarks of the final 

evaluation report will enter a new plan. As the current plan is not fitted with a dedicated 

                                                             
182 Furthermore, EURAF already considers the ambition for planting three bio extra trees as weak, taking 
into account the fact that only the AF priority area would need 3,14 bio additional trees to be planted by 
2030. (European Agroforestry Federation, 2020c) 
183 Also referred to as Plan National in the following 
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budget, it mainly sets a political agenda, and as such rather encourages sectors to issue 

calls for AF projects than providing financial support for specific measures. A potentially 

rising number of AF projects can in retrospect unblock funding. (IW 14)  

In the dynamic of the first Plan National, another important tool in support of AF 

development was initiated, the RMT AgroforesterieS. This Réseau Mixte Technologique is 

a network of around 60 structures engaged in research, development, education and 

production in link with AF, especially aiming at enhancing the exchange between all 

relevant stakeholders. The Agriculture Ministry fully finances the network. It was recently 

allocated a new budget for the period of 2021-24, as its first programming period 2014-

2020 was ending. Next to the agronomic research institute, INRAE, also the Permanent 

Assembly of the Chambers of Agriculture (APCA) governs the network. The primary aim 

of the upcoming programming period is to aggregate research on the performance of AF 

systems at different scales, thus responding to the prevailing lack of agronomic and 

economic references. (RMT-AgroforesterieS, 2021)  

Another national network emerging in the dynamic of the Plan National is the 

project Réseau National pour l’Agroforesterie (Réunir-AF). This project is also co-

financed by MAA, further receiving funds from the Commissariat General à l’Égalité des 

Territoires and the CAPs Pillar II EAFRD funds, passing through the Réseau rural national. 

It was firstly programmed for the period from 2018-2021. (RMT-AgroforesterieS, 2020b) 

Also this network is piloted by APCA, but furthermore coordinated by the national AF 

association Afac-AgroforesterieS (Afac). The unique feature of the project is its inter-

regional character, as it links 23 different regional AF referents in a comprehensive 

national structure. The aim is therefore to establish better coherence between public 

entities and their regional counterparts, especially also by disseminating relevant 

information between different levels of governance. The project is supposed to follow up 

on the implementation of national and supranational policies, specifically the RDPs, but 

also functions as a transmission body for proposals in policy changes. Réunir-AF states to 

follow three main objectives, namely promoting the integration of AF in (supra)national 

policies (Axis 1), specifically by supporting, monitoring and analysing existing policies 

and furthermore proposing suggestions of improvement to these (Axis 2).  

The third Axis of its work regards the trial run of the Concours National 

d’Agroforesterie. This category for AF of the widely recognised yearly national agriculture 

competition, the Concours Général Agricole, was initiated under the wider frame of the 
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Plan National for AF. (Pavard, 2019) Co-financed by the EAFRD as well, a trial run of this 

competition was firstly held in four French regions, before the AF category was fully 

integrated into the actual Concours in 2019 under the section for agro-ecological 

practices. The first laureates were thus officially announced during the Salon de 

l’Agriculture in February 2020 held in Paris. While pointing out the multiple ecosystem 

and economic benefits, the competition sets itself the aim to promote the recognition of 

multi-performing agricultural systems under AF in all their forms in public policy. 

(Concours Général Agricole, 2021) 184 

Despite previous tendencies of the French government to support AF 

institutionally185, the topic AF arrived in public policies in form of the Plan National rather 

unexpectedly. (IW 16) As no solid previous regulatory base was available, the Ministry 

closely collaborated with the national agroforestry associations, particularly Afac, in 

elaborating the Plan National. This led to where the Plan lastly incorporates several ideas 

that were already present in the dynamic non-governmental AF actors, such as the 

concept of the label for the ‘Végétal Locale’. To sum up, the objective of this set of 

initiatives launched in the dynamic of the Plan National was thus to give a political frame, 

a visibility, to a dynamic that was driven by non-governmental actors for around 15 to 20 

                                                             
184 Another policy tool that refers to the maintenance and plantation of woody elements are the so-called 
Trames Vertes et Bleues. (Labant, 2017) Set out under Art. 371-16 of the Environmental Code, they are 
described as a sustainable land-use planning tool. The objective of these tools is "to halt the loss of 
biodiversity by participating in the preservation, management and restoration to good condition of the 
environments necessary for ecological continuity, while taking into account human activities, particularly 
agricultural activities, in rural areas" (art. L. 371-1 of the Environment Code). Adapted to each regional 
context under the Schémas Régionaux de Cohérence Écologique (SRCE), they refer to all types of land 
surfaces, thus extending for example to publicly owned land not only under agricultural land-use. While 
these elements appear important for creating a territorial perspective on AF, we will in the following 
however refrain from analysing these measures in detail, as they do not primarily support the association 
of rural trees with agricultural production. Central to this study are those policy instruments that directly 
address the combination of woody vegetation with agriculture.  
185 French policies had briefly mentioned the topic AF before this surge of integrating the topic in a 
political frame from 2015 onwards. The rural development plan of 2009, Objectif Terres 2020, lists AF as 
one of 60 measures to achieve the targets of improving water use and quality, addressing biodiversity and 
landscape issues as well as protecting soils and acting on energy and climatic changes. (MAA, 2009) It still 
defines AF as an association of trees and agricultural activity, more precisely crops or pasture, on the same 
plot of land (European Agroforestry Federation, 2009) and therefore does not yet adopt a more holistic 
view of AF as the Concours Général for example does today. Furthermore noteworthy is the fact that the 
French mixed research unit SYSTEM at INRAE coordinated the first pan-European research project, 
Silvoarable Agroforestry for Europe or SAFE Project in the period from 2002 to 2009. It aimed at 
discovering the potential and efficacy of AF systems predict potential impact of silvoarable systems in 
European agriculture and finally propose a related European regulatory frame. This early connection to 
the EU policy level remained strong, as the launch of the Plan National was later perceived as a strong 
signal to increasingly incorporate AF in political frames on supranational level. As a COM official explains, 
“this was also a very important policy development. A big country, FRA, with large agricultural wisdom 
and tradition decided that AF is for the future. (…) This was also a good example for the COM” (IW 22). 
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years previously, especially recalling that it is not equipped with an own financial 

envelope. (IW 16)  

 

9. New National Support for Hedges under the Plan de Relance 

A very recent national incentive to support the development of AF is the section Mesure 

Haies under the Plan de Relance which intends to boost regional development across 

France after the Covid pandemic. Inscribed under the section agricultural transition, more 

specifically under the point “Accelerating the agro-ecological transition to service of 

healthy, safe, sustainable, local and sustainable food and quality for all”186 (French 

Government, 2020, p. 58), it has the objective to accompany the environmental 

performance of agriculture. The Plan de Relance thus recognises that  

„The hedgerows and groves are a formidable reservoir of biodiversity. They improve the quality of 
water and its infiltration into the soil, and store carbon. A "hedgerow" measure will be implemented 
with the ambition, over two years, to replant 7,000 km of hedges, to establish sustainable 
management of existing hedges and to structure local tree production and the use of biomass from 
hedgerows“187 French Government, 2020, p. 58).  
 

While this paragraph appears limited at first sight, territorial actors welcome the 

approach firmly. The national AF association interprets it as a strong signal indicating that 

hedge development is no longer supported only as of its environmental benefits. Instead, 

Mesure Haies emphasises the potential of hedge development for achieving three axes of 

territorial economic development, namely agricultural, environmental and economic 

development. The objective is thus to consider hedges as an important element in 

achieving an ecological transition that actually reinforces territorial economic dynamics 

instead of stifling these. (Hirou, 2020b) With a comparatively relevant sum of 50 Mio. EUR 

between 2021 and 2024, it is also under the frame of this policy that national funds are 

again dedicated to hedge development after similar support was suspended for a long 

time. While it is called Mesure Haies, also alley cropped tree alignments are eligible, 

furthermore planted on all types of arable land like permanent meadows and pastures, 

but also permanent cropland. (Afac-Agroforesteries, 2021b)  

                                                             
186 « Accélérer la transition agro-écologique au service d’une alimentation saine, sûre, durable, locale et de 
qualité pour tous » (French Government, 2020, p. 57). 
187 « Les haies bocagères et bosquets sont un formidable réservoir de biodiversité. Elles améliorent la 
qualité de l’eau et son infiltration dans le sol, et permettent de stocker du carbone. Une mesure « haies » 
sera mise en place avec l’ambition, sur deux ans, de replanter 7 000 km de haies, d’instaurer une gestion 
durable des haies existantes et de structurer les filières locales de production d’arbres et de valorisation de 
la biomasse issue des haies »187 (French Government, 2020, p. 58). 



Appendix 

146 
 

The definition of what is interpreted as a hedge thus remains largely open as 

compared to the EU definitions. The objective was to intentionally keep the definition as 

imprecise as is the case, since this would allow to account for all the particular cases 

present on the territories. If the definition were too precise, difficulties would likely be 

encountered when applying for the available funding options. (IW 16) In this rationale, 

the hedge rather comprises all types of rural trees188 that are grouped in some way or 

another. (Afac-Agroforesteries, 2021b) As the measure is co-coordinated with the 

administrative procedures under the RDPs, only non-productive vegetation is eligible just 

as in the EU’s regulatory body. 

Amongst the four main axes for developing a territorial economy around the 

hedge, namely plantation, sustainable management as well as downstream and upstream 

industry support, the Mesure Haies mainly supports the first axis of plantation. It thus 

tops up several other regional or private financing tools such as the program Breizh 

Bocage in Normandy or the initiative Plantons en France, a private fund coordinated by 

Afac. However, it partly also supports the promotion of upstream industry. Two 

administrative options exist for the channelling the distribution of the funds. The 

envelope can fully pass through existing tools under the RDPs, which would be measure 

8.2 and 4.4 for plantation investments and measures 7.6 and 2189 for territorial 

promotion. If however a region has not opened the measures under question, the second 

distribution option is to pass through existing national aid schemes. As regards 

investments, this means employing SA.50388 ‘Support for investments in agricultural 

holdings linked to primary production’ as regards investment and a combination of 

SA.40979 ‘information dissemination’ and SA.40833 ‘advice’ in case of an individual 

approach and SA.50627 in case of a territorial approach. (Afac-Agroforesteries, 2021b) 

The particularity in this second case is that the state funds the projects entirely passing 

by an aid rate of 100%, without the regions supplementing the projects with their 

individual EAFRD envelopes. This bundling of existing structures and regulations overall 

significantly lowers administrative burdens. (IW 14) In practice, only two regions fully 

pass through state aids, while most regions including IDF combine investment financing 

                                                             
188 « arbres des champs » or « arbres champêtres » (Afac-Agroforesteries, 2021b). 
189 sous-mesure 7.6 « Aide aux investissements pour le patrimoine culturel et naturel et aux actions de 
sensibilisation environnementale » ou de la mesure 2 « Services de conseil ». 
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with the RDP and employ state aids for upstream and downstream promotion. (Afac-

Agroforesteries, 2021b)  

While also this Mesure Haies is the product of a discourse that built up over the 

years at all governance levels moving towards an increasing recognition of the 

importance of re-integrating rural trees, the objective at the national level was to group 

existing levers. As opposed to EU funding mechanisms, the aim was to create a funding 

scheme that would be available in a fast and efficient distribution without needing to pass 

by a validation of the COM. This trajectory was also chosen because the formulation and 

inclusion of the Mesure Haies occurred in a relative short time. As an official in MAA 

explains, the ministry also only has «a frame determining on what can be implemented. 

We have to find the best possible compromise»190 (IW 14). Although Afac was consulted 

during the co-formulation of the Mesure Haies between the Ministries of Environment 

and Agriculture, time to include and exchange opinions at territorial level was short. Yet, 

at a more general scape, Afac represented the positions of its member organisations in the 

elaboration process. (IW 16)  

While the measure is overall well received, especially as it offers pathways for 

simplifying administrative burdens related to AF support schemes, the success of this set 

of measures lastly depends on regional and territorial initiative. Firstly, the Mesure Haies 

requires swift action, considering the fact that budgets are likely to be reprogrammed on 

other schemes of the Plan de Relance if not employed. Secondly, while the measure allows 

for important structural changes, the regional level is in charge of actually finding a 

procedure where collective fund applications are possible, especially as the Mesure Haies 

is articulated closely in line with other planting programmes and procedures are 

simplified at all levels. In this, the role of field operators is crucial, as their function is to 

link farmers with instruction entities as well as upstream and downstream procedures 

and promotion systems. (Afac-Agroforesteries, 2021b)  

 

10. Classifying Policy Instruments for Agroforestry Support in France 

Opposed to the EU framework, the national plan for AF features components that point 

towards the three types of ‘newer’ policy instruments identified by le Galès, Lascoumes 

and C. Halpern (2014; 2005) . While it is not the primary objective of the plan to structure 

                                                             
190 « On a un cadre aussi sur ce qui peut être mise en œuvre. Il faut trouver le meilleur compromis 
possible » (IW 14). 
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the relationship between citizens and economic actors as norms and standards 

instruments would do, some elements of it can be attributed to this sort of instruments. 

This is especially the case for the regulation associated with the label Végétal Local, setting 

out specifications for obtaining this label for locally produced woody elements. This 

illustrates an important step in ordering interactions of the economic and societal 

spheres, thus involving multiple governance levels outside state authorities. Similarly, via 

the introduction of a new category for AF in the frame of the Concours Général Agricole 

the plan holds characteristics of conventional and inciting policy instruments. Here, the 

state sets out to mobilise actors and directly engage them in the development of AF 

practices. It initiates a stage for wider societal recognition of affiliated land-management 

systems. As the state mainly coordinates both public and private entities at operational 

level in these elements, the Plan National holds characteristics of type II governance 

arrangements to some extent. After all, however, the Plan National is not equipped with a 

significant financial envelope to embark on the missions that it sets out to accomplish. In 

this regard, it rather disposes of the axiological and symbolic functions of classic legislative 

or regulatory instruments again. Formulated in co-production and consultation of private 

actors, the Ministry lastly translates pre-existing non-governmental dynamics in a 

national strategy. By including and acknowledging AF in the national policy discourse, the 

backing of national legitimacy can facilitate the dispersion of its values in the wider 

society. This could be interpreted as a step that transfers type II governance arrangements 

in overlapping jurisdictions between public and private actors into a framed type I 

governance arrangement. 

Analogous to the Plan National, the new Mesure Haies of the Plan de Relance also 

includes features of newer generation policy instruments. As it offers the possibility to 

regions and territories to relatively freely re-organise the roles and exchange of the 

economic and civil society actors engaged in the development of AF, the policy is typified 

by attributes of the norms and standards instruments. The wide margin it leaves to local 

organisation also implies that larger weight is laid upon the pressure of market 

mechanisms in the final implementation stage, especially as regards upstream and 

downstream industries. From this standpoint, it encourages type II governance 

arrangements. However, as the actual text of the Plan de Relance refrains from specifying 

modalities in this regard, one also needs to recognise that the Mesure Haies 

predominantly remains an economic instrument that attributes subsidies with the aim of 
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guiding the stabilisation of territorial economies after the pandemic. As such, it not only 

holds strong symbolic functions in the sense of the strong legitimate central state 

supporting its territories, but also disposes of an axiological function. As it contains an 

entire chapter on agro-ecological practices generally, and the Mesure Haies in particular, 

it expresses its intention to continuously support affiliated land-management practices. 

While behind the scenes the ultimate administrative execution of the Mesure Haies 

already seems to be discussed and specified, the text itself does not dispose of a strong 

programmatic function as opposed to the EU regulatory frame. In fact, it fully draws upon 

existing administrative procedures of both EU and regional measures and can thus 

function completely without further regulatory specifications. From this consideration, 

this policy instrument also is strongly connected to type I governance arrangements, 

employing the clear competency division of existing frames. However, the above all rather 

alternative nature of the Mesure Haies instrument makes it highly relevant to analyse 

actor’s interests and their standpoint towards this measure in the next chapter. It is for 

example possible that territorial actors state a preference for either a classic type of policy 

instruments as the EU measures, but the different nature of the Mesure Haies is just as 

well likely to find proponents.  
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11. Additional Policy Frames Supporting Agroforestry Development 

 

Figure 9 Global Policy Frames Supporting Agroforestry (R. Mosquera-Losada et al., 2016, p. 16) 
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Table 6 Measures to Promote Agroforestry in the CAP’s Second Pillar (2015 – 2020) (R. Mosquera-Losada et 
al., 2016, p. 53) 
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12. The Battle between Environmental NGOs and the Agro-food Industry at the 

Supranational Level  

At the EU level, several environmental NGOs such as WWF, the European Landowners 

Organisation, the European Environmental Bureau or Friends of the Earth support the 

current proposals of the COM’s F2F and biodiversity strategies, and put forward proposals 

in favour of AF in the final negotiation rounds of post 2020 CAP. Next to the NGOs, the 

political weight of the two large farmer lobby umbrella organisations Via Campesina and 

copa cogeca define the debate. Their interests strongly oppose one another as via 

Campesina advocates for alternative farming models while copa cogeca, closely linked to 

the French farmer union FNSEA191, represents conservative interests. Both copa cogeca 

and the FNSEA are widely criticised for dominating French and EU agricultural policies 

for decades without perfectly representing the diversity of farmers of the terrains. Many 

claim that representatives of the organisations act in conflicts of interest. This means 

promoting policies that support large argo-businesses dedicated to industrial production 

for export on world markets, which coincides with increasing environmental destruction, 

but also social precariousness of many farmers. Hence, this lobby group strongly opposes 

greening elements in the CAP. While it recently lost some of its influence, copa cogeca 

remains a powerful actor, especially in the EP. (copa cogeca, 2021; Corporate Europe 

Observatory, 2021) Some MEPs repeat the press releases of the lobby group word by 

word. Interestingly, in this round of CAP negotiations, copa cogeca no longer officially 

opposes AF. While the only ‘real’ agriculture in their eyes are large installations, ignoring 

small-scale, diversified AF systems absent in their discourse, they do not express 

resistance to the association of cultures and trees generally. (IW 24) Still, the interests of 

those farmers engaged most in AF today in IDF are hardly represented in FNSEA, and 

consequently in copa cogeca at the EU level.  

Apart from the influence of FNSEA, the French research domain significantly 

contributes to the AF debate at the EU level. Especially during its emergence, scientists 

from France’s agronomic research institute INRAE advanced the issue in decision-making 

processes before 2015, which explains why today ‘AF’ in the EU framework is defined as 

alley cropping systems. INRAE’s agronomic scientists focused their research on these 

systems.192 (RMT-AgroforesterieS, 2020a) The preponderance of France remains present 

                                                             
191 The current president of copa, Mrs. Christiane Lambert, was elected president of FNSEA in 2017. 
192 The first EU AF research project was furthermore coordinated by INRAE’s research unit UMR-SYSTEM 
from 2002-2005, delivering findings on agronomic performance and regulatory propositions around 
silvoarable agroforestry. Another comparatively early French research program, SMART, reinforced these 
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in political debates since 2015, reinforced by the strong signal that the Plan National pour 

l’Agroforesterie sent.193 (IW 20, 21, 22, 31)  

This exchange between national and supranational level in the research domain 

mostly passes by EURAF, the European Agroforestry Federation.194 While France is 

formally linked to EURAF, the AF debates of national and EU level remain separated. 

Comfortable in its leadership position, France does not follow debates and developments 

in other EU countries much. “Sometimes I have the impression that the French position 

themselves as leaders and therefore do not look around”195 (IW 20). Formally, France’s 

two national delegates institutionalise the link between EURAF and the national level. The 

current delegates show strong efforts for strengthening the exchange between 

associations at each governance level. Since around one and a half years, they especially 

aim to better disperse information of EURAF via monthly newsletters that are distributed 

to relevant actors at the national level. The national associations can then forward the 

newsletters to their respective individual members.196  

The extent to which national actors are incorporated into EURAF’s lobbying highly 

depends on the specific situation. EURAF’s post-2020 CAP proposals for example were 

elaborated by EURAF staff and are then re-read and amended by national delegates. In 

France, while national actors formulated their own propositions and forwarded them to 

EURAF (e.g. Réunir AF, Afac) there was little interest for re-reading EURAF’s final 

propositions. A national actor explains this, pointing out "we [the national associations] 

                                                             
first policy dynamics, shedding light onto the association of fruit trees and vegetable production. (RMT-
AgroforesterieS, 2020a) 
193 I here refrain from closely explaining France’s official positions in Council, COM and EU parliament as 
regards AF. For explaining territorial development of AF in IDF from a multi-level governance perspective, 
non-governmental entities are those that are central to my analysis rather than national government 
entities.  
194 The federation today brings together more than 500 members, either individuals like land users, 
farmers, pastoralists and academics, or national AF associations. It allows for exchange on technical issues 
as well as political and strategic matters, while furthermore lobbying for AF at the EU level. (EURAF, 2021) 
195 « Parfois j’ai un peu trop l’impression que les français se positionnent en tant que leader et donc ne 
veulent pas regarder à côté » (IW 20). 
196 The dynamic seems to highly depend on the selected national delegates to EURAF. While before, the work 
remained rather unstructured and seemed to be carried out mainly for the individuals themselves, the 
current delegates are more determined to disperse information broadly. French actors that turn towards 
EURAF are mostly individuals of the national associations Afac or AFAF that direct specific questions to 
EURAF. Researchers and the territorial level however, mainly farmers and technical counsellors, only 
marginally interact with EURAF. Some punctually respond to the monthly newsletters on a specific issue, 
but these are mainly people that are already interested in European questions. One staff member of the 
Chambre d’Agriculture in Pays de la Loire animates her local group of farmers with supplementary notes 
that inform about decision-making processes at the EU level. However, this strongly depends on her 
personal engagement in the issue and the leeway that supervisors allow for such stimulation. Similar 
tendencies currently do not occur in IDF. 
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don't really know what they [EURAF] do, and having seen the transcript of the elements 

we gave them, it was very, very far from the reality on the ground and not applicable. (…). 

It's mostly researchers who are completely detached from the field”197 (IW 16). This 

suggests that while France’s political weight is still present in the discussions at the EU 

level since 2015, the link between national and supranational non-governmental entities 

is rather weak. For the territorial development of AF in IDF, this means that the interests 

of local farmers in AF are most likely not represented through EURAF at the EU level. 198  

Expressed in the concept of the référentiel by Muller and Jobert (1987) , this 

illustrates that the plot scale, engineered AF interpretation, translated in the myth of the 

AF panacea, has reached EU level discourses. In what this study refers to as the AF 

panacea, I see the global frame of reference, the global référentiel. The rising interest in 

AF is not to the least attributable to the strong representation of the French research 

domain. This sector’s référentiel of collective action follows the strategy of professionally 

engineering trees in modern agricultural landscapes, thus creating new agronomic 

models without however envisioning a systemic transition to AE. These models are the 

images of AF translated in the 2015 CAP planning period, a model that also the 

representatives of the agro-industry can agree upon. They thus form the sector that I will 

refer to as the ‘productivist agroforesters’. EURAF and the environmental NGOs represent 

a more transitory vision of AF. As EURAF is mainly composed of scientists, it cannot 

represent and connect closely with the field level currently. Considering the fact that 

neither EURAF nor the NGOs are closely connected to IDF territories, I refrain from 

categorising them in a sectoral référentiel.  

 

13. Reflections on an Interpretation of Actors’ Application Decision for CAP Support 

I here extend the reflections of chapter 4 considering the NTU of CAP schemes by 

examining the phase prior to the application to a specific scheme. By shedding light on 

phase I (threshold phase) and phase II (trade-offs phase) in the sense of van Oorschots 

(1996) dynamic model of TU, I describe the factors that determine TU at client level. As 

this study is based on interviews with institutional actors more than with farmers, the 

reflections of this section emerge from exchanges with those professionals involved 

                                                             
197 « On ne sait pas bien ce qu’ils font et pour avoir vu la retranscription des éléments qu’on leur a donné 
c’était très très éloigné de la réalité du terrain et pas applicable.(…) C’est majoritairement des chercheurs 
complètement éloigné du terrain » (IW 16).  
198 This is also due to the currently weak organisation of AF associations in IDF. As a consequence, IDF is 
also poorly represented in national associations and thus EURAF.  
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closely with farmers in their day-to-day business. I thus approximate the actual reasoning 

at client level before the application decision to the CAP schemes. Despite criticism that 

followed the first NTU model of Kerr (1982)199, the six thresholds he identifies will 

however be a helpful basis for the purpose of this chapter. (Van Mechelen & Janssens, 

2017; Warin, 2017; Warin & Hamel, 2014) 

The first threshold that Kerr identifies is the perceived need. Only if individuals 

believe that they need assistance to have their needs met will they deem it necessary to 

choose the CAP’s AF schemes. A large proportion of farmers in IDF are already dropping 

out at this first stage. Especially those who can still generate high yields from their fertile 

soils for export see no benefit in planting trees. On the contrary, rural trees are perceived 

as a hindrance, especially where large machines are used. They thus do not feel a need to 

seek additional income support for planting or maintaining woody infrastructure. For 

those farmers on the other hand that are somewhat interested in planting trees, this stage 

might be crucial for fulfilling the project lastly. Projects often do not grow due to financial 

constraints (IW 3, 17), so the offer of the CAP should be interesting in pure practical terms. 

Those farmers that are strongly convinced of their holistic AF project already might also 

perceive a need for further financial assistance, but would also be motivated enough to 

seek elsewhere (in IDF as demonstrated from PNRs, PUR Projet or funds from the national 

associations for example). As a territorial actor states, there is no lack of funding 

generally. (IW 2)  

One can associate wider psychological and social costs that influence the needs 

perception at this stage from van Mechelen and Janssens (2017) . In the context of social 

benefit schemes, around which NTU theory developed, the notion of the stigma is 

differently oriented than in the case of this study. Here, the wish not to be associated with 

other claimants could be translated to the high individualism of farmers in IDF. 

Neighbouring farmers regard one another’s practices with scepticism and would not want 

to be associated. If a conventional farmer calls a professional agroforester his neighbour 

and if this neighbour applies for AF benefits under the CAP, this conventional farmer 

might not want to be associated with the ‘alternative’ neighbour. If they sympathise too 

much with the ‘hippie’ farmers they might believe that they lose respect of their peers 

                                                             
199 To recall, the model was mainly criticised for its bias on the rational choice in individual behaviour and 
its mechanic character of proposing one factor to be sufficient not to pass to the next step of receiving the 
scheme (Warin, 2017) 
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amongst the conventional farmers.200 Another different type of stigma that potentially 

determines this threshold is the stigma society holds against farmers. This especially 

relates to the clash between the self-image and the public perception that Warin mentions 

as a factor. The greening targets that are proposed by the CAP, or for the agro-ecological 

transition more generally, are often perceived as unrealistic in the farmer’s realities, while 

society reads their high objectives as a blame on farmers. Consumers tend to believe that, 

if such high targets are needed, farmers must currently be doing a comparatively bad job 

concerning environmental protection in the wider society’s eyes. On the other end of the 

line, farmers will defend themselves by pointing out that they do want to transition, but 

this transition needs time. (IW 11)201  

The second threshold for receiving the benefits takes into account the need for 

basic knowledge of the individuals, in terms of both the existence and sort of AF funding 

options under the CAP. While every farmer is well aware of the CAP generally, it is highly 

unlikely that every farmer would know about every one of the different options for 

supporting maintenance and plantation of woody structures. Especially as the greening 

requirements and conditionality under Pillar I were profoundly modified for the 2015 

programming period and the AF features newly introduced, basic knowledge of the 

schemes cannot be presupposed. This is furthermore intensified by the fact that the 

interest of the territories in AF across IDF is growing stronger only recently. Few project 

holders would have had the incentive to inform themselves more in detail before. With 

the recent surge of interest, basic knowledge is more likely than before. Territorial actors 

note that the process in itself is not actually complicated. However, there are several small 

aspects to be considered and a significant amount of coordination with the different 

administrative bodies is necessary. (IW 2) This makes basic knowledge not impossible, 

but a crucial determinant for successful TU.  

As the lack of adequate data on supported projects and existing tree infrastructure 

suggests, existing rural trees could already be subsidised under the maintenance options 

                                                             
200 This statement is derived from the overall interview material. To fully verify this point, it will be 
necessary to extend the interviews further amongst a group of farmers.  
201 Another rationale could explain the need perception from the point of the clash between the self-image 
and the public perception. While this did not directly emerge from the interview material, it is also 
possible that farmers perceive requirements imposed on them as unrealistic or unacceptable in a sense 
where historically, the CAP was a very reliable income support. Regardless of production methods, 
subsidies were granted. The more greening measures are included, especially in Pillar I, the more does the 
amount of subsidies received by the individual depend on her or his incentive to fulfil the new conditions. 
These conditions again might be perceived as unrealistic.  
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if farmers knew about this option. I add to this threshold the factor of information costs, 

which suggests that the higher the complexity of the benefit scheme and the higher its 

interaction with other benefit schemes is, the higher the costs will be to receive adequate 

information. As I examine in closer detail in the course of chapter 4, the CAP AF support 

schemes are generally seen to be extremely complex in their setup, be it Pillar I EFAs, 

BCAE7 or Pillar II 8.2 and 4.4 measures. Also, there is a high degree of interaction between 

these different mechanisms, for example regarding the loss of Pillar I payments with 

inadequate tree density. Both of these facts increase the cost of the individual farmer to 

inform her/himself of the adequate scheme for the respective farming system.  

The issues of complexity and interlinkage of the proposed schemes directly relate 

to the next threshold. With the dense requirements specifications, farmers are prone to 

believe that the farming system they established or that they have in mind would not be 

eligible in any case. The project holders would thus refrain from applying if they are 

convinced beforehand that their project is far too specific to fit the high requirements. 

Only with very advanced knowledge on the exact functioning of the schemes could 

farmers directly judge their actual eligibility, which proves to be a significant challenge 

already for the administrative staff working on application details on a day-to-day basis. 

Those farmers that remain reluctant to begin there project are likely to be put off by the 

multiple eligibility criteria, while those that already have a concrete project in mind or 

installed are likely to believe their vision will in any case not comply with the CAP’s vision 

for AF.   

If farmers still find themselves to be eligible, they would then consider what utility 

they perceive the CAP’s schemes to have for their AF project. Several issues downgrade 

this perceived utility for AF schemes. First, the EFA support under the first Pillar that can 

be attributed for AF projects is highly unattractive for farmers in financial terms. (IW 6) 

Especially as compared to the other greening options, a farmer will rather tend to choose 

an easier option that fits the existing farming model better or an option that has several 

incentives pointing in its direction. A farmer will compare the options she or he has at 

disposal and consider which of these options fits more closely his or her idea of how the 

farmland should be managed. If AF then represents such an option, but because of 

associated obstacles like a complicated timeline or commitment to objectives that you 

cannot fulfil, a farmer is unlikely to choose this option. (IW 23) Critical in the offer of the 

second Pillar’s measures is furthermore the fact that the maintenance costs for new 
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plantations are only covered during the first phase of the project. However, growing trees 

is a long-term project that also requires long-term maintenance. (IW 15) The current 

translation of the CAP scheme in the RDP of IDF is not adapted to this temporality.  

This goes hand in hand with the next issue farmers seem to encounter, namely the 

lack of financial support for technical assistance. Due to the perceived low level of funds 

for reimbursing technical assistance, especially in the project-planning phase, farmers 

think that they will have to finance this expenditure item by themselves anyways. Why 

choose to pass by a technical CAP dossier then? And, more importantly, why choose AF in 

the first place if it financially uninteresting under the CAP and the enabling frame not 

convincing? Both farmers that are not yet convinced to begin a project and farmers that 

already have a clear vision are likely to perceive the CAPs utility as small.  

The features of the CAP that already hamper the measure’s overall perceived utility 

closely relate to the beliefs and feelings about the application procedure. The common 

belief dominates, across almost all interviews that the administrative technicalities of the 

application procedure are disproportionally difficult especially compared to the final 

benefits or utility of the schemes. I can associate to this the process costs as a determining 

factor. The higher the susceptible process costs, the higher the likelihood of NTU. As the 

outcome of the claim is in no respect certain (e.g. long waiting periods for final judicial 

allocation decision (IW 8, 9, 10)), farmers are likely to believe that their process costs will 

be high. With the large number of requirements that the CAP dossiers require, it is not 

uncommon that the applications need to be reviewed by the farmers after they were 

handed in and evaluated at the DDT. (IW 6) Due to these administrative thresholds, 

individuals are likely to believe that they would need to spend a lot of time and energy on 

the application process. The involvement of ‘street level bureaucrats’, as van Mecheln and 

Janssens name them, is also comparatively high in case of the CAP applications. Not only 

the implementation steps by the DDT determine the success of the applications, but also 

important decisions taken at the regional level will lastly destine the applications 

outcome. As the interplay of the different instances involved in the implementation 

process is rather complex as well, project holders may be convinced that the application 

procedure will be even more difficult.  
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The last threshold identified by Kerr, the perceived stability of the situation, did not 

explicitly emerge from the interview material.202 Overall, however, the findings of this 

sub-chapter clearly illustrate that individuals will not always decide rational to apply for 

CAP funding or not. With a choice overload and high complexity, mental resources seem 

to be significantly burdened. “(F)armers (…) are not always administrators”203 (IW 2) and 

can thus easily be overwhelmed by the complicated jungle of regulations, which I will 

present in detail in the following sub-chapter. With the high information costs associated 

to the CAP measure set, farmers are likely to encounter a lack of understanding about the 

actual costs and benefits related to the funds. With this information cost, one cannot even 

expect a fully informed rational choice for or against TU. Risk misperceptions as a factor 

of irrational behavioural barriers is in the context of the AF schemes in IDF less of an 

issue.204 Expressed in the four categories of people that refrain from taking up a public 

offer identified by van Oorschot (1996) , I observe firstly farmers that think they are not 

eligible. Secondly and thirdly, a group of farmers will have negative attitudes towards the 

scheme or believe that their project vision will not be addressed with what the schemes 

have to offer. The fourth group, finding itself in an instable situation and thus believing 

that the measure is uninteresting due to its short temporality is a less prominent 

phenomenon in the choice of the CAP AF measures. 

  

                                                             
202 A possible hypothesis can be that the projects might still be subject to several adjustments during their 
creation phase. Farmers might refrain from applying to the CAP schemes until they know for sure that 
their final project can meet the requirements.  
203 « les agriculteurs qui dès fois ne sont pas toujours des administratifs » (IW 2). 
204 Still, this could point to the need of a shift of mentalities generally to recognise the need of adapting the 
agricultural systems in IDF better to the contemporary pressure climate change puts on them. The risk that 
the CAP sets out to counterbalance has not yet arrived in the collective conscience of all farmers in IDF: 
Critics however will say that even the CAP itself misperceives the risk of climate change and other 
environmental challenges.  
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