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ABSTRACT
By 2050, climate change is likely to reduce maize production globally by 3–10
percent and wheat production in developing countries by 29–34 percent. Even
without climate change, the real costs of wheat and maize will increase by 60
percent between 2000 and 2050; climate change could make the figure
substantially greater. Food security, despite the above, may be possible if
agricultural systems are transformed through improved seed, fertilizer, land use,
and governance. Cross-disciplinary research by the International Maize and Wheat
Improvement Center (CIMMYT) and partners in Sub-Saharan Africa, South Asia,
and Mesoamerica aims to enhance farmer uptake of climate-smart agricultural
technologies and practices. Key technologies include maize and wheat varieties with
tolerance to heat and drought stress and low-nitrogen conditions, together with
greater nitrogen-use efficiency. Agronomic practices involve reduced or zero tillage,
enhanced surface retention of crop residues, and economically viable crop rotations
and diversification, to ensure cropping environments that maximize expression of
crop genetic potential, buffer crops against erratic weather, and contribute to
climate change mitigation.
We report on the Sustainable Modernization of Traditional Agriculture
(MasAgro) initiative in Mexico that uses an agricultural innovation systems
approach to enhance uptake of climate-smart technologies and practices. We trace
the antecedents of innovation system theory and practice in Mexican agriculture;
the institutionalization of the approach in MasAgro; and CIMMYT’s role as a network
broker, facilitating the establishment of linkages amongst different actors including
researchers, seed companies, farmers, agro-processors, and policymakers. In order
to be an effective network broker changes are required within CIMMYT; ones that
provide an institutional environment encompassing both the “traditional”
technology-generation research approach with one that places more emphasis on
outcomes and impacts. The innovation systems approach adopted by MasAgro
suggests that innovation systems theory and practice can contribute substantially
to the scaling-out of climate-smart agriculture.
Keywords: climate smart agriculture, climate adaptation, innovation systems,
Mexico, maize
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AN INNOVATION SYSTEMS APPROACH TO ENHANCED
FARMER ADOPTION OF CLIMATE-READY GERMPLASM AND
AGRONOMIC PRACTICES
Jon Hellin 1, Tina Beuchelt, Carolina Camacho, Lone Badstue, Bram Govaerts, Laura
Donnet, Jens Riis-Jacobsen
1.

INTRODUCTION

Climate change is likely to lead to increased water scarcity in the coming decades
(Lobell et al. 2008) and to changes in patterns of precipitation. This will lead to
more short-term crop failures and long-term production declines. Climate change is
also likely to lead to an increase in temperature. Climate models show a high
probability (greater than 90 percent) that by the end of this century growing season
temperatures will exceed the most extreme seasonal temperatures recorded in the
past century (Battisti and Naylor 2009). While an increase in temperature of a few
degrees is likely to increase crop yields in temperate areas, in many tropical areas
even minimal increases in temperature may be detrimental to food production.
The resulting decline in global per capita food production will threaten future
food security (Brown and Funk 2008). This is especially the case with maize and
wheat. These are two of the most important food crops worldwide. Together with
rice, they provide 30 percent of the food calories to 4.5 billion people in almost 100
developing countries. Maize and wheat are very vulnerable to climatic variability
and change. Climate changes will also influence the development of maize and
wheat diseases, with increasing temperatures and incidents of drought exacerbating
plant stress and increasing plant susceptibility (Garrett et al. 2011; Savary et al.
2011). Predictions suggest that climate change will reduce maize production
globally by 3 percent to 10 percent by 2050 (Rosegrant et al. 2009) and wheat
production in developing countries by 29 percent to 34 percent. This will coincide
with a substantial increase in demand for maize and wheat due to rising
populations.
There are gloomy predictions of how environmental crises will affect global
security (Paskal 2010, for example). Through direct effects on livelihoods and
indirect effects on state functions, climate change may in certain circumstances
increase the risk of violent conflict. The environmental problems associated with
climate change could, in turn, play a role in stimulating greater migration leading to
conflict in receiving areas: the arrival of “environmental migrants” can burden the
economic and resource base of the receiving area, promoting native-migrant
contest over resources such as cropland and freshwater (Warner 2010). Crop yield
declines in Mexico caused by climate change are predicted to lead to increased
migration to the United States (Feng et al. 2010).
While it is true that farmers have a long record of adapting to the impacts of
climate variability, predicted climate change represents an enormous challenge that
will test farmers’ ability to adapt and improve their livelihoods (Adger et al. 2007).
There is an urgent need to identify priorities for future research. Maize and wheat
1
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research, therefore, has a critical role to play in enabling adaptation to and
mitigation of climate change. The concern is very high on the agenda in Mexico
because it is expected to be among the most negatively affected countries.
Agricultural output in Mexico could decrease by 25.7 percent by 2080 due to
climate change (Cline 2007). Climate-smart agricultural technologies and practices
are available but the challenge remains to enhance farmer adoption and adaptation.
There is also the challenge of enhancing adaptive capacity to climate change.
Eakin and Lemos (2006) posit that the high uncertainties in climate change
scenarios mean that there is growing interest in improving adaptive capacity rather
than the promotion of specific adaptation options per se. There is an expectation
that nation-states will improve their capacity and that of their citizens to adapt to
climatic change (Eakin and Lemos 2006). Hence, while specific adaptation
technologies and practices are critical, there is a need to direct more attention at
the institutional changes that empower states to design and implement policy to
increase adaptive capacity. Furthermore, the adaptive capacity of nation-states is
linked to the complex relationships that exist between the state and private sector
and civil society. As we will see below, the Mexican government is strengthening
adaptive capacity by embedding the promotion of climate-smart technologies in an
innovation systems framework.
2.

CLIMATE-SMART AGRICULTURAL TECHNOLOGIES AND PRACTICES

Climate-smart agricultural technologies and practices contribute to i) an increase in
global food security; ii) an enhancement of farmers’ ability to adapt to a changing
climate; and iii) the mitigation of emissions of greenhouse gases. In the context of
Mexico, key technologies include climate-adapted germplasm and more sustainable
land management practices.
Germplasm Technology
Improved crop varieties are a key output of agricultural research and have
contributed to significant increases in agricultural production and productivity
(Evenson and Gollin 2003). Communities may adapt to climate change in different
ways, including switching to water efficient or drought and heat tolerant crops
better suited to a warmer and drier climate (Lobell et al. 2008). Scientific crop
breeding will continue to play a critical role in meeting the challenge of increasing
food production in the face of climate change. The development and dissemination
of improved germplasm has the potential to offset some of the yield losses linked to
climate change. Crop varieties with increased tolerance to heat and drought stress
and resistance to pests and diseases are critical for managing current climatic
variability and for adaptation to progressive climate change.
The development of climate-adapted germplasm is possible through a
combination of conventional, molecular, and in some cases transgenic breeding
approaches. In conventional breeding for tropical maize, the application of proven
drought breeding methodologies in managed stress screening has resulted in
significant grain yield increases under drought stress (Bänziger et al. 2006).
However, further yield gains will be required to offset the potential effects of
climate change on maize. In particular, research is required into the identification of

2

traits associated with combined heat and drought tolerance, and the development
of improved germplasm for high temperature, water-limited environments.
Despite decades of maize breeding and the promotion of improved maize
varieties, the majority of Mexican maize farmers continue to use local maize
varieties (Barkin 2002). There are many reasons for this. First, market-related
issues in both input and output chains can influence farmers’ propensity to adopt
improved maize varieties. On the input side, bottlenecks exist in the value chains
and impede farmers’ access to seed. On the output side, quality and scale-related
barriers also exist, inhibiting the acceptance of farmers’ maize in industrial maize
markets (Keleman et al. 2013). Second, farmers may prefer local maize varieties
for culinary (Tuxill et al. 2010) and cultural reasons (Perales et al. 2005). These are
also differences in preferences between women and men due to their reproductive
and productive roles; women set priorities towards food security and thus tend to
favor varieties that are palatable, nutritious, and meet processing and storing
requirements. Women can also generate income from the artisanal processing and
sale of traditional maize products (Beuchelt and Badstue 2013). Third, improved
maize varieties, often developed on research stations, do not necessarily perform
well under farmers’ conditions. Further, Mexican farmers frequently cite the variable
performance of hybrids and their “dependency” on fertilizers or other chemical
inputs to explain their reluctance to adopt them at a larger scale (Keleman et al.
2013).
The maintenance of local maize varieties may, however, have a very
important role to play in climate change adaptation in Mexico (Bellon et al. 2011).
In some parts of Mexico, crop germplasm that is appropriate for predicted climates
may already exist in the form of farmers’ local maize varieties (Mercer et al. 2012).
Furthermore, within the primary maize and wild relatives gene pool there exists
unexploited genetic diversity for novel traits and alleles (Ortiz et al. 2009) that can
be used for breeding new high yielding and stress tolerant cultivars using
conventional approaches. Farmers’ local maize varieties should be part of the
arsenal of climate-smart technologies and practices.
Wheat yields decline at supra-optimal temperatures (Reynolds et al. 1994)
and significant breeding effort will be required to maintain productivity in regions,
such as Mexico, that are closer to the equator. Wheat breeding has had
considerable impact in marginal environments, for example, analysis of CIMMYT
international nursery data shows clear and steady progress in the performance of
both bread and durum wheat under drought (Braun et al. 2010). One of the most
effective research strategies for wheat has been, and will continue to be, to change
the phenological pattern of the crop so that critical growth stages do not coincide
with stressful conditions or simply to finish the life cycle early before severe stress
conditions occur.
Conservation Agriculture
Climate change will be especially detrimental to crop production in cropping
systems where soils have degraded to an extent that they no longer provide
adequate water-holding capacity to buffer crops against drought and heat stress.
These effects will be most severe if irrigation is not available to compensate for
decreased rainfall or to mitigate the effects of higher temperature. Improving
genetic adaptation to heat or drought stress alone will not address these problems;
3

there is also a need for complementary agronomic interventions (Hobbs and
Govaerts 2010). Scientists are developing improved cropping systems and
management practices known as conservation agriculture (CA) as part of climate
change adaptation options.
CA involves significant reductions in tillage, such as a permanent soil cover
through enhanced surface retention of crop residues, and diversified, economically
viable crop rotations. This has contributed to productivity growth, reduced burning
of crop residues, and efficient utilization of water, soil nutrients, as well as savings
in cost of fuel and labor (Govaerts et al., 2009). CA is particularly important in
rainfed areas where it helps in retaining water and improving yields (Verhulst et al.,
2011). Furthermore, sustainable agronomic and resource management practices,
such as CA and improved nitrogen management, can contribute to climate change
mitigation. CA also enhances soil carbon sequestration and cuts CO2 emissions by
reducing tillage (and hence use of fossil fuels) and by reducing or eliminating the
burning of crop residues. At the same time, trade-offs exist, for example, due to
the use of crop residues for feed or fuel (Hellin et al. 2013). These trade-offs need
to be addressed and if necessary, appropriate context-specific solutions have to be
developed to be not only environmentally, but also socially and economically
sustainable (Baudron et al., 2013) .
3.

FARMER (NON) ADOPTION OF CLIMATE-SMART TECHNOLOGIES

Farmers will not be able to benefit from existing and future technology options if
they are unable to access the improved seed and other technological innovations.
The benefits from advances in plant breeding and research into improved land
management have often not reached the majority of poor farmers cultivating
marginal lands. The reasons behind farmer adoption of climate smart technologies
are complex but we can learn much from previous research on farmers’ reluctance
to adopt soil and water technologies (see Hudson 1991).
Farmers base their adoption decision on the profitability, that is, the
expectation of marginal gains, and risks associated with the new technology or
practice (Kaliba et al. 2000). Adoption studies related to smallholder production
systems have shown that risk is an important component in farmers’ decisionmaking. Thus, farmers tend first to adopt simple technologies or components and
then progressively move to more complex and more costly technologies. To reduce
risk further, they tend to experiment first on rented or low quality land (RamírezLópez et al. 2013). In terms of the adoption of seeds of improved varieties risk is
also linked to the fact that improved varieties that crop breeders identify as
superior to landraces under experimental conditions may actually yield substantially
less under farmers’ conditions due to genotype-by-environment interactions that
remain undetected in the data from experimental plots (Keleman et al. 2013) and
the fact that farmers’ management is not optimal in terms, for example, of the use
of fertilizer. The result is that farmers often trust local varieties, considering farmersaved seed to be a “known quantity” while fearing that unfamiliar seed will perform
in unexpected ways (Arellano Hernández and Arraiga Jordán 2001).
An important factor in the nonadoption of climate-smart technologies has
been rural labor shortages (Zimmerer 1993). Many farmers depend both upon
production from their land and upon off-farm income-generating activities. This has
4

far reaching implications for the availability of labor at different times of year and
can determine farmers’ acceptance of practices such as CA systems especially if
farmers are unable to purchase labor-saving technologies such as herbicides to
control weeds (Giller et al. 2009).
CA and high-input agriculture based on improved seeds, fertilization, and
agronomic management, are complex technologies linked to complex social
processes (Wall 2007). A major challenge to farmer acceptance of CA and other
climate-smart technologies is that they are knowledge-intensive (Kassam et al.
2009). While agricultural extension, education, and training can help many farmers
maximize the potential of their productive assets through adoption of climate-smart
technologies, the promotion of these technologies has coincided with deep cuts to
publicly funded extension services in the developing world (Ajieh et al. 2008).
The breakdown of classical publicly funded agricultural research and
extension services means that these services are now unable to address the needs
of farmers living in marginal environments. In the majority of cases, the private
sector has proven incapable of replacing previous state services due to high
transaction costs, dispersed clientele, and low (or nonexistent) profits (Muyanga
and Jayne 2008). In the absence of relevant and competent extension provision,
one can expect lower adoption rates of knowledge-intensive technologies. There is
a need for new approaches to extension provision along with a new consensus on
the role of the public and private sectors and how extension for resource-poor
farmers can be provided on a more sustainable basis.
Public- and private-supported extension programs can play a key role in
information sharing by transferring technology, facilitating interaction, building
capacity among farmers, and encouraging farmers to form their own networks.
Extension services that specifically address climate change adaptation include
disseminating local cultivars of drought-resistant crop varieties, teaching improved
management systems, and gathering information to facilitate national research
work. The breeding and agronomic research work needs to be supported by other
factors including complementary investments in climate-responsive information and
input delivery systems and strengthening of institutions to coordinate grain
marketing with seed, fertilizer, and credit delivery. The development of reliable
seasonal weather forecasts, reliable records of weather, and strengthening of early
warning systems are also crucial for facilitation of adaption to climate change.
The above can best be achieved via a judicious mix of public and private
service provision in the agricultural sector that also address multiple market and
government failures in the delivery of technologies, inputs, and services (Cooper et
al. 2008). This requires new institutional arrangements and policy instruments to
enhance local capacity and stimulate the adoption of improved technologies for
adaptation, management of risks, and protection of vulnerable livelihoods. This
requires novel, flexible research and extension approaches that differ from those
more commonly used by policy makers, donors, researchers, and extension agents
(Ekboir et al. 2009). Enhancing the productivity and profitability in marginal areas
will require approaches that promote the translation of innovations in plant science
into concrete benefits for poor farmers and in ways that support the emergence of
agricultural innovation systems.

5

4.

AGRICULTURAL INNOVATION SYSTEMS

Agricultural development is an immensely complex process characterized by a high
degree of nonlinearity. Farmers participate in social change not as passive subjects,
but rather as social actors. Their strategies and interactions shape the outcome of
development within the limits of the information and resources available (Sumberg
et al. 2003). Agriculture can be viewed as an integrated social-technical system in
which farmers and service providers create solutions to production and livelihood
problems, often taking advantage of new opportunities through the modification of
new technologies and existing production systems (Hall et al. 2005). In the
agricultural sector, innovation is a central strategy to achieve economic, social, and
environmental goals.
A systems approach is needed in which innovation is the result of a process
of networking, interactive learning, and negotiation among a heterogeneous set of
actors (Klerkx et al. 2009). This very much applies to climate change adaptation
because “the effectiveness of these adaptations for mitigating future sensitivity to
climatic risk will be strongly influenced by the ways in which policy enables or
inhibits households’ capacity to address climatic challenges” (Eakin 2005). This is
largely because a household’s management of climatic risk is a function of
numerous factors including education, wealth, natural resources, social
organization, and institutional relationships (Eakin 2005). This has led to increased
interest in agricultural innovation systems.
An innovation system is a network of organizations and individuals focused
on bringing new products, new processes, and new forms of organization into social
and economic use. The institutions and policies that affect their behavior and
performance is also part of the innovation system. Innovation systems depend on
learning processes, feedback loops, and iterative interactions that are decidedly
non-linear (Spielman et al. 2008; Davis et al. 2008). An innovation system consists
of a web of dynamic interactions among researchers, extension agents, equipment
manufacturers, input suppliers, farmers, traders, and processors (Hall et al. 2005).
Innovations systems have emerged around conservation agricultural practices
across the developing world (Erenstein et al. 2008; Dixon et al. 2008) and well as
in market access (Devaux et al. 2009) and rural development (Hellin 2012).
The purpose of an agricultural innovation system is to strengthen the
innovative and adaptive capacity of all actors throughout the agricultural production
and marketing system. In a vibrant innovation system, agricultural development
results from efforts to combine technological improvements in production,
processing, and distribution with organizational improvements in how various actors
in these systems exchange information and knowledge in these systems, along with
policy changes that create favorable incentives and institutions to promote change
(Davis et al. 2008). Agricultural innovation systems, therefore, include both users
and producers of information, and must link them in a dynamic process that needs
to be supported by appropriate framework conditions—not just policies but also
financial, business, and educational systems (Spielman et al. 2008).
There is a link between innovations systems and collective action even
though the role of collective action in innovation processes has received little
attention to date. As Devaux et al. (2009) comment, the literature on collective
action emphasizes its role among individuals with common interests, in managing
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common pool resources, reducing transaction costs, gaining economies of scale,
and improving the bargaining power of small farmers. The innovation literature,
meanwhile, highlights the importance of interactive, social learning among
individuals with different perspectives and interests. Neither discusses the use of
collective action in fostering innovation, a topic that is becoming more topical in the
context of pluralistic and diversified extension systems.
Most cases of successful agricultural innovation systems highlight the
importance of collective action and the crucial role of a facilitator or network broker
who catalyzes this collective action, enhances farmers’ access to information and
technical assistance, and builds the capacity of a group to engage effectively in
production and marketing activities. The network broker is an internal or external
“facilitator” who catalyzes collective action (Best et al. 2006). The key is that they
need to be catalysts or knowledge brokers rather than instructors, working with
actors in the innovation system to achieve the same communities’ defined and
perceived goals (Anandajayasekeram et al. 2008). As Klerkx et al. (2009) point out,
different actors can take on the role of network or innovation brokers including
NGOs and even research organizations.
It takes several years for large-scale innovation networks to become fully
functional and institutionalized; constant reflection on failures and success as well
as adjustment of strategies is necessary. Thus, organizational and institutional
learning capacities need to be developed by all network actors, including public and
private organizations. The generation of appropriate climate-smart technologies and
practices, therefore, involves researchers from a broad spectrum of disciplines
along with other stakeholders. There is, hence, a need for participatory and
interdisciplinary research to provide farmers, policy makers, donors, and other
stakeholders with the knowledge, tools and approaches required to meet the
challenge of ensuring future food security. The “Sustainable Modernization of
Traditional Agriculture” (MasAgro) initiative in Mexico is an example of the
development of climate-smart technologies and practices within an agricultural
innovation framework.
5.

SUSTAINABLE MODERNIZATION OF TRADITIONAL AGRICULTURE
(MASAGRO) INITIATIVE

The Evolution of Masagro
The Mexican government is seeking to boost agricultural production and
productivity as well as to enhance farmers’ access to markets. Despite large
investments in agriculture, Mexico is not self-sufficient in the major grains and
imports maize and wheat. In the face of predicted climate change and if no
immediate action is taken to adapt to this change, Mexico will face declining yields
and rising food prices. In response, the Mexican government has launched an
agricultural initiative called “Sustainable Modernization of Traditional Agriculture”
(MasAgro). The launching of MasAgro marks a new chapter in the development of
Mexico’s agricultural sector and specifically maize and wheat.
Until the wave of market liberalism heralded by ratification of the North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) in 1994, the Mexican government was the
primary provider of extension provision especially to producers of basic grains. The
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government was largely responsible for the provision of credit, technical assistance,
storage, purchase, and marketing of agricultural products. The government also
oversaw the production of improved seeds, the manufacturing of fertilizer, and the
distribution of both. Since the early 1990s, successive governments introduced
reforms designed to modernize the agricultural sector. The government eliminated
subsidies on most agricultural inputs and directed credit at farmers with greater
agricultural potential. The public extension and technical provision was dismantled
and a new public/private sector extension system was introduced.
It was predicted that economic liberalization brought about by NAFTA would
create substantial gains in efficiency, stimulate economic growth, and reduce rural
poverty. However, it was also recognized that interventions would be required to
support some smallholder farmers, who would fare less well during the adjustment
process. Researchers such as de Janvry et al. (1995) predicted highly differentiated
impacts caused by the reduction in maize prices associated with trade liberalization
and the implementation of NAFTA. While many predicted that NAFTA would
decimate smallholder maize production in Mexico, this has not happened (Bellon
and Hellin 2011). Maize-producing households make complex trade-offs between
maize management and other livelihood options, including shifting to alternative
crops or exiting agriculture altogether. Smallholder maize production continues
partly because Mexicans consume white maize while the maize imported from the
United States is yellow maize, which in Mexico is used for animal feed. While other
Mexican government initiatives focus on encouraging farmers to grow high value
crops such as vegetables, MasAgro is especially designed to contribute and
maintain national food security and counteract future yield declines due to climate
change by focusing on the basic staples of maize and wheat. With that, MasAgro
complements other Mexican government agricultural initiatives.
Agricultural reform in Mexico faced two challenges: first, different agricultural
actors and interventions were poorly linked. Research and development activities
were only weakly connected with the on-the-ground reality. Second, technology
options still tended to be promoted via linear extension models within a weakly
functional extension system. Agricultural development in Mexico also has to take
into account that the country is composed of 32 states with varying agroecological
areas. This heterogeneity presents a challenge for the development and extension
of suitable climate-smart technologies and practices, particularly if these have to be
adapted to local conditions.
It was clear that complex, multicomponent technologies such as CA-based
cropping systems and use of improved germplasm could not be successfully scaled
out through traditional linear models of research and extension. What was needed
was a change towards more dynamic agricultural innovation systems, systems that
reconnected research for development with on-the-ground needs, generated
information that helps to align public policies, and stimulated further innovations
that solve farmers’ problems.
In light of the geophysical and socioeconomic complexity of the country, the
level of current and projected agricultural production as well as climatic,
environmental, and economic challenges, the government acknowledged that an
innovation network approach integrating the agricultural production with federal
and state authorities, research organizations, and the private sector was greatly
needed. The International Maize and Wheat Improvement Center (CIMMYT) was
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chosen to become a network broker and to develop the concept of innovation
networks in dialogue with public and private sector players in Mexico, whereby
research for development, strong local partnerships, and clear generation of
ownership of the process of change were central. The Mexican federal government
launched the ambitious MasAgro initiative in 2011 targeting maize and small cereals
(wheat-barley) systems.
CIMMYT is well placed to play the role of a network broker as it is an
international nonprofit research and training organization headquartered in Mexico.
It is a respected and neutral research institution in Mexico. CIMMYT’s mission is “to
sustainably increase the productivity of maize and wheat systems to ensure global
food security and reduce poverty”. CIMMYT applies the best science to develop and
freely share high-yielding, stress-tolerant maize and wheat varieties; large, unique
collections of maize and wheat genetic resources; productivity-enhancing and
resource-conserving farming practices; and training and information related to the
above.
MasAgro focuses on developing, improving, and spreading climate-smart
technologies and practices including CA and the use of high yielding maize and
wheat germplasm. Many of the proposed technologies have been promoted in the
past but adoption rates have been low (Ardila 2010). MasAgro aims to build a
constant communication flow through different channels, thereby clearly
establishing shared goals and efficient coordination between all the actors involved
in the agricultural production chain. MasAgro is a network of value chain actors that
includes the private sector, international and national research centers, universities,
farmers, extension workers, input suppliers, and of course decision makers at all
the levels, from the very local to the national ones.
The Structure of the Masagro Innovation Network
The MasAgro project works in the major maize and wheat producing regions in
Mexico. In total seven regions of similar ecological and agricultural production
characteristics have been identified and innovation systems are being established in
all regions (Figure 1). The networks will focus on CA-based crop management
technologies as well as improved crop varieties, postharvest technologies, and
integrated soil fertility management.
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Figure 1:

Regions of Mexico where MasAgro is working

Source: MasAgro

The MasAgro initiative has established a series of hubs. The idea of a hub is
to provide a space where all actors of the value chain can meet, interact, and link
up to reduce information asymmetries and transaction costs as well as to create
vibrant rural living spaces. The space serves also to establish strategic links
between public and private institutions, be they research institutions or service
providers, and to disseminate knowledge about improved agricultural systems to
small and medium sized farmers. CIMMYT, as the network broker for the MasAgro
innovation network, facilitates the linkages of actors.
The basic structure of a hub includes the establishment of experimental
platforms, farmer modules, and extension areas (Figure 2). Experimental platforms
are placed within universities, research institutes, or are newly set up with
interested collaborators like farmers, producer organizations, or private industry.
Research in the platforms locally adapts and improves the proposed technologies
and solves problems arising from farmer trials that are specific to the local cropping
systems. Additionally, the experimental platforms serve to train farmers, extension
agents, researchers, and other collaborators to reach a better diffusion of the
climate-smart technologies and practices.
10

Figure 2:

General structure of a hub

Source: MasAgro

The modules are placed on fields of innovative farmers who are interested in
working with key agricultural technologies. The farmers are linked to an extension
agent who is trained by CIMMYT and by MasAgro’s scientific partners and who is
supported by the MasAgro infrastructure. Together, they experiment with the
chosen technologies in the farmer’s field to test and further adapt the technologies.
This feedback is necessary for the research platforms and other network
participants to adjust the research trials and solve potential problems. Surrounding
farmers, public and private extension agents, and service providers are invited to
field day demonstrations.
Extension areas are also located on the fields of farmers (who are normally
neighbors, relatives, friends, or other organization members) from the same or
nearby communities who follow innovative farmers using new technologies. The
idea behind this is that module farmers are, at the same time, promoters who
convince other farmers to use the new technology via strategies such as field day
demonstrations or talks. Extension areas, hence, play a key role in the upscale of
new technologies. The hub assumes that platforms, modules, and extension areas
are linked by actors such as extension agents and module farmers. Extension
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agents become the link between researchers and module farmers as they receive
training from the researchers on the new technologies and they communicate their
knowledge to farmers and follow up the process of adoption and adaptation. Module
farmers guide farmers from extension areas in the implementation of the
innovation with the support of extension agents (who in some cases also follow up
in some of the extension areas).
It is also important that the networks are able to identify emergent issues
and strategies so that they can adapt their interventions to new threats and
opportunities. At a conceptual level, the hub allows for feedback by virtue of the
links that exist between platforms, modules, and extension areas, along with the
roles of actors such as extension agents and module farmers. Admittedly, explicit
feedback mechanisms were not defined beforehand but much effort is directed at
understanding farmers’ needs, constraints, and resources for adoption of climatesmart technologies. For example, the annual hub meetings are an important
feedback loop. It will take several years before the hubs have evolved to the extent
that feedback mechanisms are working effectively and efficiently. The development
of the MasAgro program shows that the evolution of fully functional innovation
systems requires considerable efforts of all actors and that up- and out-scaling are
likely to be visible only after several years. Decision makers, hence, need to
understand that developing and diffusing CA and other complex technologies for
small-scale farmers requires a long-term commitment and alternative, more
dynamic and flexible approaches to project management, research, and extension
methods.
Between 2008 and 2010, and prior to the launch of MasAgro, CIMMYT pilottested the innovation systems approach in the central plateau valley in Mexico. This
experience showed how a complex and dynamic web of links between different
actors developed in the space of a few years. Additional farmers became interested
in participating and together with the existing ones were able to establish links to
the research platforms as well as to technicians outside of CIMMYT. Other
organizations started to play an important role, connecting agricultural research
and the private sector with agricultural production. Farmers, previously not part of
the network, saw the activities in the modules and decided to experiment with
some of the proposed technologies. This marked the beginning of the adoption
process within an innovation network and an increased connection between
different stakeholders. The extension agents also had access to more and better
information and were subsequently able to offer more services and information to
farmers. For example, technicians became connected to national seed companies
and linked them up to farmers who liked to test new varieties. Machinery producers
knew that there is a certain demand and farmers knew whom to call if they needed
specific machinery like direct seeders for CA. Overall, the increased network density
helped the spread and adoption of new technologies and increased efficiency in the
farming sector.
6.

STRENGTHENING THE NETWORK BROKER

CIMMYT’s coordinating role within MasAgro requires that it act as a network broker
(Hellin 2012), a catalyzing agent who fosters the emergence of an agricultural
innovation system in Mexico. CIMMYT is facilitating the establishment of linkages,
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multistakeholder interaction, and capacity building among different actors in the
innovation system. A key feature of this broker role is to analyze impartially
different actors’ needs and to facilitate joint identification of those public and
private sector actors best placed to address these needs. The Mexican government
has provided an institutional environment that allows for the active participation of
different actors including government, private sector, and NGOs. For example,
MasAgro explicitly encourages the role of private seed companies in developing and
selling improved seed varieties, as well as the role of the private sector in
manufacturing of machines used sometimes in CA. MasAgro consists of a network
of organizations that carry out research. The network includes national universities
and local NGOs.
Being an effective player in agricultural innovation systems poses a challenge
for many of the key actors involved, not least agricultural research organizations. A
particular challenge is to enhance human capital development within CIMMYT in
order to enable the organization to steer a steady course among MasAgro’s multiple
stakeholders (Donnet et al. 2012). CIMMYT scientists and the institution as a whole
need a new focus in order to meet the unique opportunity of delivering technology
solutions to increase food security and overcome poverty.
Crop breeding and land management research in CIMMYT has rightly focused
on finding solutions to the key constraints to crop production, many of which center
around abiotic and biotic stresses. In the past, the impact of an organization like
CIMMYT was partly determined by the number of improved crop varieties
generated. Less attention was given to whether this germplasm and land
management practices were adopted by farmers and the impact of this adoption.
CIMMYT, like many other nonprofit, multiple stakeholder research organizations,
faces the challenge of demonstrating impact in farmers’ fields. A number of factors
have come together that have both encouraged and supported CIMMYT’s
reinvigorated focus on food security and poverty reduction, and its commitment to
facilitating the emergence of agricultural innovation systems.
In order to play an effective network brokering role, human development
changes are required within CIMMYT, changes that provide an institutional
environment encompassing both the ”traditional” technology-generation research
approach with one that places more emphasis on outcomes and impacts. Key
changes have included the following:
• Connection and communication to development organizations and
governmental authorities have been improved so as to enable these
organizations to implement CIMMYT’s research results in their work and
policies.
• New staff is being recruited with different skill sets including monitoring
and evaluation, systems-thinking, and broader natural and social science
backgrounds. Existing staff is being offered training on project
management. Training in leadership, building effective teams and
facilitation skills will be needed.
• Introduction of electronic work plans and evaluation system that will
develop indicators and metrics for judging the success of individuals,
projects, programs, and the institution in ensuring impact.
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The shift from a traditional technology-generation focus to an organization
that maintains this scientific excellence while simultaneously encompassing a
greater emphasis on outcomes and impacts will take time. Some existing staff may
no longer have the skill sets to meet future challenges and may need to be
replaced. Recruitment of new staff to cope with fast growth is time consuming and
more so when it comes after several lean years when CIMMYT downsized.
Furthermore, upgrading of support service partnerships are needed to complement
internal capability, including information and communication technologies. Senior
management has not specified the timeframe for the required institutional changes
but three years is a realistic vision. In the meantime, MasAgro is a strong incentive
and opportunity for CIMMYT to become a more effective player in the global
agricultural community.
7.

STRENGTHENING OTHER INNOVATION NETWORK STAKEHOLDERS

The government also made several changes to help foster the innovation network.
The Mexican Government’s Secretaría de Agricultura, Ganadería, Desarrollo Rural,
Pesca y Alimentación (SAGARPA) has revised and aligned several public policies and
major agricultural programs related to maize production. MasAgro has strengthened
its links with 22 states of Mexico with the purpose of establishing local coordination
agreements to orient state public policy towards sustainable agriculture. To date,
around a third of the state governments have committed to the MasAgro strategy
through coordination agreements; more states are revising the terms of the
collaboration or about to sign. SAGARPA additionally supported the alignment of the
national research institute for agriculture, forestry, and livestock. This means that
some government research facilities have established research platforms and
conduct research around the MasAgro technologies in different agroecological
regions in Mexico.
In addition, the Strategic Program in Support of the Production Chain of
Mexico´s Maize and Bean Farmers (PROMAF) was fully aligned with MasAgro and
promotes its technologies. The extension agents had to participate in special
training sessions around the technologies to ensure the quality of their advice.
Furthermore, extension agents from the Strategic Food Security Program (PESA)
and from Mexico’s states joined the training strategy to provide better quality
extension to farmers. Also the private sector showed interest and send their
extension agents and sales agents to the training CIMMYT offers. MasAgro is also
working with over 20 national seed companies to identify areas where the
companies can expand their maize seed sales. Another feature of the collaboration
with the seed companies is in business planning. The strengthening of other
innovation network stakeholders is part of CIMMYT’s exit strategy.
8.

CONCLUSIONS

Climate change threatens current agricultural output and, hence, there is a greater
need to enhance agricultural yields and resilience of agroecosystems as well as to
improve the livelihoods of farmers. Despite some uncertainties on the spatially
differentiated impact of climate change on agricultural production, there is little
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doubt that new germplasm, more suited to future climates, is critical along with
improved agronomic and crop management practices. There is an urgent need to
develop climate-adaptable crop varieties with improved tolerance to heat stress,
and combined heat and drought stress. In addition to enhancing adaptation and
reducing vulnerabilities, improved agricultural innovations such as CA may also
contribute towards mitigating global warming and climate change.
The development and dissemination of climate-responsive germplasm may
take several years because the process consists of several steps including breeding,
on-farm testing, release of varieties, and germplasm dissemination. It is very
important to facilitate farmers’ adoption of these technologies. Such an effort has
often been the missing link and has prevented farmers fully benefiting from
investment in agricultural research. However, adoption by smallholder farmers has
often been limited. Reasons for this include linear extension approaches and
development practitioners underestimating the complexity of the technologies.
There is a need for new approaches to extension service delivery that
stimulate increased agricultural production, contribute to collective action, and
foster the emergence of agricultural innovation systems. Such matching can best be
achieved through an agricultural innovation systems approach that fosters dynamic
interactions among researchers, extension agents, equipment manufacturers, input
suppliers, farmers, traders, and processors, and critically, depends on learning
processes, feedback loops, and iterative interactions that are decidedly non-linear.
MasAgro is an example of one such agricultural innovation approach with CIMMYT
acting as the network broker.
There are no recipes for fostering the emergence of networks of CA or other
complex technologies for small-scale farmers; even more, the network brokers
have to explore alternative approaches and instruments until they find a working
combination. Despite the greater recognition of the importance of agricultural
innovation systems, the development community still has some way to go to
achieve comprehensively the paradigm shift from a linear transfer-of-technology
approach to one that fosters the emergence of agricultural innovation systems. The
example of MasAgro in Mexico, however, illustrates how to foster and
institutionalize the change. A less evident but no less critical change is the
institutionalization of innovation systems thinking and action within CIMMYT.
Different value chain actors can assume the role of network broker. The key
is that they catalyze technological and institutional innovations to address location
specific challenges that adversely affect agriculture and livelihood systems. The
innovation systems approach manifested in MasAgro is not a panacea to the
challenge of fostering large-scale farmers’ adoption and adaptation of climate-smart
technologies and practices, but it suggests that a key to greater success is to
catalyze technological and institutional innovations to address location-specific
challenges that adversely affect agriculture and livelihood systems. Farmers’
livelihood strategies, climate, and market risk management are important factors
that influence the adoption of climate smart technologies by smallholders. Both
factors are important during project design but also need to be revisited during
project implementation as unforeseen changes may occur. Given the recent climate
irregularities in Mexico and other countries, agricultural innovation networks need
to focus on climate and market risk management strategies and integrate these in
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the breeding programs, research about agricultural cropping and livestock systems,
as well as socioeconomic research.
REFERENCES
Adger, W. N., S. Agrawala, M. Mirza, C. Conde, K. O'Brien, J. Pulhin, R. Pulwarty, B. Smit, and K.
Takahashi. 2007. Assessment of adaptation practices, options, constraints and capacity. In
Climate change 2007: Impacts, adaptation and vulnerability (contribution of Working Group II
to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change), M. L.
Parry, O. F. Canziani, J. P. Palutikof, P. J. van der Linden, and C. E. Hanson, eds. Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press.
Ajieh, P. C., A. E. Agwu, and A. C. Anyanwu. 2008. Constraints to privatization and commercialization
of agricultural extension services as perceived by extension professionals and farmers. African
Journal of Agricultural Research 3 (5): 343–347.
Anandajayasekeram, P., K. E. Davis, and S. Workneh. 2007. Farmer field schools: An alternative to
existing extension systems? Experience from eastern and southern Africa. Journal of
International Agricultural and Extension Education 14 (1): 81–93.
Ardila, J. 2010. Extensión rural para el desarrollo de la agricultura y la seguridad alimentaria. San
José, Costa Rica. Instituto Interamericano de Cooperación para la Agricultura.
Arellano Hernández. A., and C. Arriaga Jordán. 2001. Why improved maize (zea mays) varieties are
utopias in the highlands of central Mexico. Convergencia 8 (25): 255–276.
Bänziger, M., P. S. Setimela, D. Hodson, and B. Vivek. 2006. Breeding for improved abiotic stress
tolerance in Africa in maize adapted to southern Africa. Agricultural Water Management 80:
212–214.
Barkin, D. 2002. The reconstruction of a modern Mexican peasantry. Journal of Peasant Studies 30
(1): 73–90.
Battisti, D. S., and R. L. Naylor. 2009. Historical warnings of future food insecurity with unprecedented
seasonal heat. Science 323: 240–244.
Baudron, F., Jaleta, M., Okitoi, O., and Tegegn, A. (2013). Conservation agriculture in African mixed
crop-livestock systems: Expanding the niche. Agriculture, Ecosystems and Environment
doi:10.1016/j.agee.2013.08.020
Beuchelt, T. D., and L. Badstue. 2013. Gender, nutrition- and climate-smart food production:
Opportunities and trade-offs. Food Security 5: 709–721.
Bellon, M. R., and J. Hellin. 2011. Planting hybrids, keeping landraces: Agricultural modernization and
tradition among small-scale maize farmers in Chiapas, Mexico. World Development 39 (8):
1434–1443.
Bellon, M. R., D. Hodson, and J. Hellin. 2011. Assessing the vulnerability of traditional maize seed
systems in Mexico to climate change. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the
United States of America 108 (33): 13432–7.
Best, R., A. Westby, and B. Ospina. 2006. Linking small-scale cassava and sweetpotato farmers to
growth markets: Experiences, lessons and challenges. Acta Horticulturae 703: 39–46.
Braun, H. J., G. Atlin, and T. Payne. 2010. Multi-location testing as a tool to identify plant response to
global climate change. In: Climate change and crop production, M. P. Reynolds, ed. London:
CABI.
Brown, M. E., and C. C. Funk. 2008. Food security under climate change. Science 319: 580–581.
Cline, W. R. 2007. Global warming and agriculture: Impact estimates by country. Washington, D.C:
Center for Global development and Peterson Institute for International Economics.
Cooper, P. J. M., J. Dimes, K. P. C. Rao, B. Shapiro, B. Shiferaw, and S. Twomlow. 2008. Coping
better with current climatic variability in the rain-fed farming systems of sub-Saharan Africa:

16

An essential first step in adapting to future climate change? Agriculture, Ecosystems and
Environment 126: 24–35.
Davis, K. E., J. Ekboir, and D. J. Spielman. 2008. Strengthening agricultural education and training in
Sub-Saharan Africa from an innovation systems perspective: A case study of Mozambique.
Journal of Agricultural Education and Extension 14 (1): 35–51.
De Janvry, A., E. Sadoulet, and G. G. de Anda. 1995. NAFTA and Mexico’s maize producers. World
Development 23 (8): 1349–1362.
Devaux, A., D. Horton, C. Velasco, G. Thiele, G. Lopez, T. Bernet, I. Reinoso, and M. Ordinola. 2009.
Collective action for market chain innovation in the Andes. Food Policy 34: 31–38.
Dixon, J., J. Hellin, O. Erenstein, P. Kosina, and L. Nalley. 2008. Innovation systems and impact
pathways for wheat. In International symposium on wheat yield potential: Challenges to
international wheat breeding, M. P. Reynolds, J. Pietragalla, and H.-J. Braun, eds. Mexico,
D.F.: CIMMYT.
Donnet, L., J. Hellin, and J. Riis-Jacobsen. 2012. Linking agricultural research with the agribusiness
community from a pro-poor perspective: The importance of human capital development.
International Food and Agribusiness Management Review 15 (Special Issue A): 99–103.
Eakin, H. 2005. Institutional change, climate risk, and rural vulnerability: Cases from Central Mexico.
World Development 33 (11): 1923–1938.
Eakin, H., and M. C. Lemos. 2006. Adaptation and the state: Latin America and the challenge of
capacity-building under globalization. Global Environmental Change 16 (1): 7–18.
Ekboir, J. M., G. Dutrénit, G. Martínez, A. Torres Vargas, and A. Vera-Cruz. 2009. Successful
organizational learning in the management of agricultural research and innovation: The
Mexican Produce Foundations. IFPRI Research Report No. 162. Washington, D.C.:
International Food Policy Research Institute.
Erenstein, O., K. Sayre, P. Wall, J. Dixon, and J. Hellin. 2008. Adapting no-tillage agriculture to the
conditions of smallholder maize and wheat farmers in the tropics and sub-tropics. In No-till
farming systems, T. Goddard, M. A. Zoebisch, Y. Gan, W. Ellis, A. Watson, and S.
Sombatpanit, eds. Bangkok, Thailand: World Association of Soil and Water Conservation.
Evenson, R.E., and D. Gollin. 2003. Assessing the impact of the green revolution, 1960 to 2000.
Science 300 (5620): 758–62.
Feng, S., A. B. Krueger, and M. Oppenheimer. 2010. Linkages among climate change, crop yields and
Mexico-US cross-border migration. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the
United States of America 107 (32): 14257–62.
Garrett, K. A., G. A. Forbes, S. Savary, P. Skelsey, A. H. Sparks, C. Valdivia, A. H. C. van Bruggen, L.
Willocquet, A. Djurle, E. Duveiller, H. Eckersten, S. Pande, C. Vera-Cruz, and J. Yuen. 2011.
Complexity in climate change impacts: A framework for analysis of effects mediated by plant
disease. Plant Pathology 60 (1):15–30.
Govaerts, B., Sayre, K.D., Goudeseune, B., De Corte, P., Lichter, K., Dendooven, L. and Deckers, J.
(2009) Conservation agriculture as a sustainable option for the central Mexican highlands. Soil
and Tillage Research 103: 222-230.
Hall, A., L. Mytelka, and B. Oyeyinka. 2005. Innovation systems: Implications for agricultural policy
and practice. ILAC Brief 2. Rome: IPGRI.
Hellin, J. 2012. Agricultural extension, collective action and innovation systems: Lessons on network
brokering from Peru and Mexico. Journal of Agricultural Education and Extension 18 (2): 141–
159.
Hellin, J., O. Erenstein, T. Beuchelt, C. Camacho, and D. Flores. 2013. Maize stover use and
sustainable crop production in mixed crop–livestock systems in Mexico. Field Crops Research
153: 12–21.

17

Hobbs, P. R. and B. Govaerts. 2010. How conservation agriculture can contribute to buffering climate
change. In: Climate change and crop production, M. P. Reynolds, ed. CABI Publishing.
Hudson, N. W. 1991. A study of the reasons for success and failure of soil conservation projects. Soils
Bulletin 64. Rome: Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations.
Kaliba, A. R. M., H. Verkuijl, and W. Mwangi. 2000. Factors affecting adoption of improved maize
seeds and use of inorganic fertilizer for maize production in the intermediate and lowland
zones of Tanzania. Journal of Agricultural and Applied Economics 32 (1): 35–47.
Kassam, A., T. Friedrich, F. Shaxson, and J. Pretty. 2009. The spread of conservation agriculture:
Justification, sustainability and uptake. International Journal of Agricultural Sustainability 7:
292–320.
Keleman, A., J. Hellin, and D. Flores. 2013. Diverse varieties and diverse markets: Scale-related
maize “profitability crossover” in the central Mexican highlands. Human Ecology 41 (5): 683–
705.
Klerkx, L., A. Hall, and C. Leeuwis. 2009. Strengthening agricultural innovation capacity: Are
innovation brokers the answer? International Journal of Agricultural Resources, Governance
and Ecology 8 (5/6): 409–438.
Lobell, D., M. Burke, C. Tebaldi, M. Mastrandera, W. Falcon, and R. Naylor. 2008. Prioritizing climate
change adaptation needs for food security in 2030. Science 319: 607–610.
Mercer, K. L., H. R. Perales, and J. D. Wainwright. 2012. Climate change and the transgenic
adaptation strategy: Smallholder livelihoods, climate justice, and maize landraces in Mexico.
Global Environmental Change 22 (2): 495–504.
Muyanga, M. and T. S. Jayne. 2008. Private agricultural extension system in Kenya: Practice and
policy lessons. Journal of Agricultural Education and Extension 14 (2): 111–124.
Ortiz, R., S. Taba, V. H. C. Tovar, M. Mezzalama, Y. Xu, J. Yan, and J. H. Crouch. 2009. Conserving
and enhancing maize genetic resources as global public goods – a perspective from CIMMYT.
Crop Science 50: 13–28.
Paskal, C. 2010. Global warring: How environmental, economic, and political crises will redraw the
world map. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.
Perales, H. R., B. F. Benz, and S. B. Brush. 2005. Maize diversity and ethnolinguistic diversity in
Chiapas, Mexico. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of
America 102 (3): 949–954.
Ramírez-López, A., T. Beuchelt, and M. Melchor-Velasco. 2013. Factores de adopción y abandono del
sistema de agricultura de conservación en los Valles Altos de México [Factors for adoption and
abandonment of conservation agriculture systems in the high valleys of Mexico]. Agricultura,
Sociedad, y Desarrollo 10 (2): 195–214.
Reynolds, M. P., M. Balota, M. I. B. Delgado, I. Amani, and R. A. Fischer. 1994. Physiological and
morphological traits associated with spring wheat yield under hot, irrigated conditions.
Australian Journal of Plant Physiology 21 (6): 717–730.
Rosegrant, M. R., C. Ringler, T. B. Sulser, M. Ewing, A. Palazzo, T. Zhu, G. C. Nelson, J. Koo, R.
Robertson, S. Msangi, and M. Batka. 2009. Agriculture and food security under global change:
Prospects for 2025/2050. Background note for supporting the development of CGIAR Strategy
and Results Framework. Washington, D.C.: International Food Policy Research Institute.
Savary, S., A. Nelson, A. H. Sparks, L. Willocquet, E. Duveiller, G. Mahuku, G. Forbes, K. A. Garrett,
D. Hodson, J. Padgham, S. Pande, M. Sharma, J. Yuen, and A. Djurle. 2011. International
agricultural research tackling the effects of global and climate changes on plant diseases in the
developing world. Plant Disease 95: 1204–1216.
Spielman, D. J., J. Ekboir, K. Davis, and C. M. O. Ochieng. 2008. An innovation systems perspective
on strengthening agricultural education and training in sub-Saharan Africa. Agricultural
Systems 98: 1–9.

18

Sumberg, J., C. Okali, and D. Reece. 2003. Agricultural research in the face of diversity, local
knowledge and the participation imperative: Theoretical considerations. Agricultural Systems
76: 739–753.
Tuxill, J., L. Arias Reyes, L. Latournerie Moreno, V. Cob Uicab, and D. I. Jarvis. 2010. All maize is not
equal: Maize variety choices and Mayan foodways in rural Yucatan. In Pre-Columbian
foodways: Interdisciplinary approaches to food, culture, and markets in ancient Mesoamerica,
J. E. Staller and M. D. Carrasco, eds. Springer.
Verhulst, N., Nelissen, V., Jespers, N., Haven, H., Sayre, K.D., Raes, D., Deckers, J and Govaerts, B.
(2011) Soil water content, maize yield and its stability as affected by tillage and crop residue
management in rainfed semi-arid highlands. Plant and Soil 344, 73-85.
Wall, P. C. 2007. Tailoring conservation agriculture to the needs of small farmers in developing
countries: An analysis of issues. Journal of Crop Improvement 19 (1–2): 137–155.
Warner, K. 2010. Global environmental change and migration: Governance challenges. Global
Environmental Change 20: 402–413.
Zimmerer, K. 1993. Soil erosion and labor shortages in the Andes with special reference to Bolivia,
1953–91: Implications for ‘conservation-with-development’. World Development 21 (10):
1659–1675.

19

LIST OF CAPRi WORKING PAPERS
01.

Property Rights, Collective Action and Technologies for Natural Resource Management: A
Conceptual Framework, by Anna Knox, Ruth Meinzen-Dick, and Peter Hazell, October 1998.

02.

Assessing the Relationships between Property Rights and Technology Adoption in Smallholder
Agriculture: A Review of Issues and Empirical Methods, by Frank Place and Brent Swallow, April
2000.

03.

Impact of Land Tenure and Socioeconomic Factors on Mountain Terrace Maintenance in Yemen,
by A. Aw-Hassan, M. Alsanabani and A. Bamatraf, July 2000.

04.

Land Tenurial Systems and the Adoption of a Mucuna Planted Fallow in the Derived Savannas of
West Africa, by Victor M. Manyong and Victorin A. Houndékon, July 2000.

05.

Collective Action in Space: Assessing How Collective Action Varies Across an African Landscape,
by Brent M. Swallow, Justine Wangila, Woudyalew Mulatu, Onyango Okello, and Nancy
McCarthy, July 2000.

06.

Land Tenure and the Adoption of Agricultural Technology in Haiti, by Glenn R. Smucker, T.
Anderson White, and Michael Bannister, October 2000.

07.

Collective Action in Ant Control, by Helle Munk Ravnborg, Ana Milena de la Cruz, María Del Pilar
Guerrero, and Olaf Westermann, October 2000.

08.

CAPRi Technical Workshop on Watershed Management Institutions: A Summary Paper, by Anna
Knox and Subodh Gupta, October 2000.

09.

The Role of Tenure in the Management of Trees at the Community Level: Theoretical and
Empirical Analyses from Uganda and Malawi, by Frank Place and Keijiro Otsuka November 2000.

10.

Collective Action and the Intensification of Cattle-Feeding Techniques a Village Case Study in
Kenya‘s Coast Province, by Kimberly Swallow, November 2000.

11.

Collective Action, Property Rights, and Devolution of Natural Resource Management: Exchange
of Knowledge and Implications for Policy, by Anna Knox and Ruth Meinzen-Dick, January 2001.

12.

Land Dispute Resolution in Mozambique: Evidence and Institutions of Agroforestry Technology
Adoption, by John Unruh, January 2001.

13.

Between Market Failure, Policy Failure, and .Community Failure.: Property Rights, CropLivestock Conflicts and the Adoption of Sustainable Land Use Practices in the Dry Area of Sri
Lanka, by Regina Birner and Hasantha Gunaweera, March 2001.

14.

Land Inheritance and Schooling in Matrilineal Societies: Evidence from Sumatra, by Agnes
Quisumbing and Keijuro Otsuka, May 2001.

15.

Tribes, State, and Technology Adoption in Arid Land Management, Syria, by Rae, J, Arab, G.,
Nordblom, T., Jani, K., and Gintzburger, G., June 2001.

16.

The Effects of Scales, Flows, and Filters on Property Rights and Collective Action in Watershed
Management, by Brent M. Swallow, Dennis P. Garrity, and Meine van Noordwijk, July 2001.

17.

Evaluating Watershed Management Projects, by John Kerr and Kimberly Chung, August 2001.

18.

Rethinking Rehabilitation: Socio-Ecology of Tanks and Water Harvesting in Rajasthan, NorthWest India, by Tushaar Shah and K.V. Raju, September 2001.

19.

User Participation in Watershed Management and Research, by Nancy Johnson, Helle Munk
Ravnborg, Olaf Westermann, and Kirsten Probst, September 2001.

20.

Collective Action for Water Harvesting Irrigation in the Lerman-Chapala Basin, Mexico, by
Christopher A. Scott and Paul Silva-Ochoa, October 2001.

21.

Land Redistribution, Tenure Insecurity, and Intensity of Production: A Study of Farm Households
in Southern Ethiopia, by Stein Holden and Hailu Yohannes, October 2001.

20

22.

Legal Pluralism and Dynamic Property Rights, by Ruth Meinzen-Dick and Rajendra Pradhan,
January 2002.

23.

International Conference on Policy and Institutional Options for the Management of Rangelands
in Dry Areas, by Tidiane Ngaido, Nancy McCarthy, and Monica Di Gregorio, January 2002.

24.

Climatic Variability and Cooperation in Rangeland Management: A Case Study from Niger, by
Nancy McCarthy and Jean-Paul Vanderlinden, September 2002.

25.

Assessing the Factors Underlying the Differences in Group Performance: Methodological Issues
and Empirical Findings from the Highlands of Central Kenya, by Frank Place, Gatarwa Kariuki,
Justine Wangila, Patti Kristjanson, Adolf Makauki, and Jessica Ndubi, November 2002.

26.

The Importance of Social Capital in Colombian Rural Agro-Enterprises, by Nancy Johnson, Ruth
Suarez, and Mark Lundy, November 2002.

27.

Cooperation, Collective Action and Natural Resources Management in Burkina Faso: A
Methodological Note, by Nancy McCarthy, Céline Dutilly-Diané, and Boureima Drabo, December
2002.

28.

Understanding, Measuring and Utilizing Social Capital: Clarifying Concepts and Presenting a Field
Application from India, by Anirudh Krishna, January 2003.

29.

In Pursuit Of Comparable Concepts and Data, about Collective Action, by Amy Poteete and Elinor
Ostrom, March 2003.

30.

Methods of Consensus Building for Community Based Fisheries Management in Bangladesh and
the Mekong Delta, by Parvin Sultana and Paul Thompson, May 2003.

31.

Formal and Informal Systems in Support of Farmer Management of Agrobiodiversity: Some
Policy Challenges to Consolidate Lessons Learned, by Marie Byström, March 2004.

32.

What Do People Bring Into the Game: Experiments in the Field About Cooperation in the
Commons, by Juan-Camilo Cárdenas and Elinor Ostrom, June 2004.

33.

Methods for Studying Collective Action in Rural Development, by Ruth Meinzen-Dick, Monica Di
Gregorio, and Nancy McCarthy, July 2004.

34.

The Relationship between Collective Action and Intensification of Livestock Production: The Case
of Northeastern Burkina Faso, by Nancy McCarthy, August 2004.

35.

The Transformation of Property Rights in Kenya‘s Maasailand: Triggers and Motivations by
Esther Mwangi, January 2005.

36.

Farmers’ Rights and Protection of Traditional Agricultural Knowledge, by Stephen B. Brush,
January 2005.

37.

Between Conservationism, Eco-Populism and Developmentalism – Discourses in Biodiversity
Policy in Thailand and Indonesia, by Heidi Wittmer and Regina Birner, January 2005.

38.

Collective Action for the Conservation of On-Farm Genetic Diversity in a Center of Crop
Diversity: An Assessment of the Role of Traditional Farmers‘ Networks, by Lone B. Badstue,
Mauricio R. Bellon, Julien Berthaud, Alejandro Ramírez, Dagoberto Flores, Xóchitl Juárez, and
Fabiola Ramírez, May 2005.

39.

Institutional Innovations towards Gender Equity in Agrobiodiversity Management: Collective
Action in Kerala, South India, by Martina Aruna Padmanabhan, June 2005.

40.

The Voracious Appetites of Public versus Private Property: A View of Intellectual Property and
Biodiversity from Legal Pluralism, by Melanie G. Wiber, July 2005.

41.

Who Knows, Who Cares? Determinants of Enactment, Awareness and Compliance with
Community Natural Resource Management Bylaws in Uganda, by Ephraim Nkonya, John Pender,
Edward Kato, Samuel Mugarura, and James Muwonge, August 2005.

42.

Localizing Demand and Supply of Environmental Services: Interactions with Property Rights,
Collective Action and the Welfare of the Poor, by Brent Swallow, Ruth Meinzen-Dick, and Meine
von Noordjwik, September 2005.

21

43.

Initiatives for Rural Development through Collective Action: The Case of Household Participation
in Group Activities in the Highlands of Central Kenya, By Gatarwa Kariuki and Frank Place,
September 2005.

44.

Are There Customary Rights to Plants? An Inquiry among the Baganda (Uganda), with Special
Attention to Gender, by Patricia L. Howard and Gorettie Nabanoga, October 2005.

45.

On Protecting Farmers‘ New Varieties: New Approaches to Rights on Collective Innovations in
Plant Genetic Resources by Rene Salazar, Niels P. Louwaars, and Bert Visser, January 2006.

46.

Subdividing the Commons: The Politics of Property Rights Transformation in Kenya‘s Maasailand,
by Esther Mwangi, January 2006.

47.

Biting the Bullet: How to Secure Access to Drylands Resources for Multiple Users, by Esther
Mwangi and Stephan Dohrn, January 2006.

48.

Property Rights and the Management of Animal Genetic Resources, by Simon Anderson and
Roberta Centonze, February 2006.

49.

From the Conservation of Genetic Diversity to the Promotion of Quality Foodstuff: Can the
French Model of =Appellation d‘Origine Contrôlée‘be Exported? by Valérie Boisvert, April 006.

50.

Facilitating Collective Action and Enhancing Local Knowledge: A Herbal Medicine Case Study in
Talaandig Communities, Philippines, by Herlina Hartanto and Cecil Valmores, April 2006.

51.

Water, Women and Local Social Organization in the Western Kenya Highlands, by Elizabeth
Were, Brent Swallow, and Jessica Roy, July 2006.

52.

The Many Meanings of Collective Action: Lessons on Enhancing Gender Inclusion and Equity in
Watershed Management, by Laura German, Hailemichael Taye, Sarah Charamila, Tesema
Tolera, and Joseph Tanui, July 2006.

53.

Decentralization and Environmental Conservation: Gender Effects from Participation in Joint
Forest Management, by Arun Agrawal, Gautam Yadama, Raul Andrade, and Ajoy Bhattacharya,
July 2006.

54.

Improving the Effectiveness of Collective Action: Sharing Experiences from Community Forestry
in Nepal, by Krishna P. Achyara and Popular Gentle, July 2006.

55.

Groups, Networks, and Social Capital in the Philippine Communities, by Marie Godquin and
Agnes R. Quisumbing, October 2006.

56.

Collective Action in Plant Genetic Resources Management: Gendered Rules of Reputation, Trust
and Reciprocity in Kerala, India, by Martina Aruna Padmanabhan, October 2006.

57.

Gender and Local Floodplain Management Institutions--A case study from Bangladesh, by Parvin
Sultana and Paul Thompson, October 2006.

58.

Gender Differences in Mobilization for Collective Action: Case Studies of Villages in Northern
Nigeria, by Saratu Abdulwahid, October 2006.

59.

Gender, Social Capital and Information Exchange in Rural Uganda, by Enid Katungi, Svetlana
Edmeades, and Melinda Smale, October 2006.

60.

Rural Institutions and Producer Organizations in Imperfect Markets: Experiences from Producer
Marketing Groups in Semi-Arid Eastern Kenya, by Bekele Shiferaw, Gideon Obare and Geoffrey
Muricho, November 2006.

61.

Women‘s Collective Action and Sustainable Water Management: Case of SEWA‘s Water
Campaign in Gujarat, India, by Smita Mishra Panda, October 2006.

62.

Could Payments for Environmental Services Improve Rangeland Management in Central Asia,
West Asia and North Africa? by Celine Dutilly-Diane, Nancy McCarthy, Francis Turkelboom,
Adriana Bruggeman, James Tiedemann, Kenneth Street and Gianluca Serra, January 2007.

63.

Empowerment through Technology: Gender Dimensions of Social Capital Build-Up in
Maharashtra, India, by Ravula Padmaja and Cynthia Bantilan, February 2007.

22

64.

Gender and Collective Action: A Conceptual Framework for Analysis, by Lauren Pandolfelli, Ruth
Meinzen-Dick, and Stephan Dohrn, May 2007.

65.

Gender, Wealth, and Participation in Community Groups in Meru Central District, Kenya, by
Kristin E. Davis and Martha Negash, May 2007.

66.

Beyond Group Ranch Subdivision: Collective Action for Livestock Mobility, Ecological Viability,
and Livelihoods, by Shauna BurnSilver and Esther Mwangi, June 2007.

67.

Farmer Organization, Collective Action and Market Access in Meso-America, by Jon Hellin, Mark
Lundy, and Madelon Meijer, October 2007.

68.

Collective Action for Innovation and Small Farmer Market Access: The Papa Andina Experience,
by André Devaux, Claudio Velasco, Gastón López, Thomas Bernet, Miguel Ordinola, Hernán Pico,
Graham Thiele, and Douglas Horton, October 2007.

69.

Collective Action and Marketing of Underutilized Plant Species: The Case of Minor Millets in Kolli
Hills, Tamil Nadu, India, by Guillaume P. Gruère, Latha Nagarajan, and E.D.I. Oliver King, M.S.
Swaminathan Research Foundation, October 2007.

70.

The Role of Public–Private Partnerships and Collective Action in Ensuring Smallholder
Participation in High Value Fruit and Vegetable Supply Chains, by Clare Narrod, Devesh Roy,
Julius Okello, Belem Avendaño, and Karl Rich, October 2007.

71.

Collective Action for Small-Scale Producers of Agricultural Biodiversity Products, by Froukje
Kruijssen, Menno Keizer, and Alessandra Giuliani, October, 2007.

72.

Farmer Groups Enterprises and the Marketing of Staple Food Commodities in Africa, by Jonathan
Coulter, October 2007.

73.

Linking Collective Action to Non-Timber Forest Product Market for Improved Local Livelihoods:
Challenges and Opportunities, by Heru Komarudin, Yuliana L. Siagian, and Ngakan Putu Oka,
December, 2007.

74.

Collective Action Initiatives to Improve Marketing Performance: Lessons from Farmer Groups in
Tanzania, by James Barham and Clarence Chitemi, March 2008.

75.

Sustaining Linkages to High Value Markets through Collective Action in Uganda: The Case of the
Nyabyumba Potato Farmers, by Elly Kaganzi, Shaun Ferris, James Barham, Annet Abenakyo,
Pascal Sanginga, and Jemimah Njuki, March 2008.

76.

Fluctuating Fortunes of a Collective Enterprise: The Case of the Agroforestry Tree Seeds
Association of Lantapan (ATSAL) in the Philippines, by Delia Catacutan, Manuel Bertomeu,
Lyndon Arbes, Caroline Duque, and Novie Butra, May 2008.

77.

Making Market Information Services Work Better for the Poor in Uganda, by Shaun Ferris,
Patrick Engoru, and Elly Kaganzi, May 2008.

78.

Implications of Bulk Water Transfer on Local Water Management Institutions: A Case Study of
the Melamchi Water Supply Project in Nepal, by Dhruba Pant, Madhusudan Bhattarai, and
Govinda Basnet, May 2008.

79.

Bridging, Linking and Bonding Social Capital in Collective Action: The Case of Kalahan Forest
Reserve in the Philippines, by Ganga Ram Dahal and Krishna Prasad Adhikari, May 2008.

80.

Decentralization, Pro–poor Land Policies, and Democratic Governance, by Ruth Meinzen–Dick,
Monica Di Gregorio, and Stephan Dohrn, June 2008.

81.

Property Rights, Collective Action, and Poverty: The Role of Institutions for Poverty Reduction,
by Monica Di Gregorio, Konrad Hagedorn, Michael Kirk, Benedikt Korf, Nancy McCarthy, Ruth
Meinzen–Dick, and Brent Swallow, June 2008.

82.

Collective Action and Property Rights for Poverty Reduction: A Review of Methods and
Approaches, by Esther Mwangi and Helen Markelova, June 2008.

83.

Collective action and vulnerability: Burial societies in rural Ethiopia, by Stefan Dercon, John
Hoddinott, Pramila Krishnan, and Tassew Woldehanna, June 2008.

23

84.

Collective Action and Vulnerability: Local and Migrant Networks in Bukidnon, Philippines, by
Agnes Quisumbing, Scott McNiven, and Marie Godquin, June 2008.

85.

Community Watershed Management in Semi–Arid India: The State of Collective Action and its
Effects on Natural Resources and Rural Livelihoods, by Bekele Shiferaw, Tewodros Kebede, and
V. Ratna Reddy, June 2008.

86.

Enabling Equitable Collective Action and Policy Change for Poverty Reduction and Improved
Natural Resource Management in the Eastern African Highlands, by Laura German, Waga
Mazengia, Wilberforce Tirwomwe, Shenkut Ayele, Joseph Tanui, Simon Nyangas, Leulseged
Begashaw, Hailemichael Taye, Zenebe Admassu, Mesfin Tsegaye, Francis Alinyo, Ashenafi
Mekonnen, Kassahun Aberra, Awadh Chemangei, William Cheptegei, Tessema Tolera, Zewude
Jote, and Kiflu Bedane, June 2008.

87.

The Transformation of the Afar Commons in Ethiopia: State Coercion, Diversification, and
Property Rights Change among Pastoralists, by Bekele Hundie and Martina Padmanabhan, June
2008.

88.

Unmaking the Commons: Collective Action, Property Rights, and Resource Appropriation among
(Agro–) Pastoralists in Eastern Ethiopia, by Fekadu Beyene and Benedikt Korf, June 2008.

89.

Escaping Poverty Traps? Collective Action and Property Rights in Post–War Rural Cambodia, by
Anne Weingart and Michael Kirk, June 2008.

90.

Collective Action to Secure Property Rights for the Poor – A Case Study in Jambi Province,
Indonesia, by Heru Komarudin, Yuliana Sigian, and Carol Colfer, June 2008.

91.

Land Tenure in Ethiopia: Continuity and Change, Shifting Rulers, and the Quest For State
Control by Wibke Crewett, Ayalneh Bogale, and Benedikt Korf. September 2008.

92.

Forest Incomes after Uganda’s Forest Sector Reform: Are the Rural Poor Gaining? by Pamela
Jagger. December 2008.

93.

Effectiveness of Bylaws in the management of natural resources: The West African Experience
by Koffi Alinon, and Antoine Kalinganire. December 2008.

94.

Everyday Forms of Collective Action in Bangladesh: Learning from Fifteen Cases by Peter Davis.
January 2009.

95.

Looking Beyond the Obvious: Uncovering the Features of Natural Resource Conflicts in Uganda
by Ephraim Nkonya and Helen Markelova. December 2009.

96.

Beyond the Bari: Gender, Groups and Social Relations in Rural Bangladesh by Agnes R.
Quisumbing. December 2009.

97.

Does Social Capital Build Women's Assets? The Long-Term Impacts of Group–Based and
Individual Dissemination of Agricultural Technology in Bangladesh by Neha Kumar and Agnes R.
Quisumbing. July 2010.

98.

Common-Pool Resources – A Challenge for Local Governance: Experimental Research in Eight
Villages in the Mekong Delta of Cambodia and Vietnam by Christine Werthmann, Anne Weingart,
and Michael Kirk. December 2010.

99.

Gender, Assets, and Agricultural Development Programs: A Conceptual Framework by Ruth
Meinzen-Dick, Nancy Johnson, Agnes Quisumbing, Jemimah Njuki, Julia Behrman, Deborah
Rubin, Amber Peterman, and Elizabeth Waithanji. November, 2011.

100. Resource Conflict, Collective Action, and Resilience: An Analytical Framework by Blake D.
Ratner, Ruth Meinzen-Dick, Candace May, and Eric Haglund. December, 2010.
101. Power, Inequality, and Water Governance: The Role of Third Party Involvement in Water-Related
Conflict and Cooperation, by Ligia Gomez and Helle Munk Ravnborg. December, 2011.
102. Forest conflict in Asia and the role of collective action in its management, by Yurdi Yasmi, Lisa
Kelley, and Thomas Enters. December, 2011.

24

103. Catalyzing Collective Action to Address Natural Resource Conflict: Lessons from Cambodia's
Tonle Sap Lake, by Blake D. Ratner, Guy Halpern, and Mam Kosal. December, 2011.
104. Conflict, Cooperation, And Collective Action: Land Use, Water Rights, and Water Scarcity in
Manupali Watershed, Southern Philippines, by Caroline Piñon, Delia Catacutan, Beria Leimona,
Emma Abasolo, Meine van-Noordwijk, and Lydia Tiongco. February, 2012.
105. Managing Conflicts over Land and Natural Resources through Collective Action: A Case Study
from Rural Communities in Zambia, by Oluyede Clifford Ajayi, Festus Kehinde Akinnifesi, Gudeta
Sileshi, Simon Mn'gomba, Olubunmi Adeola Ajayi, Webstar Kanjipite, and John Madalitso
Ngulube. March, 2012.
106. A Literature Review of the Gender-Differentiated Impacts of Climate Change on Women's and
Men's Assets and Well-Being in Developing Countries, by Amelia H. X. Goh. September, 2012.
107. Institutions for Agricultural Mitigation: Potential and Challenges in Four Countries, by Elizabeth
Bryan, Alessandro De Pinto, Claudia Ringler, Samuel Asuming-Brempong, Mohamed Bendaoud,
Luís Artur, Nicia Givá, Dao The Anh, Nguyen Ngoc Mai, Kwadwo Asenso-Okyere, Daniel Bruce
Sarpong, Khalid El-Harizi, Teunis van Rheenen, and Jenna Ferguson. October, 2012.
108. Evaluation of Grassroots Community-Based Legal Aid Activities in Uganda and Tanzania:
Strengthening Women’s Legal Knowledge and Land Rights, by Julia Behrman, Lucy Billings, and
Amber Peterman. January, 2013.
109. Community-Based Adaptation to Climate Change: A Theoretical Framework, Overview of Key
Issues and Discussion Of Gender Differentiated Priorities and Participation, by Elizabeth Bryan
and Julia Behrman. February, 2013.
110. Interventions for Achieving Sustainability in Tropical Forest and Agricultural Landscapes, by
Peter Newton, Arun Agrawal, and Lini Wollenberg. CAPRi Working Paper 110. Washington, DC:
IFPRI. 2013.
111. Natural Resource Conflicts and Community Organizations in Bangladesh by Parvin Sultana and
Paul M. Thompson. CAPRi Working Paper 111. Washington, DC: IFPRI. 2013.
112. Addressing Conflict through Collective Action in Natural Resource Management: A Synthesis of
Experience by Blake D. Ratner, Ruth Meinzen-Dick, Jon Hellin, Everisto Mapedza, Jon Unruh,
Wouter Veening, Eric Haglund, Candace May, Carl Bruch. CAPRi Working Paper 112.
Washington, DC: IFPRI. 2013.
113. Development of a participatory action research approach for four agricultural carbon projects in
east Africa. Seth Shames, Quinn Bernier, and Moses Masiga. CAPRi Working Paper 113.
Washington, DC: IFPRI. 2013.
114. The six "ins" of climate-smart agriculture: Inclusive institutions for information, innovation,
investment, and insurance. Ruth Meinzen-Dick, Quinn Bernier, and Eric Haglund. CAPRi Working
Paper 114. Washington, DC: IFPRI. 2013.
115. The gendered impacts of agricultural asset transfer projects: Lessons from the Manica
Smallholder Dairy Development Program. Nancy Johnson, Jemimah Njuki, Elizabeth Waithanji,
Marinho Nhambeto, Martha Rogers, and Elizabeth Hutchinson Kruger. CAPRi Working Paper 115.
Washington, DC: IFPRI 2013.

25

