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Abstract

The inadequate linkage of knowledge generatiomiicaltural research organizations with
policy-making and economic activity is an importaatrier to sustainable development and
poverty reduction. The emerging fields of sustailitgtscience and innovation systems
studies highlight the importance of “boundary masmagnt” and “innovation brokering” in
linking knowledge production, policy-making, ancdaomic activities. This paper analyzes
how the Papa Andina Partnership Program, baséx anternational Potato Center, functions
as an innovation broker in the Andean potato seé®i@ regional initiative, Papa Andina
operates as a “second-level innovation broker, ks@mpping national partners who facilitate
local innovation processes in their respective tes Papa Andina works to strengthen local
innovation capacity and to foster “innovationsrninavation” — the development of more
effective ways of bringing stakeholders togethgorimduce innovations that benefit small-
scale farmers. There are virtuous feedback loopgdan first- and second-level innovation
brokering functions. The paper outlines the apgreadapa Andina has developed and
promoted for fostering innovation brokerage at ¢h®go levels and the types of results
obtained. It then identifies some important chajeshthat Papa Andina faces in innovation
brokerage at the international level. The papechkmtes with a discussion of broader policy
issues related to the roles and functions of inion@rokers and boundary organizations in
promoting sustainable development.

Keywords: boundary organization; innovation broker; market chain development;
multi-stakeholder platfor m; native potato; partnership; boundary management
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1. Introduction

This Working Paper deals with a central challeragrfy international agricultural research
organizations, including those affiliated to thenSaltative Group on International
Agricultural Research (CGIAR): How to contributgrsificantly to sustainable development
and poverty reduction while maintaining a focussoientific research that produces
international public goods (IPGs). A recent disaus@aper produced by the Global Donor
Platform for Rural Development and the Europeatidtive for Agricultural Research for
Development (EIARD) (Ashley et al., 2009:1, 7) cdxderized the problem as follows:

There has been a major tension between good scartapplied agricultural
research, in NARIs [national agricultural researitstitutes] and also within the CG
system.

Years of failing to respond to development needs hed to a situation where those
engaged in planning agricultural and rural develogmh often perceive research
programmes of the NARIs, through to the CGIAR esnto have limited relevance to
the development agenda.

The Working Paper focuses on an approach thanatienal agricultural research centers and
their national partners are experimenting withirit the worlds of research and action and
promote pro-poor innovation: Partnership Programas work to broker innovation processes,
develop more effective ways of fostering innovatiand strengthen national innovation
capacities.

When the CGIAR system was established in the d&Tps, its mission was “to use the best
science in advanced countries to develop techreddgr the benefit of food deficit countries
and populations” (Lele, 2004). Over time, as dguaorities shifted and the limitations of a
narrow “pipeline” approach to productivity enhan@anbecame apparent, the CGIAR
mandate expanded to include poverty reduction angtanmental protection. New research
programs were added to address issues of foodypotistitutional arrangement, and the
management of water, forest, and fishery resources.

The CGIAR’s current mission is to achieve sustaeéiod security and reduce poverty in
developing countries through scientific researath i@search-related activities in the fields of
agriculture, forestry, fisheries, policy, and eowment (www.cgiar.org. The research
priorities include genetic improvement, sustairaggiculture biodiversity, the sustainable
management and conservation of water, land andt&rienproving policies and facilitating
institutional innovation. Although these prioritiegver a wide range of subjects, it is
important to note that they are priorities fesearchwhich aims to produce IPGs, taken to
mean “research outputs of knowledge and technajegerated through strategic and applied
research that are applicable internationally ta@sklgeneric issues and challenges consistent
with CGIAR goals” (Harwood et al., 2006). The CGIARience Council encourages centers
to focus on research that addresses problems adl lonternational importance and
discourages them from engaging in applied reseamddevelopment activities that address
local problems (CGIAR Science Council, 2006).

CGIAR centers have produced new knowledge and t#abies that have helped to increase
food production and reduce rural and urban pov&wenson and Gollin, 2003; Hazell, 2008;
Kelly et al., 2008). Nevertheless, problems of poweéhnunger, and environmental degradation
remain daunting in many developing regions (IAASPD09). As Ashley et al. (2009) noted,
despite substantial donor investment in agriculttgsearch over many years, “many of the
outputs of research have not impacted on poverty.”
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Increasingly, those who provide funds for reseaxbect their investments to benefit poor
people (Adato and Meinzen-Dick, 2007). Consequettilgre has been growing emphasis on
“research for development” and a search for rebeand development (R&D) methods that
ensure the relevance and use of research resh&sng@reasing emphasis on research impact
has challenged the status quo for research orgamizaand has stimulated a major reform
process in the CGIAR system, which is presentlyemwdy (Ashley et al., 2009:3).

Over the years, international agricultural researgjanizations have used a number of
approaches to link research more effectively wekiedlopment initiatives and farmers,
including outreach programs, farming systems resegarticipatory technology
development, networking, and partnership (Hortoale2009; Scoones and Thompson,
2009). Recently, there has been experimentatidmiwitovation systems approaches that shift
attention from increasing the supply of new techgwlto facilitating innovation processes in
which new solutions to technical and institutiopedblems are co-produced by diverse
stakeholders in interactive learning processesinAavation system can be defined as “a
network of organizations, enterprises, and indiglddocused on bringing new products, new
processes, and new forms of organization into aaid economic use, together with the
institutions and policies that affect their behaviand performance” (World Bank, 2007).
Various factors can trigger innovation, includirtaoges in policies, markets and technology.
Attitudes and institutional structures determingdividuals and organizations respond to
such triggers.

Papa Andina is a Partnership Program hosted bintemational Potato Center (CIPBince

its establishment in 1998, Papa Andina has workiédvational partners in Bolivia, Ecuador,
and Pertito promote innovation processes in market chéiastienefit small-scale potato
producers in highland areas (Devaux et al., 2008nken-Dick et al., 2009). In each country
the national partners function ‘asnovation brokers”who facilitate innovation processes in
potato market chains. These processes involvemptresearchers, but also other agricultural
service providers, policy-makers, small-scale faspand market agents. Papa Andina’s
Coordination Team functions assecond-level innovation brokerh that it supports and
backstops the national teams, facilitates learamgjknowledge sharing among them, and
encourages the co-development of approaches armbdssfor improving innovation
brokering processes at national level.

Papa Andina and its partners have received nataoralinternational recognition and awards
for their innovative work.Based on successful experiences in the Andes, ebPapa

2 CIP is an international agricultural research cenfidiaaéd to the CGIAR Www.cipotato.ord.

® Through its Strategic Partners, Papa Andina works avitinge of local partners in each country. Its Siate
Partners are: Bolivia — the PROINPA Foundation; Ecuadbe-National Potato Program, INIAP; and Peru —
the INCOPA Project (Peru). The partners’ names in Spamesh-undacion PROINPA (Promocion e
Investigacion de Productos Andinogww.proinpa.org/; Programa Nacional de Raices y Tubérculos rubro
Papa (PNRT-Papa), INIA@ww.iniap-ecuador.gov.ex/and Proyecto INCOPA, a coalition of private and
public organizations that aims to improve small-scalatpdiarmers’ access to markets
(www.cipotato.org/papandina/incopa/incopa.jitm

“In 2005, CIP, INCOPA, and a private firm, A&L ExportacioyeServicios SAC, won thBeruvian Award for
Entrepreneurial Creativitygiven by the Peruvian University for Applied Sciences
(http://creatividadempresarial.upc.edy.fm developing T'ikapapa (bagged native potatoes) through an

initiative that “values the enormous diversity of Andeatatoes, brings them to urban consumers, and generates
sustainable businesses for small farmers”. In 2008, INC@&RPapa Andina won the award again, this time

“for exploiting the diversity of native potatoes in expandimg competitiveness of products from the Andean
region.” In 2007, INCOPA and Papa Andina won the internatiS&&D Award for Entrepreneurship in
Sustainable Developmerstn annual competition designed to support local, innovpéiverships in developing
countries working to achieve poverty eradication and envieotah sustainabilityvfww.seedinit.org/about-the-
seed-awards/index.htinln 2007 INCOPA, A&L Exportaciones y Servicios SAGdenas Productivas
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Andina’s approaches have been applied by othempgrtmbroker innovation processes in
other value chains in the Andes and in other regiDespite these achievements, however, a
number of challenges remain. For example, a remdrtnal evaluation noted that Papa
Andina lacks a clear “theory of change” for its wofhe evaluators also commented on the
ambiguity of some of the roles and responsibiliGé®apa Andina’s Coordination Team and
those of its national partners, particularly widlgard to responsibilities for achieving impact.
There is also uncertainty about the future susitdinaof Papa Andina and the functions it
performs (Bebbington and Rotondo, 2010). As we sék in Section 2, evaluations of many
other innovation brokers have reached similar agichs.

In this paper, after a brief review of the liter&wn “innovation brokerage” and the related
topic of “boundary management,” we describe theettgwment of Papa Andina as an
innovation broker. We then describe the approathess used to broker innovation
processes, the types of results obtained, andhtiléenges it faces as an innovation broker.
Based on the Papa Andina case, as well as prieards, we close with a discussion of policy
issues related to the role of innovation brokeniniking research with action to support
sustainable development and in catalyzing pro-pumsvation processes in other settings.

2. Boundary Management and Innovation Brokerage

This section presents highlights of recent appiesgarch on “boundary management” and
“innovation brokerage.” Much of the literature ooumdary management is associated with
the work of the Sustainability Sciences Programdatvard University’s Center for
International DevelopmenitThe literature on innovation brokerage, in thédfief innovation
systems studies, has been summarized by Klerkix @0©9).

2.1. Boundary management

In their report on a major study of knowledge sysdor sustainable development, Cash et al.
(2003:8086) emphasized the importance of boundaryagement:

This study suggests that efforts to mobilize S&lejnce and technolopfor
sustainability are more likely to be effective wiiegy manage boundaries between
knowledge and action in ways that simultaneoushaane the salience, credibility,
and legitimacy of the information they produceeEtiive systems apply a variety of
institutional mechanisms that facilitate communimaj translation and mediation
across boundaries.

The study found that scientific information is effige in influencing decision-making so long
as it is seen as credible, salient, and legitimatthis contextcredibility refers to the
perceived scientific adequacy of the technical ewa® and argumentsaliencerelates to the
relevance of the information to the needs of denisnakers; antegitimacyreflects the
perception of stakeholders that the information pragluced in a way that was “respectful of

Agricolas de Calidad (CAPAC) Peru, Supermarket Wong, perdoiganizations, and Papa Andina won the
World Challenge Awarda competition sponsored by BBC World News and Newswaedssociation with
Shell, that rewards projects or small businesses thatdeven enterprise and innovation at a grassroots level
(www.theworldchallenge.co.uk/previous-winners.php 2008 INCOPA and Potato Andean won PeArdilla

de Orqg awarded annually by Peru’s Catholic University for a ntamgecampaign that contributes to social
development in Perwfvw.infoandina.org/node/260Y.2

5 www. hks.harvard.edu/centers/cid/programs/sustsci
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stakeholders’ divergent values and beliefs, unbiasés conduct, and fair in its treatment of
opposing views and interests” (Cash et al., 2003).

The credibility, salience, and legitimacy of infation are tightly linked in the sense that an
increase in one of them generally comes at theresgoef a reduction in the others. For
example, if efforts are made to maximize the radeesof information for decision-makers,
methodological shortcuts might be made that rethveeredibility of the findings. Similarly,
use of state-of-the-art research methods that maaithe credibility of research results might
alienate decision-makers who do not understandhétbods used (therefore reducing
legitimacy) or delay the delivery of results utiiey are no longer relevant or useful to the
decision-makers.

Cash et al. (2003) identify three key functiond tantribute to effective boundary
management:

» CommunicationActive, iterative, and inclusive communicatiornieeen researchers
and decision-makers is crucial in efforts to maeilknowledge in the service of
practical action

» Translation Understanding between experts and decision-makeften hindered by
jargon and differing assumptions about what caunst# a persuasive argument. For
this reason, translation is often needed to ertbateparticipants from different
institutional settings understand each other

* Mediation Although communication and translation are esakfur effective
information flows between researchers and decisiakers, they are seldom enough
to ensure that research influences decision-maBeagause stakeholders often have
conflicting interests, mediation is usually neeétmdmobilizing science for practical
action

Boundary management functions can be carried ¢ettafely through various organizational
arrangements and procedures, but are frequentigrperd by “boundary organizations”
responsible for managing one or more specific batied. Although they have lines of
responsibility and accountability to groups on bsittes of the boundary, these organizations
can provide a forum or “safe space” in which meralfesm participating organizations can
come together to discuss and negotiate problemsantons.

Empirical studies of boundary management show“ti@tall organizations that bring
together divergent perspectives necessarily rasaltything new or better” (Schneider,
2007:60). Successful boundary organizations terxkibdbit an inclusive leadership and
management style (Schneider, 2007:76) that fatetéhe co-production of plans, strategies,
models, methods, or reports that are viewed asrgatiredible, and legitimate by those
involved and by their organizations. Studies alghlight the important contribution made by
particular individuals, known dsoundary agentsvho play key roles in “creating and
sustaining relationships, building trust, commutif@ainformation needs and concerns, and
bridging gaps between various stakeholder groups\i® et al., 2008:2; see also Kristjanson
et al., 2009 and Reid et al., 2009).

2.2. Innovation brokerage®

Insights from the literature on industrial and agtiural innovation have recently been
brought together within the concept of agricultunsovation systems (Klerkx et al., 2009).
The World Bank (2007:6-7) defines an innovationaysthus:

® This section is based on Klerkx et al. (2009).
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An innovation system may be defined as compribie@tganizations, enterprises and
individuals that together demand and supply knogdeaind technology, and the rules
and mechanisms by which these different agentsagitelhe innovation systems
concept focuses not merely on the science suppligrsn the totality and interaction
of actors involved in innovation. It extends beytmcreation of knowledge to
encompass the factors affecting demand for aneusew and existing knowledge in
novel and useful ways. Thus, innovation is viewealsocial and economic sense and
not purely as discovery and invention.

Klerkx et al. (2010:390) note that “in the AIS [agdtural innovation systems] approach,
innovation is considered the result of a procegsetivorking and interactive learning among
a heterogeneous set of actors, such as farmets,intustries, processors, traders,
researchers, extensionists, government officiald,avil society organizations.”

One implication of innovation-systems thinkinghst theinnovation capacityf a country’s
agricultural sector depends on: the extent of shaisgons; effective linkages and information
flows among public and private actors; incentivasdooperation; adequate marketing,
legislative, and policy environments; and well-deped human and organizational capital
(Hall, 2006; Gijsbers, 2009; Klerkx et al., 2009).

Past efforts to strengthen agricultural innovasgstems focused mainly on training and
organizational capacity development (Horton et2§103). Attention is now shifting towards
improving incentives for cooperation and strengthgiinkages among relevant actors. The
importance of having intermediary organizationg timk the various actors involved in
innovation is becoming recognized (Szogs, 2008rkklet al., 2009; Kristjansonet al., 2009).
These intermediaries have been referred to as Vatien intermediaries” or “innovation
brokers”.

Howells (2006:720) defines amnovation intermedianas “an organization or body that acts
as an agent or broker in any aspect of the innowatiocess between two or more parties”.
The provision of brokerage and mediation servicggtor might not be the primary role of
an innovation intermediary. For example, a researaxtension organization might, as a
sideline, broker innovation in some of its projedénch and Courtney (2007:751) define an
innovation brokemore narrowly as “an organization acting as a meraba network ... that
is focused neither on the organization nor the @m@ntation of innovations, but on enabling
other organizations to innovate”.

Klerkx et al. (2009:413) identify three main furets of an innovation broker:

» Demand articulationArticulating innovation needs and visions and¢beresponding
demands in terms of technology, knowledge, funding policy

» Network compositiarFacilitating linkages among relevant actors

* Innovation process managemeBhhancing alignment in heterogeneous networks of
actors with different objectives, institutional nts, values, incentives, and reward
systems. This is a continuous activity that invelb@undary management, translation,
and mediation to build trust, establish workinggadures, foster learning, and
manage conflict and intellectual property

A number of risks and challenges to effective iratmn brokerage have been identified in the
literature, which Klerkx et al. (2009:414-415) suamme in three points:

Tensions over legitimacyhe legitimacy of an innovation broker dependstanextent to
which stakeholders consider the broker to be divels neutral “honest broker”. Neutrality is
never absolute “because brokers always exercisetait degree of steering”, but the degree
of steering needs to be acceptable to those ingdatvéhe innovation process. To minimize
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tensions over legitimacy, brokers should avoidrtiglaver management and ownership of the
innovation process from innovation network partnarsl should attend to the goals and
interests of each partner. Tensions are inevitallenovation networks because innovation
tends to challenge current practices and the faatits often have conflicting interests.

Ambiguity of functiondnnovation brokers and intermediaries are oftekdd to research
organizations, non-governmental organizations (NG®slonors, which can lead to
confusion or ambiguity about their role in the imabon process. Due to this association with
parent organizations engaged in research or otieitees, other participants in innovation
networks sometimes view innovation intermediares@mpetitors for resources rather than
neutral facilitators.

Intangible effects / unwillingness to p#ssessing the impact of innovation brokers is
difficult because of the indirect and intangiblsuks of their work. They do not produce
technologies or innovations, but work to improve grerformance of innovation systems
composed of other actors. The difficulty in assggéhe impact of innovation brokers applies
bothex-ante(making it difficult to justify allocating fundtbrokerage activities) arek-post
(making it difficult to demonstrate “proof of corpté through the documented impact of
successful brokerage). The current emphasis oralogf-based planning and evaluation,
“hard” and “SMART" indicators, and short-term results all exacerb@teproblem, as
funders aim to support the production of tangihlgats in short-term projects (rarely more
than 3-5 years). Innovation brokers need more torestablish themselves and produce
significant results in terms of strengthened capamd improved performance of local
agricultural innovation systems. Similar difficelsi in acquiring funding for boundary-
spanning activities that support innovation proessgave been reported in the CGIAR
(Kristjanson et al., 2009:5052).

2.3. Implications for CGIAR-based innovation brokers

The literature on boundary management and innavétiokerage reviewed in Sections 2.1
and 2.2 is overlapping and complementary in maageets. In this section we bring together
some major themes from the two sets of literatuae @re relevant for analyzing Papa Andina
and other boundary organizations that are attath€dI1AR centers and that function as
innovation brokers.

An innovation broker can be viewed as a type ofolany organization that specializes in
brokering or facilitating innovation processes ilwitog several other parties, but does not
itself engage in the innovation process. The manttions of an innovation broker are to

facilitate the following processes:

» articulation of demands for innovation and techgglo
» creation of effective innovation networks
* management of innovation processes

In performing these functions, innovation brokeega to pay particular attention to ensuring
that all network members consider the informatieneyated and exchanged to be salient,
credible, and legitimate. Given the inherent trdfdeloetween these information
characteristics, innovation brokers need to shijifbalance the diverse information needs
and standards of different groups. They should dsskillful in communicating technical
and non-technical information, translating it effeely (so that it is understood by parties

" SMART is shorthand for Specific, Measurable, AchieveaRislistic, and Time-bound.
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from different institutional and cultural backgralg), and mediating between participants
with different, and often conflicting, interestsdaagendas.

International agricultural research and innovatemd to be characterized by a range of
challenging traits: “immature” and highly fracturedtional innovation systems in developing
countries; weak capacity at the level of individoedanizations performing various R&D
functions; weak or unproductive inter-organizatioedationships often characterized by
mistrust; significant language and cultural diffeces between the diverse groups in the
private, public, and non-governmental sectors andd operating at local, national, and
international levels; significant imbalances in @ovand access to resources, especially
between “northern” and “southern” partners (withI8& centers typically falling into the
“northern” category); and considerable variatiomiinthese traits from region to region,
country to country, and sector to sector.

Innovation brokers attached to or associated WBHWAR centers can be considered “second-
level innovation brokers” in that they do not féteile national- or local-level innovation
processes, but support the work of national anal lpartners who take the lead in brokering
innovation processes in their countries. In thistert, a key role for a second-level
innovation broker attached to a CGIAR center cdnddo facilitate the co-production of new
approaches and methods for improving innovatiocgsses.

The traits listed highlight the need for CGIAR-bégenovation brokers to balance competing
demands. On one hand, they need to establish thexases “honest brokers,” trusted to
negotiate fair deals among diverse actors withed#fit objectives and interests. On the other
hand, however, they need to steer innovation psaseis ways that strengthen national
innovation capacities. This often involves pushimigthe expansion of an innovation network
in ways that traditional partners might find theahg. Second-level innovation brokers
therefore need to balance their roles as honekelsan negotiation and as advocates for
capacity strengthening.

CGIAR-based innovation brokers are often expeatqurdvide specialized scientific
information for decision-making. Playing such amgert” role, however, conflicts with
serving as an independent process facilitatotstt emcreases the risk that the CGIAR center
begins to dominate local innovation processeseratian playing a backstopping role.

To effectively help strengthen local innovation &aipy, center-based innovation brokers need
to work behind the scenes and promote the achievisnoélocal actors (Horton et al., 2003).
Playing such an invisible and catalytic role, hoarewnakes it difficult to assess their results
and measure “tangible impact” or “value added."e Tonsequent lack of hard evidence could
jeopardize obtaining funding support for innovatiokers.

Klerkx et al. (2009:432) note that “innovation beo& ... always have to perform a balancing
act.” For the reasons outlined in this section, 8&based innovation brokers need to be
particularly adept at balancing conflicting neqatgyrities, and agendas.

3. The Papa Andina Initiative

Much of the literature on boundary management andvation brokering is abstract, and
there are few detailed case studies on the stegtifrboundary organizations or the
approaches used by innovation brokers to facilitaievation processes and strengthen
innovation capacities. In this section, we analgze aspects of Papa Andina’s evolution as a
second-level innovation broker:
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» its shift in focus (and paradigm) from regionale@sh to regional learning and
innovation brokering

* how it is structured and its relationship with filsvel partners

» the approaches it has developed to facilitate iation processes and strengthen
national innovation capacities

» the types of results it has achieved through itskwith national partners

3.1. Shiftin focus from research to learning and innovation

Papa Andina was designed to strengthen potatoroéseapacity in Bolivia, Ecuador, and
Peru through the development of a regional resganafram. In line with the CGIAR
strategy at the time, outlined by de Janvry andsKas(2004:159), it sought to develop “a
regional approach to research planning, priorityirsggand implementation” involving CIP’s
traditional research partners in the Andes — thiemal potato research programs.

It soon became clear, however, that national pehekers and potato researchers were less
interested in developing a regional potato resepregram than in coping with external
forces that were buffeting their organizations.d@iion-oriented agricultural research had
fallen out of favor with international donors arational governments, research funding was
falling precipitously, and market-chain approactvese being promoted as part of a new
development agenda that researchers found aliethasmtening.

To address these issues, Papa Andina linked uptgtNew Paradigm Project of the
International Service for National Agricultural Resch (ISNAR) (de Souza Silva, 2001; de
Souza Silva et al., 2001), which offered a theoattiramework for understanding and
managing organizational change. The framework esipbd that research organizations
operate in highly dynamic environments and neeghtipate and respond with agility to
changing demands and opportunities for their sesvic

Encouraged by these ideas, Papa Andina gradudttgdlits focus from devising a regional
research agenda to developing a regional learnjegda and strengthening national
capacities for innovation, making use of resounsdle region, incorporating new ideas, and
adapting them to local circumstances. This shifbived developing and using participatory
approaches, facilitating teamwork and group desisi@king, and collaborating with new
types of partners outside the usual circle of netearganizations. The changes took some
time to be incorporated into the way Papa Andirditpartners worked. The co-
development of several approaches for facilitatimgpvation (described in Section 3.3) was
central to moving from a focus on research to ankearning and innovation.

The shift in focus was radical, and continues tadetroversial within the international
agricultural research community. For example, améceview of social sciences in the
CGIAR notes that “IS [innovation systems] theorsnegns underdeveloped and exceedingly
difficult to operationalize empirically ... we seelpma very limited role for this line of
research within CGIAR social science while the @pis and methods remain seriously
underdeveloped and the CGIAR lacks appropriateinéd staff to enjoy a high likelihood of
generating breakthroughs” (CGIAR Science Coun€iQ9).

3.2. Organizational structure and relationships with partners

Papa Andina began as a CIP project funded by thesSkgency for Development and
Cooperation (SDC). It has evolved into a Partn@réliogram with different donors, and
spans the institutional boundaries of CIP and R&ifingers in Bolivia, Ecuador, and Peru.
Over the years, Papa Andina has managed a portfibtiomplementary donor-funded
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projects that aim to stimulate pro-poor innovatom develop national innovation capacities
in the potato sector. All its work has been funtdedugh donor projects, rather than through
CIP’s core budget.

Papa Andina is part of CIP’s research structuréchvis made up of Research Divisions and
Partnership Programs (CIP, 2004:59). PartnerslugrBms are characterized by the direct
involvement of partners in program governance amaleémentation. Papa Andina has its own
advisory body — the Coordination Committee — thatudes representatives of its Strategic
Partners, its Coordination Team, CIP, SDC, andatirecultural sector in each country. This
creates multiple lines of accountability betweepdAndina and its main stakeholders. It also
reports through CIP’s management system. Soms apjproaches and innovative strategies
for linking research with action and some of theults achieved in the Andes have been
reported as CIP outputs and outcomes, and are lieg@art of CIP’s research strategy.

Papa Andina’s Coordination Team is made up of @H members and consultants based in
Peru (3), Bolivia (2), and Ecuador (1). The PapdiAa Coordinator, who is based in Lima,
Peru, makes frequent trips to field sites in akkécountries and the management style is
markedly “horizontal” (Bebbington and Rotondo, 2036). Major decisions are made at
Papa Andina’s annual meetings or at meetings o€Ct@dination Committee.

The Coordination Team works closely with focal gsiand collaborators in one R&D
organization in each country. Known as “Strategidiers”, these organizations are: the
PROINPA Foundation in Bolivia; the National Pot&wgram at INIAP in Ecuador; and the
INCOPA Project in PerfiThe team members are based at CIP or with thée§icaPartners.
This facilitates communication between the teamthedartners, but “in some cases this co-
location may have weakened the independence afatwelination team and created
uncertainty in the eyes of stakeholders as totirginal identities” (Bebbington and Rotondo,
2010: 37).

Most of Papa Andina’s work in Bolivia, Ecuador @elru is led by the Strategic Partners and
is implemented directly by them or via local orgaations known as “Operational Partners”
(Figure 1). In this sense, therefore, Papa Andpexates as a second-level innovation broker.
Its Coordination Team is not directly involved irokering in-country innovation processes.
Instead, it works to support and co-fund the SgriatPartners by creating an appropriate
environment or “innovation ecology”, facilitatinge implementation of innovation processes
in each country, and acting as a “broker of inniovet for innovation.** The main types of
support that the Coordinating Team provides arénautlogy development and support for
innovation brokering, knowledge sharing throughioegl activities, and grants for operations
in each country.

8 A CGIAR center’s “core budget” is unrestricted in thassethat center management has discretion over the use
of the funds to implement the center’s program. In conthagject funds” must be used according to

agreements between the center and the donor that specifyfuaigput and impact targets, and timelines.

® The organizations’ names in Spanish are: Fundacién PRO{RFofnocién e Investigacion de Productos
Andinos), Bolivia (vww.proinpa.org); Programa Nacional de Raices y Tubérculos rubro PapRTHMNpa),

INIAP, Ecuadoniwww.iniap-ecuador.gov.e/and Proyecto INCOPA, Perd
(www.cipotato.org/papandinal/incopa/incopa.jitmcoalition of private and public partners that aimsiarove

small potato farmers’ access to markets.

9 For a discussion of this term, and some examples, s€€20@8).
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A key Papa Andina strategy is to strengthen thevation capacity of national partners by
delegating responsibilities and authority to thém.external evaluation of Papa Andina
found that country-level activities were so closa$gociated with the Strategic Partners that
many Operational Partners, producers, and othkelstéders knew little, if anything, about
Papa Andina, and assumed that they were partiogatior benefiting from the activities of
PROINPA, INIAP, or INCOPA (Bebbington and Roton@6,10:38).

3.3. Approaches for brokering innovation processes

Papa Andina has developed and promoted several &fatbaches for brokering innovation
processes and strengthening national innovatioaaits. At this level, it promotes
“innovations in innovation”, as described in Sect®4. Some of these approaches are
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outlined here and have been taken up by other aa@ms involved in brokering innovation
in other settings.

Going beyond the “HYV technology regime”

The CGIAR is best known for the “Green Revolutiafi'the 1970s, which ushered in the use
of high-yielding varieties (HYV) of staple food @® along with chemical fertilizers and
pesticides. Green Revolution technology boosted production and yields on irrigated land,
contributing to significant reductions in food pr&c Early success with the technology helped
consolidate an “HYV technological regime” in the R, which prizes breeding and genetic
engineering over other more holistic approaches) si8 integrated natural resources
management and agro-ecology, which are more cl@sslgciated with concepts involved in
evolutionary thinking, systems analysis, complexyd innovation (Vanloqueren and Baret,
20009).

Whereas modern high-yielding potato varieties Hae@n introduced into many parts of the
Andes, native varieties (landraces) still predor@ran small farms in areas above 3,500
meters in Bolivia, Ecuador and Peru. Until recentlgtive potatoes received almost no
attention in potato research agendas. And yet, thélr diversity in color and shape, high
cooking versatility, nutritional profile, and traidinal, low-input production practices, native
potatoes represent a valuable asset for small-faters in the region (Ordinola et al., 2007;
Meinzen-Dick et al., 2009). As they grow best &t tigher altitudes where small-scale
farmers predominate, using them in the developroenéw commercial products should give
these farmers a comparative advantage. Based aemkenhstudy that indicated untapped
market potential for native potato products in P&apa Andina began exploring ways to
exploit the potential of native potatoes througwmeoduct development, resulting in several
new products being developed and marketed in Boavid Peru. In Ecuador, where native
potatoes have almost disappeared from the marfketisehave remained focused on
improving small-scale farmer access to marketsrfodern potato varieties.

Papa Andina’s experience with native potatoestifss that innovation brokers need to
avoid being constrained by the prevailing reseaggnda and dominant technological
regime. Successful pro-poor innovation needs tanbegh an understanding of the assets,
perspectives, and needs of key stakeholders imtlowation process — especially those of
small-scale farmers and market agents — and thiéiriguon this understanding. The main
approach that Papa Andina has developed for imigjabnovation processes that capitalize on
local assets and address local needs is the Patticy Market Chain Approach (PMCA),
described here.

The Participatory Market Chain Approach

In 2003, in order to stimulate agricultural innaeat Papa Andina and CIP’s Social Science
Department began to use a participatory approaotvkrasRapid Appraisal of Agricultural
Knowledge SystenfRAAKS) (Engel and Salomon, 2003). RAAKS brings diverse
stakeholders together to stimulate social learrtngd trust, and foster innovation. Papa
Andina used RAAKS to bring market chain actors thgeto identify and develop market
opportunities that could be of mutual benefit. Rlapiarket assessments and focus group
approaches were added, and gradually a new appevaeiged, known as thiarticipatory
Market Chain Approach' The PMCA seeks to build trust and connectednessafacilitate
the acquisition of useful knowledge, skills, antitadies for innovation. One of its goals is to
foster relationships that continue after the cotibeof the specific PMCA application.

" The PMCA methodology has been documented in Spanish and Engliskii Guides and Training Guides
(Bernet et al., 2006, 2008).
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Box 1. Applying the PMCA to unleash the potential of native potatoes in Peru

Papa Andina applied the PMCA in Peru with researchers, farmers, private companies, and
nutritional and gastronomic experts to find innovative ways to expand the market for native
potatoes through product development.

Early products opened new market niches and brought higher prices for farmers. Among these
were T’ikapapa (bagged native potatoes), which received the prestigious BBC World Challenge
Award and the UN Seed Award, and Jalca Chips (multicolored native potato chips), which took off
in the duty-free shops at Lima airport. As visibility and interest in native potatoes rose, Papa
Andina worked with small-scale farmers, NGOs, and large multinationals to develop more
products, while boosting the bargaining power and participation of local farmers. As a result, a
supply chain has been created that gives more than 200 farmers access to a stable market and a
negotiated price that provides them with a 20-40% profit margin. Export channels are opening,
too, and in 2009 the overall demand for native potatoes in Peru was estimated to have reached
2000 metric tons, generating close to $US1 million in revenues for farmers.

The emergence of a native potato market has fueled the research agenda. CIP scientists, along
with NGOs and farmers, are working on ways to increase quality and yield while safeguarding the
sustainable and natural production methods valued by consumers.

An important aspect of consolidating the market is to position the native potato on the political
agenda. Interested stakeholders have linked up to form lobbying platforms, recording successes
such as the creation of National Potato Days in Peru and Ecuador and the compilation of quality
norms for potatoes and their processing. A CIP-led “vision exercise” implemented in Bolivia,
Ecuador, and Peru, involving public and private sector representatives, identified opportunities for
public and private investment to increase the competitiveness of the sector as a whole, with the
focus on small-scale farmers.

The PMCA engages those who make their living fromaaiket chain (‘market chain actors’)
and public and private service providers (sucteasarchers, credit providers and
development workers) in facilitated group processeghich market opportunities are
identified and assessed and innovations are desgldfhe objective is to stimulate
commercial innovation (such as the developmene®f products or the identification of
market niches). Experience has shown that devejapemv products or identifying new
markets stimulates institutional innovation (sushlee creation of new supply channels) and
technological innovation (such as improved potatwlpction methods).

An R&D organization initiates the PMCA process dgntifying key market chain actors and
supporting organizations, and by conducting marésearch to learn about these actors and
their activities, problems, and priorities. Theroa@foups are formed that focus on market
opportunities, and facilitators lead group meetitaganalyze the opportunities and conduct
the R&D activities needed to develop specific inatoons.

As the process advances, the aim is for the fawlitto hand over responsibilities to the
market chain actors. This has often proven diffidubwever, and R&D organizations have
found it necessary to continue in a facilitatingdeo

In promoting and supporting the use of the PMCAgdPAndina’s partners play the role of
innovation broker. Key facilitation functions inwe:

* encouraging relevant actors to participate in thECR process (network formation)

» ensuring effective communication and mutual undeding among the diverse groups
implementing the PMCA (communication and translalio

* mediating conflicts, which are often inevitable idgrmarket-chain innovation

» catalyzing problem-solving when groups get stuéteroby linking to external sources
of expertise (boundary spanning)

* In order to consolidate the innovation processisiad through the PMCA and to
promote the scaling up of its interventions withtpars, Papa Andina has developed



complementary approaches focusing on stakeholdéiophs, policy dialogue,
corporate social responsibility, and horizontalleaton.

Box 2: The Bolivian Andean Platform (ANDIBOL): Result of the PMCA and
innovation platform in its own right

ANDIBOL provides an example of a multi-stakeholder platform that emerged from an innovation
process triggered by use of the PMCA, and which itself has stimulated further innovation.

Farmers who produce native potatoes above 3,500 meters in altitude in the Bolivian highlands
are among the poorest people in Latin America. Native potatoes (landraces) and the local
knowledge for their cultivation and transformation are among the main assets possessed by
farmers in these areas. Traditional freeze-dried potato products known as chufio and tunta are
typically used for home consumption, intra-household exchange, and trade in local markets. The
ANDIBOL platform — an alliance of small potato producers, R&D organizations, NGOs, and
medium-scale enterprises — was established to promote the development and exploitation of
market niches for chufio in demanding urban markets.

In 2003, PROINPA used the PMCA to foster innovation in the market chains for tunta and chufio.
This work involved farmers, traders, food-processing firms, exporters, cooking schools and R&D
organizations. In the first cycle, participants prepared a set of Bolivian Quality Standards for
Chufio and Tunta. In 2004, the PMCA was used again to identify new market opportunities for
chufio and tunta, and ways to improve the products’ image in different market from the traditional
ones. This exercise involved some participants from the first application plus chefs and a food-
processing firm manager. It resulted in a new product: clean, selected and bagged chufio,
marketed under the brand ‘Chufiosa’. In 2005, based on their successful collaboration to date,
participants established the Bolivian Chufio and Tunta Platform, which later was christened the
Bolivian Andean Platform (ANDIBOL) (Velasco, et al, 2009).

ANDIBOL has established links with market agents to develop quality chufio-based products with
a higher price and to explore the export potential of chufio. The platform has developed a
strategic plan and has obtained funding to support new projects. Facilitated by PROINPA, the
platform has 13 core members including R&D organizations, processing firms, and 4 farmers’
associations grouped in APEPA (Asociacion de Productores Ecoldgicos Primero Aroma), which
represents 485 families in 20 communities.

One of the platforms’ functions is to promote innovation around traditional chufio products.
Introduction of chufio into urban markets and access to export markets have stimulated demands
for quality improvement in production and processing. These demands, in turn, have led to work
with a local manufacturer to develop simple machines for classifying and peeling native potatoes
and with R&D organizations to improve potato production technology and management of the
Andean tuber weevil, a major pest in the Andean highlands. Recently a new brand Chef Andino
was established for marketing products based on chufio as well as Andean grains (flours, instant
soups, and flakes). On average, farmers now receive 30-40% more for their chufio when sold to
supermarkets as compared to their traditional market.

While ANDIBOL has made great strides, it is not without challenges, which include relatively

weak farmer participation, limited influence of farmer demands on research agendas, the small
number of participating farmers, and limited volumes of produce marketed.

Establishing multi-stakeholder platforms

17

In the context of the Papa Andina initiative, a tinsilakeholder platform is defined as “a

space for interaction between different stakehgladro share a resource or common interest
and interact to improve their mutual understandangate trust, learn, reach consensus over

priorities, define roles and engage in joint actifrhiele et al., 2009). These platforms have
proven useful for consolidating innovation processering and after a PMCA, helping to
maintain dialogue and sustain the innovation dyearand working relationships among
stakeholders. Papa Andina and its partners haweqtea two types of platform. The first is

structured along the market chain and brings fasrtegether with traders, processors,

retailers, researchers, chefs and others to fastemproduct development. The second is
structured around geographically delimited suppdaa. In both cases, key functions are
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communication, translation, and mediation, whiaiuiee leadership and competent
facilitation. Platforms can be used to address ptaz&ordination problems, helping small-
scale farmers to meet the volume, quality, andliivass standards demanded of particular
market chains. They can also help in coordinatiregacquisition of inputs, bringing NGOs
and others in to provide technical support or actesredit (Thiele et al., 2009). Papa
Andina’s partners have promoted the establishmiemudti-stakeholder platforms and
supported capacity development for platform leduprand facilitation. Although the
platforms have performed useful innovation, margtand advocacy functions, their
continued operation has often depended on ext&aaiditation and financial support.

Box 3: Linking smallholders to the new agricultural economy: Study of multi-
stakeholder platforms in Ecuador

A study issued by the FAO (Cavatassi, et al., 2009) analyzes the effects of participation in MSP
designed to link small potato farmers to the market in Ecuador. Since 2003, INIAP (with funding
from SDC and support from Papa Andina) has facilitated the implementation of MSP in Ecuador’s
highlands. In this context, MSP are alliances between farmers and suppliers of agricultural
services, including research institutes, NGOs, universities, and local governments. The platforms,
and subsequently the Consortium of Smallholder Potato Producers (CONPAPA), have directly
linked smallholders’ organizations to higher value markets for their products, including fast food
restaurants and a company that produces potato chips. An important component of the platforms
was training provided through Farmer Field Schools, where farmers learned about integrated crop
management, especially in relation to Andean weevil (Premnotrypes vorax), late blight
(Phytopthora infestans) and seed management.

The FAO study evaluated the platforms (between 2003 and 2007 in 2 provinces of the central
Andes), to determine whether they had successfully linked small farmers to higher-value markets
and the effects that this has had in terms of yield, profits, use of agricultural chemicals, and agro-
biodiversity.

The results show that participants in the MSP had higher potato yields and profits than non-
participants. Participants’ yields averaged about one-third higher than those of non-participants,
and their average selling price was about 40% higher. Participants spent more on inputs, but their
profits were approximately 6 times greater than those of non-participants.

Linking to the platforms did not appear to lead to negative consequences from agricultural
intensification. Participants used less fungicide than non-participants; they used more
insecticides, but the products were less toxic. Platform participants also made somewhat better
use of protective equipment (gloves, plastic ponchos, face masks), although its use is still limited.
The results show that the platforms increased the welfare of participating farmers and suggest
that they can effectively link small potato producers to the market. The success of the platforms
can be explained firstly by their intervention along the whole value chain and by reducing
transaction costs; secondly by the introduction of technological innovations to increase yields;
and thirdly by an improvement in social capital that is expressed, among other things, as greater
trust among the actors in the production chain, which enables small-scale producers to overcome
the obstacles to entering more demanding markets.

Facilitating policy dialogue

Innovation in the value chain might stall withowatipy support and corresponding changes in
the legal framework. To influence pro-poor policieshe potato sector, Papa Andina’s
partners have developed two strategies to promategilie among researchers, civil society
organizations, the private sector and politicalislen-makers. The first strategy is based on
influencing public opinion through media coverapeuat the importance of potato value
chains and the challenges facing them, and brintfiege issues to the attention of political
decision-makers. The second aims to directly engatiey-makers in developing a vision

and strategy for the potato sector (Devaux eR@llQ). Here, Papa Andina’s role has been to
draw on methodological expertise developed in otlaére chains and, with its partners, to
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adapt and validate these approaches for potate wdlains. In establishing spaces for policy
dialogue, Papa Andina is working on the boundatyeen politics and science, as referred to
by Guston (2000).

Promoting corporate social responsibility

In value-chain innovation processes, there is adveagisk that the lion’s share of the benefits
will go to large commercial interests. Corporateigbresponsibility (CSR) is an entry point
for addressing the issue of small-scale farmetsrasts with the largest players in the value
chain. CSR refers to an ethical form of managent&ittakes into account the expectations
of a company’s stakeholders in order to achieveagseble development (Thomann et al.,
2009). In a value chain, two important areas foR@®rk are: developing a market segment
willing to pay a premium price for a high-qualignvironmentally and socially sustainable
product; and developing the competitiveness of Beipprganizations to reduce asymmetries
in bargaining power. Papa Andina works to sensitzpartners to CSR, facilitating dialogue
among large companies, NGOs, and farmer organimta the application of CSR in the
market chain. In this way, it facilitates communica and translation among stakeholders
with differing perspectives, and through mediatiogeeks to address asymmetries in power
and areas of conflicting interest among stakehseldethe value chain (for example, small-
scale producers and large corporate buyers).

Conducting horizontal evaluations

The “horizontal evaluation” approach was develofedromote knowledge sharing and
collective learning within the Papa Andina netw(rkiele et al., 2006, 2007; Bernet et al.
2010). It combines elements of self-assessmenexsiginal peer evaluation within the setting
of a regional workshop. In these workshops, twaigso- a local project team and a group of
peers from other organizations — assess the shieagd weaknesses of an experience
(usually within a project), and then compare tlassessments. Papa Andina’s horizontal
evaluations have a strong regional knowledge-sgamponent because most of the peer
evaluators come from abroad. There are usually itapbdifferences between the self-
assessment conducted by the local project teantherassessment by the external peer group.
The ensuing dialogue helps both groups fill infotimragaps and address points of
disagreement. No attempt is made to reach broa®ammt on the merits of the project.
Instead, the local team formulates recommendafmmisnproving the project, and the peer
evaluators looks at how they can apply lessonsiéshduring the evaluation in their own
work back home.

Participants report that these horizontal evaluatvorkshops have been extremely useful
opportunities for learning about the strengthsaedknesses of new R&D approaches, as
well as for building common visions, language, anderstanding among diverse
stakeholders. As a result of horizontal evaluatiomsny local project teams have
significantly altered the way they pursue theiranation agenda. After the workshops, when
the peer evaluators return home, they often begexperiment with things they learned
during the evaluation. For example, after the lamial evaluation of a PMCA project in Peru,
Bolivian participants began to work with the PMQ#emselves, and subsequently made
major contributions to the approach. In contrasyydelorian participants did not see the value
of the PMCA in their context, preferring to focieir energies on strengthening farmer
organizations.

Through the use of horizontal evaluations, the Papdina Coordination Team provides a
safe space for frank and open discussion, thegaifiisagreements among network
members, and constructive criticism of work andiltss The constructive conflict that takes
place between national teams has been an impaexante of social learning, contributing to
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the development of Papa Andina’s approaches. lalsmsmotivated national teams to
perform at high levels. For national partners, @gpnting high-profile R&D institutions in the
Andean region, horizontal evaluation exercises lygreerated ideas for improving current
practices, insights into the potential use of ne&bDRnethods, and greater disposition to learn
and share knowledge with other R&D teams.

3.4. Types of results achieved
New R&D approaches

The most important products of the Papa Andinaaitive are the new approaches for
fostering innovation and strengthening innovatiapacity, described above. They can be
considerednnovations in innovatignwhich Hall (2003:v) refers to as “institutionaich
organizational innovations that emerge as new wéageveloping, diffusing, and using new
knowledge” or “new ways to generate and promotevation”. Lawrence et al. (2002:281)
refer to them as “proto-institutions” — new apptoeg, practices, and norms that transcend a
particular collaborative relationship and coulddree new institutions if they diffuse
sufficiently.

User guides on the PMCA and horizontal evaluatiawvehbeen produced (Bernet et al., 2006,
2010) and many reports have been published on Ragliaa’s approaches, co-produced by
CIP and R&D organizations in Bolivia, Ecuador, &&fu. Some of the new approaches have
been applied by other groups in other settingshave the potential to develop into new ways
of conducting agricultural R&D.

Through partnerships with other organizations aliiglobal network, the PMCA has been
used in a range of market chains in the Latin AozerAfrica, and Asia. The first pilot
application of the PMCA outside the Andes was iratlip, where it was used in the potato,
sweet potato and vegetable market chains. The Wgaexperience indicates that the
approach can foster pro-poor innovation in locahowdity chains in sub-Saharan Africa
(Horton, 2008; Horton et al., 2010b). Through aldas with other organizations, including
Practical Actiont? and in collaboration with CIP’s research divisi@msl regional projects
(most notably Alianza Cambio Andinb)the PMCA has also been applied in market chains
for milk, coffee, potatoes and other commoditiethm Andes. In a project supported by the
Australian Center for International Agricultural $&arch (ACIAR), the PMCA is being used
in Indonesia to develop and promote dynamic patadket chains. The horizontal evaluation
approach has been applied by other regional pmjedhe Andes, such as the InnovAndes
and Cambio Andino projects, and some professioralators have picked up the approach
from specialist publications (Thiele et al., 200607).

Strengthened innovation capacity

An important goal of innovation brokering is toestgthen innovation capacity. Actually
measuring such capacity, however, can be daurtiogdgn et al., 2003; Baser and Morgan
2008; Klerkx et al., 2009). As noted in Sectiork@y aspects of innovation capacity are the
willingness of groups to work with other stakehaotdm innovation processes, openness to a
range of ideas for diagnosing and solving probleans, the nature of relationships among
R&D organizations, public authorities, NGOs, prevabmpanies, farmers and other
stakeholders. Although the extent to which Papaidatias contributed to innovation
capacity in the region has yet to be measuredtifitive results can be noted:

12 hitp://practicalaction.org
13 www.cambioandino.org/index.shtml
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» researchers who have worked with Papa Andina giérank now more in terms of
facilitating innovation processes, rather than $yngpnducting research

» groups that have worked with Papa Andina (reseasch&50s, other service
providers, farmers, or other market chain actors)ggnerally more open to working
with others

* new approaches using native potatoes to imprové-soade farmer livelihoods,
which were not considered as a priority in the pas now part of the agenda of R&D
organizations in the region

» working with such approaches as the PMCA and makeholder platforms is now
common practice among Papa Andina’s partners, ame ®f the R&D agendas are
now more market oriented

» researchers and NGOs that have worked with Papaarmde more aware of gender
issues and the need to achieve impact at farmer lev

Commercial, technological, and institutional inntieas

Papa Andina’s experience shows that commerciaMatian often stimulates institutional and
technological innovation. Applications of the PM@ABolivia and Peru have led to the
development of native potato products, includingaed “gourmet” native potatoes,
naturally colored chips, and selected and bagbedoandtunta,a potato product dehydrated
using a traditional highlands method (Ordinolaletz009). Stakeholder platforms and CSR
have played useful roles in developing pilot prdducto economically and socially
sustainable larger-scale businesses. For exanifgelze first native potato chips were
introduced in Lima on a small scale, a large conaméfirm developed a higher-quality
product based on supply from small-scale Andeandas that is now available all year round
in supermarkets, is marketed on TV, and is cediéie “ethically produced” by an
independent body. This boom in the native potatdkaetanas increased the demand for these
potatoes, which are grown mainly by small-scalenfans (Figures 2 and 3).

RESEARCH DEMANDS
TECHHOLOGICAL INNOVATION

POLICY INCIDENCE AND ADWVOCACY:

NEW MARKET NEW NORMS,
GPPORTUNITIES ; MATIONAL POTATO DAY

CONMMERCIAL INNOWVATION

Figure 2. The PM CA asa catalyst for innovation
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Figure 3. Milestonesin the development of the market for native potato chipsin Peru

Commercial development has led to demands for nstitutional arrangements, such as
quality standards for potato products. Stakehgbtltforms — themselves institutional
innovations — have served as springboards forduitistitutional innovation. In several
cases, policy dialogue or specific working grougalitated by Papa Andina and its partners
have been necessary to consolidate institutiomahations. This was the case, for example,
in getting native potato varieties included in Penfficial seed certification system and in
establishing National Potato Days in Peru and Eau@ahich, in turn, inspired the FAO to
proclaim 2008 as the International Year of the #ta

Commercial innovation has also stimulated innovaiiopotato production. For example, it
has improved the seed production system for naitatoes in Peru by including 61 native
varieties in the national commercial variety lintleestablishing a seed system aimed at low-
resource potato farmers in Ecuador (FAO, 2006)eRet is also being conducted in Peru
and Bolivia on post-harvest practices to improvedhality and shelf life of selected and
processed native potatoes in high-quality markets.

Farm-level impact

Achieving farm-level impact is not a direct resafitthe work of an innovation broker (Klerkx
et al., 2009). An innovation broker needs to intewith partners and stimulate their capacity
to improve small-scale farmer competitiveness. &lpiglies even more so to the work of
second-level innovation brokers operating regignatlglobally. Nevertheless, Papa Andina’s
experience provides insights into the impact pagsa@nnecting innovation brokers with
farm-level changes. The development of market dppdies for potatoes has enabled small-
scale Andean farmers to access higher-value maidetise first time, despite the high
production and transaction costs associated wétiesed smallholder production. In Bolivia,
the Andibol stakeholdgslatform has enabled farmers to sell processerioin local
supermarkets and start exporting to Spain (20 % pfice increase compared to local
market). In Ecuador, stakeholder platforms havélkeashundreds of small-scale farmers to
sell their potatoes to fast-food restaurants, teguin an increase in their yields from 6.3 to
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8.4 MT/ha and in their gross margins from $US 62536/ha (Cavatassi et al., 2009). In Peru,
the establishment of a business model incorpor&®B has made it possible for farmer
organizations in the Central Andes to sell natiogmes on contract to a multinational
company. Access to markets has motivated farmesgeagthen their organizations and to
introduce changes in their production and postéstrpractices, such as improvements in pest
and disease management, seed quality, and théicktssn of harvested potatoes (Velasco et
al., 2009). These new practices have increasedsysid improved product quality.

4. Challenges facing Papa Andina

In this section, we discuss some of the challetg@&apa Andina’s operations and
sustainability. As outlined in Section 2.2, Kleriial. (2009) identified three broad types of
challenges to effective innovation brokerage: tidependence and legitimacy of the broker;
the ambiguity of the functions performed by thelkam and the issues of funding, evaluation,
and willingness to pay for innovation brokerageve®s. Papa Andina has faced challenges in
each of these areas.

4.1 .Independence and legitimacy
The institutional base

At times, some partners have suspected that Pagim#a position has reflected the interests
of CIP rather than those of the partners or coesiinvolved. For example, some partners in
Ecuador have questioned Papa Andina’s promotidheoPMCA, of native potatoes, and of
the participation of private entrepreneurs in driyinnovation processes. They did not think
the PMCA reflected local Ecuadorian needs and oigtances. Another issue relates to
competition for funding. As both CIP and its natibpartners have scarce core resources and
actively seek project funding from donors, and liseaPapa Andina depends entirely on
donor project funding, national partners have somext viewed Papa Andina as a competitor
for scarce resources. It is important to note tinabther instances, the close working
relationship between national organizations ancaPaplina has helped them obtain donor
funding.

Donor interests and influence

As Papa Andina is funded by donor organizationspihetimes finds it necessary to mediate
between the interests and priorities of its doamd national partners. For example, in recent
years, donors have sought to involve the privatéoséo a greater extent in R&D efforts, but
researchers in some NARIs view the involvemenhefgrivate sector with suspicion. Other
themes of high priority to many donors, such aslgerempowerment, and partnering with
NGOs, have not always been the top priority ofaral partners. In some cases, promoting
such themes has compromised Papa Andina’s legiyimsaan “honest broker” of innovation
processes at the national level.

Governance and intellectual property

Funding for Papa Andina, including the funds reediby national partners, goes through

CIP. This has led partners to express concern smeefbout the sharing of resources, center
expenses, and power imbalances. A recent evalugtiestioned the current management
model of Papa Andina as a Partnership Program e <elP, with one Strategic Partner in
each country. The recommendation was to establsbader consortium with a more diverse
set of Strategic Partners (including NGOs and sgretives of the private sector), with CIP
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playing the role of one among many partners. Beitetwas no specific analysis of the
capacity of these actors to play a second-levavation-brokering role.

There have also been sensitivities related tol@uielal property. Papa Andina’s approaches
draw on the contributions of many actors with dif& institutional affiliations, but few of the
contributors have the time and ability to partiega writing up results of Papa Andina’s

work for publication. Additionally, the publicatiasf Papa Andina’s work is seldom a priority
for the contributors’ home institutions. These eshave led to problems related to authorship
and to individual and institutional recognition, iain have often required dialogue,
negotiation, and compromise.

4.2. Ambiguity of functions

What is the appropriate research role for Papa Avadi

While Papa Andina’s main function is that of innbea broker, as a program based at CIP
and within the CGIAR it is expected to conduct eesh and produce results of global
relevance and use. There can be confusion betuwsgebrokerage work to support partners in
local innovation processes and its research wakrthight not be of direct use to these
partners. A related issue is that the demand-@tkrgsearch focus promoted by Papa Andina
does not always fit with the traditional bio-phyaicesearch on which the CGIAR has built its
reputation and legitimacy; the emphasis on innovesirategies and processes remains
controversial in the CGIAR.

Which boundaries is Papa Andina managing?

As an innovation broker, Papa Andina works to managundaries between organizations
that can play a role in innovation processes, @@pto promote pro-poor innovation with
potatoes in the Andes. It appears, however, toorgdnuch more on managing boundaries
between research entities, other service providenall-scale farmers and market agents at
the country level than on managing boundaries atw&P and these groups. Indeed, Papa
Andina’s Coordination Team has often felt frustdbite its efforts to mobilize CIP expertise in
support of national innovation processes and tp imeprove the impact of CIP research in the
Andes. As we note in the Conclusions section, hewehis frustration might stem from
unreasonable expectations in this area.

What is Papa Andina’s role relative to the rolenational innovation brokers?

As a program hosted by CIP, Papa Andina is expeotsapportnational and local-level
innovation processes, notleEadthem. Between support and leadership, however ilsex
broad continuum of types and levels of involvem&atme degree of involvement is essential
for learning, action research, and effective stepof innovation processes. The challenge of
operating as a “hands-off” second-level innovatiooker is compounded by the fact that
national and local innovation brokers are genetadiyed at R&D organizations whose
priorities and core activities could jeopardize lggtimacy of the organization as an “honest
broker.” For example, an innovation agent basedraitional research organization might feel
under pressure (overt or covert) to channel rekearntracts to his / her own organization,
even when another organization might be more ap@tep In such situations, Papa Andina
sometimes needs to steer processes (particulaityragard to the composition of innovation
networks) and mediate agreements among partiescaittiicting interests and agendas. As a
result, the first- and second-level innovation len@ige roles sometimes become confused.
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4.3. Evaluation, funding, and willingness to pay
Dependence on short-term donor project funding

To date, all Papa Andina’s work has been fundeabidin donor projects with time horizons

of 4 years or less. SDC funding has been renewee @nd extended over a total of 12 years,
allowing the Coordination Team to develop good wagkelationships with national-level
teams. Nevertheless, the inherently unpredictadiera of donor project funding is not ideal
for developing innovation brokerage capacity, gittenational or international level.

Limits of objective-based performance measurement

Recent trends in project management and evaludtaircall for the use of logical
frameworks, SMART indicators, and “hard evidencelnapact put Papa Andina and other
innovation brokers at a disadvantage comparedprifects that produce tangible outputs
and promise short-term, direct impact on povergpdAndina’s direct results are at the level
of innovation processes and capacity strengthemihgh are inherently difficult to
document, measure, and attribute to specific a¢Regin, 2002; Klerkx et al., 2009:415).

Burden of multiple external evaluations

Since Papa Andina is now well known for its workldras many donors and stakeholders, it
has been subjected to numerous external reviews\alidations. During 2009 and early 2010
alone, Papa Andina and many of its national pastn@re asked to participate in seven
external evaluations conducted for three donormirggions'* These evaluations diverted the
scarce human resources of Papa Andina and itsgpaiftom brokering innovation processes
to meeting donors’ accountability needs.

5. Conclusions

The Papa Andina case illustrates the useful rblasa Partnership Program attached to a
CGIAR center can play as a second-level innovdiiaker and the types of results that can
be achieved. It also highlights important challenfgeing innovation brokers. Here, we
present some of the main conclusions of our arsbysil identify possible ways forward.

1. Second-level innovation brokers can play usefigls in fostering innovations in
innovation, strengthening national and local innbea capacities, and promoting
pro-poor innovation processes.

Three important roles for second-level innovatiookiers are:

» fostering innovations in innovation through devehgpand testing new R&D
approaches, such as the PMCA, that can be usefattioulating demands for
innovation, forming innovation networks, and mamagnnovation processes

» strengthening the capacity of national and locabiration brokers who, in turn, can
broker local innovation processes and strength&ona innovation capacity

» creating a dynamic innovation environment thatdosteedback and learning between
the innovations-in-innovation level and the inneavatbrokering level linked to
national contexts and particular value chains

2. Innovating in innovation processes requires tarfisal capacity development.

4 There were evaluations of: (1) SDC projects in tha afeiodiversity; (2) the SDC agricultural research
program; (3) the Papa Andina project (financed by SDCYh@)NCOPA project (financed by SDC); (5) the
Andean Change Alliance (financed by DFID); (6) the Latmekican program of NZAid; and (7) the
InnovAndes project (financed by NZAid).
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Our analysis has shown that becoming an effectinevation broker requires the application
of a complex set of new knowledge, attitudes, &itssFor example, based on assessments
of experiences with the PMCA in the Andes and Ugafizevaux et al. 2009; Horton et al.,
2010b), we believe that the successful introduabiotine PMCA into new settings requires a
multi-pronged capacity-development strategy impleteé over several month3.

Implementing such strategies takes time and ressubut they should be seen as an
investment in innovation capacity that will generegturns for many years. Our analysis
indicates that the capacities developed, at bativiclual and innovation-system level,
continue to be utilized long after the initial PM@&ercise formally ends. In many cases, the
creative imitations that occur years after thaahifforts are the most important ones.

When introducing innovation-brokering approacheshsas the PMCA to new settings, it
should be kept in mind that each situation presgntsique combination of socio-economic,
political, institutional and technological conditi® The approach therefore needs to be
customized for use in each country and market chagtitutional sustainability issues should
be dealt with as priorities from the outset of @ngcess involving the introduction of new
approaches.

3. There are tradeoffs between boundary manageamehinnovation brokering.

Being an effective innovation broker requires beairtgusted and reliable “match-maker” to
ensure that the most appropriate actors are ingddtvénnovation processes. Papa Andina’s
experience highlights the importance of involvingiide range of national actors with
different areas of expertise. If an innovation @gsmverly concerned with engaging the
services of his / her host institution, this condinper the development of local innovation
capacity.

4. There are no simple recipes for the organizatidocus and structure of a second-
level innovation broker.

The Papa Andina experience indicates that beingetidsy a CGIAR center has both
advantages and disadvantages. Affiliation withraeecan provide easy access to valuable
technical inputs, expertise, and knowledge. It d@iso give the innovation broker the
legitimacy to serve as an “honest broker,” vissnational actors. A CGIAR center also has
recognized prestige within the national and intBomal R&D community, which gives the
innovation broker greater credibility. CGIAR cerg@an provide administrative and other
facilities that may be valuable for an innovationker operating regionally or internationally.
On the negative side, being hosted by a CGIAR ce¢hét works on a limited set of
commodities or resource areas could constrain tt& of the innovation broker. An
innovation broker based at a center might fall batk a technical, or expert, role, which is
incompatible with the effective facilitation andokerage of innovation processes. He / she
might also be motivated to involve the center itivitees for which it is not best suited. The
center might have high overhead costs. And thewddme pressure within a center to give

!5 The main components of such a capacity development stratergia) participatory planning and decision-
making involving local actors; (b) negotiation with seniwnagers in lead R&D organizations to foster
institutional commitment to the PMCA and to support raisimgls for its application; (c) South-South learning
exchanges via study tours to sites where the PMCA hassbeeassfully used; (d) a comprehensive training
strategy that includes action-oriented PMCA training wiooks, use of theMCA User Guideind
complementary training materials, practical hands-orkwath the PMCA in commodity groups, and
backstopping and coaching by experienced PMCA facilitatorehimg both face-to-face and virtual
communications; (e) knowledge sharing among the PMCA ipoaxrs working in different commodity teams;
and (f) periodic learning-oriented reviews and evaluatiorisiprove the process and document results (Horton
et al., 2009: 387).



27

priority to research and the production of IPGtheathan to what are perceived to be less
valuable “service functions” or “development adies.” The innovation broker must find the
right balance in responding to both agendas.

Some authors (for example, Bebbington and RotoRddQ:27) have suggested that it would
be preferable for the innovation broker to be atutsid as an independent consortium, but it
is not clear how such an entity would function.

5. Traditional objective-based evaluation approashed the mechanical use of
logical frameworks are inappropriate for evaluatimgovation processes and the
work of innovation brokers, which are inherentlyrmq@ex and emergent.

Traditional tools for project planning, managemaenty evaluation, which have their origins
in the engineering field, have serious limitatiovigen applied to programs such as Papa
Andina that seek to promote innovation in varied dgnamic contexts. As Perrin (2002:13)
noted, “Most attempts at innovation, by definitiame risky and should ‘fail’ — otherwise,
they are using safe, rather than unknown or tnuhpvative approaches.” To promote
innovation, rather than focusing on pre-determimnelécators or average results, evaluations
should identify situations where actual impact besurred and the reasons for success.

Similarly, Rogers (2008) noted that logical framekgopose many challenges when applied to
the evaluation of complex interventions that hawmarous components, operate under
varying and changing conditions, and have compéeise-effect relationships. These
characteristics make complex interventions sudhage Andina difficult to analyse. This has
important implications not only for evaluating irvadion projects, but also for planning and
managing them. Rogers (2008:44) emphasizes thtations of logical frameworks for
performance measurement and the use of manageesaiisrin complex interventions:

Particular care should be taken to not imagine thabgic model, however detailed,
can be used to generate performance measuresahdie used formulaically to
modify implementation and improve performance whegrventions have complex
aspects.

There are also important methodological issuekarewaluation of capacity development,
which is an essentially intangible property (Horedral., 2003; Baser and Morgan, 2008).

Whereas it will always be inherently difficult fomnovation brokers, especially when
operating at the regional or international leveldocument impact at the level of broad
development goals, it is important for them to depeclear and testable “theories of change”
or “impact pathways” for their interventions (Douthite et al., 2007; Rogers, 2008).

6. Innovation brokers can improve the linkage betwmternational agricultural
research and local innovation processes over time.

Papa Andina’s experiences make it clear that ooaldmot expect such mechanisms as
innovation brokering and boundary management teesas a “silver bullet” for linking

CGIAR research with local needs and innovation @sses. These mechanisms could,
however, contribute to a gradual process of aligrnrbetween the research priorities in
CGIAR centers and locally articulated needs. Adagpathway for influencing the
international agricultural research agenda woultbbstrengthen in-country and regional
innovation capacity, so that local groups couldkvmiore effectively with national R&D
organizations to strengthen the national innovasigstem and place demands on international
programs.

No single entity such as Papa Andina should bea&gddo have a significant influence on
the research agenda of its host center. CGIAR centerk on problems of global importance,
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and core resources are assigned according to ghobaities. Potato farmers in the Andes are
a very small group in the total constituency ofgpotand sweet potato farmers whose
problems CIP is mandated to address. CIP has textikey problems of global relevance,
and a problem such as improved storage methodsfore potatoes would rank very low in
any priority-setting exercise driven by total numbgbeneficiaries or value of net benefits to
research.

Nevertheless, if CGIAR centers supported innovalimkers in various parts of the world,
this could lead to strengthened innovation capaity improved articulation of technology
needs and demands, which could exert significdhtance on the research agendas of
national agricultural research institutes and CGl&Rters.

Another promising avenue for influence is via dehorded projects. As a very large share of
centers’ operating budgets comes through donoegtsjone strategy would be for
innovation brokers to seek to influence the priesitof donor-funded projects. This, in turn,
could influence centers to focus on food secuehyironmental sustainability and poverty
reduction linked to development outcomes in pasdinigrwith public and private research and
development partners.

7. Investment in a network of innovation brokersldyield handsome returns.

Papa Andina has contributed to an emerging commohiR&D professionals with the
knowledge, attitudes, and skills needed to fatditanovation processes among stakeholders
and to foster market chain innovation. These pedbesls represent a potentially valuable
resource that could be mobilized to facilitate weiton processes on a larger scale. Based on
our (admittedly limited) experience, we believetthapport for the development of a
community or network of innovation brokers dedichte facilitating pro-poor agricultural
innovation would be a high-payoff area for intefma&l donor organizations, as well as for
national and local governments and NGOs that vadbgter pro-poor innovation in
developing regions.
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