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Agriculture is critical to Africa’s economic growth and development, 
generating more than one-fi fth of sub-Saharan Africa’s economic 
output. Much of the concern over feeding Africa by 2050 relates to the 
relative slowing down of food production in the face of rapidly grow-
ing populations. According to a FAO (2018) report, the world will need 
to produce about 70 percent more food by 2050 to feed an estimated 
nine billion people. Food demand is projected to increase, especially 
in the growing urban centres of Africa, to about 60% to 80%. However, 
agricultural yields are not keeping pace, with gaps estimated to be 
75% of the potential yield.

As the population grows and fi elds shrink from generation to genera-
tion impacting on the carrying capacity, farmers must produce more 
food on less land. As a result, African farmers have faced inexorable 
pressure to intensify their production. Intensifi cation of agriculture 
production requires adoption of good agricultural practices.

In addition to the population challenge, climate change is creating 
a major problem. According to the Africa Climate Change Strategy 
(2014), Africa is the most vulnerable continent to climate variability 
and change, a situation that is aggravated by the interaction of multi-
ple stresses, including high dependence on rain-fed agriculture, wide-
spread poverty and weak adaptive capacity. 

 Chapter 1

Introduction
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However, closing the productivity gap is not possible without new 
ways of making actors along the agriculture value chain work togeth-
er across the boundaries of farm, business, government, science, and 
civil society. This is because innovation plays a crucial role in driving 
economic growth, societal development, and sustainable progress.

One of the ways to make this happen is the concept of Integrated 
Agricultural Research for Development (IAR4D) which recognizes  the 
need to explore alternative ways of engaging for change based on the 
failure of the past methods/approaches. The IAR4D concept entails 
a multi-sectorial, multi-stakeholder orientation to agricultural prob-
lem diagnosis, and draws on integrated approaches using ‘hard’ and 
‘soft’ sciences to provide solutions, while maximizing the available re-
sources. A major operational framework of the IAR4D is the Innovation 
Platform (IP) which is a multi-stakeholder forum for information shar-
ing and knowledge exchange along a commodity value chain with a 
view to enhancing the agricultural productivity and socio-econom-
ic well-being of the actors. The IAR4D-IP concept and how IP evolved 
from the IAR4D have been discussed explicitly in the first and second 
white papers.

As a result, Innovation Platforms (IPs) have become one of the pre-
ferred mechanisms for dealing with today’s critical agriculture and 
scaling challenges, such as access to improved agri inputs, market 
linkages, access to financial institutions, and post-harvest manage-
ment.

According to Bie (2001) and Stoop (2002), based on history, agricultural 
research was not very successful in improving farmers’ livelihoods. This 
is because according to Chambers and Jiggins (1987), the linear ap-
proach to agricultural research and development was in vogue during 
the 1960s and 1970s and remains the same in many programmes and 
research institutes. Secondly, the approach looks at knowledge de-
velopment/production and application as separate activities, carried 
out by researchers and farmers, respectively. Researchers oversee 
knowledge production, extension agents are expected to transfer the 
knowledge to farmers, who are expected to adopt it.

However, in the following decades, according to Collinson (2000) and 
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Dixon et al. (2001), many actors played an active role in innovation, and 
that innovation processes are dynamic which resulted in more holistic 
approaches such as Farming Systems Research. During that period, it 
was also discovered that farmers can adapt and come up with solu-
tions to their local challenges which led to a change of responsibility 
and the evolution of the participatory approaches  (Nederlof, 2006).

The Innovation System approach became popular in the 1990s and 
2000s which led to the use of technology and innovation interchange-
ably (Leeuwis and Van den Ban, 2004). Innovation was considered to 
include technology with organisational and institutional elements.

To clearly understand the meaning of the innovation system, Hall et al 
(2006) defined the innovation system as a network of organisations, 
enterprises, and individuals focused on bringing new products, new 
processes, and new forms of organisation into economic use, together 
with the institutions and policies that affect their behaviour and per-
formance. The innovation systems concept embraces not only the 
science suppliers, but the totality of actors involved in innovation. It 
extends beyond the creation of knowledge to encompass factors af-
fecting demand for and use of knowledge in novel and useful ways.

The Forum for Agricultural Research in Africa (FARA) proposed the 
Integrated Agricultural Research for Development (IAR4D) as an in-
novation system framework that should form the base upon which 
transformation of agricultural research in SSA should be considered. 
The IAR4D concept aims to deviate from the traditional linear con-
figuration of ARD by encouraging the engagement of multiple actors 
along the commodity value chain for the promotion of the process of 
innovation in the agricultural system.

In the IAR4D, innovation evolves through continuous interaction 
among players, utilisation of feedback, analysis and incorporation of 
lessons learned between different processes. This essentially draws on 
the knowledge of relevant actors at each stage. The framework cre-
ates a network that considers the technical, social, and institutional 
constraints in an environment that facilitates learning with the aim of 
generating innovation rather than mere research products or tech-
nologies.
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The Forum for Agricultural Research in Africa (FARA) is the apex con-
tinental organization responsible for coordinating and advocating 
for agricultural research for development (AR4D). FARA serves as the 
technical arm of the African Union Commission on matters concerning 
agriculture science, technology and innovation. FARA was conceived 
in the late 1990s by a core group of committed champions, including 
both African scientists and enlightened donor aid officials, who be-
lieved in agricultural potential to lift the continent from poverty, yet 
realized that this would only be achieved if the continent’s weak and 
fragmented agricultural research systems could somehow be brought 
together and strengthened under a common banner. FARA was then 
voted into existence in 1997 by the Sub-Regional Organizations (SROs), 
including CORAF/WECARD, ASARECA and SADC-FANR, now Centre for 
Coordination of Agricultural Research and Development for South-
ern Africa (CCARDESA), at the 17th Plenary of the Special Programme 
for African Agricultural Research (SPAAR), a precursor organization to 
FARA, situated within the World Bank.

The Agricultural Innovation Systems (AIS) approach and Integrated 
Agricultural Research for Development (IAR4D) are closely related, 
but they are distinct concepts in agricultural development. AIS pro-
vides the broader theoretical framework and perspective, while IAR4D 
represents a specific operational approach within the AIS paradigm. 
These two concepts have been described under section 2.1.2. of the 
first white paper.

This innovation system approach is referred to as Integrated Agricul-
tural Research for Development (IAR4D). At its inception in 2002, the Fo-
rum for Agricultural Research in Africa (FARA), the SROs and the CGIAR 
organizations recognised that a major constraint to such adoption lay 
in the complexity of the agricultural system and called for an integrat-
ed approach to the resolution of the issues which are as diverse as 
they are interrelated, for example, markets, productivity, policy, natural 
resource management, product development, nutrition, and gender. 
As interrelated as they are, they have been conventionally treated in 
isolation as they fall in the domain of different disciplines (Adekunle et 
al., 2013).

The term ‘Integrated Agricultural Research for Development’ was first 
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coined in 2003. The IAR4D acknowledges the complexity of the agri-
cultural system and the need to bring together not only different relat-
ed research disciplines but also multiple actors (private sector, public 
sector, producer organisations and policymakers) to find joint solu-
tions to the challenges of agricultural innovation.

A major operation framework of the IAR4D is the Innovation Platform 
(IP) which is a multi-stakeholder forum for information sharing and 
knowledge exchange along a commodity value chain with a view to 
enhancing agricultural productivity and the socio-economic well-be-
ing of the actors.

Through the IAR4D, innovation evolves through continuous interaction 
among players, utilisation of feedback, analysis and incorporation of 
lessons learned between different processes. This essentially draws on 
the knowledge of relevant actors at each stage. The framework cre-
ates a network that considers the technical, social, and institutional 
constraints in an environment that facilitates learning with the aim of 
generating innovation rather than mere research products or tech-
nologies. The IAR4D cannot but be complex and would certainly re-
quire fundamental changes in the wider institutional and policy envi-
ronment for it to promote the process of innovation.
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Brief Review of the First and Second White Papers 
on IAR4D-IP Concept
An important indicator of success for the IAR4D, besides the promotion 
of innovation, is its ability to influence partners to undertake partner-
ships in a different way. The institutional and policy environment for 
agricultural research and development must also change.

First White Paper
FARA (2009) first White Paper on the IAR4D described the concept, 
traced its evolution, and enumerated some of its key descriptive prin-
ciples. The purpose of the white paper was to contribute to an under-
standing of the Integrated Agricultural Research for Development and 
the Innovation Platform (IAR4D, IP). In the paper, four defining princi-
ples of IAR4D were proposed:

a. IAR4D integrates the perspectives, knowledge, and actions of dif-
ferent stakeholders around a common theme. The theme or ‘entry 
point’ represents a research and development ‘challenge’, identified 
by one or more stakeholders who recognize that a broader working 
alliance is needed to achieve the desired development impact. The 
interests and actions of the different stakeholders go beyond informa-
tion and technology to include business, politics, finance, organization, 
management, etc., and the links between these.

b. IAR4D integrates the learning that stakeholders achieve by working 
together. Beyond simply a concerted action process, the IAR4D is a so-
cial learning process, with stakeholders learning from the experience 
of working together. This learning focuses primarily on the process-
es of stakeholder interaction themselves, rather than on the specific 
solutions to the research and development ‘challenge’. This learning 
takes place at the individual, organizational and institutional levels.

c. IAR4D integrates analysis, action and change across the differ-
ent (environmental, social, economic) ‘dimensions’ of development. 
The general and current concepts of ‘sustainable development’ and 
‘multi-functional agriculture’ emphasize the interlinked ‘dimensions’ 
of such development. These include economic growth (linking farmers 
to markets), conservation of natural resources (soil fertility, biodiversi-
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ty, limited carbon-dioxide production, etc.), social inclusion and equity 
(‘pro-poor development’), as well as food security.

d. IAR4D integrates analysis, action and change at different levels of 
spatial, economic, and social organization. Agricultural innovation is 
an emergent property of the broader ‘innovation system’. Therefore, 
to be effective at promoting innovation, the IAR4D needs to promote 
change and enhance learning throughout the broad innovation sys-
tem at all levels of an organization. These include ‘spatial’ levels (field, 
farm, watershed, etc.), economic levels (product, firm, value chain, 
business cluster, etc.), and social levels (individual, group, community, 
organization, innovation system, etc.).

These four ‘defining principles’ of IAR4D were explored in detail with 
a brief account of some of the theory and experience that support 
these principles, and how the principles are reflected in research and 
development practice. This was followed by a discussion on the im-
plications of these principles in terms of change for individuals, or-
ganizations and institutional relationships, and lessons learned from 
selected case studies that were provided.

At the end of it, the White Paper attempted to indicate how each prin-
ciple could be incorporated in the development practice and further 
illustrated the principles through some case studies. The paper also 
explained the IAR4D/IP model for people to understand the model well.

Second White Paper
The Second White paper was titled “Integrated Agricultural Re-
search for Development (IAR4D): Revisiting Concept, Practice and 
Upscaling”. Forum for Agricultural Research in Africa (Fatunbi et 
al., 2017). The White Paper covered areas, such as innovation plat-
forms and capacity development, an ongoing debate in the IAR4D, 
the Sub-Saharan Africa Challenge Programme (SSACP 2004 -2014), 
operationalizing the IAR4D Principles – Evidence from SSA CP cas-
es, capacity building on the concept and institutionalization of the 
IAR4D concept.

The second White paper took a closer look at the experiences within 
the SSA-CP learning sites to understand if this way of implement-
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ing the IAR4D has really led to the fundamental changes hoped for 
in the way research interfaces with development. It also looked at 
whether the four (4) original principles suffice in sustaining the util-
ity of the concept. What other principles are added over the proof-
of-concept phase, based on learning, to ensure the delivery of re-
sult? What have been the main challenges in operationalizing the 
IAR4D concept?

However, the Second White paper indicated that in all the cases 
studied, while innovation platforms represented the main tool for 
the IAR4D, there was considerable variation in their purpose, ac-
tivities, and composition. The platforms were intended to combine 
research and development activities through partnerships and 
collaboration with different stakeholders at different levels with a 
strong emphasis on value chain development, technology genera-
tion and transfer. Achievements of the IAR4D/IP model were provid-
ed along with the proof of the concept.

In conclusion, the authors of the second white paper admitted that 
the interpretation of the IAR4D has been deliberately wide, reiterat-
ing that:

“Without a consideration of the individual, organizational and, 
above all, inter-institutional factors that provide the basis for the 
IAR4D, we will continually fail to achieve the multi-faceted, sus-
tainable, pro-poor development that Africa desires and deserves.”

Third White Paper
In the last two decades, FARA has worked with the broad stakehold-
er group in African agriculture to develop the Agricultural Innovation 
System (AIS) approach for the development of the sector. It enacted 
the Integrated Agricultural Research for Development (IAR4D) concept 
and the Innovation Platforms (IP) for its implementation which ema-
nated from AIS. The proof of the IAR4D concept using rigorous research 
methodologies came up with empirical evidence that the IP delivers 
quick impact from investment in agricultural research, improves live-
lihood, provides the needed space for research demand by the end 
users, and meets the demand. FARA and its partners have embarked 
on a series of activities and projects to bring the IAR4D/IP knowledge to 
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scale with significant success. The IP has become a household name 
in major agricultural research projects and has stood strong, yielding 
measurable successes in terms of livelihood change for key stake-
holders. The year 2023 signifies a decade after the proof of concept, 
the last ten years have also brought a lot of changes to the outlook of 
the agricultural sector.

It is therefore imperative to consider changes in the sector and most 
especially to identify how the IAR4D/IP model, as an implementation 
instrument, can incorporate the increasing interest in food and nutri-
tion security, climate change, soil health and fertilizer supply, and use 
efficiency, social movement for agroecology, regenerative agriculture, 
youth bulge and other megatrends that tend to drive the agricultural 
transition.  The UN-led food systems transition drive, among others, is 
also indicative of the new outlook.

Considering these changes, the IAR4D-IP approach requires smart 
assessment to ensure its continuous relevance. While the multistake-
holder approach keeps appealing to intelligence, the defining ele-
ments of the IAR4D-IP approach may require a revision or update to 
accommodate the emerging issues.

As a result, the CAADP-XP4 programme has created an activity tagged 
“Commission regional case studies on effective partnerships for inno-
vation”. In implementing this activity, FARA is expected to: (i) Collate, 
synthesize, and disseminate knowledge on AIS; (ii) Conduct continen-
tal synthesis studies to update knowledge on AIS; (iii). Backstop SROs 
to advance the institutionalization of the IAR4D / IP to facilitate nation-
al research agenda-setting processes; and (iv) collate stakeholder 
experiences on Multi-Stakeholders Partnerships (MSPs).

Hence, this study seeks to review a decade and a half of progress on 
the IAR4D and IP concepts in Africa for the 3rd White paper of the IAR4D/
IP model. 

The study used both comprehensive integrative literature search 
from different sources and a survey of experts in Agricultural Inno-
vation System (especially those who were part of the SSA CP and 
Humid Tropics staff who were involved in the IAR4D-IP concept) us-
ing an online questionnaire. This was to obtain their views in addi-
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tion to the literature search on rethinking the AR4D-IP Concept and 
provide adequate information on the mandates of the concept and 
the need to widen the mandates to accommodate emerging issues. 
Although only 35 responses were obtained at the end of the survey, 
the respondents were researchers involved for decades in the IAR4D-
IP research and implementation in Africa. This is an indication that 
responses obtained were of good quality and relevant to the issues 
being addressed in the Third White Paper.

Responses were received from stakeholders in the Democratic Re-
public of Congo, Ethiopia, Lesotho, Malawi, Mozambique, Niger, Nige-
ria, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, Tanzania, and Uganda.
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This Chapter provides information on the concept of partnership, types/
models of partnership in agriculture and the Agricultural Research for 
Development (AR4D) and their roles and examples/case studies of ef-
fective partnerships in agriculture. The AR4D here is generalized to in-
clude the IAR4D-IP Concept.

Partnership Concept and Defi nitions
According to IFAD (2017), a review by the UN Joint Inspection Unit (2013) 
found that there is no clear defi nition for partnerships in general or 
implementing partners. Similarly, the United Nations system organi-
zations use various terms and defi nitions depending on their business 
models and type of intervention. However, IFAD adopted a broad and 
inclusive defi nition of partnership that emphasizes the collabora-
tive spirit of a relationship. Hence, in IFAD (2012) Partnership Strate-
gy, partnerships are defi ned as “collaborative relationships between 
institutional actors that combine their complementary strengths and 
resources and work together in a transparent, equitable and mutu-
ally benefi cial way to achieve a common goal or undertake specifi c 
tasks. Partners share the risks, responsibilities, resources and benefi ts 
of that collaboration and learn from it through regular monitoring and 
review.”

 Chapter 2

 Chapter 2

Partnership Concept, Types/
Models For AR4D In Africa
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Caplan et al. (2007) indicated that the term partnership elicits much 
confusion. This is because it is often used to describe widely different 
constructs from loose networks and alliances to more institutionalised 
joint ventures. They refer to their voluntary nature, shared or pooling of 
resources, capitalising on synergies.

Therefore, Caplan et al. (2007) indicated that partnerships involve two 
or more organisations that enter a collaborative arrangement based 
on: 

1.	 synergistic goals and opportunities that address issues or deliv-
er specified tasks that single organisations cannot accomplish on 
their own as effectively; and 

2.	 situations where individual organisations cannot purchase the 
appropriate resources or competencies purely through a market 
transaction. 

However, Picciotto (2004) stated that “partnership is a means to an 
end, a collaborative relationship toward mutually agreed objectives 
involving shared responsibility for outcomes, distinct accountabilities, 
and reciprocal obligations. Where there is no common vision of what 
the partnership is about, no mutual stake in the outcome, lack of clar-
ity in task allocations, or imbalance in influence and unfairness in allo-
cation of costs and benefits, the partnership is hollow.”  

ISPC (2015) also indicated that there are overlapping and contradic-
tory rationales and ambiguous and contrasting definitions emerging 
from different fields of practice and schools of research. However, 
Horton et al (2009) stated that studies of partnership and their defini-
tions tend to reflect the concepts, methods, and priority issues of their 
authors’ disciplines. 

Therefore, Horton et al (2009) attempted a definition of partnership 
relevant to AR4D as “a sustained multi-organizational relationship 
with mutually agreed objectives and an exchange or sharing of re-
sources or knowledge for the purpose of generating research outputs 
(new knowledge or technology) or fostering innovation, that is, use of 
new ideas or technology for practical ends”.

Partnerships in agriculture are voluntary and strategic alliances be-
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tween two or more entities that share a common goal, vision, or inter-
est related to agriculture. Partnerships can involve various actors, such 
as farmers, researchers, extension agents, NGOs, private companies, 
public institutions, and donors. Partnerships can have different forms, 
levels, and scopes, depending on the purpose, context, and resources 
of the partners. Partnerships can enable innovation by combining di-
verse perspectives, skills, experiences, and resources to address com-
plex problems and create novel solutions.

Multistakeholder partnerships are being widely promoted as mecha-
nisms to deliver development goals such as Agricultural Research for 
Development (AR4D). The IAR4D is an innovation system-based ap-
proach that involves multi-stakeholders’ collaboration and partner-
ships towards resolving the multi-faceted challenges in agricultural 
research and development and thereby promote improved livelihood 
of the stakeholders, especially the smallholders’ agricultural practi-
tioners (Fatunbi et al (2016)).

According to Adekunle et al (2013), partnerships have been seen as 
veritable tools that help deploy the crucial benefits of innovation in 
the development process, a point that has also been made several 
times by the World Bank (2007).

Similarly, the effectiveness of the existing IAR4D partnerships among 
its partners and member countries is essential because FARA has 
championed agricultural development trajectory over the past two 
decades through collaborative partnerships/engagements. This is 
because according to Susan et al (2004), strengthening partnerships 
and sharing roles and responsibilities across the research-for-de-
velopment continuum is an important part of managing innovation 
processes. Building strategic partnerships allows decentralization to 
have control over the research agenda and permits a much broader 
set of stakeholders to become involved in research and the technol-
ogy innovation process. 

According to Sriramesh (2012), in organizational contexts, the term 
partnership usually means the legal/contractual association between 
two or more entrepreneurs. Furthermore, the word “partner” originat-
ed from “parcener” a legal term meaning joint heir. However, it was 



27

reported that in the fourteenth century, the emphasis on partner shift-
ed away from this legal orientation because of the similarity to part 
(part of). Webster dictionary still puts the contractual relationship of 
the word partner first and only then mentions a cooperative relation-
ship between people or groups who agree to share responsibility for 
achieving some specific goal. 

As a result of this, Sriramesh (2012) indicated that the non-legal defi-
nition is most useful for discussing partnerships in agriculture for 
development and the term partner refers to the various human ele-
ments involved in the long chain of agriculture for development. This, 
however, helps in moving science closer to the common man.

To ILAC (2010), partnership has been defined in many ways and in dif-
ferent contexts. However, in AR4D, when people refer to a partnership, 
they are usually thinking of a collaborative relationship involving peo-
ple from two or more organizations pursuing common objectives.

But in the context of ILAC (2010), partnership is seen as a collabora-
tive relationship among individuals, groups or organizations who pur-
sue mutually agreed objectives and exchange or share resources 
or knowledge for the purpose of generating research outputs which 
means new knowledge or technology or fostering innovation. This 
means in simple terms, the application of new ideas or technology for 
practical ends.

Furthermore, ILAC (2010) felt that this partnership definition is broad 
enough to cover many types of informal and formal arrangements 
that seek to promote the generation of knowledge and its practical 
application in AR4D, that is, ranging from loose knowledge-sharing to 
more integrated collaborative arrangements. This also includes pub-
lic-private partnerships and those that involve individuals and orga-
nizations from only one sector (e.g., researchers in the public sector). 
However, it was pointed out that this does not include teamwork that 
does not cross organizational boundaries, as well as contract work or 
outsourcing where there is a strictly commercial exchange of resourc-
es, rather than a sharing of resources and knowledge.

In a similar vein, Picciotto (2004) indicated that despite this confu-
sion over the definition of partnership, Multi-Stakeholder Partnerships 
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(MSPs) represent a specific form of partnership. This is because MSPs 
are structured alliances of stakeholders from public, private and civil 
society sectors which include companies, policy makers, researchers, 
various types of NGOs, development agencies, interest groups and 
stakeholders from local, national, regional and international gover-
nance regimes. However, to Freeman (2010) and Hemmati (2012), as 
the term suggests, ‘multi-stakeholder’ refers to the involvement of 
several societal groups with diverse and sometimes conflicting inter-
ests, goals, and values.

In providing reasons why there should be partnerships, ILAC (2010) in-
dicated that three reasons are commonly identified in literature on 
partnership. The first reason is to gain access to resources (includ-
ing knowledge) that are not available within a single organization. 
The second reason is to improve knowledge management across the 
boundaries separating organizations that share similar long-term 
goals (e.g., sustainable poverty reduction) but traditionally work in 
isolation. Finally, the third reason is to build the capacity to influence 
policies or economic activity by participating in social networks. How-
ever, from the experience of the Learning Laboratory Programmes, a 
fourth reason is established which is to create a safe and nurturing 
space for learning and innovation that is not present within one’s own 
organisation.

ICRA (2009) indicated that there are at least six considerations that 
are important when forming partnerships, which are objectives, part-
ners, organization, management, funding and reflection and learning.

Partnerships are essential for innovation in agriculture, as they can 
help overcome barriers and challenges that hinder innovation. Such 
partnerships can facilitate access to information, knowledge, and 
technology that can improve agricultural practices and outcomes. 
Additionally, they can enhance the capacity and skills of the partners 
to innovate, as well as create a culture of innovation where partners 
can experiment, learn, and share successes and failures. Moreover, 
partnerships can increase the legitimacy, credibility, and impact of the 
innovation by involving relevant stakeholders and beneficiaries in the 
co-creation process. They can also mobilize and leverage resources, 
such as funding, infrastructure, and networks to support and scale up 
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the innovation and according to Sartas et al (2018), using MSPs in ag-
ricultural innovation systems is expected to create an enabling envi-
ronment for institutional and technological innovations.

Types/Models of Partnerships for AR4D
Several types/models of partnerships have been reported in literature 
in relation to the AR4D.  According to Maryono et al (2023), various 
names of MSPs are sometimes used interchangeably in documents 
as a single MSP initiative may be referred to by different names in 
various documents, suggesting a lack of consensus on the defining 
characteristics of this type of partnership. In their study, 12 different 
terminologies were used to refer to MSPs in agriculture as shown in 
Figure 1. However, three main terminologies used to refer to MSPs at 
the operational/practical level are public-private partnership, inno-
vation platforms, and multi-stakeholder platform.

Figure 1: Different Terminologies Used for Multi-stakeholder Partnerships in Agriculture. 
Source: Maryono et al (2023).

Similarly, Agboton et al (2018), also indicated that the Innovation plat-
forms and multi-stakeholder platforms were used interchangeably or 
as multi-stakeholder innovation platforms.

However, ISPC (2015) reported four different types of partnerships 
which are:
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•	 Agricultural research partnerships which usually involve collabo-
ration between public research organisations, including universi-
ties. Priorities are framed by public policy imperatives or by private 
industry-sponsored funding.

•	 Agricultural innovation delivery partnerships: Agricultural research 
organisations collaborate in agricultural production and agri-
business innovation that delivers new products and services that 
create value for farmers and companies. Partnerships, platforms 
and alliances are used as a mechanism to organise collaboration 
among public agricultural research organisations and the private 
sector, NGOs, and farmers’ groups. Priorities are framed by the 
convergence of technology push from research, demand pull from 
farmers and markets, and by public policy imperatives. 

•	 National Agri-food systems Innovation Partnership: In this type of 
partnership, agricultural research organisations participate in the 
efforts of the public and private sectors to catalyse innovation in 
agri-food systems that creates social, economic, and environ-
mental value in line with national development plans. Interlinked 
farm-to-policy multi-stakeholder processes and partnerships 
used to organise collaboration and participation of relevant 
stakeholders at multiple levels. Priorities are framed by negotia-
tion between public and private sectors and articulated in nation-
al development plans.

•	 Global development innovation partnerships: Agricultural re-
search organisations participate in efforts of national and global 
public and private sector stakeholders to catalyse innovation in 
economic and social systems to achieve social, economic, and 
environmental development targets set by the Sustainable Devel-
opment Goals (SDGs). Global architectures of MSP platforms used 
create coherence between global and local agendas and imple-
mentation strategies. Priorities are framed by global negotiation 
and agreement in the SDGs.”

To GFAR and ILAC (2010), there are at least three types of AR4D part-
nerships which are:
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•	 Scientific discoveries which focused on bringing together techni-
cal skills and knowledge bases to enhance Research and Develop-
ment (R&D) results. These partnerships view themselves account-
able to the structures of the scientific method and the specific 
requirements of donors. They follow models consistent with R&D 
management. These partnerships tend to incentivize and reward 
discovery rather than development outcomes. 

•	 Coordination among development actors which involves mobiliz-
ing disparate actors to jointly address challenging development 
needs. These partnerships find it difficult to sort to whom and what 
they are accountable for. 

•	 Advocacy which involves bringing coalitions together to influence 
allocation of resources (focused particularly on financial) and 
public policies. Partnerships commit to adhere to joint commu-
nications and collaborative advocacy. In principle they are ac-
countable to advancing development interests. 

However, ILAC (2010), indicated that there are four broad types of partner-
ship in AR4D, categorized according to their overall objectives as follows:

•	 Research partnerships which aim to produce research outputs 
in the form of public goods. The members of the partnership are 
usually researchers in either public or private organizations. The 
degree of formality ranges from highly informal, in the case of pro-
fessional communities, to highly formal, where the participating 
organizations sign letters of understanding that detail issues of 
budget and intellectual property rights.

•	 Partnerships for capacity development and knowledge shar-
ing which aim to develop the capacity of partners to share and 
use new knowledge, rather than produce new knowledge per se. 
Such partnerships typically involve partners with distinct but com-
plementary knowledge bases (e.g., the importance of boundary 
management learning alliances), or those with different levels of 
capacity (e.g., North-South partnerships).

•	 Partnerships for market or value-chain development which aim 
to strengthen market chains or their support systems (e.g., local 
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governing councils or regulation bodies) in ways that benefit poor 
producers, traders or consumers. Such partnerships tend to involve 
diverse members, all of whom have a stake in the development of 
the market or value chain in question. Typically, a R&D organization 
initiates this type of partnership to improve communication and 
mediation among market-chain actors to stimulate innovation 
within the market chain. Leadership might later be transferred to 
one or more of the participating market-chain actors and become 
institutionalized within the partnership itself. These partnerships 
are often thought of as “innovation platforms”.

•	 Advocacy partnerships which aim to influence public opinion and 
policies. They involve diverse partners to improve communication 
among them and strengthen the capacity of researchers, CSOs 
and economic actors to influence public opinion and policy mak-
ing. Such partnerships often draw ideas and principles from net-
works and use a wide range of communication and networking 
strategies to achieve these goals.

However, according to Fatunbi and Adekunle (2013), two broad cate-
gories of partners are known in agriculture, which are the public and 
the private sector practitioners. Although these two operate on a dif-
ferent plane,  their combined effect is required if African agriculture 
is to develop effectively. According to them, the engagement of the 
private sector practitioner in agricultural research and development 
is vital to the development of the sector in African countries as is the 
case in some West and South Asian countries.

In the same vein, FAO (2016) defines Public-Private Partnership (PPP) 
as a formalized partnership between public institutions and private 
partners designed to address sustainable agricultural development 
objectives, where the public benefits anticipated from the partnership 
are clearly defined, investment contributions and risks are shared, and 
active roles exist for all partners at various stages throughout the PPP 
project life cycle.

In their description of public and private sector partnership in agri-
culture, Fatunbi and Adekunle (2013), provided the roles and trends of 
private sector partnership in African agriculture. According to them, 
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the partnership arrangement in agricultural research and develop-
ment was initially driven by the public sector with concentration on the 
research and extension institutions which constituted the traditional 
Agricultural Research and Development (ARD) stakeholders in most 
African countries.

They also provided the partnership trends from the time of the ARD lin-
ear model to the time of when agriculture was taken as a system. They 
indicated how the capacity of the IAR4D innovation platform foster a 
smooth public-private sector partnership as one of its key advantag-
es that contribute to the generation of impact.

In justifying the reason for public-private partnership in agriculture, 
FAO (2016) indicated that against the background of limited govern-
ment resources and expertise, innovative partnerships such as PPP 
that bring together actors from business, government and civil soci-
ety are increasingly being promoted as a mechanism for improving 
productivity.

Secondly, the partnerships are broadly promoted as having the po-
tential to help modernize the agriculture sector and deliver multiple 
benefits that can contribute to the pursuit of sustainable agricultural 
development that is inclusive of smallholder farmers. However, ac-
cording to Mangeni (2019), private sector entities and research insti-
tutes partner among themselves or with public entities to bring new 
technologies to smallholder farmers.

Similarly, in emphasizing the importance of private sector in agricul-
tural partnership, Paul Polman, the Chief Executive Officer of Unilever in 
2016 indicated as follows:

“In 2015, governments adopted the UN Sustainable Development Goals and 
agreed to a climate deal. Sustainable agriculture is at the very centre of the 
global development agenda. It is now clear that we can only make real prog-
ress when we work in deep partnership. Grow Africa is a great example of 
this type of collaboration. As resource prices decline, it is also clear that de-
veloping commercial sustainable agriculture in partnership with the private 
sector is absolutely critical to boost and diversify economic growth, expand 
opportunity and reduce poverty. Grow Africa provides the kind of channel we 
urgently need to support such work while ensuring bringing in smallhold-
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ers, with a focus on women. Moreover, by connecting climate-smart strate-
gies to increased farm productivity, Grow Africa can help drive efficient and 
low-carbon growth in the agriculture sector to build a truly productive and 
sustainable future for Africa.”

A good example of Public-Private partnership in the IAR4D-IP concept was 
given by Fatunbi and Adekunle (2013) with the story of Mamera in Box 1.

Box 1: Story of Mamera
The Mamera success story was generated on the Bubare Sorghum IP in 
Uganda; it is one of the 36 innovation platforms set up by the SSA CP. The IP 
works on Sorghum and addresses the problems of low productivity, poor and 
uncoordinated marketing and lack of storage facilities. These problems were 
prioritized by the IP which  was composed of farmers, researchers (Makerere 
University, Uganda), financial institutions, and input dealers. After the first 
iterations where improved technologies and production practices were in-
troduced, farmers obtained huge increase in the yield of sorghum and mar-
keting became a more prominent problem, justifying  the need for effective 
market linkages and or development of new product.

To address this problem, the researchers from Makerere University extended 
a pre-developed technology for the production of a beverage from sorghum 
to the platform and this was taken up by a private sector practitioner on 
the platform, the Huntex Industries, for further refinement, production and 
marketing. The product became a success that opened new market for Sor-
ghum, generated more income for farmers, provided new jobs and lever-
aged benefits for all the stakeholders on the platform.

In conclusion, Mamera is a product of indigenous knowledge that is strength-
ened with modern science and contributions from the University of Makerere. 
The product finds a willing entrepreneur on the IP; farmers who are looking 
for market for their sorghum find a buyer on the IP, the input dealers also find 
the market for their products. And with the cooperation of the Policy makers 
and extension services and finance from Stanbic Bank, a Win-Win Partner-
ship was established.

Similarly, Mangeni (2019) provided another example of a public-private 
partnership in which    the African Agricultural Technology Foundation 
(AATF) facilitates public-private partnerships to develop drought-tol-
erant maize. 
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According to FAO (2016), in an analysis of 70 PPP cases gathered from 
15 developing countries in a study, four common project types were 
identifi ed:

i. Partnerships that aim to develop agricultural value chains.

ii. Partnerships for joint agricultural research, innovation, and technol-
ogy transfer.

iii. Partnerships for building and upgrading market infrastructure. 

iv. Partnerships for the delivery of business development services to 
farmers and small and medium enterprises.

However, eight key lessons were identifi ed in the study reported by 
FAO (2016) on public-private partnerships in agriculture.

• To be successful, agribusiness partnerships need to align the 
partners’ disparate interests and visions and reach consensus, 
particularly on public-sector objectives, and priorities for pro-
moting PPPs. 

• The role of each partner should be clearly defi ned according to 
the unique skills and expertise that each can bring to the PPP 
in agriculture, with appropriate incentives designed to reward 
these roles.

• Effective PPPs in agriculture share risks fairly among partners 
and include risk management mechanisms to protect the most 
vulnerable.

• There is ample scope for the involvement of fi nancial institutions 
as an additional core partner in PPPs in agriculture.

• While PPPs in agriculture can promote the inclusion of small-
holders and SMEs, they are unlikely to have an impact on the 
poorest of the poor.

• Collective action is an essential feature of all PPPs in agriculture 
and helps both to promote inclusion and to reduce transaction 
costs.

• Sound institutional and regulatory frameworks are essential 
factors in the design of well-performing PPPs.

According to FAO (2016), in an analysis of 70 PPP cases gathered from 
15 developing countries in a study, four common project types were 
identifi ed:

i. Partnerships that aim to develop agricultural value chains.

ii. Partnerships for joint agricultural research, innovation, and technol-
ogy transfer.

iii. Partnerships for building and upgrading market infrastructure. 

iv. Partnerships for the delivery of business development services to 
farmers and small and medium enterprises.
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•	 There is a pressing need to improve the monitoring and evalua-
tion (M&E) of PPPs in agriculture.

Other types of partnerships which are becoming popular according 
to Castillo (1997), is the North-South and South-South partnerships. 
Traditionally, research partnerships tended to follow North-South 
patterns of colonial history. However, with the advent of research 
programmes funded from multiple sources, this is changing. Al-
though the North is still the predominant source of funds, new pro-
grammes are designed to meet the needs of a wide audience 
and are therefore compelled to develop links with several regions, 
countries, and even local communities to have any impact. With 
regional developments and political alliances among countries of 
the South, South-South research partnerships have become more 
fashionable. No one can dispute the inherent value of South-South 
connections for: developing solidarity and consciousness of kind; 
addressing common problems and interests; exploiting the com-
plementarity of assets; learning and sharing together; and for in-
creasing collective self-reliance and voice. 

Despite all the hazards of North-South partnerships, a very import-
ant lesson learned through the years is that it is easier to network 
and partner regionally and internationally than it is to promote in-
tra- and inter-institutional research collaboration within the same 
country. Quite often, it takes external entities to loosen up the tightly 
guarded ‘turfs’ of local institutions. Therefore, those who promote 
North-South or South-South partnerships are being urged to be 
conscious of this and deliberately play the role of catalyst rather 
than driving a wedge between local institutions (Castillo, 1997).
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Table 1: Summary of Different Types of
Partnerships and their Characteristics

S/N Partnership Characteristics

1 Project-based

Several institutions come together to imple-
ment a project. The partnerships are specific, 
time bound, focusing on implementation of 
specific activities described in a project docu-
ment.

2 Strategic/institutional

It is long term and of strategic nature and is 
forged to achieve significant complementary 
roles and greater impact.

The main purpose of this relationship is to un-
dertake research on mutually agreed areas of 
commodity development, capacity develop-
ment and information exchange and network-
ing.

3 Networking

Networking involves several research pro-
grammes in the region which come together to 
implement a set of agreed activities. The struc-
ture of most of the networks has national pro-
gramme members, a coordinating unit, and a 
steering committee (SC).

4 Contractual

This type is common, for example a NARI, its in-
stitute and programme won a research project 
and had to sub-contract certain activities to 
partners. It is however common in linking re-
search institutes and programmes with local 
service providers, such as extension agents 
and NGOs but not common in research.

5
Agricultural research 
partnerships

Agricultural research partnerships which usu-
ally involves collaboration between public re-
search organisations, including universities. Pri-
orities are framed by public policy imperatives 
or by private industry-sponsored funding.
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6
Agricultural innovation 
delivery partnerships

Agricultural research organisations collaborate 
in agricultural production and agribusiness in-
novation that deliver new products and services 
that create value for farmers and companies.

7
National Agri-food
systems Innovation 
Partnership

Agricultural research organisations participate 
in the efforts of public policy and private sec-
tor to catalyse innovation in agri-food systems 
that creates social, economic, and environ-
mental value in line with national development 
plans.

8
Global development 
innovation partnerships

Agricultural research organisations participate 
in efforts of national and global public and pri-
vate sector stakeholders to catalyse innovation 
in economic and social systems to achieve so-
cial, economic, and environmental develop-
ment targets set by the SDGs.

9
Scientific discoveries 
partnerships

This is focused on bringing together techni-
cal skills and knowledge bases to enhance 
R&D results. The partnerships view themselves 
accountable to the strictures of the scientific 
method and the specific requirements of do-
nors. They follow models consistent with R&D 
management and  incentivize and reward dis-
covery rather than development outcomes. 

10
Coordination among 
development actors’ 
partnerships

This involves mobilizing different actors to joint-
ly address challenging development needs. 
These partnerships find it difficult to sort to 
whom and what they are accountable. 

11 Advocacy partnership

This involves bringing coalitions together to 
influence the allocation of resources (focused 
particularly on financial) and public policies. 
Partnerships commit to adhere to joint com-
munications and collaborative advocacy. In 
principle, they are accountable to advancing 
the development interests. 
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12 Research partnerships

This aims to produce research outputs in the 
form of public goods. The members of the part-
nership are usually researchers in either public 
or private organizations. It may be formal or in-
formal.

13
Partnerships for capac-
ity development and 
knowledge sharing

This aims to develop the capacity of partners to 
share and use new knowledge, rather than pro-
duce new knowledge per se. Such partnerships 
typically involve partners with distinct but com-
plementary knowledge bases (e.g., the impor-
tance of boundary management learning alli-
ances, or those with different levels of capacity 
(e.g., North-South partnerships).

14 Partnerships for market 
or value-chain develop-
ment

This aims to strengthen market chains or their 
support systems (e.g., local governing councils 
or regulatory bodies) in ways that benefit poor 
producers, traders or consumers. Such part-
nerships tend to involve diverse members, all of 
whom have a stake in the development of the 
market or value chain in question.

15
Public-Private Partner-
ships (PPPs)  

This involves collaboration between govern-
ment agencies and private sector organiza-
tions. PPPs can focus on various aspects of ag-
riculture, such as infrastructure development, 
research and development

In support of the findings from literature, respondents were re-
quested to indicate the types of partnerships they were aware of 
and involved in, which is presented in Figures 2 and 3. The findings 
show that all the partnership models reported in literature were 
also confirmed by the respondents of this study.
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Figure 2: Respondents’ Level of Awareness of General Types of Partnerships (%)
Source: Survey 2024

Figure 3: Respondents’ Awareness and Involvement in Multi-Stakeholder Partnerships (%)
Source: Survey 2024
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Partnership Success Factors/ Ingredients of 
Good Partnership
According to Sriramesh (2012), the major ingredient that helps 
to develop good partnership is the trust element. This is be-
cause every good partnership is built on trust and when trust is 
lost, partners become suspicious to the point of being paranoid 
and that leads to a breakdown of the relationship. Transparen-
cy and open communication help to build trust.

Similarly, Tropical Agricultural Platform (2018) indicated that 
the success of multi-stakeholder AR4D (Agricultural Research 
for Development) partnerships is often attributed to stakeholder 
interaction and knowledge exchange, collective learning, and 
establishment of mutual trust between the partners involved. 
Achieving these outcomes depends very much on the leader-
ship of the partnership, and how this leadership relates to part-
nership facilitation and project coordination and/or manage-
ment. 

However, there has been an argument about trust, that wheth-
er it is impossible to build and maintain trust without effective 
(two-way) communication among partners which shows the 
importance of communication in partnership. Sriramesh (2012) 
also indicated that mutuality of control, that is sharing control 
in the partnership, is also another key ingredient of good part-
nership.

In their own contribution, some success factors for partnerships 
identified by ILAC (2010) are passionate leadership, common vi-
sion and agenda, commitment of partners, adequate process 
facilitation, clearly defined roles and responsibility, appropriate 
communication, knowledge sharing and joint learning, individu-
al and collective benefits, and adequate change management.

However, ILAC (2010) went further to indicate that partnerships 
are complex and inherently unstable arrangements that can 
take unpredictable courses in which, sometimes, external or in-
ternal shocks can occur at any point, requiring adjustments in 
activities or strategies, or even transitions to new institutional 
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arrangements. Furthermore, it was indicated that sometimes, 
partnership priorities may likely evolve with the activities, and 
output may evolve as well. For example, a partnership that ini-
tially focused on research might later need to engage in capac-
ity building or other development-related activities. 

According to (Sriramesh, 2012), there are several elements that 
help in cultivating good partnerships which include:

•	 Access: This occurs when partners share access to each oth-
er and their networks of information and influence and with 
this, there will be harmony in the partnership. 

•	 Disclosure and openness: This indicates that both partners 
must equally be open.

•	 Shared mutual networks: Good partners help one another in-
tegrate into individual networks, thereby enhancing one an-
other outreach and influence.

•	 Shared interests and shared tasks: Overlapping interests ob-
viously bring partners closer together, whether in personal 
or professional settings. Similarly, sharing similar tasks (and 
thereby goals and objectives) also leads to closer partner-
ships. 

•	 Continuing dialogue and frequent communication between 
partners are a sure way of building good partnerships. In ad-
dition, dialog helps to reduce tensions in partnerships before 
these become irreparable.

To further probe into success factors of AR4D partnerships, Ta-
ble 2 shows the respondents’ perception of the AR4D-IP part-
nerships, while Figure 4 shows the assessment of IAR4D-IP prin-
ciples.
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Table 2: Respondents’ Assessment of AR4D-IP Partnerships  

Questions/Statements of Assessment Mean Std. d.

How would you rate the impact of partnership in 

using the innovation system approach? 
3.94 0.83

How would you rate the way people and organiza-

tions work together in the AR4D partnership?
3.82 0.81

How would you rate the AR4D partnership as re-

gards implementation of its plans?
3.82 0.88

How would you rate the memorandum of under-

standing in terms of written agreement between 

parties to clearly establish expectations, goals and 

roles and responsibilities in the project/AR4D part-

nership? 

3.76 0.75

Fairness in providing capacity building opportuni-

ties
3.75 0.78

How has the AR4D partnership improved collabora-

tion within and among national, sub-regional and 

continental agriculture research and extension or-

ganizations?

3.71 0.77

How satisfied are you with your involvement in the 

development and/or review of the Project Scope 

during Project Initiation and Planning?

3.71 0.69

How effective was mainstreaming gender and 

youth in the AR4D partnership?
3.71 0.85

How would you rate the Terms of Reference for the 

establishment of the project, with attention to issues 

of governance related directly to the partnership?

3.65 0.70

How would you rate the achievement in developing 

smallholder production systems that are compati-

ble with sound natural resource management?

3.65 0.79

Fairness in allocation of roles and responsibilities 3.65 0.70
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Fairness in performance of roles and responsibilities 3.65 0.86
Effective communication 3.65 0.70
Enabling environment established 3.65 0.61
How satisfied are you with the partnership joint 

discussions and formalization of an agreement on 

what resources each partner will provide (financial, 

human resources, equipment, indigenous knowl-

edge etc.)?

3.62 0.89

How effective were the initiatives and projects intro-

duced and implemented in the AR4D partnership?
3.59 0.80

Effective conflict management 3.59 0.71
Commitment and trust by partners were estab-

lished
3.59 0.71

How satisfied are you as regards meeting the ob-

jectives of partnership in AR4D partnership involve-

ment in innovation systems?

3.56 0.81

Aligning interventions and support to existing 

frameworks notably CAADP- XP4 Consortium
3.56 0.89

How would you rate the achievement in improv-

ing the accessibility and efficiency of markets for 

smallholder and pastoral products?

3.53 0.94

How satisfied are you with partnership assistance in 

the implementation of the strategic themes?
3.47 0.72

The partnership is supporting platforms for inter-re-

gional cooperation (South-South and North-South)
3.44 0.89

Grand mean 3.52 0.82
Source: Survey, 2024. n = 35

1= Poor; 2= Fair; 3= Good; 4= Very good; and 5= Excellent
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Figure 4: Respondents’ Perception of the Achievement of the IAR4D-IP Concept Principles

Decision: 1.00 - 1.67 = Not effective at all

     1.68 – 2.35 = Partially effective

     Above 2.35 = Fully effective

 In a similar vein, in their systematic literature study using quali-
tative and quantitative methods by Maryono et al (2023), Figure 
5 shows the findings on the impact of multi-stakeholder part-
nerships on smallholders as perceived by researchers.
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Figure 5: Impact of Multi-stakeholder Partnerships on smallholders
Source: Maryono et al (2023)

Case Studies of Effective Partnerships for Inno-
vation that can Serve as Models in both Africa 
and Outside Africa
Research has shown that there is a substantial diversity in partnership 
experiences in the AR4D programmes. An important implication of this 
diversity is that universal guidelines for partnership management are 
unlikely to be helpful but several common set of factors that appear 
to have influenced effective performance of partnerships have been 
identified. According to  ILAC (2010), these are passionate leadership, 
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common vision and agenda, commitment of partners, adequate pro-
cess facilitation, clearly defined roles and responsibility, appropriate 
communication, knowledge sharing and joint learning, adequate 
change management, policies and management practices, partner 
culture and policies, socio-economic and political environment, or-
ganisational policies and management practices, capacity develop-
ment and monitoring and evaluation of the partnership.

The synthesized case studies of six AR4D programmes from the les-
sons from the ILAC Learning Laboratory workshop of the Institutional 
Learning and Change (ILAC) Initiative on Partnering in International 
Agricultural Research for Development are good examples of nation-
al and regional case studies that can serve as models that can be 
adopted for effective regional, international, South-South and North-
South partnerships. These case studies provide professionals of AR4D 
with actionable information on the organization and management of 
effective partnerships in international AR4D. 

The programmes are:

1	 African Highlands Initiative (AHI), in Ethiopia, Kenya, Rwan-
da, Tanzania and Uganda. (www.cgiar-ilac.org/content/afri-
can-highlands-initiative-ahi) - Regional partnership in five (5) 
countries

2	 Alianza Cambio Andino (CA), in Bolivia, Peru, Colombia and Ec-
uador (www.cambioandino.org/)- Regional partnership in four 
(4) countries

3	 Learning in Knowledge Intensive Agricultural Systems (KIA) in In-
dia- National

4	 Musa Network for Latin America and the Caribbean (MUSALAC) 
(www.musilac.com/) – Regional in 12 countries

5	 Smallholder Dairy Project (SDP), in Kenya (http://www.smallhol-
derdairy.org/) - National

6	 Users’ Perspectives of  Agricultural Research and Development 
(UPWARD) network, in South-East and South Asia (www.eseap.
cipotato.org/upward) – National

Factors related to effective partnership establishment and manage-

http://www.cgiar-ilac.org/content/african-highlands-initiative-ahi
http://www.cgiar-ilac.org/content/african-highlands-initiative-ahi
http://www.cambioandino.org/
http://www.musilac.com/
http://www.smallholderdairy.org/
http://www.smallholderdairy.org/
http://www.eseap.cipotato.org/upward
http://www.eseap.cipotato.org/upward


48 White Paper

ment case studies:

Leadership
Partnerships imply a shared leadership among respected individuals, 
recognized and empowered by their own organizations to build con-
sensus and resolve conflicts. Often, one organization takes the lead 
on managing the process. There must be established trust in each 
other’s ability to lead effectively and honestly. Leadership has been a 
critical factor for effective partnerships. Research (Casey et al., Dhillon 
et al.) has shown that partnership leaders/champions, who are pas-
sionate about the partnership’s mission and who are able to mobilize 
others to achieve common goals, are needed. Imbalances in pow-
er and resources have been common challenges in the partnerships, 
and leaders who could act as ‘honest brokers’ have helped to balance 
competing interests. Engaging the right leaders to drive and champi-
on such an effort is critical for effective partnership. A facilitative style 
is needed to bring people together in the pursuit of common objec-
tives and to build trust among partners who often have distinct per-
spectives and conflicting perceived interests.

Box 2: Examples of leadership case studies

In MUSALAC, Bioversity International regional scientists combine 
technical expertise with administrative and facilitation support to the 
network, working with the president of the network steering commit-
tee who is elected every two years. The regional scientists’ leadership 
is strengthened by access to information and experiences from other 
regions and to the experiences of advanced research partners.

In UPWARD, the partners are recognized as leaders in their own field 
of expertise. For example, experts at the Tarlac College of Agricul-
ture (TCA) with field experience lead the Farmer Field Schools on in-
tegrated crop management and the production of clean planting 
materials, while local government representatives lead targeting 
and extension work. The UPWARD co-ordinator leads the institutional 
learning processes.

In the SDP partnership, a leadership mechanism was established 
that ensured that each of the lead partners – the Ministry of Livestock 
Development, the Kenya Agricultural Research Institute (KARI) and 
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ILRI – contributed to the project decision-making processes. Formal 
processes (through a well-structured and systematically interacting 
steering committee) and informal processes (where the lead partner 
representatives consulted each other regularly) were used to inform 
the decisions taken.

The KIA case shows that leaders do not necessarily have to be ex-
perts. One of the partners, the Xavier Institute of Management Bhu-
baneswar (XIMB), created a ‘learning alliance’ to encourage the flow 
of information between government departments, CSOs, farmers 
and researchers, many of whom were working independently on the 
new SRI way of growing rice. The XIMB soon assumed a leadership 
role in organizing learning alliance meetings that brought together 
these actors and used its own research on scaling up SRI to encour-
age dialogue among them at a meeting in Orissa State. The meet-
ing included people from outside the State and the country as well, 
whose presence helped take the discussions beyond regional con-
siderations and introduced a culture of sharing and innovation. This 
institutional innovation of State-level learning alliances has since 
been taken up in SRI work in other States in India.

Vision, goals and agenda
To ensure partners’ commitment to the partnership and the coher-
ence of its activities, a common vision and agenda need to be devel-
oped based on shared interests and goals. It is important to recognize 
that each partner comes to the table with distinct interests, priorities 
and agendas that need to be understood and respected. The chal-
lenge is not to try to change these positions and values, but to find a 
common ground on which the partnership can develop a shared vi-
sion, goal and agenda. This requires discussing the positions and val-
ues of all partners in the initial stages of developing the partnership. 
Once these are well understood, it is more likely that an effective and 
shared vision, goal and agenda for the partnership, which respects 
individual interests, will be developed. Co-operation within a partner-
ship is collaborative; it will be effective if the partners share a strate-
gic vision, pursue compatible targets, and are all equal members in a 
predetermined organisational structure.
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Box 3: Case studies of ways of establishing a vision, goals and agen-
da for a partnership

In the MUSALAC partnership, country representatives raise issues of 
national interest, while the Bioversity International regional scientists 
and network advisor add an inter-regional and global perspective. 
Priorities are identified for short- and medium-term action. Since 
2007, MUSALAC has been mobilizing national, regional and private 
sector interests on greater quarantine vigilance on Fusarium Tropical 
Race 4, a potentially devastating new disease. Other priority issues 
are addressed through multi-country grants for AR4D.

In UPWARD, the partners considered it important to trace back to 
own-institution goals and connect them to the goals of the part-
nership. The new Sweet Potato R4D Phase 2009-2012, for example, 
benefited from a series of workshops that reviewed past activities 
and individual institutional agendas. These were brought forward 
when partners held a meeting to establish a common vision, goal 
and agenda on enhancing research involvement in improving the 
livelihoods of sweet potato farmers in disaster-prone communities.

The SDP had a binding goal that respected the individual missions 
of each partner – poverty alleviation among livestock-dependent 
households, which required, as a first step, creating a policy envi-
ronment that accommodated millions of resource-poor dairy farm-
ers, informally operating small-scale milk traders and associated 
dependants. These organizational objectives were shared among  
partners. When the regulations were changed to accommodate re-
source-poor actors in the dairy industry, the priority shifted to in-
creasing the benefits they derive from participating in specific mar-
ket chains.

Establishing a common vision and agenda in the CA partnership 
was difficult in the initial stages because of the different institution-
al backgrounds of the partners. For example, the impact evaluation 
component involved both researchers and evaluators, who had dif-
ferent objectives and evaluation criteria, and there was disagree-
ment between researchers and development practitioners about the 
future orientation of the project and the time needed for changes 
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in behaviour and knowledge to become evident. The impact path-
way model had to be used for the programme in order to develop 
a clear vision of the future and establish a working agenda. Within 
this pathway, the partners found common ground that reflected their 
own visions and agendas and were able to formulate the theory of 
change for each participatory methodology. This made the planning 
process easier and the specific contributions more evident, especial-
ly in terms of their evaluation.

In KIA, open and frequent sharing of information has played an im-
portant role in shaping the partnership vision and goals. An e-group, 
originally meant for the partners, has sought the participation of so-
cial science research institutes such as XIMB. The nascent SRI com-
munity now has more than 350 topics under discussion in this virtual 
space, tackling such issues as appropriate agricultural tools, pest 
management and how ‘organic’ the practice of SRI can become. In 
complex environments, such open spaces do help to create the vi-
sion, goals and agenda for network-based alliances and in many 
cases can also help in policy dialogue and interventions.

Partners’ commitment
Forming an effective partnership involves ‘knowing your partner’ and 
attracting partners (both organizations and individuals) who not only 
have the resources and capacities needed to achieve the partnership 
goals, but who are also strongly committed to the partnership and 
its goals. Potential partners need to negotiate what each intends to 
‘give’ (resources and capacities) and what each expects to ‘take’ (the 
potential benefits of partnering). Productive and committed partners 
have appropriate resources to contribute to the partnership and they 
also derive significant benefits from partnering. If they engage in joint 
activities mainly to obtain funding, rather than to achieve a common 
objective, their participation can become a burden. On the other hand, 
if their expectations are unrealistically high, they might become dis-
illusioned and lose interest in the partnership. Potential partners also 
need to understand the risks of joining a partnership. Working with a 
group tends to slow down decision-making, and if one partner ‘drops 
the ball’ this could affect the commitment of the others.
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The factors involved in assessing and engaging partners and man-
aging the diversity among them highlight the importance of cultural 
competence in partnership management. An especially difficult issue 
is how to handle significant imbalances among partners in their ac-
cess to resources or their commitment to the partnership. Resource 
imbalances can sometimes be reduced over time through training 
and other capacity-building strategies. Lack of commitment can be 
contagious, and it requires quick action, either to rebuild commitment 
or to arrange the ‘graceful exit’ of an uncommitted partner.

Box 4: Case studies of ways of engaging appropriate and committed 
partners

In addition to the annual and bi-annual face-to-face meetings of the 
partners, MUSALAC also organizes training and scientific exchang-
es alongside network meetings, provides multi-country grants for 
AR4D, organizes technical assistance missions on emerging prob-
lems and produces specialized publications. Although, all partners 
are not guaranteed the same benefits, they do all have access to 
some benefits.

In the initial stages of the SDP and during the regular project review 
meetings, the roles of each partner and their contribution to planned 
activities were reviewed, along with how their strengths could be 
exploited and their weaknesses compensated for, in the context of 
achieving the partnership goals.

When AHI activities are being implemented, workshops are held to 
enable partners to talk about their expectations of the partnership 
and their potential contributions to it. This indicates which partners 
will be appropriate in addressing the various issues in the project. A 
strategy for achieving the partnership goal is then jointly drawn up, 
and subsequently reviewed and updated regularly to ensure com-
mitment and the ongoing relevance of activities to the partnership 
as well as to the partners themselves. AHI also organises regular ca-
pacity-building efforts for the partners and mobilizes multi-country 
grants to share with partners according to their roles in the partner-
ship. When significant funds are available for a programme, there is 
always the possibility that some partners will be involved mainly to 
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have access to the funds. 

To avoid this, the CA programme developed a scoring model matrix 
that features partner attributes that contribute to programme objec-
tives as well as potential benefits for the partners. Higher values are 
given to partners that make a significant contribution to the partner-
ship (via skills, competences, resources, etc.), as well as to those who 
stand to benefit most from the partnership. Appropriate and com-
mitted partners tend to be those who benefit most, as they usually 
find a way to contribute more in order to maintain the partnership.

Process facilitation
Process facilitation is needed to stimulate and channel dialogue, pre-
vent conflicts, build trust and balance competing interests in a part-
nership. As dialogue and joint decision-making are central to partner-
ing, it is important that leaders be active listeners who ensure that all 
interests are heard and taken into consideration. Leaders also need 
to cultivate open and frank discussions, knowledge sharing among 
partners, and transparent and participatory decision-making. A chal-
lenge for many partnerships is to cultivate awareness of the value of 
professional group facilitation and to mobilize the resources needed 
for facilitation.

Box 5: Case studies of process facilitation

MUSALAC engaged a facilitator to help the group reflect on achiev-
ing greater impact in the forthcoming decade, with special regard to 
achievements to date. For a partnership activity focusing on plantain 
production, processing and added value, the inaugural workshop 
used a participatory planning approach, Participatory Impact Path-
ways Analysis (PIPA), in order to move beyond individual research 
outputs and look at cumulative research and uptake in pilot com-
munities.

In explaining the CA initiatives to policymakers in Bolivia, a young 
female policy analyst was used as the facilitator and proved invalu-
able to the process. In a context where there is a large gap between 
institutions and the public sector, she was able to present research 
evidence neutrally, thus avoiding mistrust. Her non-threatening im-
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age and her good understanding of the interests of both sides en-
abled her to act as a bridge between actors who later found com-
mon ground for collaborative work.

Roles and responsibilities
An effective partnership should have recognisable and autonomous 
structure to help establish its identity. The roles and responsibilities of 
individuals in a partnership need to be clearly defined and based on 
an understanding of and respect for individual interests and capabil-
ities. A common problem with partnerships is the poor understand-
ing of partners’ roles and contributions. Early in the establishment of 
a partnership, it is useful to ‘map’ the potential roles of partners, and 
then enable them to ‘try on’ their new roles and responsibilities to see 
how well they fit with their work in their ‘home organizations’. A com-
mon error is to assume that individuals from different organizational 
settings (e.g., research organizations and NGOs) need to change their 
‘paradigm’ and work together in a totally new way. In many cases, 
however, successful partnering involves linking up the activities of dif-
ferent organizations more effectively, rather than changing what each 
organization considers its core activities.

Box 6: Case studies of ways of establishing clear roles and responsi-
bilities

In UPWARD, the current sweet potato R4D partnership benefited from 
collaborative proposal development, particularly in setting the goals 
and agenda. The partners then set out the specific activities they 
would undertake to achieve the goals, allowing them to clearly iden-
tify where they could make a clear contribution and add value to the 
partnership. They pieced their views together to form a comprehen-
sive plan of action with clearly delineated roles for each partner. This 
was a critical step for the partnership because some partners initially 
had seen themselves as competitors rather than collaborators.

The case of AHI is similar. AHI engages in collaborative proposal de-
velopment in which the roles of the partners are clearly spelt out. This 
is followed up by a joint effort to create work plans and specific activ-
ities where partner contributions to common goals are determined.
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In the CA partnership, linking the impact assessment component 
with the implementation component has been crucial in determin-
ing responsibilities during the M&E studies (e.g., who should collect 
the information, and who should make judgements and reach con-
clusions).

Communication, knowledge sharing and joint learning
If the organisational structure of a partnership is the glue that 
holds it together, then communication is the grease which al-
lows it to operate smoothly. An important recommendation from 
the Learning Laboratory workshop was: “Never leave your part-
ner behind, always keep them informed and engaged.” Appropri-
ate mechanisms and processes are needed to promote effective 
communication, knowledge sharing and joint learning, with time 
and resources available for this at the initial planning phase and 
throughout the duration of the partnership. Partners need ‘safe 
spaces’ in which to voice constructive criticism and share expe-
riences. Individual and group accomplishments also need to be 
acknowledged.

Much of the knowledge that needs to be shared within a part-
nership is ‘tacit knowledge’ that is best communicated through 
face-to-face interactions, preferably in a field environment. Col-
lective learning is a particular challenge. As one participant noted: 
“Someone needs to seriously hold up the learning flag.” A clear 
learning strategy needs to be developed and implemented.

All these observations highlight the importance of effectively fa-
cilitating interactions to ensure good levels of knowledge sharing 
and collective learning. In addition, non-controversial entry points 
for learning are useful. For example, systematic evidence on prog-
ress and goal attainment is a useful starting point for discussions 
in the planning stage on the clarity of goals and the effectiveness 
of strategies and theories of change and this highlights the poten-
tial value of Monitoring and evaluation. 
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Box 7: Case studies of promoting communication, knowledge shar-
ing and joint learning

MUSALAC usually follows a pattern of intense interaction during the 
face-to-face biennial meeting and then a quieter period. Electronic 
communication has greatly facilitated ongoing interaction between 
meetings, with some partners being very active but others rarely 
heard online. The network has discussed the value of new electronic 
tools but has not yet expanded their use to any great extent.

In UPWARD, the sweet potato R4D partnership holds learning work-
shops that encourage knowledge sharing. These include the UP-
WARD network meetings of the past and the less formal workshops 
of more recent years. The basic elements of these workshops include 
a review, a reflection and a course of action to take, with specific 
tasks allotted. Efforts are made to link these workshops, or at least to 
recall them in subsequent ones, in order to provide follow-up as well 
as learning.

All the major SDP review events (e.g., logframe revisits) are held in 
up-country retreats away from distractions and the strong influenc-
es of the individual partner organizations.

In the CA partnership, joint learning activities on empowerment and 
market articulation were established; they included virtual learning 
modules as well as online and face-to-face discussions. Some part-
ners were able to link adequately, but others, particularly those with 
many technicians in the field, suffered from poor connectivity and 
frequently missed the events. The methodology therefore had to be 
changed, and more field visits were organized in order to use face-
to-face meetings as joint learning opportunities. Particularly import-
ant are the annual planning meetings, because they provide an op-
portunity to co-ordinate and share perspectives and goals.

In AHI, the partners are establishing a knowledge-sharing and com-
munication plan in which all the partners state how they can contrib-
ute to the common goal, based on their core goals and interests and 
on the mode of communication to be used to disseminate different 
knowledge materials to different partners, depending on their needs, 
capacity and interests. The AHI partners also benefit from frequent 
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face-to-face interactions through workshops and meetings to plan, 
monitor and review activities.

How to connect different policy areas and institutions working in 
those areas, the networking between these institutions and with their 
stakeholders, is the most challenging task. Informal ways of network-
ing were used to complement the structured forms of communica-
tion (websites, newsletters, etc.); this is especially useful in interac-
tion with policy makers, opinion leaders, and the general public and 
with other “outside” institutions with which the partnership interacts 
in the course of its work.

Change management
Critical management tasks vary depending on the stage of develop-
ment of a partnership. For example, in the start-up phase, particular 
attention needs to be paid to partner selection. Later, more attention 
needs to focus on establishing adequate mechanisms for commu-
nication, managing joint activities and maintaining partner commit-
ment. Later still, it becomes important for partners to take stock of their 
accomplishments and shortcomings and consider revising their goals 
and strategies.	

But partnering seldom follows such a neat three-stage model. Part-
nerships are complex and inherently unstable arrangements that can 
take unpredictable courses. External or internal shocks might occur 
at any point, requiring adjustments in activities or strategies, or even 
transitions to new institutional arrangements

Over time, partnership priorities are likely to evolve, and the activi-
ties and output should evolve as well. For example, a partnership that 
initially focused on research might later need to engage in capacity 
building or other development-related activities. The circumstances 
in which partnerships operate also shift, sometimes dramatically. In 
some cases (e.g., CA and UPWARD), partnerships are established with 
donor support, and it can be a major challenge to sustain the partner-
ship when the initial funding ends.

UPWARD provides a good example of how this can be achieved. Since 
the AR4D domain supported by UPWARD reflects the core institutional 
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mandate of the partners, the commitment is not limited by a short-
term project. In addition, UPWARD has nurtured personal relationships 
that have sustained interactions beyond the project setting. In all cas-
es, partners can be expected to come and go over time, and as their 
interests and priorities change so should their roles and the relation-
ships among them. These dynamic elements of partnering highlight 
the fact that managing change is central to effective partnership 
management.

Box 8: Examples of case studies of change management

MUSALAC began as the Latin American and Caribbean Network 
(LACNET), which brought together prominent banana scientists with 
an emphasis on genetic resources. This reflected the high priority 
being given at the time to breeding, new cultivars and genetic re-
source conservation. In the late 1990s, however, the agenda for ba-
nana expanded and the regional network was re-organized based 
on country representatives.

More recently, a change in donor funding to shorter-term targeted 
projects has led to a shift to biennial meetings, with greater use of 
electronic communication. 

The objectives of the SDP programme have changed considerably 
over 20 years. These changes were influenced by the frequent re-
views of the project’s progress goal based on information from the 
dairy industry and on observations by external actors, especially the 
donor, on how the project could achieve the greatest impact. Initially, 
the project sought to develop technologies to enhance production 
at farm level. Mid-way through it, the focus shifted to exploring milk 
marketing and engaging all types and levels of partners to address 
what was emerging as the major constraint, access to appropriate 
and effective markets.

The project finally focussed on using information generated over its 
lifetime to inform policy formulation, especially on the importance 
of the dairy industry to the country’s economy and the constraints 
inherent in the marketing regulation framework.

AHI has undergone an adaptive learning process, responding to 
changes in its external environment and taking account of the views 
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of it partners. It is currently in its fourth phase since inception. Initial-
ly, AHI was organized around regionally determined technical prior-
ities (e.g., characterization and diagnosis, integrated pest manage-
ment, and improved soil productivity). It then shifted its approach 
to participatory research with an integrated systems perspective 
and multi-institutional and multi-disciplinary teamwork. It fund-
ed work at pilot benchmark sites as a way of testing and demon-
strating the value of new technologies and modes of working. It later 
linked farm-level work to improved productivity with collective ac-
tion to address issues at higher levels. Over time, action research ap-
proaches and participatory M&E have been introduced, and AHI now 
focuses on promoting the use of integrated natural resource man-
agement (NRM) approaches, including self-led institutional change 
(where institutions realize the need to modify and adapt to chang-
ing situations as a result of learning) and the development of farm-
er institutions (supporting capacity building to improve leadership, 
management and governance). It also empowers farmer institutions 
to exercise their rights and engage in pro-poor policy development 
and landscape governance (management of natural resources at 
landscape level through participatory by-law formulation).

Factors related to the environment in which a partnership operates

The effectiveness and benefits of working in partnership depend not 
only on the management and relationships within the partnership it-
self, but also on the culture, policies and procedures within the part-
nering organizations and on socio-economic, political and other fac-
tors in the broader external environment.

Partner organizations’ culture, policies and procedures
The ways that partnerships operate and the results they produce are 
strongly influenced by the culture, policies and operating procedures 
that prevail within the partner organizations. If, for example, a partner 
organization values individual achievement over teamwork, then indi-
viduals from that organization might be discouraged from engaging 
substantially in the co-production of outputs through a partnership.

Similarly, if a partner organization has strict rules on intellectual prop-
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erty rights, this could also discourage partnering.

If an organization wishes to work productively in partnership with oth-
ers, it therefore needs to examine its own culture, policies and man-
agement practices and, where necessary, make changes to encour-
age and facilitate partnering behaviour. Management elements that 
typically require special attention include human resources (e.g., 
performance assessment criteria), administration and finance (e.g., 
procedures for letters of understanding, contracts and audits; and IPR 
rules that cover the co-production of outputs), planning and M&E (en-
suring partners’ needs and views are reflected) and assessment of 
partnership processes.

A common challenge in partnerships is that each partner has its own 
bureaucratic processes, and these need to be respected. Organiza-
tions with hierarchical and rigid structures and procedures can have 
difficulty operating effectively in a partnership. Bringing about chang-
es in such structures requires support from the highest level of man-
agement and, even where this exists, making procedures more part-
nership-friendly requires a change process in the organization that 
elicits the support and active involvement of middle-level managers.

Box 9: Case studies of how partners’ culture, policies and procedures 
affect partnerships

In a multi-country project that brought together partners from 
MUSALAC, one partner (a national coffee institute run by growers’ or-
ganizations) designated its involvement to an organization in anoth-
er country (a university looking for research opportunities for young 
professors and students) due to the latter’s greater research capac-
ity.

In UPWARD, a lot of time and effort went into sorting out project re-
porting, fund disbursement and reporting, management and co-or-
dination of a multi-agency sweet potato research activity. These 
factors were addressed through explicit provisions in memoranda of 
agreement (MOA), while existing umbrella MOAs and memoranda 
of understanding (MOUs) were reviewed. What could and could not 
be undertaken by the different partners, and how others could fill the 
gap, dictated operational details. Transparency in all areas of the 
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partnership was found to be essential to maintaining trust among 
partners.

In the SDP programme, the three major implementing organizations 
differed considerably in their accounting procedures, and none was 
willing (or able) to change their procedures to be more compatible 
with those of the other partners. To address this, at the beginning of 
the project the partners developed a unique accounting system for 
the SDP, which satisfied the donor’s reporting requirements, suited 
the fieldwork and met other accountability requirements. This sys-
tem was then implemented and hosted in a partner institution (ILRI) 
that could accommodate separate accounting processes.

External socio-economic and political environment
Partnerships operate in a macro context affected by political and so-
cio-economic currents. In some cases, these favour the partnership 
model, in others they do not. When establishing and managing a part-
nership, it is important to be sensitive to shifting currents in the macro 
context that can affect the partnership. Where partnerships cross na-
tional boundaries, they need to be aware of national issues and trends 
that influence individual partners’ priorities and room for manoeuvre 
(e.g., one country’s national policies might favour market-chain de-
velopment over small-farm organization, whereas another might fa-
vour the opposite; a regional partnership ignores such differences at 
its peril).

Three specific challenges that have been identified were: how to rec-
ognize and manage the diversity of partners’ contexts; how to build 
and maintain partnerships in unstable environments; and how to 
manage the effects of an unstable political environment.

Box 10: Examples of how the socio-economic and political environ-
ment affects partnerships

In an ongoing multi-country MUSALAC project, three of the four part-
ner research institutes are experiencing a period of instability due to 
personnel changes in the management team, national elections and 
a rumoured dissolution of the institute. In two cases, the situation is 
temporary, with little impact on the proposed work, but in the third 
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case a major overhaul of the partnership might be necessary.

The SDP mission was to be implemented in the context of strong so-
cio-economic and political currents and its success depended on 
a thorough understanding of this context. This was achieved in two 
ways: carrying out a study of the policy environment and framework 
that affected the dairy industry (SDP, 2004); and working with rep-
resentatives who were insiders in the country’s policy structures. The 
Project Steering Committee had representatives from the Ministry of 
Livestock, KARI and the Kenya Dairy Board, all senior government of-
ficials who were well informed about the country’s policy dynamics 
and, to some extent, influential in the direction it would take.

In the Andean region, while Peru and Colombia favour market-chain 
development and the decentralization of public policies, Bolivia and 
Ecuador focus on food sovereignty, recovery of indigenous knowl-
edge and community development. These differences have led CA 
to be a partnership with different types of institutions in each coun-
try, working differently according to the context. Having partners with 
different strengths and perspectives was possible because, despite 
the different approaches, they were all focused on development and 
poverty alleviation.
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This chapter explains the success factors for the IAR4D-IP Concept 
and some of the achievements, the challenges faced in implement-
ing the concept and the issue of sustainability of IPs and partnerships 
in implementing the IAR4D. This is to also emphasize the importance 
of rethinking the IAR4D-IP Concept due to emerging issues that may 
affect IAR4D achieving its objectives.

S uccess Factors for IAR4D-IP and Effects of Part-
nerships on Smallholders
According to Schut (2017), “innovation platforms are fast becoming 
part of the mantra of agricultural research for development (AR4D) 
projects and programmes. They have become an increasingly pop-
ular approach to enhancing multi-stakeholder collaboration in AR4D. 
Their basic tenet is that stakeholders in the agricultural sector (farm-
ers, government, private sector) depend on one another to solve their 
problems, and hence need a space where they can learn, negotiate, 
and coordinate to overcome challenges and capture opportunities 
through a facilitated innovation process.”

However, Marc Schut et al (2018) indicated that there are fi ve key con-
ditions/factors for effective innovation platforms that need to be met: 
(1) ability and mandate to pitch the platform at the right level(s); (2) 

 Chapter 3
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conducive institutional environment for an innovation platform ap-
proach; (3) availability of sufficient capacities and skills; (4) organ-
ising monitoring, evaluation and learning (ME&L) and (5) adequate 
funding for innovation platform implementation.

In contributing to the factors behind the success of innovation plat-
forms, Deaton (2010) reported that based on the policy literature, it 
is a function of characteristics of the region where the project is im-
plemented and secondly based on different organizations involved.  
This is because according to Allcott & Mullainathan (2012) and Deaton 
(2010), the organisations may possess different organisational and 
managerial capacities and have different efficiency levels.

The first factor on region and target population where the project is 
implemented was further investigated by Pamuk et al (2014, 2015) and 
van Rijn et al (2015). While Pamuk et al (2014) reported heterogeneity in 
terms of the impact of innovation platforms on certain dimensions of 
agricultural technology adoption, they also found tentative evidence 
that the performance of the IPs depends on specific dimensions of ex 
ante social capital. However, Rijn et al (2015) reported that the influ-
ence of the IPs on the level of social capital differs greatly between 
countries. Thus, the researchers argued that heterogeneity could 
result from the different social, economic or institutional contexts in 
which the IAR4D was implemented.

In their own contribution, Haki and Fedes (2019) indicated that IPs are 
more successful in promoting agricultural networks of households with 
farmers within the community when they abide by the principles of the 
IP. This result is more pronounced when IPs are ‘non-linear, collective 
and collaborative’ (a key principle). IPs that are successful at capacity 
building activities lead to more visits from households to promote the 
interaction of households with research stations.

Adekunle et al (2013) identified some of the factors for the success of 
the IAR4D which include the following:

•	 developing strong partnerships to address the constraints and 
needs identified by local communities;

•	 establishing IPs in designed locations to encourage local owner-
ship and sustainability after project completion;
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• addressing marketing constraints by creating links between farm-
ers and agro-input suppliers and marketing, with provision of seed 
being addressed through supporting community-based seed 
producers;

• using research knowledge to promote the use and local adapta-
tion of new technologies;

• recognizing the role of farmers, their needs and capabilities as be-
ing key to all interventions. Central to this has been the use of par-
ticipatory approaches; and

• strengthening community-based farmers’ organizations and 
groups. This is done through training of both male and female 
farmers in organizational development to improve group cohe-
sion, leadership, communication and, importantly, technical train-
ing associated with new technologies.

However, based on the current emerging issues and challenges, it was 
necessary to fi nd out from stakeholders whether the IAR4D-IP concept 
is still relevant in yielding measurable successes in terms of livelihood 
change for key stakeholders. Figure 6 shows the results of respondents’ 
perception of this. The results indicate that the IAR4D-IP concept is rat-
ed favourably and is still relevant.

‘

.

Figure 6: Respondents perception of whether the IAR4D-IP Concept is still relevant

‘

.
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Many reasons were provided by the respondents for their perception 
of the  relevance of the IAR4D-IP Concept, the key collated ones are 
presented in Box 11.

Box 11: Respondents’ Reasons for their perception that the IAR4D-IP 
Concept is still relevant.

•	 Access to good inputs since all the stakeholders are together 
within the IP.

•	 Good agricultural practice.

•	 Bringing together multi-stakeholders reduces the time of deliv-
ery of outcomes.

•	 Value chain capacity development helps to address multiple 
challenges.

•	 Based on its achievements, many farmers are still benefitting 
from the principles.

•	 Farmers’ yields have increased. Livelihood of stakeholders, es-
pecially smallholders, have improved.

•	 It encourages women and youth participation. 

•	 It promotes a win - win partnership.

•	 It creates inclusiveness in research and development.

•	 It promotes learning and knowledge sharing.

•	 Partners gain confidence in implementing their roles.

In a similar vein, respondents also expressed their views as regards the 
functionality of the IPs for which they were part or aware of as shown 
in Table 3. 
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Table 3: Respondents Perception of the 
Functionality of IPs in different parts of Africa

No Criteria Mean Std. d.

A GOVERNANCE AND LEADERSHIP

A1 Existence of Functional leadership 3.88 0.78

A2 The level of facilitation of the IP 4.18 0.64

A3 The organization of the IP meetings 3.82 0.88

A4 The implementation of the IP activities 3.88 0.86

A5 Conflict resolution strategies used within the IP 3.65 0.79

A6 Transparency and accountable leadership 3.59 0.94

B COMMUNICATION AND NETWORKING

B1 Extent to which these issues are relevant to you 3.82 1.02

B2 Your level of awareness and understanding of the critical issue being ad-
dressed by the IP

3.94 1.09

B3 The level of participation and inclusiveness of all actors in IP activities and 
discussions

3.59 1.00

B4 Information sharing within the IP 3.76 0.97

B5 Effective communication among actor groups 3.76 0.56

C MARKET OPPORTUNITIES (INPUT AND OUTPUT MARKETS)
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C1 Effective actor linkages 3.82 0.81

C2 Access to new output markets 3.59 0.80

C3 Higher commodity prices 3.35 0.70

C4 Proper standards for measuring produce 3.35 0.79

C5 Increase in demand for produce 3.53 0.94

D ACCESS TO IMPROVED PRODUCTION TECHNOLOGIES

D1 Access to quality seeds 3.88 0.93

D2 Improved yield 4.24 0.83

D3 Appropriate fertilizer application techniques to reduce usage and cost 3.82 0.88

D4 Technologies that allow for expansion in farm size 3.35 0.79

 D5 Climate-Smart Agriculture Technologies 3.12 0.93

 E ACCESS TO SUPPORT SERVICES

E1 Tractor services 3.00 0.87

E2 Extension services 3.71 1.05

E3 Advisory services 3.76 0.97

E4 Credit 2.71 0.92

E5 Access to effective and affordable transportation system 2.76 0.97

 F CAPACITY IMPROVEMENT
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F1 Effective engagement with service providers (credit, tractor operators, ex-
tension, etc.)

3.24 0.97

F2 Improved knowledge in production 3.53 0.87

F3 Knowledge in marketing and negotiations 3.47 0.94

F4 Effective communication skills 3.65 0.93

F5 Financial management and record keeping 3.35 0.93

G ENABLING ENVIRONMENT AND POLICY FRAMEWORK

G1 Adequate Access to land 3.00 0.87

G2 Access to storage infrastructure 3.12 0.86

G3 Improved road network 2.53 0.94

G4 Support from government development programmes 3.18 1.07

H EVIDENCE OF TANGIBLE OUTPUTS 

H1 Extent to which IP objectives have been achieved 3.71 0.99

H2 Extent to which your IP activities are coordinated 3.71 0.92

H3 Presence of an action plan or workplan 3.76 0.66

H4 Extent to which the developed action plan has been implemented 3.44 0.73

H5 Resource mobilization capacities of the IP 3.24 0.75

H6 Effective linkage to NGOs and community-based support systems 3.65 0.70
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H7 Ability to contribute to mobilization of own resources 3.35 0.79

H8 Mindset change towards farming as business 3.59 0.71

I GENDER INTEGRATION AND MAINSTREAMING 

I1 Significant change in gender roles 3.82 0.73

I2 Women and youth within the IP take an effective part in decision-making 3.82 0.73

I3. Women and youth have more access to resources through the IP 3.63 0.72

Grand mean 3.54 0.86
5=Excellent, 4 = Very Good, 3 = Undecided, 2 = Poor, 1 = Very Poor. n =35

Source: Field Survey 2024.

As regards lessons learned from the IAR4D-IP concept, respondents provided the following collated les-
sons as it is shown in Box 12.
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Box 12: Lessons learnt in the IAR4D-IP Concept Partnerships

1.	 The IAR4D-IP concept is beneficial to all stakeholders

2.	 If the partnership is adequately established, the IP could run by 
itself without dependence on external institutions

3.	 Improved commitment by partners to perform their roles ef-
fectively

4.	 Interchange of good ideas on the IAR4D

5.	 Involvement of the private sector in IAR4D was useful to the 
success of the IAR4D Concept

6.	 Need to deliver low hanging fruits- short term benefits

7.	 Partnership headaches need to be carefully managed

8.	 Partnerships is the best way of research and extension service 
delivery

9.	 Stakeholder Engagement; Interdisciplinary Collaboration; Sus-
tainability and Exit Strategies; Communication and Knowledge 
Management

10.	 Teamwork makes Dream work

Challenges of implementing the IAR4D-IP 
Concept
Tenywa et al (2011) identified some challenges of implementing 
the agricultural innovation platforms as follows:

 i) Dealing with emerging challenges during implementation

“During implementation, while addressing the initial constraint, 
the solution developed often resulted into new challenges that 
required timely reflection and redress. For example, at Chahi, ini-
tial analysis showed that lack of access to market and inability 
to get remunerative price was the main constraint. Accordingly, 
negotiations were initiated with the private sector to purchase 
potato from the farmers directly. After long-negotiations with 
various players in the potato market chain, a system to purchase 
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potato directly from the producer by a group of retailers was es-
tablished with well laid guidelines and a memorandum of under-
standing.”

According to Tenywa et al (2011), the assumption was that farm-
ers in the area have enough produce to meet the market de-
mand. When the action was implemented, it was quickly realised 
that the available potato was insufficient to meet the market de-
mand. The situation was reviewed and the need for increased 
productivity was identified as the solution. However, this required 
improved seed and other agro-input which too required financial 
support through banks. 

They also reported a similar situation that was dealt with in Kisiki-
si banana juice (in DR Congo) and Mamera sorghum porridge (in 
Uganda). Following successful branding, packaging and presen-
tation and introduction to the market, the issue of patent came 
up among AIP members. This too required dialogue and negotia-
tion to resolve the issue. 

Similarly, in Mudende (in Rwanda), an AIP involving two coop-
eratives was successfully linked to Inyange Milk Cooling plant. 
Conflicts emerged thereafter amongst AIP members. This too re-
quired mediation to reach an understanding among the mem-
bers. 

ii) Managing the “hand-out” syndrome (high expectations) 
particularly in the emergency areas 

The second example provided by Tenywa et al (2011) was that 
Agricultural Innovation Platform (AIP) activities are being imple-
mented in areas where the majority of the people are resource 
poor and expect full support from the project. As such, AIP activi-
ties are being supported by the SSA-CP project but the challenge 
is how to sustain the AIPs activities when such support ceases. 

iii) Low capacity of partner organisation

An Agricultural Innovation Platform is composed of stakeholders 
with different backgrounds in various aspects of AIPs. Many retail 
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traders have limited capital and have largely depended on mid-
dlemen. Farmers in rural areas have low capacity to contend with 
the multitudes of risks and constraints they face. The NARS staff 
also have different backgrounds. Therefore, it takes a lot of effort 
and resources to improve their capacity to grasp and implement 
AIP concepts (Tenywa et al., 2011). 

In their contribution to challenges of implementing innovation 
platforms, Luis Fernando et al (2023) indicated that challenges 
for agricultural innovations include access to information, knowl-
edge in training, involvement of cooperatives, technological plat-
forms, and sustainability transitions for inclusive dialogue among 
actors.

However, Anandajayasekeram (2011) agrees with the view of 
Tenywa et al (2011) that the key challenges in the implementation 
of innovation platforms are the low capacity of partner organi-
zations (especially the skills required by  farmers to understand 
and articulate key issues), dealing with persistent “handout-syn-
drome,” building new relationships between the private and pub-
lic sectors and farmers for mutual and sustainable benefits, and 
ensuring inclusiveness as well as eliminating marginalization 
within the platforms. The success of commodity-based innova-
tion platforms requires farmers to be able to negotiate as equal 
partners with others. At present in many instances farmers are 
unable to express their concerns or demands as an organized 
voice. It is also worth noting that many of the innovation plat-
forms are currently driven by projects or “external” agents, and 
therefore sustainability beyond the life of these projects is a key 
issue of concern.

In addition to these challenges mentioned in literature, some 
experts, who are mainly the respondents, also gave their views 
on strength, weakness, opportunities and threats to the AR4D-IP 
partnerships as shown in Table 4.
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Table 4: Respondents Perception of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats to AR4D partner-
ships in promoting and sharing agricultural technologies and innovations in Africa

Strengths supporting AR4D partnerships Weaknesses Challenging AR4D partnerships

Access to Networks and Stakeholders; Increased 
Reach and Impact; Resource Sharing; Comple-
mentary Expertise

Complex coordination

Fair Conflicting roles among partners

Good knowledge of agricultural practices Consistency of commitment

Inclusiveness; Gender mainstreaming; Better level 
of achievement

Lack of proper communication

Integrated value chain approach, participatory 
approach

Poor level of financing, wide scoping

Memorandum of understanding is well prepared
Poor knowledge transition to improve production 
efficiency

Partners have the capacity to conduct their roles
Power Imbalances; governance and Manage-
ment Challenges; Diverse Objectives and Priori-
ties; Communication and Coordination Issues

Space to share knowledge and learn from each 
other

Remote areas

Strong Agricultural institutional base There is weak transparency 
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There is political will by governments and the pub-
lic sector has welcomed the idea

Unfavourable policies to support institutionaliza-
tion

Vast experiences in managing AR4D partnership Weak collaboration

Projected opportunities for AR4D partnerships Projected threats for AR4D partnerships

Advancements in Technology; Public-Private Part-
nerships; Increasing Investment in Agriculture

Climate change such as cyclone 

Alignment with global goals, climate resilience
Market Volatility; Social and Cultural Barriers; Pol-
icy and Regulatory Challenges

The AR4D concept needs to be revised
Desire for incentives to attend meetings and 
partnership headaches (conflicting interests)

Contacts with IP, regularly Lack of funding

Enabling environment provided by Government Insecurity, Corruption, and Fraud

High market demand for quality products Lack of communication

Public awareness New emerging issues in agriculture

Scaling up agricultural Innovations promoting 
gender equality

Poor finance

There is a lot of interest by partners
Some partners may continue to depend on funds 
from outside
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Factors Affecting Sustainability of IPs in Africa 
AR4D
Sustainability is concerned with measuring whether the benefits of an 
activity are likely to continue after donor funding has been withdrawn.

In his view on sustainability of the IP, Schut (2017) believed that three 
dimensions of sustainability should be carefully distinguished as fol-
lows:

•	 Sustainability of the changes that happened through the platform 
(the innovations).

•	 Sustainability of the innovation platform itself as a mechanism, 
niche, or entity for change and collective action.

•	 Sustainability of stakeholders’ capacity to innovate.

He explained that while the first relates to the outcomes desired and 
attained by an innovation platform, the second is a measure of or-
ganizational sustainability while the third relates to institutionaliza-
tion of the innovation process, as tested by the platform, diffused 
through changes in conventional wisdom and practices, that lead to 
enhanced capacity within innovation systems.

Eneku et al (2013) indicated that the function of the platform de-
pends on the commitment and willingness of the stakeholders to 
deliver their knowledge, skills, and resources to the platform. Swaans 
et al (2014) pointed out that resource mobilization is a very important 
process of obtaining the resources required for the operation of the 
IP and ensures its sustainability. This is because for the IP to function 
well there is the need to identify what kind of resources are need-
ed, the sources of the resources and the strategies that can be em-
ployed for sustained sources of resources (Makini et al., 2013).

In support of this view, Pyburn and Mur (2014) indicated that mo-
tivation and commitment to the stakeholders as well as ownership 
of the platform by the actors are crucial for the sustainability of the 
IP. Similarly, Putaa et al (2018) also indicated that the sustainability 
of the IP is influenced by a number of factors, which are motivation, 
commitment and ownership, capacity building, resources mobiliza-
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tion and linkages. 

As regards resources, Kusters et al (2017) emphasized that financial 
resource is the most important resource that the platform needs to 
have to operate effectively and efficiently both in the present and for 
the sustainability of the IP. Makini et al (2013) indicated that this is be-
cause IP activities, such as trainings, meetings, workshops, exchange 
visits, demonstrations, communications, marketing, and facilitation 
role of bringing actors, all entail financial resources which can make 
the IP sustainable.

According to Nederlof et al (2011), during a writeshop , several reasons 
were provided by participants to explain why innovation platforms 
cease to function well after the funded project ends, which include: 

Lack of an organisation or individual willing to put in the (co-ordina-
tion/ brokering) effort required to keep getting people to contribute 
and change with changing needs.

A change in material or other (e.g., training) incentives for partici-
pants to contribute (a shift in travel reimbursement or per diem pay-
ment).

Lack of active facilitation (or lack of recognition of leadership such as 
was the case for the mango value chain in Kenya) leading to a loss 
of confidence in results by participants.

A shift in balance of power in the platform resulting in a single party 
hijacking the agenda.

Lack of recognition of the importance of the innovation platform.

Lack of representation of key groups, or perceived legitimacy of rep-
resentatives by the interest group they are supposed to represent, 
leading to apathy.

Lack of sufficient organisation, either at the local level (where ac-
tivities lead to practical results), or at the national level (to ensure 
organisational support for activities).

Innovation platforms do run a risk of turning into a “talk shop” which 
means meeting for the sake of meeting without contributing to 
growth by catalysing innovation (e.g., in the case of the national 
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platform in Benin).

In a similar vein, Ajayi and Osei-Adu (2023) found in their study of 
situational analysis of innovation platforms in the Gambia that all 
the 22 innovation platforms established during the West Africa Ag-
ricultural Productivity Project ((WAAPP) between 2012 -2016) are no 
longer functioning. Some of the reasons adduced to the collapse of 
these Ips, based on information from stakeholders and from the sur-
vey conducted, include the following:

1	 The IPs were project-driven rather than government or govern-
ment agency-driven, which means that as funding of the project 
ended the IPs also ended as the stakeholders did not take owner-
ship of the IPs. This agrees with the view of Anandajayasekeram 
(2011) that many of the innovation platforms are driven by proj-
ects or external agents, and therefore sustainability beyond the 
life of these projects is a key issue of concern.

2	 There was no exit strategy and therefore no adequate sustain-
ability plan after the WAAPP Project.	

3	 Stakeholders reported that IPs were formed towards the end of 
the WAAPP Project which affected their growth.

4	 The way the IPs were formed indicated that the concept of inno-
vation platforms was not properly understood.

5	 The IPs did not follow the concept of integrated agricultural re-
search for development (IAR4D) as it was discovered that not all 
the stakeholders participated.

6	 Facilitation of the IPs was weak which might be a major challenge 
for the sustainability of the IPs because one of the major factors 
contributing to the success of an IP is effective and efficient fa-
cilitation. 

7	 Effective partnership is a requirement for a successful IP which 
was found to be inadequate in the previous IPs as some of the 
partner institutions were not working together adequately. 

8	 Concentration of the IPs was basically on producers and there-
fore the IPs were based on farmer groups.
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9	 The issue of specialization was a challenge. This is because some 
people who acted as processors for example also served as 
transporters and other specializations which affected the opera-
tion of the IPs. It would have been better to have specialized peo-
ple to be actors in their areas of specialization.

10	 As a result of many projects dealing with the same farmers at the 
same time, farmers were confused in differentiating between IP 
and agricultural-based groups. This is because different projects 
assisted in different ways that involved groups working together 
but which cannot be described as an IP concept. 

11	 The issue of attitude was a major challenge as people always 
relied on government all the time, which is totally against the phi-
losophy of the innovation platform where stakeholders will for-
mulate their work plan, with each stakeholder fulfilling his or her 
responsibility rather than waiting for the government.

12	 There was inadequate capacity building of stakeholders that 
should have assisted in the continued facilitation of the IPs.
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This chapter explains why there should be a rethinking of the Inte-
grated Agricultural Research for Development (IAR4D-IP) model, de-
scribes the main new emerging issues and challenges so that IAR4D 
stakeholders can appreciate them and fi nd ways of accommodating 
them within the IAR4D-IP and partnerships models. 

Why the need to rethink the IAR4D-IP Concept 
The IAR4D-IP model was designed to embed research within an 
innovation system comprising all actors in the agricultural value 
chains. Within such a system, a network configuration, innovation 
does not follow a linear path that begins with research, moves 
through the processes of development, transfer, diffusion, adop-
tion, production, and ends with successful introduction and use of 
new products and processes; rather, it tends to involve continuous 
feedback between different stages (Dantas, 2005), thus drawing 
on the knowledge of all relevant actors at each stage. The network 
configuration facilitates timely interaction and learning, and aims 
at generating innovations rather than research products per se.

The IAR4D concept is anchored on the social network theory ad-
vanced by Wasserman & Faust, 1994, that a social network is a 
mapping of nodes and links whereby nodes are the individual el-
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ements in the network and tie the associations that bind those 
nodes (actors).

The concept is also anchored on the systems theory. Ludwig (1968) 
defines a system as “A matrix of interconnected elements includ-
ing different principles, such as connection, number, mechaniza-
tion, central planning, rivalry, finality, etc.”. It is a set of two or more 
interrelated elements, whereby each element influences the func-
tioning of the whole. It is a structured or complex piece: an assem-
blage or mixture of items or sections comprising a structured or 
unitary whole. There is a multi-dimensional effect such that each 
element is affected by at least one other element in the system 
and all possible subgroups of elements affect the whole, while af-
fecting each other. This implies that for a system to survive there is 
a need for well facilitated, well-organized and coordinated efforts 
to sustain its structure and function.  

The systems theory assumes the concept of synergy such that the 
whole is more than the sum of its parts. Like IP actors, every part is 
committed to developing strategies that preserve the benefits of 
having their system.

The systems theory establishes a very important thinking relevant 
to IPs, whereby, individual actors are the different parts that form 
the whole (AIP) while multidimensional effects are the relation-
ships that exist between actors. The theory is equally relevant in as 
far as facilitation, organization and coordination of actor efforts 
are important practices necessary to sustain and render IPs resil-
ient. 

The structure of the IAR4D concept is hinged on three pillars, i.e., 
actors, connections (interactions) and coordination. The main 
challenge to this structure is resilience. Owing to the challenges 
engulfing the success of networks (IPs inclusive), it is indispens-
able to have proper structures that would ensure success and re-
silience (Muller, 2017). 

Resilience of an IP refers to its ability to establish institutional 
structures that enable it to overcome shocks, learn from them, and 
emerge strengthened and transformed. Resilience is associated 
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with an entity’s inner capacities and ability to reconstitute after a 
shock or sustained attack (Aranda, Zeeman, Scholes, & Morales A, 
2012).

There have been successes recorded in agricultural research and 
technology adoption. They have enabled a growing populace to 
avoid mass starvation and created the much-needed food sup-
plies (GCARD, 2010).

Similarly, in the last two decades, FARA and its partner Sub-Re-
gional Organizations and the CGIAR organizations have worked 
with the broad stakeholder group in African agriculture to develop 
the Agricultural Innovation System (AIS) approach for the devel-
opment of the sector. It enacted the Integrated Agricultural Re-
search for Development (IAR4D) concept and the Innovation Plat-
forms (IP) for its implementation. The proof of the IAR4D concept 
using rigorous research methodologies came up with empirical 
evidence that the IP delivers quick impact from investment in agri-
cultural research, improves livelihood, provides the needed space 
for research demand by the end users, and meets the demand. 
FARA and its partners have embarked on a series of activities and 
projects to bring the IAR4D/IP knowledge to scale with significant 
success. The IP has become a household name in major agricul-
tural research projects and has stood strong, yielding measurable 
successes in terms of livelihood change for key stakeholders.

However, a radical restructuring and urgent revitalization of the 
IAR4D systems are now urgently required for a significant reduc-
tion of hunger and malnutrition, to grow out of poverty and to ad-
dress the many new challenges and emerging issues in agricul-
ture. 

Moreover, just as it was indicated by GCARD in 2010, it is now known 
that “business as usual” is not an option for AR4D and that these 
aims can be achieved only if there is a need to revise the IAR4D-IP 
concept to accommodate new challenges and emerging issues. 
Similarly, Ana et al (2021) emphasized that a “new approach in 
agricultural research for development is needed.” This is because, 
according to them, the AR4D is a major part of the innovation sys-
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tem, and it cannot be business as usual for the AR4D.

It is imperative therefore to consider changes in the sector and the 
relevance of the IAR4D / IP model as an implementation instrument 
to leverage science for technology generation, dissemination, and 
use. It is also important to consider, the increasing emerging is-
sues and challenges which can affect food and nutrition security 
if care is not taken. 

The IAR4D-IP concept has focussed on forming partnerships based 
on commodity productivity before some of these emerging issues 
came up. This is one of the reasons for the re-thinking of the IAR4D/
IP concept to accommodate the new emerging issues. Without 
such re-thinking, traditional scientific approaches and logic may 
limit the contribution that the IAR4D can make to the achievement 
of the Sustainable Development Goals.

However, Ana et al (2021) indicated that many actions should be 
taken to align agriculture and food systems on a pathway that 
is more sustainable, inclusive, healthy and climate resilient, but 
these actions must enable innovation in all food systems. 

They also suggested that the AR4D approaches should be the ones 
that work across the innovation system for agriculture from ear-
ly-stage development to product development to large-scale de-
ployment, where research efforts are targeted towards end-user 
needs and underpinned by robust partnerships with private, pub-
lic and civil society actors to ensure adoption and societal out-
comes. The approach also implies working on the institutions and 
incentives that ensure uptake and scaling.

In their contribution to the issues, processes and approaches that 
are becoming more important for public agricultural research or-
ganizations, Hall and Dijkman (2019) noted that transformation 
and the sustainable development agenda are creating a differ-
ent context for all organizations involved in innovation and change 
processes. This is because some of these concerns relate to the 
nature of transition and transformation processes and its dynam-
ics, its governance and its stakeholders. Other concerns relate to 
society’s increasing engagement in decisions around the direc-
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tion of societal change. 

In rethinking the IAR4D, it is important to consider establishing and 
strengthening IP leadership capacities that not only refresh the 
network with relevant actors but create an enabling environment 
for sustained interactions to address any emerging issues.

Therefore, public agricultural research organisations are going to 
need to pay increased attention to the following issues:

•	 Transformation as a deeply political process.

•	 The increasing power of societies to articulate and leverage 
aspirations and patterns of societal acceptance.

•	 Negotiated processes used to determine future development 
pathways.

•	 Engagement with pioneer activity to leverage niche sustain-
ability experiments.

•	 The increasing prominence of complexity in sustainable devel-
opment problem framing.

•	 The directionality of innovation.

•	 ICT revolution/AI. The future of agriculture from research to 
production, to marketing, processing, to the plate, shall be fa-
cilitated by ICT and AI. Addressing youth bulge should be inte-
grated with technological revolution.

•	 Globalization/supply chains. 

•	 Mechanization. 

•	 Conflicts/security/refugees/displacements.

In support of what has been described in literature in relation to 
rethinking the AR4D, respondents were asked whether they agree 
that there is a need to rethink the IAR4D-IP Concept partnerships, 
in view of the new challenges and emerging issues. The percent-
age of those who agreed and those not in agreement and those 
who did not respond is shown in Figure 7.
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Figure 7: Respondents’ Perception of Whether to Rethink the AR4D Concept

New Challenges and Emerging Issues in African 
AR4D 
There are new emerging issues and challenges which call for a rethink 
of the IAR4D-IP Concept, which include the following:

Climate Change
According to a report, the world will need to produce about 70 percent 
more food by 2050 to feed an estimated nine billion people. Howev-
er, production stability, agricultural productivity, income, and food se-
curity are negatively affected by  climate change. Climate change’s 
negative impacts are already being felt, in the form of reduced yields 
and more frequent extreme weather events, affecting crops and live-
stock. 

According to FAO (2009), climate change is emerging as a major 
challenge to agriculture development in Africa. The increasingly un-
predictable and erratic nature of the weather systems on the conti-
nent has placed an extra burden on food security and rural livelihoods.

Similarly, according to Zougmoré et al (2014), the livelihoods of people 
in most parts of Africa depend on rain-fed agriculture and livestock. 
Ramirez-Villegas and Thornton (2015) indicated that these factors 
are known to be the most vulnerable to climate change with serious 
threats to food security.

Figure 7: Respondents’ Perception of Whether to Rethink the AR4D Concept
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Agriculture is said to be a prominent source as well as a sink of green-
house gases (GHGs). There is a consensus among scientists, policy 
makers and development practitioners that climate change poses 
complex challenges to the development of countries in Africa. 

Extensive assessment of the expected effects of climate change on 
agriculture in the Africa region was provided by the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change 2007 report. It was estimated that Africa will 
be the most vulnerable to climate change globally, due to the multiple 
stresses of poor infrastructure, poverty, and governance. Tempera-
tures are also likely to increase by between 1.5-4ºc in this century. Pro-
jections on yield reduction show a drop of up to 50% and crop revenue 
is forecast to fall by as much as 90% by 2100.

In the same vein, the World Bank (2009) forecasts indicated that SSA 
will surpass Asia as the most food-insecure region with 40-50% of un-
dernourished people globally in 2080 compared with 24% today. Lev-
els of viable arable land for production are predicted to decline by 
2080, with 9-20% of arable land becoming much less suitable for ag-
riculture.

Overall, climate change presents a substantial challenge to regional 
agricultural development.

From food security, nutrition to sustainable management, climate 
change is a significant threat to the welfare of millions of the conti-
nent’s rural poor. Without extensive current strategies on adaptation 
for agriculture in Africa, the region will remain vulnerable in its expo-
sure to the widespread effects of climate change.

In addition to soil fertility is known as one of the major challenges 
faced by agriculture in sub-Saharan Africa, Sasson (2012) indicated 
that climate change variability also adds extra burdens. This is be-
cause the livelihoods of people in the region depend on rain-fed ag-
riculture and livestock which are known to be the most vulnerable to 
climate change, with serious threats to food security.

As a result, according to Nyuor et al (2016) and Palazzo et al (2016), 
managing agricultural production risks is of paramount importance in 
the context of a crucial need to improve food security and sustaining 
rural economies. This is why climate-smart agriculture is being con-
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sidered in AR4D/Innovation Platforms.

It is therefore not surprising that Tenywa et al (2010) indicated that 
a participatory innovation platform can be an appropriate tool for 
learning about and adopting the CSA concept in a community.

Natural Resources Management (Soil Health and Fertil-
izer Use) 
FAO (2015) define Soil health as the capacity of soil to function as a liv-
ing system. Healthy soils maintain a diverse community of soil organ-
isms that help to control plant disease, insect and weed pests, form 
beneficial symbiotic associations with plant roots, recycle essential 
plant nutrients, improve soil structure with positive effects for soil wa-
ter and nutrient holding capacity, and ultimately improve crop pro-
duction. A healthy soil also contributes to mitigating climate change 
by maintaining or increasing its carbon content.

Smallholder farmers, who are estimated to produce about 35 percent 
of the world’s food, are highly dependent on the ecosystem service 
benefits provided by natural resources. Protecting natural resource 
assets, through improved governance and management, supports 
smallholder producers and presents opportunities to build economic 
capital, mitigate risks from climate change and other shocks, promote 
equity and inclusion, and increase returns on food security invest-
ments (FAO. 2021 and Timberlake et al., 2022).

A healthy soil is said to be the foundation of productive, sustainable 
agriculture. This is because a healthy soil allows producers to work 
with the land to reduce erosion, maximize water infiltration, improve 
nutrient cycling, save money on inputs, and ultimately improve the re-
siliency of their working land. Furthermore, FAO (2015) indicates that 
food availability relies on soils: nutritious and good quality food and 
animal fodder can only be produced if soils are healthy. A healthy liv-
ing soil is therefore a crucial ally to food security and nutrition.

Soil degradation in cropping systems is primarily driven by low appli-
cation and suboptimal management of nutrients, which leads to nu-
trient losses and a decline in soil biological, chemical, and physical 
quality, thereby reducing the capacity to support production and en-
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vironmental functions (ten Berge et al., 2019).

IFDC (2023) indicated that decades of soil nutrient mining have eroded 
the productive capacity of large areas of agricultural soils in Sub-Sa-
haran Africa. According to Zou et al (2022), Sub-Saharan Africa re-
mains the only global region experiencing negative nutrient balances 
that have continued to increase over time. This is one of the major 
reasons why the issue of soil health should be considered in the re-
thinking of the new AR4D concept.

This might be the reason why IFDC (2023), indicated that increasing 
crop productivity to meet current and future food needs will be elusive 
without increased, effective and efficient use of fertilizer nutrients. 

The rethinking of the agricultural systems has long been considered 
but has been concentrated more on crop yield and productivity. 
According to IFDC (2023), the 2006 Africa Fertilizer Summit in Abuja 
aimed to position fertilizer as a key ingredient to increase crop yields 
and address the associated challenges of food insecurity and poor 
incomes faced by smallholder farmers in Africa. However, this has 
changed from a crop productivity and profitability focus to a broader 
set of goals and targets, with a specific focus on sustainability, climate 
change mitigation, rehabilitation of degraded land, and restoration of 
environmental services, including biodiversity, driven by ever-increas-
ing evidence that agricultural systems are operating beyond plane-
tary boundaries on a global scale which must be considered in the 
rethinking of the AR4D.

In this regard, in the reassessment of the AR4D, natural resources 
management should be given priority.

The Agri-Food Systems
Agri-food systems  encompass the primary production of  food  and 
non-food  agricultural products, as well as food storage, aggre-
gation,  post-harvest  handling, transportation,  processing,  distri-
bution,  marketing, disposal and consumption.  Within agri-food 
systems,  food systems  comprise all food products that originate 
from  crop  and  livestock  production,  forestry,  fisheries  and  aquacul-
ture, and from other sources such as  synthetic biology, that are in-
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tended for human consumption (FAO, 2021). 

However, UNEP, FAO and UNDP (2023) see agri-food systems as all the 
elements (environment, people, inputs, processes, infrastructures, in-
stitutions, etc.) and activities that relate to the production, processing, 
distribution, preparation and consumption of food, and the outputs 
of these activities, including socioeconomic and environmental out-
comes.

According to UNEP, it has been recognized that food systems are one 
of the main reasons why the world is failing to stay within the planet’s 
ecological boundaries. That  was why the 2021 Food Systems Summit 
aspired to nothing less than sweeping global transformation.

Hall and Dijkman (2019) indicated that it is not an exaggeration to say 
that the success of the SDGs depends on finding ways to use research 
and innovation to transform agri-food systems towards more pro-
ductive but also more sustainable and socially inclusive pathways.

They believe that thought should be given to how to adapt research 
and innovation essential activities to the necessities of the era, while 
technological breakthroughs will be undoubtedly essential. It is in-
creasingly recognized, however, that deploying new technology will 
require deep changes in agri-food systems if more sustainable and 
socially responsible growth is to be achieved. This recognition rep-
resents a complex set of interrelated technological, social, and pol-
icy and political changes. The CGIAR and other public agricultural 
research organisations need to consider how to engage with this dy-
namic and reposition themselves in a way that best contributes to the 
aspirations for inclusive and sustainable agri-food systems (Hall and 
Dijkman, 2019).

An ideal food system is one that ensures equitable access to nutri-
tious and culturally appropriate food for all individuals, while promot-
ing sustainable agricultural practices, preserving biodiversity, and 
supporting local communities. It is a system that addresses the needs 
of the present without compromising the ability of future generations 
to meet their own needs. Achieving such an ideal food system is a 
complex and multifaceted endeavour, requiring the collaboration and 
efforts of various stakeholders. 
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As a recommendation, Masoumi (2022) noted that “it is now to call the 
transformation of agri-food systems urgent as we cannot wait more 
decades to commence the transition. Based on the country’s climate 
and context, it needs the right policy and strategy to turn big ships of 
local and global agri-food systems from their current course of the 
journey toward coherent, well-incorporated, and sustainable food 
systems.” All these statements from experts justify the reassessment 
of the AR4D model.

In 2022, Dr Anna Macready, an Associate Professor at the University 
of Reading, said “the food system must be transformed if we are to 
succeed in ensuring it can deliver healthy, sustainable food for all. We 
cannot achieve this without bringing consumers into the heart of this 
journey, so that they can trust that the food they eat is good for them, 
and for the planet. As we develop the new innovations and technol-
ogies needed to future proof the food system, we must do more to 
engage with consumers directly, supporting them to make the right 
decisions that lead to a healthier and more sustainable lifestyle.”

Adapted Crops (Forgotten Crops/Foods)
There are some crops/foods which have been classified in different 
ways by experts depending on the way they have seen them. Looking 
at them from their resilience, they are called adapted crops, which 
are crops that can respond positively to changes in agricultural con-
ditions. This is because their traits are genetically controlled and pro-
vides an ability to exploit environmental attributes, both natural and 
agronomic. 

However, looking at them from their usage, the Global Forum for Agri-
cultural Research (GFAR) in Rome (2021) refers to these adapted crops 
as “Forgotten Foods” which are derived from a diversified set of Ne-
glected and Underutilized Species (NUS) produced within  traditional 
production systems, particularly adapted to marginal environments 
constrained by water scarcity, poor soils and increasing temperatures. 

Neglected crops which include grains, such as sorghum and millet, 
and vegetables, such as amaranth and eggplant are also known as 
“indigenous,” “lost,” “native,” “orphan,” “traditional,” or “underutilized” 
crops, or as ingredients in “forgotten foods” (Lefebevre et al., 2023) 
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and “adapted crops/foods” (The United States Special Envoy for glob-
al food security, 2024).

GFAR also feels that focusing on Forgotten Foods and crops means 
strengthening the local knowledge that supports them, as well as the 
coping strategies, resilience and livelihoods of the population living in 
those areas. Beyond this, these actions can contribute to more adapt-
ed and adaptable support services, and to mitigating and adapting 
to climate impacts.

Furthermore, these crops are indigenous or native to a specific region 
in Africa where they have traditionally been the basis for highly nu-
tritious foods, but over time, they were lost or forgotten by many and 
they are now underutilized by farmers and producers, neglected by 
consumers, plant breeders, policymakers, and donors.

According to the  GFAR 2021 consultation on the Asia-Pacific Farm-
ers’ Declaration Manifesto on Traditional and Indigenous Food crops, 
these crops include cultivated, semi-domesticated and wild species 
and traditional varieties that have been produced and consumed 
for centuries for their food, fibre, fodder, oil and medicinal properties. 
However, their roles have been undervalued and their importance ne-
glected in terms of research, extension, policy makers and conserva-
tion and commercialization. These crops have grown well in African 
soils, even in marginal areas with very little inputs and withstand ad-
verse conditions. 

Similarly, according to Lefebevre et al (2023), neglected crops were 
traditionally cultivated for subsistence, but during the 20th  century, 
they were gradually displaced by crops better suited to commercial 
farming. The globalizing agrifood sector grew increasingly specialized 
and concentrated. Along with modernization and urbanization, the 
search for ever more efficiency and productivity led to the dominance 
of very few (arguably too few) food sources. A handful of staple crops 
replaced the once-wide range of subsistence crops in which up to 75% 
of crop varieties disappeared over the 20th century. However, in 2020, 
maize, rice, and wheat accounted for over 41% of the world calorie in-
take (Lefebevre et al., 2023).

Reintroducing and scaling up cultivation and use of these crops, which 
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offer a promising way to address both the food and climate crises, 
particularly for Africa, also have an implication for rethinking the new 
AR4D-IP model.

Agro-Ecology/ Regenerative Agriculture
One interesting thing about these emerging issues is that they are in-
terwoven with each other even though they are given different ter-
minologies. For example, Newton et al (2020) in their literature review 
found some other terms commonly used synonymously with, or adja-
cently to, the term regenerative agriculture which included “agroeco-
logical farming” “alternative agriculture,” “biodynamic agriculture,” 
“carbon farming,” “nature-inclusive farming,” “conservation agricul-
ture,” “green agriculture,” “organic regenerative agriculture,” and “sus-
tainable agriculture.” These were variously based on processes (e.g., 
use of cover crops, the integration of livestock, and reducing or elim-
inating tillage), outcomes (e.g., to improve soil health, to sequester 
carbon, and to increase biodiversity), or combinations of the two. 

Agroecology (also referred to as ecological or regenerative agricul-
ture) is a farming approach that is inspired by natural ecosystems, 
combines local and scientific knowledge and focuses on the inter-
actions between plants, animals, humans and the environment. Ac-
cording to the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) (2021), 
agroecology is one of the most effective ways to make food systems 
more sustainable; and to build a safer, cleaner, more inclusive post-
COVID. This is because according to UNEP, by drawing on natural pro-
cesses, such as biological nitrogen fixation, biodiversity and recycling 
rather than chemicals, which reduce biodiversity and contribute to cli-
mate change, it challenges the ‘business as usual’ agricultural model.

Newton et al (2020) revealed that many definitions and descriptions of 
regenerative agriculture were being used. According to Rhodes (2017), 
regenerative agriculture has at its core the intention to improve soil 
health or to restore highly degraded soil, which symbiotically enhanc-
es the quality of water, vegetation and land-productivity.

According to the Syngenta Group, regenerative agriculture is an out-
come-based food production system that nurtures and restores soil 
health, protects the climate and water resources and biodiversity, 
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and enhances farms’ productivity and profitability and better nutrition 
and human health. It comprises a range of techniques, supported by 
innovative technologies, which can combat the challenges of climate 
change by restoring soil health and protecting the land’s ecosystem. 
Regenerative agriculture is an evolution of conventional agriculture, 
reducing the use of water and other inputs, and preventing land deg-
radation and deforestation.

According to USAID 2021, examples of regenerative agricultural prac-
tices include reducing tillage, decreasing use of chemical inputs, 
growing cover crops, and rotating crops. However, for the Syngenta 
Group, many of the key practices of regenerative agriculture, such as 
intercropping, where multiple crops are planted together, agroforest-
ry, and integrating livestock, for example, have their roots with indige-
nous farmers who work with the land rather than against it. Therefore, 
the Syngenta Group believes that regenerative agriculture can un-
derpin the transformation of the global food systems.

The Group also more or less supports the notion that there is need to 
review the AR4D model. This is because according to the Group, the 
agricultural sector needs to be transformed, and regenerative agri-
culture can enable this transition by building up soil organic matter 
and nurturing its health. However, it is not a one-size-fits-all solution 
but instead, each unique context requires a different set of farming 
approaches to maximize productivity while restoring soils and bio-
diversity. This is because different regenerative practices suit differ-
ent regions or even individual farms depending on the conditions, al-
though they are underlain by a common set of principles.

Youth population bulge and employment in agriculture
In 2022, the Director General of the Centre for Agriculture and Biosci-
ence International (CABI) indicated that in 2019, almost 60% of Afri-
ca’s population was under the age of 25. Africa is the world’s youngest 
continent, but just 56% of the population is of working age. This trans-
lates to about 1.3 people of working age supporting every dependant 
(mostly youth) compared to a global average of two workers to every 
dependant. This in essence is the ‘youth bulge’, and addressing it is 
more urgent than ever. 
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According to Canning, et al (2015), Africa is experiencing a ‘youth 
bulge’ in which the share of young people in the working age popu-
lation is peaking due to past declines in mortality coupled with per-
sistently high fertility.

Africa’s population is expected to double  by 2050. The working-age 
population is also expected to increase sharply and a youth bulge, 
namely a relatively large increase in the number and proportion of the 
population of youthful age, is rapidly forming beneath looming eco-
nomic uncertainty. 

Justin Yifu Lin, a former World Bank Chief Economist and Senior Vice 
President, in 2012 described the youth bulge well in his write-up titled 
“Youth Bulge: A Demographic Dividend or a Demographic Bomb in De-
veloping Countries?” Lin (2012) explained that in a country with a youth 
bulge, as the young adults enter the working age, the country’s depen-
dency ratio which is the ratio of the non-working age population to the 
working age population will decline. In essence, if the increase in the 
number of working age individuals can be fully employed in produc-
tive activities, other things being equal, the level of average income 
per capita should increase as a result. Therefore, the youth bulge will 
become a demographic dividend. 

However, if a large cohort of young people cannot find employment 
and earn satisfactory income, the youth bulge will become a demo-
graphic bomb, because a large mass of frustrated youth is likely to 
become a potential source of social and political instability (World 
Bank, 2011). Therefore, one basic measure of a country’s success in 
turning the youth bulge into a demographic dividend is the youth (un)
employment rate. 

Ouassif (2021) also noted that this indisputable fact exacerbates the 
issues of migration, and the brain drain, as unemployment threatens 
African youth and rampant poverty and inequalities still cloud the 
perspectives of those living where sound structural change has yet to 
take place. Therefore, this will create greater pressure to feed many 
mouths amid the challenges of economic, political and societal insta-
bility, let alone the impacts of climate change. 

Agriculture has long been the dominant sector in much of Africa in 



95

terms of output, employment and export earnings. In fact, agriculture 
is arguably the most important business opportunity for the conti-
nent’s young people to embrace.

This is especially true when thinking of young people’s roles in agricul-
tural value chains. This is one of the reasons why rethinking the AR4D is 
essential to encourage and accommodate youths in agricultural value 
chains. However, there is a need to take a two-pronged approach to 
enhancing their skills not only in producing safer foods free from crop 
pests and diseases but also in involving them as village-based advi-
sors. They could also combine these roles to tackle the ever-increas-
ing food crisis. By doing so, the youth bulge can be transformed into 
a demographic dividend, rather than a demographic bomb. Mueller 
and Thurlow (2019) supported this assertion when they indicated in 
their book that Africa’s “youth bulge” presents opportunity to advance 
rural development.
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Based on the emerging issues and challenges discussed in 
chapter 4 on the rethinking of the IAR4D-IP concept, Chapter 5  
proposes strategies and models, including partnership models 
with case studies where available, that should be considered to 
address these challenges and emerging issues.

Climate Change
The following strategies and models are suggested for the sustainable 
increase in the levels of agricultural production and income of small-
holder farmers, and for adaptation and mitigation of climate change.

Adoption of the Climate-Smart Agriculture Model
As discussed in Chapter 4, to avoid a lose-lose scenario where agri-
culture contributes further to climate change effects through defor-
estation and unsustainable resource use, and agricultural production 
and food security are compromised through climate change, the FAO 
developed the concept of climate-smart agriculture. This concept is 
based on three pillars or principles: 

Production: Sustainably increasing the levels of agricultural produc-
tion and income

 Chapter 5 Chapter 5

Strategies and Models for 
Consideration in Rethinking 
the IAR4D-IP Concept due to 
New Challenges and Emerging 
Issues in Africa
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Adaptation: Development of resilient production systems adapted to 
climate change

Mitigation: Reduction or elimination of greenhouse gas emissions 
where possible 

Some developing countries have however designed nationally appro-
priate mitigation actions and national adaptation programmes of ac-
tion that highlight the need for agricultural systems that are adaptive 
and resilient to the threats posed by climate change. However, FAO 
(2013) indicated that in response to this, the concept of climate-smart 
agriculture (CSA) was developed to address the issues of productivity, 
adaptation and mitigation as CSA’s focus is primarily on addressing 
climate change.

Many definitions have been propounded for climate-smart agricul-
ture. Lipper et al (2014) defines an approach for transforming and re-
orienting agricultural development under the new realities of climate 
change. However, FAO (2013) defines climate-smart agriculture as 
“agriculture that sustainably increases  productivity, enhances  resil-
ience (adaptation), reduces/removes GHGs (mitigation) where pos-
sible, and enhances the achievement of national food and nutritional 
security as well as all other development goals.”

FANRPAN (2013), provided an action-based definition. It described cli-
mate-smart agriculture (CSA) as an applied set of farming principles 
and practices that increases productivity in an environmentally and 
socially sustainable way (adaptation).  It strengthens farmers’ capac-
ities to cope with the effects and impacts of climate change (resil-
ience), conserves the natural resource base through maintaining and 
recycling organic matter in soils (carbon storage); and, as a result re-
duces greenhouse gas emissions (mitigation). 

FAO (2018) further explained the concept of climate-smart agriculture 
as an approach that aims to overcome challenges posed by climate 
change, maintain, or improve food security, help farmers adapt to 
changing climatic conditions and reduce the amount of greenhouse 
gases in the atmosphere.

From these definitions, the main goal of climate-smart agriculture is 
seen as sustainable food security and development while three ob-

http://www.fao.org/
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jectives/interlinked pillars necessary for achieving this goal are pro-
ductivity, adaptation, and mitigation (FAO 2013a and Lipper et al. 2014).

In the light of this, a holistic concept of agriculture production, cli-
mate-smart agriculture (CSA), is therefore proposed as a solution to 
transform and reorient agricultural systems to support food security 
under the new realities of climate change. 

This has facilitated several technological developments aimed at 
fighting the common enemy of climate change. However, not all these 
technologies are addressing the issue of climate change. Therefore, 
climate-smart technologies must be differentiated from other tech-
nologies. Smallholder farmers are the central users of CSA technolo-
gies in Africa. However, the knowledge of the climate-smart agricul-
ture technologies is limited because it is hard to differentiate them 
from the already existing practices, in most cases.

Climate-smart agriculture includes proven technologies and practic-
es, such as water management, intercropping, conservation agricul-
ture, crop rotation, mulching, integrated crop-livestock management 
systems, agroforestry, and improved pasture and grazing manage-
ment. There are many options to reduce the negative impacts of cli-
mate change on agricultural systems, make them resilient to climate 
change and reduce emissions. Options range from change in crop 
management such as sowing time to change in cropping systems 
and land use to adjust to new climates (Porter et al. 2014).

Therefore, the IAR4D-IP concept should be reviewed to encompass cli-
mate-smart agriculture. This is because according to  Osorio-García 
et al (2020), an innovation platform can foster and provide a basis for 
multi-actor collaboration in order to enable climate-smart agriculture 
(CSA) implementation at  local level. 
Similarly, based on their research, Muller et al (2018) indicated that 
an innovation platform could support generation and exchange of 
knowledge on climate change, exchange and identification and im-
plementation of options for adaptation tailored to local needs by the 
participating farmers. This supported the view of Tenywa, et al (2010) 
that a participatory innovation platform can be an appropriate tool for 
learning about and adopting the CSA concept in a community.

https://www.tandfonline.com/author/Osorio-Garc%C3%ADa%2C+A+M
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Müller et al (2018) emphasized that participatory innovation platforms 
constitute a new methodology to be applied in climate change adap-
tation efforts with possibilities to streamline adaptation to the pres-
sures of climate change. Also, the platform is a useful tool for govern-
mental institutions to identify opportunities for improvement in current 
agricultural practices and to identify new practices, test them in an 
experimental community-based manner and receive feedback from 
the communities.

A good example of how climate-smart agriculture was used to adapt 
to climate change was demonstrated by Müller et al (2018) in Hon-
duras. This  can also be done in Africa. The design of the programme 
involved the use of four communities. There were five steps which are:

1.	 Baseline study to describe and characterize the diversity of farms.

2.	 Design of the innovation platform.

3.	 Experiment of CSA practices.

4.	 Analysis of the policy mix.

5.	 Final evaluation.

This is used as a case study here and can be emulated in Africa.

Box 13: Case study of a Participatory Innovation Platform for Ad-
aptation to Climate Change 

Activities and Outcomes 

Baseline Study 

The baseline study on farmer characteristics and farming prac-
tices shed light on the distribution of land among  farmers and 
their weekly working routines, sources of income, the household 
composition and roles of men and women. Furthermore, the ef-
fects of drought on the production of basic grains and coffee 
could be examined. It was found that  farmers, depending on the 
type of cultivation (for cash or subsistence), had different levels 
of mitigation adaptation and productivity due to different priori-
tizations between achieving high levels of agricultural production 
and ecological sustainability and resilience. 
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The agricultural practices that were examined showed that many 
farmers already apply an array of CSA practices on their farms, 
such as live barriers, minimal tillage, composting and organ-
ic pest management. Furthermore, the motivations behind the 
different practices applied was examined. It was found that the 
main reason for the application of artificial fertilizer and pesti-
cides is the advantage of saving time and that a barrier to apply-
ing agroecological practices in their fields is the large distance of 
some plots to the home of the farmers. 

It was found that families that had a high connectivity to farm-
er groups and external organizations were among the most cli-
mate-smart ones. 

Innovation Platform 

The council of the Suctal watershed was founded and was as-
sumed to be relevant for communication and knowledge sharing. 
A participatory body to manage water in the Suctal watershed 
has been created and farmers in one of the municipalities cre-
ated a farmers’ association together. Furthermore, the different 
Farmer Cooperatives exchanged knowledge on the different ex-
periments and CSA practices. 

Farmers shared knowledge and experiences on how to co-create 
innovative solutions for climate change adaptation and on deci-
sion making and future planning. Solutions, such as the avocado 
nursery, organic fertilizer and pesticides as well as the solar drier 
were tested on farm. 

Experiments of CSA Practices 

On-farm experiments were conducted during the 2016 and 2017 
cropping seasons. 

Basic grain experiments - The participating farmers learned 
about basic grain cultivation, collaborative research and tested 
12 new varieties of beans and maize. 

Reforestation/ Agroforestry - Awareness was raised among par-
ticipating families and school children for the need of trees in the 
(agro)ecosystem. Around 1,000 trees were planted in farms and 
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areas close to the Suctal watershed.

Avocado Nursery - 14 Farmers were capacitated on the creation 
and management of an improved variety of avocado nursery.

Solar drier - Steps were taken for the women’s savings group to 
receive a solar drier that can be used to process surplus foods 
and prolong the availability of food as well as add value to it.

Organic fertilizer and pesticides - First interviews were held to 
support the production of organic fertilizers and pesticides in 
the area. The interest of more farmers in the application and use 
of these organic inputs has been raised. Further operations are 
planned with DICTA.

Policy Analysis

The analysis showed that adaptation to climate change in agri-
culture and other domains is integrated in the political agenda 
and policies in Honduras. Climate change is a topic that has an 
influence on many different domains of policy making and con-
sequently there are many different strategies to respond to cli-
mate change. These strategies are often written in an unspecific 
way. Often, the coherence between the interlinked strategies is 
not clear as well as the hierarchy of the different institutions and 
strategies.

While the institutions in charge of climate change response keep 
evolving and efforts are being made, it has been evident that the 
public institutions have limited capacity to reach  smallholder 
farmers on a large scale to support them in CC adaptation. 

In the study area, there are several different international and na-
tional organizations active in the adaptation to climate change 
with a wide variety of activities. These organizations differ strong-
ly in the extent to which they collaborate with other organizations 
and are coherent with national policies or try to empower local 
institutions. The role of national NGOs has been important as they 
have had a large impact on producers but show less coherence 
with national policies and strategies.

Strategies formulated at the  national level that do include small-
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scale agriculture have not yet materialized in actions that reach 
smallholders.

Evaluation and Validation

The project was finalized with an evaluation with the different 
groups and a validation and exchange of the results and out-
comes. The activities of PIASAC, particularly the experiments, 
were discussed, evaluated and validated together with the par-
ticipating farmers and the implementing staff from DICTA.

In the evaluation with the farmers, the role and impacts of climate 
change were discussed, and the outcomes of the developed ac-
tivities were shared and evaluated to discuss the success of the 
project for the farmers.

The farmers were in general content with the project and the as-
sistance they received from outside.

All the farmers indicated that they have learnt valuable new skills 
and knowledge, ranging from awareness and knowledge about 
climate change effects, over cultivation of new and old crops to 
financial and entrepreneurial skills.

Concerning the basic grains experiments, some farmers had 
been more active than others, but all were interested in the out-
comes, and the Lenca Precoz bean and the DICTA Lempira maize 
were of special interest. Furthermore, the farmers agreed on the 
need for future research and the general notion that it was im-
portant to maintain a diversity of genetic material in basic grains 
so that adaptation to the unpredictable future conditions would 
be easier.

The evaluation among the staff of DICTA showed that the meth-
odology of applying a participatory innovation platform in order 
to transfer knowledge and technology was recognized to have 
high potential for the adaptation of small-scale agriculture to 
climate change.

It was concluded that for this type of project more time and re-
sources would be needed to be able to design trainings and the 
experiments in a way that allows for better learning from the 
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farmers side. Furthermore, the implementing staff needs more 
training to apply this new methodology. 

Policy Implications and Recommendations

Baseline Study

It is important to have in mind that family famers have differ-
ent characteristics, motivations and priorities when applying CSA 
practices.

Itis necessary to fine-tune the intervention to the local context 
and especially the level of education of the farmers/participants.

Innovation Platform

Participatory Innovation Platforms constitute a new methodology 
to be applied in climate change adaptation efforts with possibili-
ties to streamline adaptation to the pressures of climate change.

In similar projects in the future, sufficient resources need to be 
devoted if participatory innovation platforms are applied.

The platform is a useful tool for governmental institutions to iden-
tify opportunities for improvement in current agricultural practic-
es and to identify new practices, test them in an experimental 
community-based manner and receive feedback from the com-
munities.

Policy Analysis

It is important for governmental institutions that have a role in cli-
mate change to achieve a higher degree of coordination between 
operating governmental and non-governmental organizations to 
fully harness the benefits of resources dedicated to family farmers 
and agriculture.

The demand for CSA practices from the farmers side to be incor-
porated in policies and regional extension implies a need for a 
new approach of governmental aid to family farmers.

Source: Muller et al (2018). CCAFS Policy Brief. Wageningen, the Netherlands. CGIAR Re-
search Programme on Climate Change, Agriculture and Food Security (CCAFS). 
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Adoption and Scaling of the Climate-Smart Village 
Approach/Model
FAO (2018) explained the concept of climate-smart agriculture as 
an approach that aims to overcome challenges posed by climate 
change, maintain, or improve food security, help farmers adapt to 
changing climatic conditions and reduce the amount of greenhouse 
gases in the atmosphere.

Based on all the definitions propounded for CSA, the main goal of 
climate-smart agriculture is seen as sustainable food security and 
development while three objectives/interlinked pillars necessary for 
achieving this goal are productivity, adaptation, and mitigation (FAO 
2013a and Lipper et al., 2014).

In the light of this, a holistic concept of agriculture production, cli-
mate-smart agriculture (CSA), is therefore proposed as a solution to 
transform and reorient agricultural systems to support food security 
under the new realities of climate change. 

According to Aggarwal et al. (2013), the Consultative Group for Inter-
national Agricultural Research’s (CGIAR) Research Programme on Cli-
mate Change, Agriculture and Food Security (CCAFS) is implement-
ing a climate-smart village (CSV) approach in Asia, Africa, and Latin 
America to generate the evidence on the efficacy of climate-smart 
options. This is because according to Campbell et al (2016), the cli-
mate-smart village approach is a key part of the agriculture re-
search-for-development (AR4D) agenda to address climate change 
challenges for food security.

The CCAFS started piloting the CSV AR4D approach or model in 2012 
in Africa - Burkina Faso, Ghana, Mali, Niger, Senegal, Kenya, Ethiopia, 
Tanzania, and Uganda - (Aggarwal et al., 2018).

Aggarwal et al (2018) describes the climate-smart village approach/
model which involves some components and processes. The CSV 
approach is an AR4D approach to test, through participatory meth-
ods, technological and institutional options for dealing with climate 
change in agriculture. It aims to generate evidence at local scales of 
what climate-smart agricultural options work best, where, why, and 
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how, and use this evidence to draw out lessons for policy makers, agri-
cultural development practitioners, and investors from local to global 
levels. 

The testing is done through a multistakeholder collaborative plat-
form at CSV sites. The sites are a cluster of villages, small land-
scapes, or 10 km² grids. Every CSV site has its own theory of change 
(ToC; a narrative description of the logical causal chain from re-
search activities to impact) linked to national priorities to ensure 
that it is consistent with initiatives and actions across different 
scales.

According to Aggarwal et al (2018), the strategy of the CSV ap-
proach is to:

1.	 Understand the effectiveness of a variety of CSA options (prac-
tices, technologies, services, programmes, and policies) not only 
to enhance productivity and raise incomes, but also to build cli-
mate resilience, increase adaptive capacity, and wherever pos-
sible, reduce GHG emissions.

2.	 Develop (no regrets) solutions in anticipation of future climate 
change impacts.

3.	 Understand the socioeconomic, gender, and biophysical con-
straints and enablers for adoption; and

4.	 Test and identify successful adoption incentives, finance oppor-
tunities, institutional arrangements, and scaling out/ up mech-
anisms while ensuring alignment with local and national knowl-
edge, institutions, and development plans.

Figure 8 shows the major components of a typical CSV approach/
model. Climate-smart agriculture interventions are considered in a 
broad sense by including practices, technologies, climate informa-
tion services, insurance, institutions, policies, and finance. However, 
according to Aggarwal et al (2018), there is no fixed package of in-
terventions or a one-size-fits-all approach because options differ 
based on the CSV site, its agroecological characteristics, level of 
development, and capacity and interest of the farmers and of the 
local government.



106 White Paper

Figure 8: Key components of a CSV AR4D approach/model
Source: Aggarwal et al (2018). 

As regards steps to be taken, they are based on stakeholder engage-
ment and seldom follow a simple linear model. An outline of the steps 
in a typical CSV AR4D site is shown in Figure 9.

Figure 9: Outline of the steps in a typical CSV AR4D. 
Source: Aggarwal et al (2018). 
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For the details of methods and examples of CSVs in Africa, interested 
people should consult Aggarwal et al (2018) titled “The Climate-Smart 
Village Approach: Framework of an Integrative Strategy for Scaling up 
Adaptation Options in Agriculture.  Ecology and Society 23(1): 14. OR 
consult the CGIAR Research Program on Climate Change, Agriculture 
and Food Security (CCAFS) (2016) publication - CSV Brochure PDF.

There is a lesson to be learned based on the finding of Aggarwal et 
al (2018) which indicated that “Climate-smart agriculture has shown 
promise at the local scale, but it has still not reached scale in most 
countries. Nevertheless, the CSV approach is a step further to over-
come some of these challenges by being more integrative and in-
clusive.” Therefore, for the rethinking of the AR4D, which is the main 
subject of this report, there is a need for AR4D researchers to scale CSV 
approach/model to many other African countries. 

Natural Resources Management
Adoption of Soil health and fertilizer use strategy by AR4D 
Smallholder Farmers	
Soil health is a term which is widely used within discussions on sus-
tainable agriculture to describe the general condition or quality of the 
soil resource. Soil management is fundamental to all agricultural sys-
tems, yet there is evidence for widespread degradation of agricultur-
al soils in the form of erosion, loss of organic matter, contamination, 
compaction, increased salinity and other harms (European Commis-
sion, 2002).

Climate adaptation is facilitated by healthy Fertilizer and Soil Health in 
Africa. Soil requires fertilizer to be combined with other crop, soil, and 
water management practices (Wortmann and Stewart, 2021). 

For farmers in developing countries who are starting from a very low 
resource base, access to inorganic fertilizers is essential to kick-start-
ing their degraded systems, as well as to pesticides under frequent 
conditions of acute pest or disease problems. Action is needed today 
to reverse the downward spiral of low and inefficient fertilizer use, re-
sulting in low yields and declining soil health.

In rethinking the AR4D, the issue of natural resources management 
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needs to be considered for smallholders in the innovation platforms. 
This is because to accelerate the role of fertilizer in building soil health 
to sustain farming and address climate change, it is recommended 
that there should be an agreement on a simple and compelling nar-
rative. Soil health plays a role in climate change mitigation and ad-
aptation, and improving soil health through mineral inputs seems an 
obvious investment with a high return. But farmers will not invest in 
soil health if there are no short-term incentives to make these invest-
ments, since changes in soil health and the services this delivers are 
only visible in the medium to longer term (IFDC, 2023).

In reassessing the AR4D, certain conditions need to be considered. For 
example, increasing productivity requires fertilizer and organic inputs 
in combination with additional measures, such as good agronomic 
practices, improved seeds, and other amendments.

Secondly, according to IFDC (2023), policy interventions that will cre-
ate a favourable enabling environment need to be put in place to 
stimulate the uptake of fertilizer and soil health management recom-
mendations. Redesigning fertilizer subsidies is crucial to make them 
smarter with respect to soil health management. Soil health is not only 
important for smallholder farming systems but also is a public good, 
and public investment in soil health, informed by actual quantification 
of these benefits, is thus required.

Thirdly, instead of a blueprint approach, soil health recommendations 
should always be localized, and context based. Several approach-
es can be followed to determine the best fertilizer recommendations 
while recognizing nutrient needs by crops and soil-specific properties. 
Site-specificity commonly requires an assessment of the soil fertility 
status of a particular field, and new data and analytical tools allow for 
the development of locally relevant recommendations at scale.

IFDC (2023) however, indicates that farmers are less likely to ap-
ply fertilizers where the risk of nonprofitable response is high, real or 
perceived. Raising the agronomic efficiency values for fertilizer to be 
profitable, an immediate need that addresses many of the challeng-
es smallholder farmers are facing, would require motivating or en-
couraging farmers to invest in fertilizer. However, fertilizer application 
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needs to be tailored to specific farming conditions to increase yield, 
profitability, and nutrient use efficiency because of high heterogeneity 
across and within smallholder farms.

Adoption of Other Soil Management Practices (Cover 
crops, organic farming, etc.)
Research has shown that the economic circumstances of smallhold-
er farmers, render inputs unaffordable and as a result, a wide vari-
ety of alternative practices have been developed using variations in 
cropping and farming systems design as an alternative to industrially 
produced inputs such as fertilizer. The organic practices carried out 
by necessity, may contribute to improved soil health and sustainable 
practices but are generally insufficient in terms of production.

Therefore, the reassessment of the AR4D should not concentrate on 
the yields of commodity value chains alone but also consider sus-
tainable production which will entail soil heath and soil management 
practices. As a result, numerous and diverse farming approaches pro-
mote the sustainable management of soils with the goal of improving 
productivity, for instance, agroecology, which is discussed separately 
in section 5.5, conservation agriculture, organic farming, zero tillage 
farming and agroforestry.

According to FAO (2021), implementation of sustainable agricultural 
production practices such as conservation agriculture in its diverse 
forms, crop rotation, integration of perennials and agroforestry, and 
water resource management are crucial to improving productivity as 
well as the condition of natural resources and conserving ecosystem 
services. These practices also have climate adaptation, climate miti-
gation, and agricultural profitability co-benefits.

Similarly, climate-smart agricultural approaches that integrate nat-
ural resource management, such as agroforestry, no-till agriculture, 
forest and rangeland conservation and restoration, and improved wa-
ter resources management, can help a food security activity support 
climate adaptation and mitigation objectives (Feed the Future, 2023).

All these practices are good strategies for improving soil health, and 
subsequently sustainable production, when incorporated into the 
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AR4D-IP model and adopted by smallholder farmers. 

Agri-Food Systems
Adoption of Agri-food Systems Strategy in the Reviewed 
AR4D
To understand the importance of agri-food systems, Hall and Dijkman 
(2019) cited the definitions of agri-food systems by Grubinger et al 
(2010) and IPES (2015) as follows:

An agri-food system may be simply defined as the combination of 
activities and institutions around the production and consumption of 
a particular food item. These systems are complex, operating simul-
taneously at multiple levels of scale (from global to local) and time 
(particularly with respect to the timing of outcomes). Agri-food sys-
tem activities include production, storage, processing, wholesaling, 
and consumption. In addition to these activities, an agri-food system 
also includes a complex “web of institutional and regulatory frame-
works that influence those systems” (IPES, 2015).

An agri-food system has also been defined as “an interconnected web 
of activities, resources and people that extends across all domains 
involved in providing human nourishment and sustaining health, in-
cluding production, processing, packaging, distribution, marketing, 
consumption, and disposal of food. The organisation of agri-food 
systems reflects and responds to social, cultural, political, economic, 
health and environmental conditions and can be identified at multi-
ple scales, from a household kitchen to a city, county, state, or nation” 
(Grubinger et al., 2010).

These two definitions clearly show the importance of partnerships or 
multi-stakeholder partnerships in agri-food systems. However, agri-
food system innovation will involve rethinking how research and in-
novation are deployed to transform the social, economic and envi-
ronmental performance of the agriculture and food system (Hall and 
Dijkman, 2019).

There have been studies that noted the need to rethink food system 
governance to redirect food systems towards a more efficient, inclu-
sive, and resilient pathway. Reardon et al (2017, 2018) paint a slight-
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ly more mixed picture of the impact of food system transformation, 
suggesting that more stringent market demands can narrow the win-
ners to those smallholders who have the resources to respond. The 
off-farm employment associated with transformation, however, has 
often provided the sector with exit options through the creation of jobs 
with low barriers to entry. 

Ultimately, food systems involve complex challenges, whose scale 
and nature call for a systemic, multi-level and multi-stakeholder 
participatory approach across economic, social and environmen-
tal dimensions. Multi-stakeholder collaboration therefore needs to 
form an essential pillar of the food systems approach and its role in 
achieving a transition to sustainable food systems.

FAO (2017), Reardon et al (2017, 2018), Caron et al., (2018), and Swin-
burn et al (2019) also noted that the current food system transfor-
mation is the often-leading role of the private sector in driving in-
novation and change and setting direction. 

Similarly, Reardon et al (2017 and 2018) and Willet et al (2019) also 
indicated that the urban market, the food industry firms that medi-
ate access to the urban market, input supply chains, and agri-busi-
ness firms that determine the development of input supply chains 
increasingly set the market incentives and conditions for the af-
fordability and profitability of new farm technologies, and thus their 
adoption. 

However, there have been debates about the appropriateness of 
food systems governance arrangements at a time when the en-
vironmental and social performance of food systems needs par-
ticular attention. This has led to the recognition that in setting new 
directions, they are not isolatable problems, but rather a set of in-
terlocking issues and drivers (FAO, 2017, 2018; FAO et al., 2018; Caron 
et al., 2018; and Willet et al., 2019).

The proposed way to deal with this is the adoption of the idea of 
an agri-food system which has five domains, production, con-
sumption, conditioning context, inputs and functionality (Hall and 
Dijkman, 2019). This is because according to FAO (2021), agri-food 
systems are broader than food systems, as these encompass the 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Food_system
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entire range of actors and their interlinked value-adding activities 
in the primary production of food and non-food agricultural prod-
ucts, as well as in food storage, aggregation, post-harvest han-
dling, transportation, processing, distribution, marketing, disposal 
and consumption.

The strategy which the IAR4D-IP Concept should therefore adopt, 
as part of the new emerging issues, is to include the concept of 
agri-food systems. This is because it has been argued that there 
is a need for the shift from innovation systems to system innova-
tion perspectives that are emerging alongside the transformation 
agenda in which the whole system activities will include production, 
storage, processing, wholesaling, and consumption rather than in 
piecemeal.

Hall and Dijkman (2019) provided case studies of transition and 
transformation processes in the agri-food sector, and specifically 
in this report a case study related to Africa.

Case Study

Orange-fleshed sweet potato (OFSP)

Challenge /Opportunity

Biofortified OFSP as a complementary approach to reducing VAD in 
sub-Saharan Africa.

Innovation

Dissemination of research product through significant investment by 
philanthropic foundations in solving system and market failures at 
local levels, and community-based nutrition education .

Impact Indication

Thus far, largely limited to project domain (as of 2019 but has gone 
beyond that as of 2024).

Consequences

Significant improvement in the vitamin A status of the individuals 
who participated in the project-level intervention.

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Food
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Agriculture
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Agriculture
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Brief on the OFSP Case Study

VAD, a serious public health concern in many countries, can cause 
blindness and increase mortality. Breeding breakthroughs in the late 
1990s in high-yielding OFSP varieties combined up to 50-fold increas-
es in beta-carotene levels with drought tolerance and adaptation 
to local conditions. It was also identified that to combat VAD, these 
technological breakthroughs needed to be coupled with improved 
access to OFSP varieties and education to build awareness about the 
nutritional and health benefits of OFSP to improve the adoption, pro-
duction and consumption of OFSP among rural households. Through 
the involvement of a major philanthropic foundation, significant 
investment has been directed to large advocacy and educational 
campaigns promoting household consumption of OFSP and asso-
ciated value-chain development in countries where sweet potato is 
either the staple crop or an important secondary staple. To date, the 
primary evidence of OFSP impact comes from such interventions in 
Mozambique and Uganda, where investigation of scaling-up showed 
that the project led to OFSP adoption rates of 61 to 68% among proj-
ect households, improved vitamin “A” knowledge at the household 
level and significantly increased (nearly doubled) vitamin A intake 
among targeted women and children (Lider and Dijkman, 2019).

Establishment of Policies for Sustainable Agri-food 
Systems
Hawkes and Parsons (2019) define agri-food systems policy as all the 
policies that influence food systems and what people eat. The many 
challenges faced (and created) by the food system indicate that food 
policy is not yet fit for purpose. Rethinking food policy presents a major 
opportunity to improve nutrition and health, protect the planet and 
contribute to economic and social prosperity, equitably. 

Policies act on different parts of the food system in different ways. This 
is because most of them affect the private sector,  input suppliers, 
farmers, fishers, horticulturalists, agribusinesses, distributors, traders, 
manufacturers, entrepreneurs, retailers and food service businesses 
in the food supply chain and all the businesses they rely on that make 
up so much of the food system. Since the state itself does not produce 
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food, the public sector often relies on the private sector to implement 
public policy. In turn, the private sector has a strong influence on policy 
development, lobbying for or against particular initiatives. The private 
sector also has its own policies, rules, standards, audits and account-
ability mechanisms that affect food.

However, the role of food policy in tackling these problems is gaining 
traction at many levels, but the persistence of food-related problems 
and increasing pressures on the food system make clear that a better 
policy is needed. If inadequately addressed, these problems will only 
get much worse (Hawkes and Parsons, 2019).

In the process of developing a fresh approach to food policy, Hawkes 
and Parsons (2019) described ten steps that decision-makers, advo-
cates, the private sector and all food policy stakeholders can take to 
make food policy more effective, equitable and efficient.

1.	 Take a systems approach: Because all the elements of the food 
system interconnect, action in one part of it can reverberate 
throughout, from the local to the global. A systems approach 
means identifying these interconnections and understanding their 
impact across historically isolated policy areas. It also entails look-
ing for shared solutions to food system problems. Swinburn et al 
(2019) gave the example of the Lancet Commission on Obesity 
(2019) that applied a systems perspective and found obesity had 
links to undernutrition and climate change.

2.	 Understand the connections: A systems approach means recog-
nising that food policy is applied within multiple networks of con-
nections. Connections exist between different parts of the food 
system itself; they also exist between the challenges produced by 
the system. Similarly, the impact of implementing policy decisions 
can have knock-on effects on other parts of the system (such as 
when the decisions of one country impact on another). Getting 
granular about these connections is essential to understand the 
intended and unintended consequences of policy decisions on 
what people eat.

3.	 Recognise tensions and manage trade-offs. The many different 
interests, goals and values in the food system produce numerous 
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tensions. There are ways to make the system work with greater 
synergy (see Steps 4–10 below), but these require negotiation and 
hard political choices. Power dynamics are part of the food sys-
tem. Technical fixes alone cannot solve food policy conflicts.

4.	 Make policies coherent. Connections offer the potential for syner-
gies as well as conflicts. Yet opportunities to reconcile policy ob-
jectives and promote mutually reinforcing policy actions are often 
missed. Coherent policy is a more efficient way of meeting differ-
ent objectives and can expand political traction and breadth of 
support (e.g., nutrition and environmental advocates campaign-
ing for sustainable diets).

5.	 Embed food in all policies. Food systems challenges are the prod-
uct of many different policies. Ensuring that policies – even if 
seemingly unrelated to food – work to deliver food-related goals 
can be termed “food in all policies” (akin to “health in all policies”). 
For example, ensuring that social protection programmes are suf-
ficient to enable access to a healthy diet.

6.	 Join up the process of making food policy. Because it involves 
people in numerous sectors with different objectives, different as-
pects of food policy are typically dealt with in a disparate and frag-
mented manner. Developing a more integrated approach to pol-
icy – such as devising a “national food policy”, bringing together 
different ministries with shared interests, or providing an integrat-
ed mechanism for private sector engagement has the potential to 
help fix the fragments. This will require a new type of governance.

7.	 Advocate for better governance structures for the food system. 
Fragmented governance structures perpetuate fragmented pol-
icymaking. Lack of any specific place within government to con-
nect food policy means there is little opportunity for crossover.
Moreover, lack of transparency over which food-related policy 
areas are being dealt with by which parts of government means 
outside stakeholders may have difficulty sharing ideas. Thinking 
through and implementing a different governance model for food 
policy will be necessary to take Steps 1–6.

8.	 Use the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) as a framework. 
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In 2015, the SDGs adopted by the UN’s 193 government members 
acknowledged the complexity of development and the need for 
all policymaking to integrate economic, social and environmental 
considerations. They recognised that development was needed 
globally, not just in the poorer parts of the world. This integrated 
and inclusive approach envisioned by the SDGs can be used as 
the foundation of a more holistic approach to food policy.  FAO 
(2016) also emphasized that the SDGs can also be a tool for push-
ing food higher up the governmental agenda, as food is funda-
mental to achieving many of the goals.

9.	 Put people at the heart of policymaking. Food systems challenges 
matter because they affect people. Currently, most food policy is 
done to people rather than with them. Engaging with people’s real 
lives is essential if we are to understand the causes of problems 
and develop solutions that meet people where they are. There is a 
tremendous opportunity to design better food policies by listening 
to unheard voices. This people-centred approach is imperative if 
we are to address the huge inequity in the food system.

10.	 Keep focused on finding solutions to specific problems. Food poli-
cy is vast in scope and the food system is complex. Staying focused 
on specific problems and clear goals is vital. Food policymaking 
should always start with a clear food-related goal designed to im-
prove people’s lives and work back to identify solutions. Steps 1–9 
provide guidance on how to do so.

Adapted crops / Forgotten foods / Indigenous 
commodities
Adoption of adapted and forgotten foods/crops into the 
value chains of IAR4D-IPs
As discussed in Chapter 4, several names have been given to adapt-
ed crops/foods which include forgotten crops, neglected crops and 
indigenous crops, but they are all referring to the same crops.

The United States Special Envoy for global food security, in 2024 indi-
cated that global food security should be based on adapted crops. 

Hence, in discussing how neglected crops can be part of the solution 



117

in Africa, Lefebvre et al (2023) indicated that expanding the use of 
neglected crops can help to diversify agriculture and food systems 
and introduce a greater variety of foods into global supplies, including 
more nutritious cereals, fruits and vegetables, and roots and tubers 
while building resilience to climate change and providing employ-
ment and alternate sources of income for farmers. With parallel in-
terventions and appropriate investments, including in additional ag-
ricultural production, diversification of food sources can help reduce 
consumer vulnerability and increase consumer price stability. 

Thus, a true transformation of agrifood systems in Africa should be-
gin with growing crops that can withstand more heat, less moisture, 
greater pest and disease pressure, and extreme weather events like 
droughts and floods, ensuring soil health to enable production of those 
crops while simultaneously favouring food security and nutrition.

An important opportunity in this regard is revitalizing indigenous and 
traditional food crops (ITFCs), many of which are highly nutritious, that 
currently are or have been in the past eaten regularly in Africa. Many 
ITFCs may be better suited to tolerate hot and dry conditions, since 
they have been adapting to the local environment for thousands of 
years. 

In rethinking the AR4D, the 2021 global manifesto on forgotten crops/
foods’ actions will be useful to respond to the challenges. The immedi-
ate actions that were recommended include the following:

1.	 There should be an effective and comprehensive awareness cam-
paign backed up by a sound knowledge management system to 
ensure that all in society recognise and value forgotten crops/
foods for their nutritional, health, medicinal, cultural and environ-
mental benefits.

2.	 There should be a compilation of inventories, detailed character-
izations and assessments of the conservation status of forgotten 
crops in all regions of Africa at country level.

3.	 There should be policy and economic support for forgotten crops 
to promote economic development through the formation of 
farmer-based small and medium enterprises.  The reintroduction 
of forgotten/neglected crops must be accompanied by policies 
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and practices that promote alignment with the broader sustain-
able development agenda.

4.	 There should be capacity development/strengthening activities 
for all the stakeholders to enable collective development of re-
search and innovation agenda.

5.	 Partnership should be established for the development of forgot-
ten crops to generate and share knowledge and technologies 
on forgotten crops, using interdisciplinary and participatory ap-
proaches. Example of such partnership is the Vision for Adapted 
Crops and Soils (VACS) initiative, launched in February 2024 by the 
U.S. State Department’s Office of the Special Envoy for Global Food 
Security, in partnership with the UN Food and Agriculture Organiza-
tion (FAO) and the African Union (AU).

6.	 More research and innovations are needed to evaluate and en-
sure the availability of nutrients in these crops, including exam-
ining the impacts of processing and storage on nutritional value. 
More investments and research are also needed to ensure and 
deliver scalability in their harvesting, processing, and distribution.

Agroecology
Adoption of the Regenerative Agriculture Model into the 
IAR4D-IP Model
A range of claims have been made by different researchers about the 
potential of regenerative agriculture to enhance the sustainability of 
food production, including the possibility that regenerative agriculture 
could form part of a climate change mitigation strategy.

Rhodes (2017) indicated that regenerative agriculture has been pro-
posed as an alternative means of producing food that may have low-
er or even net positive environmental and/or social impacts.

Interest in regenerative agriculture is growing across the entire food 
value chain. It is a response to growing food insecurity and increas-
ing threats from climate change, and a recognition that agriculture is 
part of the solution to  the world’s biggest challenges. Food and oth-
er products that are more friendly to the environment are also a big 
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trend among consumers in the United States of America and other 
countries, especially among Millennials. 

In rethinking the AR4D, there is a need to develop technologies that 
can help farmers apply regenerative practices and research the best 
ways of applying regenerative agriculture in the field.

Syngenta Company indicated that more investment is needed to ac-
celerate the widespread adoption of regenerative agriculture prac-
tices, and farmers, policymakers and agricultural companies need to 
work together. However, the transition cannot be left to farmers alone, 
as governments need to support them by rethinking existing farm-
ing policies to make regenerative agriculture economically attrac-
tive. Subsidies can be restructured to incentivize farmers to phase out 
soil-degrading practices in favour of approaches that build healthy, 
fertile soil while sequestering carbon. 

Reports have shown that large food value chain companies are com-
mitting to source ingredients produced through regenerative practic-
es. Nestlé is committed to source 50% of key ingredients through re-
generative agricultural methods by 2030. PepsiCo is also committed 
to regenerative practices across 7 million acres by 2030. 

Many partnerships are also being formed to help farmers adopt re-
generative agriculture. Syngenta Group and The Nature Conservan-
cy are collaborating on business practices to improve sustainabil-
ity, including soil health, resource efficiency and habitat protection. 
Syngenta also work with many others, including the World Business 
Council for Sustainable Development, Solidaridad, Cargill, and Kel-
logg’s.

The private sector also has an important role. Companies including 
Syngenta Group can take a lead by delivering a set of starter regen-
erative solutions that generate measurable results for farmers within 
one growing season. 

A Transformative Partnership Platform  on agroecology has been 
formed. It  is composed of  ICRAF, CIRAD, Biovision, CIFOR, the Food and 
Agriculture Organization (FAO), TMG Think Tank for Sustainability and 
UNEP. The partnership, which isbeing coordinated at international, na-
tional and local levels, connects research and development, science, 

https://glfx.globallandscapesforum.org/topics/21467/page/TPP-home
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social movements and local knowledge, to inform donors and policy 
makers, and foster innovation. 

Youth Bulge 
Strategies to address Youth Population Bulge in Africa
In rethinking the AR4D, the issue of youth bulge must be taken serious-
ly. According to Justin Yifu Lin (2012), the conventional approach for 
dealing with youth bulge is to make young people job ready. The idea 
is that young people’s skills or more broadly, human capital needs to 
be increased to enhance their productivity in the labour market. 

Different strategies have been proposed to mitigate youth bulge in 
Africa. According to Rangi (2022), agriculture has long been the dom-
inant sector in much of Africa in terms of output, employment and ex-
port earnings. In fact, agriculture is arguably the most important busi-
ness opportunity for the continent’s young people to embrace.

This is especially true when thinking of young people’s roles in agricul-
tural value chains. There is a need to take a ‘two-pronged’ approach 
to enhancing their skills, not only in producing safer foods free from 
crop pests and diseases but also in involving them as village-based 
advisors. They could also combine these roles to tackle the ever-in-
creasing food crisis (Rangi, 2022).

Similarly, Mueller and Thurlow (2019) indicated that Africa’s fast-grow-
ing youth population has prompted worries about high unemploy-
ment and unrest among some, while others expect young people to 
provide the digital know-how and entrepreneurial spirit needed to 
transform Africa. 

In a similar vein, Atakos et al (2013) reported on the discussion on the 
involvement of youth in agricultural innovation systems. The discus-
sion focused on how to make agriculture attractive to the youth in ru-
ral areas. Youth associations were identified as an ideal entry point to 
reach out to young people and encourage them to embrace agricul-
ture as a business. In Africa, the challenge of land ownership discour-
ages young people from taking up agriculture and the fact that it is 
labour intensive means they are attracted more to white collar jobs, 
which are hard to come by. 
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However, Bell Okello, the Chair of Promoting Local Innovation in Ecolog-
ical Oriented Agriculture (PROLINOVA, Kenya) noted at a workshop that 
youth involvement can be in any part of the agricultural value chain 
and not necessarily at the farm production level where they have to 
take a hoe and head to the farm. The youth need to be encouraged to 
study agricultural sciences, and they should be helped to learn practi-
cally. Research institutions were seen as good avenues for mentoring 
the youth and encouraging them to engage in agricultural Innovation.

Capacity building and strengthening partnerships have been report-
ed to help to address the youth bulge and the growing demand on 
youth and their role in agriculture to feed the rising population. Two 
good examples/case studies of how capacity building and partner-
ships have been used to address youth bulge was described by Rangi 
(2022).

The first example/case study where CABI has extensively supported 
agricultural production, especially amongst smallholder farmers, in-
cluding the youth in Africa and beyond, is the “Good Seed Initiative” 
which ran in East Africa from 2013 to 2016. The initiative sought to pro-
mote good production of quality African Indigenous Vegetables (AIVs) 
to improve the income of seed producers. 

The project enabled women and youth in Uganda and Tanzania to en-
gage in market-driven profitable value chains that required minimal 
capital and other factors of production. This was achieved by empow-
ering women and youth with requisite skills for seed entrepreneurship 
of indigenous vegetables which continued to be in high demand.

The donor for the initiative was Irish Aid while the partners were Muko-
no Zonal Agricultural Research and Development Institute (MuZARDI), 
National Crops Resources Research Institute (NaCRRI), The World Veg-
etable Centre, Eastern and Southern Africa (AVRDC-ESA), INADES-For-
mation Tanzania (IFTz), Horticultural Research and Training Institute 
Tengeru (HORTITengeru).

The second example: In Uganda, where 70% of those unemployed are 
youths, CABI partnered with Zirobwe Agaliawamu Agri-business Train-
ing Association (ZAABTA) in the Luwero District. The project enabled 
youth to provide various services in major agricultural and profitable 
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value chains in the country. Implemented under PlantwisePlus, the 
training sought to increase the supply of safer food through enter-
prises driven by women and youth to meet the growing demand by 
consumers in rural, urban and peri-urban markets.

Rangi (2022) noted that helping young people to provide services as 
‘village-based advisers’ will be an attractive option to youth, even if 
they wish to engage in this activity alongside regular farming activ-
ities. 

However, according to Mueller and Thurlow (2019), to harness the ad-
vantages of Africa’s youth bulge, policies need to be rooted in evidence 
rather than in myth, and they need to be broadly inclusive rather than 
just youth-focused. Policies at the national and local levels that help 
farmers to adopt improved techniques and technologies, establish 
non-farm enterprises, and connect with growing urban markets can 
spur inclusive development and improve livelihoods for urban and ru-
ral people of all ages.
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Chapter 6 effectively underscores the critical role of partnerships and 
initiatives in rethinking the IAR4D concept to address the evolving 
challenges facing African agriculture. This chapter also highlights the 
need to strengthen and diversify partnership models within the Inte-
grated Agricultural Research for Development (IAR4D) and Innovation 
Platform (IP) frameworks, aligning them more closely with emerging 
issues. Guided by the objectives outlined in CAADP-XP4 and insights 
from the concept note, this section could be further refi ned by:

1. Leveraging Models like the Soil Initiative for Africa (SIA) and the 
Coalition of Action for Soil Health (CA4SH): Presenting these initia-
tives as models to support regional soil health projects within IPs, 
especially in areas impacted by severe soil degradation.

2. Incorporating the Vision for Adapted Crops and Soils (VACS) Initia-
tive: Showcasing VACS as a framework for expanding indigenous 
crop production through IPs, promoting resilient, climate-adapted 
food systems.

3. Outlining an Implementation Framework: Proposing a structured 
framework that defi nes the roles of government, academia, the 
private sector, and international partners in coordinating, manag-
ing, and sustaining the IAR4D-IP models across Africa.

 Chapter 6
 Chapter 6

Analysis of Additional 
Elements to the IAR4D-IP 
Partnership Models to Deliver 
African Agriculture
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Importance of Partnerships and Initiatives in 
Rethinking the AR4D Concept
Different types of partnerships were discussed in Chapter 2 but 
there was no specific reference to the new emerging issues and 
challenges that were discussed in Chapters 4 and 5 which neces-
sitate the discussion of this section.

According to Grow Africa (2013), Agriculture and agribusiness to-
gether could be a $1 trillion sector in sub-Saharan Africa by 2030, 
up from $313 billion in 2010. However, poor infrastructure, the lack 
of developed supply chains and insufficient financing contribute 
to low yields and unreliable supply from smallholder farmers, who 
make up the majority of the sector’s production base. Therefore, 
improving the stability of the agricultural supply chain is also vital 
to attracting the much-needed foreign direct investment which 
can come through partnerships.

In providing reasons why there should be partnerships, ILAC (2010) 
indicated that three reasons are commonly identified in literature 
on partnership. The first reason is to gain access to resources (in-
cluding knowledge) that are not available within a single organi-
zation. The second reason is to improve knowledge management 
across the boundaries separating organizations that share similar 
long-term goals (e.g., sustainable poverty reduction) but tradi-
tionally work in isolation. Finally, the third reason is to build the ca-
pacity to influence policies or economic activity by participating 
in social networks. However, from the experience of the Learning 
Laboratory Programmes, a fourth reason is established which is to 
create a safe and nurturing space for learning and innovation that 
is not present within one’s own organisation.

Multi-stakeholder partnerships (MSPs) in agriculture denote a col-
lective action of various institutions, such as the government, pri-
vate companies, NGOs, and donors intended to support develop-
ing and improving agricultural value chains (Dentoni et al., 2018 
and Tinarwo et al., 2018). Some researchers have also noted that 
MSPs can be a practical approach to solving economic, social, and 
environmental problems to achieve impact at scale (de Bakker et 
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al., 2019 and Totin et al., 2020). According to Eweje et al (2020), 
multi-stakeholder partnerships have also been considered funda-
mental to achieving the sustainable development goals (SDGs).

The primary goal of MSPs entails stimulating agricultural innova-
tion and, through it, contributing to rural development to achieve 
the SDGs (Breeman, et al., 2015).

According to IFAD (2011), African agriculture is dynamic and in-
volves a variety of stakeholders, challenges, alliances and risks. 
Therefore, Marco and Paul (2011) noted that 

establishing  effective partnerships can lead to new configura-
tions of power and development opportunities, establishment of 
alliances, more effective work processes and ultimately market 
transformations.

At the European Union (EU)-African Union (AU) Summit in Febru-
ary 2022, on the role of research and innovation partnerships for 
development, Hans Stausboll, Director of Relations with Africa in 
the European Commission’s Directorate-General for International 
Partnerships (DG INTPA) said “Strong scientific partnerships can 
act as catalysts for successfully tackling global challenges ef-
fectively, ranging from economic recovery, climate change, rapid 
population growth, etc.”

Existing and New Partnerships Associated with 
Emerging Issues and Challenges in Delivering 
African Agriculture
As new emerging issues and challenges occur in African agricul-
ture, new partnerships and initiatives are also evolving to assist 
in solving such challenges. Therefore, this section describes the 
partnership models that are available for each emerging issue 
and challenge for the awareness of AR4D stakeholders in Africa. 
In addition, respondents were requested to suggest the most ef-
fective partnership model opportunities for the emerging issues 
and challenges that are needed to pursue broader roles in driving 
AR4D in Africa and how to institutionalize the partnership models. 
The results are presented in Table 5.
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Climate-Smart Agriculture Partnership/Initiatives
As part of the discussion on the state of CSA in Africa, it is pertinent to 
mention the roles of initiatives, alliances and local and international 
organization partnerships in the promotion of CSA. 

International institutions, such as the World Bank, the African Develop-
ment Bank (AfDB) have been at the forefront in trying to complement 
efforts by FAO to promote CSA in Africa. Other organizations, includ-
ing the New Partnership for Africa Development (NEPAD) and the Food, 
Agriculture and Natural Resources Policy Analysis Network (FANRPAN), 
continue to work on promoting resilient and sustainable livelihoods 
for smallholder farmers in Africa. For instance, FANRPAN, in partnership 
with the International Development Research Centre (IDRC), the Afri-
can Capacity Building Foundation (ACBF), the Norwegian Agency for 
Development Cooperation (NORAD) and the Rockefeller Foundation, is 
currently involved in several initiatives aimed at CSA in several African 
countries.

Some of the most important objectives of the FANRPAN CSA pro-
gramme include conducting a comprehensive analysis of CSA poli-
cies, programmes and institutional arrangements in the earlier men-
tioned focal countries, generating CSA research-based evidence, and 
of the uptake and up-scaling of CSA practices as best practice in Af-
rica (FANRPAN, 2012).

Similarly, NEPAD launched an alliance of diverse partners known as the 
Africa Climate-Smart Agriculture Alliance in 2014 tasked with reach-
ing six million farming families through CSA processes (NEPAD, 2014). 
Broadly, the alliance seeks to contribute to helping 25 million farmers 
become more resilient and food secure by 2025. The World Bank also 
recognizes that scaling up CSA to adapt farming systems to climate 
change and mitigate the impact of climate change can help millions 
of farmers in low-income countries (Reichwage, 2014). The Bank is like-
wise actively involved in funding CSA initiatives in Africa and the rest of 
world. The World Bank’s CSA work plan focuses on three main areas:

•	 Better use of existing knowledge

•	 Filling knowledge gaps

http://www.norad.no/en/front-page
http://www.norad.no/en/front-page
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•	 Supporting global dialogue and action by investing in cli-
mate-smart agriculture.

All these initiatives by International Institutions in conjunction with Na-
tional Organizations have the capacity to synergistically ensure resil-
ient smallholder farming systems, thus safeguarding food security in 
the wake of climate change. 

As a result of the importance and attention given to climate-smart 
agriculture, Williams et al (2015) also provided information on several 
alliances that have been formed and on many institutions that have 
been involved in CSA which include the following: 

•	 National governments and relevant ministries and agencies, Afri-
can Development Bank (AfDB), sub-regional and national devel-
opment banks, private sector organizations, and NGOs. 

•	 Partnerships networks: including the Africa CSA Alliance, the West 
Africa Alliance, the Global CSA Alliance and the Ecosystems Based 
Adaptation for Food Security Assembly (EBAFOSA). 

•	 International Agricultural Research Centres: the Research Pro-
gramme on Climate Change, Agriculture and Food Security 
(CCAFS) addresses the increasing challenge of global warming 
and declining food security on agricultural practices, policies and 
measures through a strategic collaboration between the Consul-
tative Group for International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) and 
Future Earth. It is led by the International Center for Tropical Agri-
culture (CIAT).

•	 CCAFS is a collaboration among all the 15 CGIAR research cen-
tres and coordinates with the other CGIAR research programmes. 
CCAFS brings together the world’s best researchers in agricultur-
al science, climate science, environmental and social sciences to 
identify and address the most important interactions, synergies 
and trade-offs between climate change and agriculture. Learn 
more about our partners. 

•	 The International Water Management Institute (IWMI) works as a 
think tank to provide science-based solutions, products and tools 
and to facilitate capacity strengthening and uptake of research 

http://ccafs.cgiar.org/
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findings. IWMI has offices in Eastern, Southern, North and West Afri-
ca and leads the CGIAR Research Programme on Water, Land and 
Ecosystems (WLE) which combines the resources of 11 CGIAR cen-
tres, FAO and numerous national, regional and international part-
ners to provide an integrated approach to natural resource man-
agement research. WLE promotes an approach to sustainable 
intensification in which a healthy functioning ecosystem is seen as 
a prerequisite to agricultural development, resilience of food sys-
tems and human well-being. 

•	 United Nations Agencies: the United Nations Environmental Pro-
gramme (UNEP) focuses on supporting the adoption of CSA 
through ecological approaches to increasing food productivity in 
agriculturally-dominated landscapes, whilst maintaining import-
ant services produced by natural habitats, such as forests, wet-
lands and rangelands. Healthy ecosystems provide services, in-
cluding for example water (quality and quantity), nutrients, energy, 
and pollinators that underpin agricultural productivity, particular-
ly in smallholder-dominated landscapes. The actual economic 
value of such ecosystem services is still underestimated. Recent 
economic valuation studies underline the importance of a better 
understanding and inclusion of Natural Capital and Ecosystem 
Services when developing plans for a more sustainable productive 
sector. Examples of such emerging studies include the upcoming 
study on The Economics of Ecosystem Services and Biodiversity 
for Agriculture and Food production (TEEB-AgF) and the Econom-
ics of Land Degradation study (ELD). UNEP was also instrumental 
in the formation of EBAFOSA, a pan-African policy framework and 
implementation platform, a solutions space bringing together key 
stakeholders and actors along the entire EBA-driven agriculture 
value chain, to forge partnerships aimed at up-scaling EBA-driv-
en agriculture and its value chains into policy & implementation 
through a country-driven process to ensure food security, climate 
adaptation, enhanced productivity of ecosystems and link to sup-
ply and demand-side value chains. 

•	 FAO is committed to supporting CSA initiatives at all levels and 
scales. It implements a large portfolio of projects that is aimed 
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at increasing agricultural productivity and adaptation to climate 
change in Africa. FAO is also continuing to develop methods, tools, 
approaches and information that assist in the adoption of CSA 
and the development of appropriate policy frameworks. It also 
supports countries in their application. CSA is a major area of work 
under its current strategic programme. FAO also supported NEPAD 
to facilitate the establishment of the African CSA Alliance and, at 
the regional level, FAO is also supporting the regional alliances, in-
cluding the West African CSA Alliance. FAO has supported linking 
the national, regional and continental CSA agendas to the Nation-
al and Regional Agricultural Investment Programmes and the NE-
PAD Comprehensive Africa Agricultural Development Programme 
(CAADP). The FAO country representations are working with the 
relevant national authorities to facilitate these programmes, and 
particularly to promote integration of the CSA approach in the na-
tional agricultural development strategies and National Adapta-
tion Plans (NAPs). 

•	 AICCRA. The Accelerating Impacts of CGIAR Climate Research for 
Africa (AICCRA) project contributes to the construction of an Af-
rican future that is climate-smart and driven by science and in-
novation in the agricultural field. It is led by Alliance of Bioversity 
International and CIAT and supported by a grant from the World 
Bank’s International Development Association (IDA). AICCRA works 
to increase access to climate-smart agriculture (CSA) technolo-
gies for millions of smallholder farmers across Africa. When farm-
ers have improved access to technology and advisory services, 
they can plan for climate-related events, thereby safeguard-
ing their livelihoods and ensuring food security. However, women 
farmers and other marginalised groups, do not access the climate 
information and climate-smart technology and practices to the 
same extent as men due to entry, structural and systemic barri-
ers. To address this disparity, AICCRA adopts a socially inclusive 
and gender-transformative approach, working to understand the 
power dynamics and social contexts that influence the scaling of 
CSA and climate information services (CIS). Explore AICCRA’s work 
at aiccra.cgiar.org.
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Fertilizer and Soil Health 
i	 Soil Initiative for Africa (SIA)

This is an initiative that is being coordinated by the African Union (AU) 
Development Agency-NEPAD (AUDA-NEPAD), which is Africa’s first-ev-
er continental technical and development agency. The foundation of 
AUDA-NEPAD is built on the New Partnership for Africa’s Development 
(NEPAD) that was established as Africa’s continental renewal and de-
velopment programme by the AU in 2001 and championed through 
the then NEPAD Secretariat, based in Midrand, South Africa.

To address Africa’s soil health and associated food security crisis, the 
African Union Commission (AUC) tasked the Forum for Agricultural 
Research in Africa (FARA) and the other ex-Pillar 4 agencies in col-
laboration with specialised agencies, especially the Food and Agri-
culture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), to develop a long-
term framework for a Soil Initiative for Africa (SIA). The SIA Framework 
is to improve and maintain the health and productivity of Africa’s soils 
across all agricultural sub-sectors (e.g. arable, fisheries (inland), for-
estry and livestock).

To ensure the SIA is effectively implemented, the African Fertilizer and 
Soil Health (AFSH) Action Plan (2024-2034) was developed. The 10-year 
plan details the actions to be implemented within the first decade of 
the SIA Framework with an emphasis on addressing the outcomes of 
the Africa Fertilizer and Soil Health Summit held in March 2024. The 
AFSH Action Plan includes specific actions to launch and implement 
the SIA Framework and support improved agricultural productivi-
ty through improved soil health and balanced and efficient fertilizer 
(organic and inorganic) use. The SIA Framework will continue through 
the implementation of subsequent 10-year Action Plans, following a 
review of progress and lessons learnt during the first 10 years of im-
plementation.

The vision of the AFSH Action Plan is to accelerate inclusive agricultur-
al growth and transformation and contribute to ending hunger and 
poverty. The key strategy to successfully implement the AFSH Action 
Plan is to harness multi-stakeholder partnerships and investments to 
drive policies, finance, markets, research and development (R&D), ex-
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tension and capacity for efficient use of fertilizer and sustainable soil 
health management.

ii	 Coalition of Action for Soil Health (CA4SH)

The Coalition of Action for Soil Health is rooted in the UN Food Sys-
tems Summit in 2021 and anchored in the United Nations Convention 
to Combat Desertification (UNCCD), because of the glaring need for 
a focus on soils as part of the food systems transformation process.

The main objective of the CA4SH is to improve global soil health by 
addressing critical implementation, monitoring, policy, and pub-
lic-private investment barriers that constrain farmers from adopting 
and scaling out healthy soil practices. The coalition advocates for 
multi-stakeholder partners to facilitate the adoption and scaling of a 
global mechanism and processes. 

This will be done to guide and catalyse public and market-based 
private sector investments in soil health with positive outcomes for 
economic returns and growth, improved productivity and rural live-
lihoods, climate action and nature. In addition, the CA4SH aligns with 
and leverages the work of the United Nations Convention to Combat 
Desertification.

Agri-food Systems
According to UNEP, FAO and UNDP (2023), food systems stakeholders 
considered for a multi-stakeholder initiative can be categorized as 
follows:

•	 Public sector, including national and subnational institutions.

•	 Private sector, including associations of small and medium-sized 
agrifood enterprises,

•	 large agribusinesses and inputs, business and financial service 
providers.

•	 Civil society, including community-based, grassroots, Indigenous 
Peoples’ groups and

•	 non-governmental organizations, consumers and citizens associ-
ations.
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•	 Organizations representing small, medium and large producers 
(farmers, pastoralists,

•	 fisherfolks, forest dwellers).

•	 Other food systems workers, including informal actors.

•	 International community, including development partners and 
donors.

•	 Academia and knowledge institutions, including those funded by 
and responding to the

•	 research interests of the other stakeholders.

•	 Media

According to Bandura and Girgvliani (2024), collaborations between 
international organizations and philanthropy can make a significant 
impact on food systems by ensuring sustainable and equitable ac-
cess to food across the several recent initiatives exemplify the oppor-
tunities presented by such cooperative efforts. According to them, ex-
amples of Partnership Model Opportunities for Agri-food Systems are 
as follows:

i	 Global Alliance for Improved Nutrition (GAIN)

GAIN aims to improve nutritional outcomes by encouraging PPPs that 
enhance access to nutritious foods. Its activities include supporting 
small and medium-sized enterprises in the food sector, advocating for 
effective policies, and implementing nutrition programmes in com-
munities at risk. For example, GAIN Nordic Partnership with Danish and 
Ethiopian organizations aims to improve dairy nutrition for Ethiopia’s 
low-income consumers. This project focuses on producing fortified, 
low sugar yogurt affordable for families, especially targeting children 
and malnourished mothers.

ii	 Increasing Food Safety for Food Security (FS4FS) Programme

The FS4FS initiative focuses on boosting food safety standards world-
wide to ensure that food systems are secure, resilient and capable of 
contributing to the global food security agenda. The organization has 
been instrumental in Africa, where the US Department of Agriculture 
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(USDA), in collaboration with the US Agency for International Devel-
opment (USAID) and the US Food and Drug Administration (FDA), has 
initiated a five-year programme, investing $15 million to enhance food 
safety capacity across the continent.

iii	 Global Food Safety Initiative (GFSI)

GFSI is a business-driven initiative engaging stakeholders from vari-
ous sectors to promote continuous improvement in food safety man-
agement systems. It fosters knowledge exchange, establishes indus-
try-wide standards, and encourages innovative food safety practices. 

Building inclusive partnership models that include philanthropy, and 
international organizations can secure more funding and enable in-
novation in food systems. 

Adapted Crops/Foods
The Vision for Adapted Crops and Soil (VACS) is the latest wave in the 
development thought for Africa’s agriculture, food, and nutrition secu-
rity. The brain behind VACS is Dr Carry Fowler, the US special envoy for 
global food security. Since the beginning, he has aligned his thoughts 
with the thoughts and actions of the African Union Commission (AU) 
and the Food and Agricultural Organization of the United Nations 
(FAO). The VACS has also drawn inputs from several other organiza-
tions, such as the Forum for Agricultural Research in Africa (FARA), the 
CGIAR, AGRA, the Rockefeller Foundation, universities in the US and Af-
rica, and ancillary organizations (Fatunbi, 2024). 

The  objectives of VACS  are to foster sustainable and resilient food 
systems in Africa and other parts of the world. VACS seeks to boost 
agricultural productivity and nutrition by developing diverse, climate-
resilient crop varieties and building healthy soils.  

Fulfilling this vision will certainly require identifying indigenous or 
adapted food crop commodities with highly competitive nutrient con-
tent and the capacity to adapt to the known and projected vagaries 
of climate change as well as having the potential to contribute to the 
desired food systems transformation in Africa.

However, on 9th July 2024, an initiative to build resilient agrifood sys-

https://www.state.gov/the-vision-for-adapted-crops-and-soils/
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tems  grounded in  diverse, nutritious, and climate-adapted crops 
grown in healthy soils, marked another milestone through a new part-
nership between the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations (FAO) and CIMMYT, a CGIAR Research Centre. 

FAO and CIMMYT have signed a Memorandum of Understanding es-
tablishing a Partnership for the Vision for Adapted Crops and Soils 
(VACS) initiative.   The Partnership will play a pivotal role, leading ef-
forts to coordinate, grow, and strengthen the VACS movement across 
a wide range of public and private stakeholders. 

FAO-CIMMYT partnership aims to boost farm productivity and nutri-
tion.

Since its launch, the VACS initiative has supported many activities, 
including the Quick Wins Seed Systems Project in Africa, which pro-
motes the adoption of climate-resilient dryland grains and legumes 
and helps smallholders access seeds of local nutritious crops, such 
as pearl millet, finger millet, and mung bean, and connects them with 
markets and agri-services. Meanwhile, the VACS Fellows programme 
trains African breeding professionals, strengthening regional agrifood 
systems. In Central America, the InnovaHubs partner with CGIAR, Mex-
ico, and Norway to connect farmers with markets, technologies, and 
high-quality seeds. FAO, through its work, including as part of the In-
ternational Network on Soil Fertility and Fertilizers (INSOILFER) and the 
Soil mapping for resilient agrifood systems (SoilFER) project, assists 
members with the implementation of sustainable and balanced soil 
fertility management for food security and the promotion of  actions 
to enhance the link between nourished healthy soils and opportunity 
crops.

Leveraging on the expertise and mandates of both CIMMYT and FAO, 
the new joint VACS Partnership will support, coordinate and amplify 
the impact of all stakeholders of the VACS movement, public and pri-
vate, through the following functions: 

•	 Strategy: The Partnership will develop and maintain a VACS 
strategy, including by defining its mission, objectives, and ap-
proach. 

•	 Resource Mobilization: The Partnership will work with public and 

https://www.cgiar.org/
https://www.fao.org/global-soil-partnership/global-soil-partnershipinsoilferen/en/
https://www.fao.org/global-soil-partnership/soilfer/en/%20project
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private sector donors to increase investments in VACS-aligned 
work. 

•	 Donor and Implementer Coordination: The Partnership will co-
ordinate work among major VACS donors and implementers, 
including by coordinating the VACS Implementers’ Group. 

•	 Stakeholder Engagement: The Partnership will strengthen ties 
across public and private stakeholders to catalyse action in 
support of VACS, including by coordinating the VACS Commu-
nity of Practice and the VACS Champions programme. 

•	 Shaping the Policy Environment: The Partnership will coordi-
nate the development of a VACS policy agenda and work to 
advance it at the local, national, and multinational levels. 

•	 Communications: The Partnership will elevate the importance 
of diverse crops and healthy soils as a fundamental means of 
advancing a range of sustainable development goals. 

•	 Results Management: The Partnership will develop and main-
tain a results management framework to track progress in 
achieving VACS objectives. 

Agroecology
The Transformative Partnership Platform (TPP)

In 2019, several key meetings and events delved into the evidence 
on agroecological food system transformation. At one of these, 
CGIAR centres and French research institutions teamed up to 
create an initiative aimed at addressing important knowledge 
gaps about agroecological transitions. They then produced a 
call for action on the issue, stressing the need for change in how 
this kind of research is done.

The TPP is composed of  ICRAF, CIRAD, Biovision, CIFOR, the Food 
and Agriculture Organization (FAO), TMG Think Tank for Sustain-
ability and UNEP. Coordinating at international, national and lo-
cal levels, the partnership connects research and development, 
science, social movements and local knowledge, to inform do-
nors and policy makers, and foster innovation. 
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The Transformative Partnership Platform on Agroecological Ap-
proaches to Building Resilience of Livelihoods and Landscapes 
(Agroecology TPP) aims to foster transitions to more sustain-
able agricultural and food systems. It seeks to do so by accel-
erating and co-ordinating the actions of a range of institutions 
that are already working on agroecology across various scales, 
contexts and locations. 

The Agroecology TPP aims to centre the co-creation of place-
based knowledge with national and local partners and use this 
to inform global priorities and trajectories. With funding secured 
from the CGIAR research programme (CRP) on Forests, Trees 
and Agroforestry (FTA) and the French research institutions (CI-
RAD, IRD and INRAE), the World Agroforestry (ICRAF) has invested 
in the platform which has in turn been generating considerable 
further interest among a range of other bodies. It is overseen by 
a Steering Committee made up of representatives of supporting 
partners and is guided by an Advisory Group. The AE-TPP has two 
Co-convenors, and a Secretariat is provided by CIFOR-ICRAF. 

To further enhance the partnership models to address the 
emerging issues and challenges, stakeholder respondents pro-
vided their views and suggestions on effective partnership mod-
els opportunities to address those emerging issues and chal-
lenges and how to institutionalize them as presented in Table 5.

Table 5: Respondents’ Suggestions on the most effective partnership 
model opportunities that are needed to pursue broader roles in driv-
ing AR4D in Africa and How to Institutionalize the Partnership Models 

See next page for Table 5.
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Emerging Issues and 
Challenges Partnership Model Opportunities How to institutionalize

1

Climate Change/
Climate-Smart 
Agriculture/
Climate-Smart 
Village

•	 Continental, regional and international part-
nership

•	 Global, continental and national
•	 Global, continental and national partnership 

models
•	 Global, continental, national partnerships
•	 Institutional
•	 Mobilise more funds from the subnational, 

more advocacy to encourage ownership
•	 Multi-stakeholder partnerships
•	 Multi-stakeholder Platforms & Public-Private 

Partnerships
•	 Multistakeholder Public Private Partnership 

Platforms that use data-driven digital plat-
forms for delivery of bundled services to ad-
dress existing and emerging challenges

•	 Research extension partnerships
•	 Strengthening and establishment of IPs giving 

the training and capacity building in relation 
with present situations.

•	 There must be robust monitoring of the model 
and resources put for capacity building

•	 Advocacy and inclusiveness

•	 Clear Governance Structures

•	 Anchor Stakeholders and Champions

•	 Inclusivity and Representation; Joint 
Planning and Resource Mobilization

•	 Climate change

•	 Digital and innovation data-driven 
hubs for decision-making and in-
forming policy changes

•	 Government intervention and private 
partnership

•	 Involvement of farmers both at IP and 
R4D level

•	 Involvement of local institutions

•	 National organizations must take 
ownership of the partnerships

•	 National ownership

•	 There must be more lobbying for pol-
icy makers
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2

Natural Resources 
Management (Soil 
health and Fertilizer 
usage)

•	 Advocacy and inclusiveness

•	 Community-based partnership

•	 Global, continental and National partnership 
models

•	 Initiatives and donors to provide funding 
partnerships

•	 Institutional

•	 Mobilization and proper management of ag-
ricultural resources

•	 Multi-stakeholder partnership

•	 Multi-stakeholder Platforms & Public-Private 
Partnerships; Academic and Research Insti-
tution Collaborations; Government-Led Ini-
tiatives and Policy Support

•	 Multistakeholder Public-Private-Partnerships

•	 Digital innovation hubs for bundled service 
providers to farmers

•	 Resource mobilization

•	 Encourage local ownership

•	 Government intervention and private 
partnership

•	 Involvement of farmers both at IP and 
R4D level

•	 Policy and regulatory framework for 
supporting private sector access to 
finance to increase fertilizer produc-
tion and smart subsidies to increase 
access to fertilizers by farmers; Ca-
pacity building and training, digital 
platforms for monitoring soil health 
indicators

•	 Purpose and Governance; Collab-
orative Decision; Capacity Building; 
Strategic Alliances; Policy Alignment; 
Resource Mobilization

•	 Through Agricultural Research Insti-
tutes
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3 UN Agri-Food 
Systems

•	 Advocacy and inclusiveness

•	 Institutional

•	 International Partnership

•	 IP is the best where all  stakeholders are 
brought together

•	 Multi-stakeholder partnership

•	 PPP

•	 Multi-stakeholder Platforms

•	 Research Consortia

•	 North-South and South-South Collaborations

•	 Business Incubation Platforms

•	 Inter-Agency collaboration, policy and advo-
cacy networks

•	 Climate and environmental coalitions

•	 Awareness and advocacy, Policy and 
regulatory framework

•	 Capacity building and training, Moni-
toring and Evaluation

•	 Global, continental and National

•	 Involvement of farmer both at IP and 
R4D level

•	 More funding

•	 Same as above

•	 Through Non-governmental organi-
zations
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4
Adapted Crops/
Forgotten Crops or 
Foods

•	 Advocacy and Inclusiveness

•	 Community-based models

•	 Institutional

•	 Multi-stakeholder partnership

•	 Research of crops that can match with situ-
ations

•	 There should be a consortium, national, re-
gional continental and international partner-
ships

•	 Though evaluation

•	 Awareness creation, capacity build-
ing and training, enabling policies 
and M&E

•	 Global, continental and national

•	 Global, continental and national 
partnership models

•	 Improved crop varieties

•	 Intervention

•	 Local ownership

•	 Re-introduction of up to date to 
farmers at IP level

5
Agro-Ecology/
Regenerative Agri-
culture

•	 Community-based data driven digital plat-
forms to assess, monitor relevant indicators 
in local context

•	 Institutional

•	 International partnership

•	 IP establishment

•	 Local ownership

•	 Multi-stakeholder partnership

•	 National

•	 Using multistakeholder partnership, agricul-
tural research partnership

•	 Awareness creation, capacity build-
ing and training, enabling policies 
and M&E, networking and community 
building

•	 Intervention

•	 Involvement of farmers both at IP and 
R4D level

•	 Local advocacy

•	 Through direct meeting



141 White Paper

6 Biodiversity

•	 Awareness

•	 Community-based biodiversity coalition 
models

•	 General partnership

•	 Institutional

•	 Multi-stakeholder partnership

•	 national and international partnership

•	 Research partnership

•	 Awareness creation, capacity build-
ing and training, enabling policies 
and M&E

•	 Direct contact with all stakeholders

•	 Intervention

•	 Involvement of farmers both at IP and 
R4D level

•	 Local ownership

7
Youth population 
bulge and employ-
ment in agriculture

•	 General partnership

•	 Inclusive Business Incubation Platforms, Digi-
tal and Innovation hubs

•	 Inclusiveness and Technology

•	 Institutional

•	 IP establishment

•	 Multi-stakeholder partnership

•	 Public-private partnership

•	 Advocacy

•	 By regular meeting

•	 Intervention

•	 Involvement of youth both at IP and 
R4D level

•	 Policy and regulatory frameworks, in-
clusive focus, Awareness and advo-
cacy, Establishing Incubation centres, 
Capacity and capability building, 
technology and innovation support, 
market access and linkages, net-
working, Monitoring and evaluation
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Other Existing and New Multi-stakeholder Part-
nerships and Initiatives
To fi nd out if stakeholder respondents were aware of some existing 
multi-stakeholder partnerships and initiatives, they were requested 
to indicate yes or no to the awareness of the partnerships. The result 
shows that there are many existing and new partnerships and initia-
tives not known to many of the stakeholders as shown in Figure 10.

However, the other existing and new multi-stakeholder partnerships 
and initiatives are described with their functions and where they are 
operating as described in literature. This is to create awareness for 
researchers in rethinking the AR4D.

Figure 10: Respondents’ Level of Awareness of Multi-stakeholder Partnership Models (%)
Source: Survey, 2024
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The following are some of the existing and new multi-stakeholder 
partnerships and initiatives related to agriculture in Africa.

i.	 World Economic Forum and Grow Africa

The World Economic Forum is an international organization for 
public-private cooperation, that works to address major global 
challenges through multi-stakeholder dialogue and partnership. 
The Grow Africa partnership serves as an outstanding example of 
this approach. The Grow Africa, which is a partnership aimed at 
increasing investment in African agriculture, was co-founded in 
2021 by the World Economic Forum in partnership with the Afri-
can Union (AU) and the New Partnership for Africa’s Development 
(NEPAD). The partnership works to fulfil the ambitious goals set by 
African leaders to transform agriculture and achieve food security 
on the continent through increased investment, partnership, and 
improvements to the enabling environment.

Grow Africa’s Work

Grow Africa’s work focuses on four areas:

1.	 Connecting commercial partners: Links stakeholders along re-
spective value chains including both private-private and pub-
lic-private to develop well-functioning and financially sustain-
able markets.

2.	 Improving inclusive and responsible business models: Helps 
Grow Africa partners to tap into best practices and new in-
novative business models, particularly related to working with 
smallholder farmers. Identifies systemic constraints to respon-
sible private-sector investment and convenes working groups 
to develop solutions. Facilitates knowledge sharing through a 
variety of channels, including communities of practice and an 
annual investment forum.

3.	 Connecting to finance: Facilitates agribusiness access to fi-
nancial service providers and funding partners. Contributes to 
the development of holistic solutions to reduce business risk 
and combine different types of financial products specific to 
the agriculture sector.
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4.	 Improving the business environment: Engages governments 
and works in coordination with the AU and NEPAD and with the 
New Alliance to improve policies and investments in the en-
abling environment to accelerate responsible and inclusive 
private investment in agriculture.

As of 2012, 12 countries were participating in Grow Africa: Benin, 
Burkina Faso, Côte d’Ivoire, Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya, Malawi, Mo-
zambique, Nigeria, Rwanda, Senegal, Tanzania. However, other 
countries have been reported to be interested in becoming part-
ners. They include Angola, the Democratic Republic of Congo 
(DRC), Liberia, Madagascar, Mauritania, the Republic of the Congo, 
Somalia, South Sudan, Togo and Zimbabwe.

Grow Africa supports the development of multi-stakeholder plat-
forms that address the sector as a whole or focus on specific com-
modity value chains. These regional and country-specific

platforms are key to accelerating agricultural transformation. Their 
success depends on the right players being involved from the out-
set and on being recognized and supported by governments as an 
instrument for executing  the national agricultural agenda.

The Grow Africa Secretariat focuses on scaling and accelerating 
agricultural transformation by linking relevant players and pro-
motes the work of the platforms it supports at senior national 
and continental government levels. In addition, Grow Africa and 
its partners produce and commission best-practice and “how-to” 
guides on topics ranging from engaging effectively with small-
holder farmers to setting up a multi-stakeholder platform. 

At continental level, Grow Africa coordinates and feeds input from 
the private sector into a continent-wide annual review of progress 
against specific commitments made by governments, donors, 
and the private sector (Country Cooperation Agreements) in sup-
port of CAADP.

At a regional and national level, the Grow Africa Secretariat sup-
ports the development of crop-specific, value-chain platforms for 
initiatives with high potential for transforming agriculture in spe-
cific countries or regions. The Secretariat identifies and convenes 
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relevant stakeholders for these platforms, from agribusinesses to 
finance and technical partners.

At national level, the Grow Africa Secretariat works in three ways: 
it convenes private-sector organizations through platforms that 
enable the sector to speak with one voice to government; it facil-
itates dialogue between the private sector and government enti-
ties to identify public investment and policy actions that can stim-
ulate private-sector investment to meet national economic and 
social targets for the sector; and it supports the implementation of 
investment commitments by linking Letter of Intent companies to 
appropriate partners and to relevant value-chain platforms and 
initiatives.

Ii.	 Program of Accompanying Research for Agricultural Innova-
tion (PARI)

The Program of Accompanying Research for Agricultural Innova-
tion (PARI) brings together partners from Africa, India and Germa-
ny to conduct research on sustainable agricultural development, 
food systems transformation, and food and nutrition security in 
Africa and India. The programme is supported by the German Fed-
eral Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ).

PARI Objectives

PARI brings together partners from Africa, India and Germany to 
conduct research on sustainable agricultural development, food 
systems transformation, and food and nutrition security in Africa 
and India. To this end, PARI pursues the following strategies:

1.	 Analysis of the potential and impact of innovations (which in-
novations to invest in, where and for whom – considering wom-
en, youth, small-scale producers),

2.	 Identification and assessment of supportive measures to 
strengthen framework- and policy conditions for the genera-
tion and dissemination of promising innovations in food sys-
tems and rural areas, and

3.	 Engaging food, nutrition, agriculture and rural areas’ science 
partners and policy makers to inform reforms and investment 
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decisions that can improve job creation and food and nutrition 
security.

PARI core partners are the Centre for Development Research, Uni-
versity of Bonn, the Forum for Agricultural Research in Africa (FARA) 
and the University of HOHENHEIM.

iii.	 AGRINATURA 

AGRINATURA is an Association of European Universities and Re-
search Centres. AGRINATURA draws on diverse multi- and inter-dis-
ciplinary expertise and experiences both in Europe and elsewhere. 
As a member of EFARD, it implements selected programmes on 
its behalf. It works through strategic partnerships with agricultur-
al research and development (ARD) organizations and is espe-
cially active in sub-Saharan Africa but recognises the global na-
ture of emerging agricultural issues which affect Europe too. The 
complex links, such as between food and energy security, require 
multi-sectoral solutions and inter-continental cooperation.   

AGRINATURA acts in partnership with its international collabora-
tors such as the Regional Universities Forum for Capacity Building 
in Agriculture (RUFORUM). It seeks to nurture scientific excellence 
through joint research, educational and training programmes and 
projects, and advocates greater support for agricultural research 
and educational programmes that contribute to the achievement 
of the Millennium Development Goals and the new agenda of Sus-
tainable Development Goals.

Much of AGRINATURA’s collaboration with partner organizations 
has involved multi-stakeholder partnerships to facilitate and ad-
vocate for demand-led ARD. This has raised awareness of the im-
portance of such approaches among research and development 
organizations, governments, development partners, and other ac-
tors in agricultural innovation systems.

iv.	 The Platform for African European Partnership in Agricultural 
Research for Development (PAEPARD) 

PAEPARD demonstrates Europe’s engagement with promoting 
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demand-led agricultural research. PAEPARD is a joint initiative of 
FARA and EFARD and is funded by the European Commission (EC). 
AGRINATURA represents EFARD in the initiative and contributes to 
most activities. PAEPARD aims to increase the involvement of Afri-
can organizations in European agricultural research programmes 
and of organizations from civil society and the private sector in 
agricultural research. It works with consortia of partners interest-
ed in specific research themes by identifying relevant research 
questions, funding sources and preparing research proposals. Ag-
ricultural innovation facilitators, who receive training through the 
project, act as neutral agents to help achieve consensus amongst 
stakeholders with differing expectations and ways of working.   

PAEPARD project partners have been able to demonstrate to the 
EC the need for continuous investment in the project to be able 
to generate the evidence that multi-stakeholder partnerships can 
work for the benefit of farmers and other end-users.  

v.	 African Agriculture Knowledge Transfer Partnerships (KTP)

The African agriculture strand of the Knowledge Transfer Partner-
ship (KTP) scheme supports a partnership between:

•	 a UK registered higher education or further education institu-
tion, research and technology organisation (RTO) or Catapult 
(which we will refer to as the ‘UK knowledge base’)

•	 an African business or not-for-profit organisation (which we 
will refer to collectively as the ‘business partner’)

•	 a knowledge base in Africa (which we will refer to as the ‘Afri-
can knowledge base’)

Each application must be led by a UK registered knowledge base, 
working with an African business partner and African knowledge 
base.

The African business and knowledge base must both be based in 
one of the following countries:

•	 Republic of Ghana
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•	 Federal Republic of Nigeria

•	 Republic of Kenya

•	 Republic of South Africa

The partnership will bring new skills and the latest academic think-
ing into the business partner to deliver a specific, strategic inno-
vation project.

The project must be in one of the following areas:

•	 primary crop and livestock production, including aquaculture

•	 non-food uses of crops, excluding ornamentals

•	 challenges in food processing, distribution or storage, and val-
ue addition such as through a change in the physical state or 
form of the product

•	 improving the availability and accessibility of safe, healthy and 
nutritious foods

If you are from a knowledge base that has not yet developed a 
project, get started by reading the KTP guidance.

vi.	 Global Gateway Strategy

At the end of 2021, the European Commission launched the Glob-
al Gateway strategy  aimed at developing partnerships and 
supporting long-term, sustainable projects in partner countries 
in the European neighbourhood, Africa, Latin America and the 
Caribbean, and Asia. Between 2021 and 2027, the EU, through a 
Team Europe approach, plans to mobilise up to  €300 billion  in 
investment for infrastructure and development projects in the 
fields of digital technology, climate and energy, transport, health, 
education and research.

The implementation of this strategy is based on regional partner-
ships, in particular with Africa through the  Global Gateway Afri-
ca-Europe Investment Package, which was announced in 2022 
at the EU-AU summit and aims to mobilise at least €150 billion in 
investment by 2027, representing around 50% of the amount that 
Global Gateway aims to mobilise.

https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/priorities-2019-2024/stronger-europe-world/global-gateway_en
https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/priorities-2019-2024/stronger-europe-world/global-gateway_en
https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/priorities-2019-2024/stronger-europe-world/global-gateway_en
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The EU-AU Summit in February 2022 also launched the develop-
ment of the AU-EU Innovation Agenda, which was finally adopted 
in July 2023 and aims to transform and increase the innovation 
capacities and achievements of European and African research-
ers and innovators into tangible results. Supported by the Global 
Gateway strategy, it should be the pillar of cooperation in science, 
technology and innovation between Africa and Europe for the next 
decade.

Nienke Buisman, Head of Unit for International Cooperation at the 
Directorate-General for Research and Innovation (DG RTD), also 
highlighted the “global approach to R&I”, the European strategy for 
international cooperation in R&I. “The global approach is not just 
a strategy, but also defines a number of actions, and cooperation 
with Africa is seen as a priority”, she explained, taking the example 
of the launch of the Africa Initiative as part of the Horizon Europe 
programme to stimulate cooperation between European and Af-
rican researchers.

vii.	 FAO and FARA Renewed Partnership for Agricultural Research 
and Innovation in Africa

FAO and the Forum for Agricultural Research in Africa have re-
newed their long collaboration agreement. On 30 March 2023,  in 
Accra, Ghana, the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations (FAO) signed a five-year partnership agreement with the 
Forum for Agricultural Research in Africa (FARA) as part of the two 
organizations’ long collaboration.

The new partnership is expected to facilitate greater collabora-
tion, focusing on capacity development for agricultural innova-
tion systems, agriculture policy and advocacy, including the do-
mestication of the Common African Agroparks (CAAPs) initiative, 
agrifood systems transformation at the country and regional lev-
el, climate-smart agriculture and agroecology-based production 
system, youth empowerment, response to crises, among others.

The partnership aims to contribute to achieving the Malabo Com-
mitment on food security and agricultural transformation through 
leveraging science and innovation in the framework of the AU Com-

https://www.ird.fr/lird-engage-dans-la-construction-de-lagenda-dinnovation-ua-ue
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prehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP).

This partnership will also support the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable 
Development and the 2063 Agenda of the African Union through 
the transformation to more efficient, inclusive, resilient and sus-
tainable agrifood systems for better production, better nutrition, a 
better environment, and a better life, leaving no one behind.

The six key areas under this renewed cooperation include capac-
ity development for agricultural research and innovation systems, 
agriculture policy and advocacy, youth empowerment, response 
to crises, knowledge co-creation, exchange and data sharing, and 
joint resource mobilization and partnerships development.

viii.	 DeSIRA-LIFT

DeSIRA-LIFT (Leveraging the DeSIRA Initiative for agri-food systems 
transformation) is a service facility supporting the DeSIRA Initiative 
(Development of Smart Innovation through Research in Agricul-
ture, in short DeSIRA) funded by the European Commission.

DeSIRA-LIFT seeks to enhance an inclusive, sustainable and cli-
mate-relevant transformation of rural areas and of agri-food sys-
tems, by linking better agricultural innovation with research for 
more developmental impact. It supports actions in low- and mid-
dle-income countries (LMICs) to strengthen the resilience of their 
agri-food systems, the relevance of the national and regional re-
search and innovation systems, and the coherence and efficiency 
of their agricultural public research and extension services related 
to climate change challenges.

The main objective is to enhance the impact of the DeSIRA Initia-
tive by providing on-demand services to DeSIRA project holders 
and partners. DeSIRA-LIFT includes three service areas aligned to 
the three DeSIRA Pillars: 

Service Area 1 supports DeSIRA Pillar 1 projects to enhance their 
impacts on climate-oriented innovation systems in line with more 
sustainable food system transitions.

Service Area 2 supports the Comprehensive Africa Agriculture De-
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velopment Programme (CAADP) ex-pillar IV organizations in their 
Agricultural Knowledge and Innovation Systems (AKIS) related 
roles.

Service area 3 is providing support to policy makers on themes 
related to agricultural research for development (AR4D) and in-
novation policies and programming. DeSIRA-LIFT is implemented 
by member organisations of the Agrinatura and EFARD networks.

CIRAD leads the Service Area 1 (SA1) in collaboration with the School 
of Agriculture at the University of Lisbon to coordinate the design 
and deployment of on-demand capacity-development service for 
the 70 projects under pillar 1 of DeSIRA implemented in around 50 
countries in Africa, Asia and Latin America.

ix.	 The Pan-Africa Bean Research Alliance (PABRA)

Among prominent existing partnerships in Africa is the Pan-Africa 
Bean Research Alliance. 

For more than two decades, the Pan-Africa Bean Research Alliance 
(PABRA), a partnership developed and facilitated by the Interna-
tional Centre for Tropical Agriculture (CIAT) – a CGIAR Research 
Centre – has fostered a pan-African research and development 
partnership to strengthen the common bean value chain. Com-
mon beans are important food legumes and contribute to food 
and nutrition security, income generation and enhance produc-
tion systems in over 31 countries in sub-Saharan Africa. Over the 
last 20 years, PABRA has built a multi-stakeholder partnership net-
work across 31 countries including farmers, research institutions, 
private sector stakeholders, NGO, and governments. PABRA has re-
counted a number of success stories, useful experiences, lessons, 
and challenges that still need to be overcome.

PABRA’s vibrant network model is increasingly recognized for its 
high impact on bean research for development including its abil-
ity to leverage partnerships into many types of co-investments. 
As pressure intensifies on international research institutions to 
demonstrate effective partnership engagements and outcomes 
at scale, PABRA model is a vivid example where common issues 

https://padlet.com/Service_DeSIRA_LIFT/map-of-desira-projects-sfobq0vm3ufutgz8
https://padlet.com/Service_DeSIRA_LIFT/map-of-desira-projects-sfobq0vm3ufutgz8
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are diagnosed, participatory designs explained, solutions shared, 
experiences, key success factors, and lessons learned.

The diversity of partners and projects are a core strength when 
it comes to achieving impact, yet often do not fit neatly into re-
search-for-development categories. Often extolled for their im-
portance in scaling up impact, the art of creating and maintaining 
complex networks is still unfamiliar to many. This model show-
cases the ‘nuts and bolts’ of how the PABRA network operates in-
cluding core principles, governance structures, and activities so 
that these can inform counterpart programmes focused on other 
commodities and geographies.

Multistakeholder Partnerships at Different 
Government Levels
In rethinking AR4D, it is essential for stakeholders to be aware of 
the different multi-stakeholder actors at each level of the partner-
ship model, that is, from continental, regional, national and local 
levels. This is because it enhances forming strong multi-stake-
holder partnerships. Table 6 shows the suggestions of the respon-
dents. However, depending on the emerging issues or challenges 
to be addressed, there may be different actors for the partnership 
model.
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Table 6: Respondents’ Suggestions on Model of Partnerships for the 
Governmental layers for IAR4D-IP to Effective Innovations Generation

Layers of Government Model of Partnership 

Local (within a State/
geopolitical zone)

Community IPs, IAR4D-IP, Institutional, IP, 
Limited, Local Communities, farmers, lo-
cal extension, Local government dialogue, 
Multi-Stakeholder Partnership model, Na-
tional Ministries, ADPs and Agencies, Na-
tional multi-stakeholder partnership, NE-
PAD, SROs and government, Networking

National (within your 
country)

Government, private organizations, Uni-
versities, Research organizations, IAR4D-IP, 
Institutional, Limited, Ministry of Agricul-
ture, Animal Industry and Fisheries (MAA-
IF), MSPs

Multi-stakeholders’ partnership, National 
IPs, National Ministry and Agencies, Na-
tional partnership, Public-Private Partner-
ship (PPP) Model, SROs and government, 
Virtual meeting

Regional (other coun-
tries within your sub-re-
gion)

All organisations, Collaborative Partner-
ship Model, Continental partnership, East 
African community, ASARECA, General 
partnership, IAR4D-IP, Multi-stakeholders’ 
partnership, Networking, Regional organi-
zations, Regional Economic Communities, 
SROs, Sub-regional Organizations, such as 
ASARECA, CORAF and CCARDESA, Virtual 
Meeting
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Global (countries out-
side your Region, North-
South, South-South 
etc.)

All organisations, AU, NEPAD, Common-
wealth of Learning, Lifelong learning for 
farmers Model, Continental Organizations, 
General, Global development innovation 
partnership, Global partnership

International Research Centres,  CGIAR such 
as IITA, Meetings Advocacy, Multi-stake-
holders’ partnership, Networking

In addition to the respondents’ suggestions, there was also a 
good example from literature provided by AUDA-NEPAD (2023) in 
addressing Africa’s soil health challenges. This is because effec-
tive implementation of the Soil Initiative for Africa (SIA) Frame-
work requires strong multi-stakeholder partnerships. As such, 
African stakeholders within and across national and regional 
borders will be encouraged to collaborate on relevant soil in-
terventions. Likewise, development partners will be encouraged 
to support activities relevant to the SIA framework and to do 
so with other development partners. The implementation of the 
SIA Framework is to be a decentralised process with different 
partners implementing different aspects of the SIA according to 
their strengths, mandates, and comparative advantages. Figure 
11 shows the example of partnerships involving all stakeholders 
at different levels for soil health in Africa.
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Figure 11:  Partnerships Involving all Stakeholders at  Different Levels
Source: AUDA-NEPAD (2023)
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This chapter discusses the importance of sustainability of multi-stake-
holder partnerships in rethinking the IAR4D-IP Concept through the 
process of institutionalization. This is because as discussed in Chapter 
3, one of the major challenges of the AR4D-IP Concept and its part-
nerships in Africa is the inability to sustain multi-stakeholder partner-
ships due to lack of institutionalization.

Concept of Institutionalization
Institutionalization is understood as “a process through which new 
ideas and practices are introduced, accepted and used by individuals 
and organizations so that these new ideas and practices become part 
of ‘the system’ (PROLINOVA 2010).

To institutionalize hard and soft innovations along commodity value 
chains, IPs adopt semi-permanent confi gurations capable of sustain-
ing collaborations and or re-establish them in case of recession. Man-
agement of IPs should look beyond the project mentality that created 
them. An IP such as Kashekuro Banana Innovation Platform (KABIP) in 
Uganda has outgrown her commodity entry point to embrace issues 
of education and health.

IP management tasks ought to go beyond having an eye on the inter-
face to the surrounding, immediate, and more permanent structures 

 Chapter 7

 Chapter 7

Institutionalizing the IAR4D 
Partnership Models
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of the collaborating organizations (Sydow, 2021).

According to Anandajayasekeram et al (2009), it is important to in-
stitutionalize the concept of IPs and move away from a fragmented 
‘piecework’ approach. Institutionalization refers to the permanent 
integration or mainstreaming of processes and perspectives within 
multi-stakeholder contexts for the purpose of guiding their mandated 
activities. 

Well established linkages between the various actors of the IP value 
chain promotes more innovative activities and helps in sustaining the 
IP (Schut et al. 2019), which in turn promotes institutionalization of the 
IP and the partners.

Linkages with public sector and private sector institutions and NGOs 
can be facilitated and strengthened by setting up a promotion coun-
cil.  This will also help in carrying out capacity development activities, 
such as trainings, fi eld visits, workshops, multistakeholder meetings 
etc. and can enhance the level of institutionalization (Dominic and 
Gupta., 2019).

Dominic and Gupta (2019) concluded in their study that to promote 
institutionalization, the public sector should support interactions, col-
lective actions, and broader public-private partnership programmes. 
The public sector might be better suited to a bridging or facilitative 
role between smallholders and other actors.

In reference to institutionalization of food systems multi-stakeholders’ 
partnerships, Alliance of Bioversity & the International Center for Trop-
ical Agriculture (2022) indicated that even though long-term MSC ini-
tiatives  on food systems are usually independent, they generally show 
some level of institutionalization. However, according to Pattberg and 
Widerberg, 2014), this requires three key interrelated elements.

Legal form – The form should be fl exible enough to allow easy entry of 
new actors necessary for infusing capacities and energies to address 
emerging issues. A locally registered constitution prescribing basic 
rules of engagement is critical to establishing a governance structure. 
For example, IPs that are not formerly registered cannot be allowed to 
open bank accounts.
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Governance – there is the need to build the capacity of MSP leader-
ships in a simple but effective way. 

Transparent and accountable leadership, fair distribution of IP re-
sources are key antecedents for trust, cooperation, and common un-
derstanding necessary for sustainable and resilient entities. 

Planning is key for IPs to track progress, assess risks, and iterate di-
rection towards a common goal. Participatory business planning and 
reporting are necessary tools for forward thinking and accountability. 

IPs bring together different actors of varying personal and organiza-
tional backgrounds. To understand relational dynamics of actors in a 
network, one needs to recognize the diverse organizational normative 
and value systems. Such systems define cultural orientations of ac-
tors thereby shaping the nature and direction of their relationships. A 
common normative and value system in managing power relations is 
critical throughout the life of a platform (Nederlof & Pyburn, 2012). 

Hofstede (2011) described power distance as a situation where less 
powerful members in a given institution admit, expect and accept that 
power is unequally distributed and that such distribution affects all 
aspects of human collaboration. Power distance can be determined 
by differences in education, economic or positions of authority. For ex-
ample, management should be able to regulate the relationship be-
tween; the uneducated and highly educated, the poor and the rich, as 
well the weak and the strong; for the common good of an IP. 

Funding – IPs serve as forums for social and economic community 
transformation. They transcend commodity value chains to address 
issues of health, education, and security. This diverse scope presents 
multiple funding opportunities. In maturity, IPs should look more in-
ternal than external for funding, i.e. fees on collective marketing, and 
royalties on branded innovations. However, IPs lack the capacity to 
identify and raise funding. In addition, they lack accountability and 
transparency mechanisms necessary for donor trust and sustainable 
collaborations. 

As regards the issue of institutionalization of partnerships, respon-
dents of this study provided their suggestions on the existing and new 
multi-stakeholder partnerships as shown in Table 7.
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Table 7: Respondents perception on How to Institutionalize the suggested partnerships and Alliances

Partnerships and Alliances How to institutionalize the Partnerships

1
World Economic Forum in 
partnership with AU and 
NEPAD

•	 Define partnership, develop operational framework, secure funding, 
build capacity

•	 Multi-stakeholder partnership (MSP)

•	 Proper coordination

•	 Role model meetings

•	 Strategic alignment around shared vision, common goal and objectives, 
formalization of agreement, establishment of governance, technology 
and innovation-digital platforms, action planning and budgeting, re-
source allocation, capacity development, implementation, monitoring 
and evaluation

2
Grow Africa in partnership 
with many African coun-
tries

•	 Advocacy

•	 Define partnership, develop operational framework, secure funding, 
build capacity

•	 Establish a coordinating Grow Africa Secretariat, Governance, Secure 
political commitment, Action planning, Resource mobilization, Promote 
knowledge sharing, Implementation, M&E

•	 Inclusion of the model in academic curriculum

•	 Intervention

•	 MSP
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3

Program of Accompany-
ing Research for Agricul-
tural Innovation (PARI) 
with FARA.

•	 Advocacy

•	 Consistent engagement with various actors

•	 Coordination

•	 Define partnership, develop operational framework, secure funding, 
build capacity

•	 Define the programme objectives and scope, alignment with FARA mis-
sion, Establishment of advisory committee consisting of representatives 
from stakeholder groups, develop implementation plan, resource mo-
bilization, implementation, M&E

•	 Establish a Clear Governance Structure: Joint Steering Committee; De-
velop a shared vision and mission statement; joint strategic planning 
sessions to align PARI and FARA strategic objectives, identify priority 
areas; joint prioritization of research agenda; Enhance Capacity Build-
ing and Knowledge Sharing; Engage with policymakers at national, re-
gional, and international levels to advocate for supportive policies and 
frameworks

•	 MSP

4

New Brazil-Africa Part-
nership in Agriculture Re-
search and Innovation 
Conceived as EMBRAPA 
with FARA

•	 Coordination

•	 Define the programme objectives and scope, alignment with FARA mis-
sion, develop detailed implementation plan, resource mobilization, im-
plementation, M&E and ensure scalability and sustainability

•	 MSP

•	 Wider coverage
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5

International Agricul-
tural Research Centres 
(IARCs)/ (CGIAR) with NA-
RES and NARS in African 
countries

•	 Coordination

•	 Define clear objectives and scope, harmonize research agendas, es-
tablish formal framework, develop detailed plans, resource mobilization, 
leverage technology and innovation using digital tools, implementa-
tion, ensure scalability and sustainability, raise awareness and support, 
facilitate exchange programmes, address policy and regulatory issues

•	 Define partnership, develop operational framework, secure funding, 
build capacity

•	 MSP

6 IFAD’s AR4D initiatives in 
Africa

•	 Better funding

•	 Define clear objectives and scope, align with existing frameworks, estab-
lish advisory committee, develop detailed plan, leverage technologies 
including digital innovation hubs, ensure scalability and sustainability, 
awareness creation and advocacy, address policy and regulatory is-
sues, establish regional hubs, facilitate exchange programmes, M&E

•	 Define partnership, develop operational framework, secure funding, 
build capacity

7

AGRINATURA in partner-
ship with AR4D organiza-
tions in sub-Saharan Af-
rica

•	 Define clear objectives and scope, align with existing frameworks, set up 
regional hubs or offices to coordinate AGRINATURA’s initiatives across 
SSA, develop detailed plans, capacity building, facilitate exchange pro-
grammes and conduct regular M&E.

•	 MSP
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8

The Platform for Afri-
can-European Partner-
ship in Agricultural Re-
search for Development 
(PAEPARD) with FARA

•	 Define clear objectives and scope, establish joint working groups, align 
with FARA’s mission and strategy, develop a formal framework, address 
policy and regulatory issues, leverage technology, facilitate exchange 
programmes, ensure scalability and sustainability, M&E

•	 MSP

9
African Agriculture Knowl-
edge Transfer Partner-
ships (KTP) (New, 2023)

•	 MSP
•	 Policy support from governments, standardization, awareness creation, 

community engagement, establish partnerships, capacity building, re-
source mobilization, scaling up, knowledge sharing, M&E

10

FAO and FARA renewed 
partnership for agricultur-
al research and innova-
tion in Africa

•	 Better funding
•	 Coordination
•	 Formalize the partnership, establish a joint steering committee, policy 

advocacy, identify collaborative projects, resource mobilization, ca-
pacity building, knowledge sharing and communication, M&E

•	 MSP

11

CAADP-XP4 Alliance Part-
nership (FARA, ASARECA, 
CCARDESA, CORAF, AF-
AAS)

•	 Coordination
•	 Define partnership, develop operational framework, secure funding, 

build capacity
•	 Establish formal partnership agreement, engage SROs, joint planning 

and coordination, resource mobilization, implementation of collabo-
rative projects, capacity building and training, knowledge sharing and 
communication, advocacy and policy influence, monitoring and eval-
uation

•	 Inclusiveness
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12 DESIRA-Lift Initiatives in 
Africa

•	 Adaptation to local context, stakeholder engagement, partnership 
establishment, resource mobilization, capacity building, technology 
adoption and innovation, knowledge sharing and communication, pol-
icy advocacy, monitoring and evaluation

•	 MSP

•	 Youth engagement
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Conclusions
This study explored the possibilities for rethinking the Integrated 
Agricultural Research for Development and innovation platform 
(IAR4D-IP) concept in the light of new challenges that particularly 
infl uence food production in Africa, which include climate change, 
agri-food systems, soil health and fertilizer supply, and use effi -
ciency, social movement for agroecology, regenerative agriculture, 
and youth bulge. Similarly, with a decade and a half of the IAR4D-IP 
Concept, some conclusions and recommendations can be made 
which call for the rethinking of the concept.

The study established and supported the views of the authors of 
the First and Second White Papers that IP has become a household 
name in major agricultural research projects and has stood strong, 
yielding measurable successes in terms of livelihood change for 
key stakeholders. Based on the survey conducted, major stakehold-
ers perceived that the IAR4D-IP Concept is still relevant to the four 
defi ning principles.

It was however established from both literature and the stakehold-
ers’ survey that the rethinking of the IAR4D-IP Concept is right now 
and without such rethinking the IAR4D-IP Concept may no longer 
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contribute significant measurable yield success as it used to be in 
transforming the livelihoods of smallholder farmers due the emerg-
ing issues and new challenges. It is also important to consider, the 
increasing emerging issues and challenges which can affect food 
and nutrition security if care is not taken. 

The study established that there are new challenges and emerg-
ing issues affecting the IAR4D but in rethinking the IAR4D, there 
are strategies that IAR4D researchers should adopt to address the 
emerging issues and new challenges. For example, the adoption of 
climate-smart agriculture and climate-smart village in addressing 
the problem of climate change, agri-food systems with adequate 
policies, soil health technologies and innovations, regenerative ag-
riculture and adoption of adapted/forgotten crops into AR4D sys-
tem and issue of ICT revolution/AI.

The study established that Agri-food system innovation will involve 
rethinking  how research and innovation are deployed to transform 
the social, economic and environmental performance of the ag-
riculture and food systems. This is because it was found that food 
systems transformation requires continuous collaboration among 
food systems actors, including governmental and non-govern-
mental stakeholders. 

It was discovered from the study that the rethinking of the agri-
cultural systems has long been considered but focused more on 
the crop yield and productivity. However, the new thinking should 
change from a crop productivity and profitability focus to a broader 
set of goals and targets, with a specific focus on sustainability, cli-
mate change mitigation, rehabilitation of degraded land, and res-
toration of environmental services, including biodiversity, driven by 
ever-increasing evidence that agricultural systems are operating 
beyond planetary boundaries on a global scale which must be con-
sidered in the IAR4D-IP Concept.

The study also established that partnerships in the IAR4D Concept 
are vital for fostering innovation as they bring together diverse ex-
pertise, resources, and knowledge to tackle complex challenges, 
bridge urban-rural divides, and create policies that support inno-
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vation. Collaboration enables the development and dissemination 
of new technologies, improves market access, and addresses glob-
al agricultural issues. In short, partnerships are the catalysts that 
drive innovation, ensuring a more sustainable and productive fu-
ture for agriculture.

It was however discovered that partnerships have different forms, 
levels, and scopes, depending on the purpose, context, and re-
sources of the partners. Partnerships enable innovation by combin-
ing diverse perspectives, skills, experiences, and resources to ad-
dress complex problems and create novel solutions.

One important issue that this study also established is the cur-
rent world interest in the adapted/forgotten/neglected/indigenous 
crops/foods. It has  been discovered that expanding the use of 
these crops can help to diversify agriculture and food systems and 
introduce a greater variety of foods into global supplies, including 
more nutritious cereals, fruits and vegetables, and roots and tubers 
while building resilience to climate change and providing employ-
ment and alternate sources of income for farmers in Africa. Due to 
the interest, partnerships have started springing up for their inclu-
sion in agri-food systems.

With partnerships being formed to solve African agricultural chal-
lenges and emerging issues, based on the finding of this study, it 
can be concluded that without adequate institutionalization of the 
partnerships, innovative activities and the sustainability of the part-
nerships may drastically be affected.

One important conclusion from this study is that policy has ma-
jor roles to play in the rethinking of the IAR4D-IP Concept because 
all the strategies for emerging issues and partnerships supporting 
them require strong policies at different levels.

The study concluded that Africa’s fast-growing youth bulge has 
prompted worries about high unemployment and unrest which may 
cause a “demographic bomb”, because a large mass of frustrated 
youth is likely to become a potential source of social and political 
instability unless the youth embrace agriculture which is the most 
important business opportunity for the continent’s young people.
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Recommendations
Based on the conclusions, the following recommendations are 
made:

In rethinking the IAR4D-IP Concept, the approaches should be the 
ones that will work across the innovation system for agriculture 
from early-stage development to product development to large-
scale deployment, where research efforts are targeted towards 
end-user needs and underpinned by robust partnerships with pri-
vate, public and civil society actors to ensure adoption and soci-
etal outcomes. The approach also implies working on the institu-
tions and incentives that ensure uptake and scaling.

There is a need to apply people-centred sustainable development, 
including agri-food system approach, as a research paradigm in 
rethinking the IAR4D-IP concept, for researchers to be more suc-
cessful in producing knowledge that is useful to entrepreneurship 
stakeholders. Without such rethinking, the previous AR4D scientific 
approaches and logic may limit the contribution that agricultural 
IAR4D can make toward solving the current agricultural emerging 
issues and challenges. This is because what is required of the re-
thinking of the IAR4D-IP concept/model is to increase its impact in 
development with innovation pathways, desired milestones and 
targets.

Based on the finding of this study according to which many of the 
initiatives and partnerships are not known to IAR4D stakeholders, 
there is, in rethinking the IAR4D, a strong need for awareness cre-
ation of existing and new initiatives and partnerships available for 
emerging issues and challenges by continental, regional and na-
tional agencies, such as FARA, SROs, RECs etc. That is one of the 
usefulness of this report in providing useful information on avail-
able partnership models which are presented in Chapter 6.

In rethinking the IAR4D, researchers should include the adoption of 
strategies for solving emerging challenges, such as climate-smart 
agriculture, climate-smart village, agri-food systems, inclusion of 
adapted/forgotten crops, fertilizer and soil health, adoption of re-
generative agriculture and ICT/AI for youths as described in Chap-
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ter 5 of this report.

The strong interest in adapted crops/forgotten crops calls for a 
special attention to these crops in rethinking the IAR4D and espe-
cially for IP stakeholders. This is because these crops have been 
found to be useful in building resilience to climate change and 
providing employment and alternate sources of income for farm-
ers and other stakeholders for agri-food systems in Africa.

For all the strategies and partnership models proposed in this re-
port to have positive impacts, the issue of institutionalization must 
be paramount in rethinking the IAR4D-IP Concept but with any-
thing less than that, many of the partnerships will not be sustain-
able. However, the following are also essential:

•	 Process facilitation as a core element of the IAR4D concept 
should be institutionalized at the IAR4D level with clear perfor-
mance indicators.

•	 FARA should take responsibility for building the capacity of MSP 
actors in process facilitation. 

•	 FARA should secure funding for process facilitation of existing 
MSPs into the foreseeable future until such a time when they 
are fully established and capable of mobilizing their own re-
sources.

•	 IPs should align activities with government policies, encourage 
collaboration and access to government resources with a view 
of establishing sustainable structures. It should be remem-
bered that IPs lack solid organizational base to mobilize and 
control resources on their own, therefore, aligning IP activities 
to government programmes and polices is one strong avenue 
for ensuring sustainability.

•	 IPs should constantly elaborate their mission, goals and ob-
jectives to enhance common understanding and a coherent 
direction amongst its members. 

National governments in Africa must provide adequate and useful 
policies to legitimized and legalized partnership models that are 
available for the improvement of agricultural research for devel-
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opment. Policies at the national and local levels that help farmers 
to adopt improved techniques and technologies, establish non-
farm enterprises, and connect with growing urban markets can 
spur inclusive development and improve livelihoods for urban and 
rural people of all ages. 

To avoid a potential source of social and political instability be-
cause of youth bulge in Africa, encouraging young people to en-
gage in agriculture as a profession may be an attractive option to 
the youth, and this should be done wholeheartedly. Also, capac-
ity building and strengthening partnerships have been reported 
to help to address the ‘youth bulge’, and the growing demand on 
youth and their role in agriculture to feed the rising population. 
They should also be encouraged to study agricultural science and 
to get involved in any part of the agricultural value chain.
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Paper Summary
The Third White Paper on Integrated Agricultural Research for Development 
and Innovation Platforms (IAR4D-IP) refl ects on 15+ years of implementing 
multi-stakeholder innovation systems in African agriculture. Building on the 
fi rst two white papers, it reviews lessons learned, evaluates current challenges, 
and proposes ways to adapt the IAR4D-IP model to emerging development 
needs.

The IAR4D concept moves beyond traditional linear research models by 
promoting collaborative, inclusive innovation among farmers, researchers, 
policymakers, and the private sector. Central to this is the Innovation Plat-
form (IP), which enables actors along agricultural value chains to co-create 
solutions, improve market access, and increase productivity.

The paper categorizes various types of partnerships—research, value chain, 
advocacy, and public-private—and identifi es key success factors such as 
trust, shared vision, good leadership, and effective communication. It also 
presents case studies illustrating how IPs have driven impact across Africa.

Given new challenges like climate change, degraded soils, food system 
transformation, and youth unemployment, the paper calls for a rethinking of 
the IAR4D-IP model. It recommends integrating climate-smart agriculture, 
promoting indigenous crops, regenerative practices, and youth engagement 
into AR4D initiatives, and urges the institutionalization of IAR4D-IP at national 
and regional levels. Calling for sustained learning, investment, and inclusive 
partnerships to drive agricultural innovation and development in Africa


