
Rangeland Ecology & Management 71 (2018) 637–645

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

Rangeland Ecology & Management

j ourna l homepage: ht tp : / /www.e lsev ie r .com/ locate / rama
Assessing Knowledge Production for Agrosilvopastoral Systems in

South America☆
Rosina Soler a,⁎, Pablo Luis Peri b,c,d, Héctor Bahamonde b,c, Verónica Gargaglione b,c, Sebastián Ormaechea b,
Alejandro Huertas Herrera a, Laura Sánchez Jardón e, Cristian Lorenzo a,f, Guillermo Martínez Pastur a

a Austral Center of Scientific Research Tierra del Fuego, Argentina
b National Institute of Agricultural Technology, Santa Cruz, Argentina
c National University of Southern Patagonia, Santa Cruz, Argentina
d National Scientific and Technical Research Council, Buenos Aires, Argentina
e Department of Ecology, Complutense University of Madrid, Madrid, Spain
f National University of Tierra del Fuego, Tierra del Fuego, Argentina

a b s t r a c ta r t i c l e i n f o
☆ This work was supported by the Ministry of Science
(Project PICT 2014-1847), the National Scientific and Tec
Galicia (Environmental Conservation Fund 2015: “Susta
and the National Institute of Agricultural Technology of A
⁎ Correspondence: Rosina Soler, Austral Center of Scient

(9410) Ushuaia, Tierra del Fuego, Argentina.
E-mail address: rosinas@cadic-conicet.gob.ar (R. Soler

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rama.2017.12.006
1550-7424/© 2017 The Society for Range Management. P
Article history:
Received 14 March 2017
Received in revised form 29 November 2017
Accepted 5 December 2017

Key Words:
cooperation
literature review
regional economy
research and development
research funding priorities
stakeholders
In recent decades agroforestry has undergone significant development in Latin America. SouthAmerica generates
the most scientific research on the topic in the region. We conducted a comprehensive review and analysis of
knowledge production for South American agroforestry that includes livestock grazing, known as
agrosilvopastoralism (AS), examining how different sociopolitical factors such as sources of funding, institutional
priorities, and international cooperation can bias the direction and objectives of scientific research. We assessed
the major attributes of scientific publications on the topic (25 articles per country; overall n = 210) and the
potential factors underlying the processes of research and development in the region. The tree component was
themost studied,while the livestock component received less attention. Studiesweremainly focused on the pro-
duction of goods and services (monetary or nonmonetary approaches), except in Brazil, where conservation was
the major study objective. Stakeholders were involved in more than half of the studies (60%), and they were
mostly ranchers and local producers. More than half (70%) of the studies offered recommendations based on
their results, and such recommendationsweremostly concernedwith themanagement of agrosilvopastoral sys-
tem components. In general, studies were led just as often by local as foreign first authors and coauthored by
more than three people as part of interinstitutional working groups. Brazil, Argentina, Colombia, and Chile had
more frequent cooperation among institutions and countries but mainly used their own funding. In contrast,
Bolivia, Ecuador, and Peru had almost 100% of their studies supported by foreign countries (North America and
Europe). Countries with greater internal funding of research generated more long-term studies. Besides this,
two clear trends were detected: 1) conservation and social aspects were mainly supported by sources from
external countries led by foreign principal investigators, and 2) production issues were supported from sources
within countries and supported high levels of cooperation among institutions.
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Introduction

Extensive land clearing for livestock production and the associated
land degradation have led to greater interest in integrating trees with
agricultural crops and/or livestock rearing to improve production and
environmental outcomes in pastoral landscapes (Nair, 1993;
Mosquera-Losada et al., 2009). These management systems, widely
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known as agroforestry systems, are a valuable tool for maintaining or
increasing production of preferred commodities while supporting
conservation goals and enhancing ecosystem services and rural liveli-
hoods (Jose et al., 2004; Bhagwat et al., 2008; Torralba et al., 2016).
Much research has focused on agroforestry, but the factors underlying
scientific knowledge generation for agroforestry in developing
countries, as well as the science-based recommendations given for its
implementation, have rarely been questioned or analyzed.We conduct-
ed a comprehensive review and analysis of knowledge production for
South American agroforestry systems that include livestock production,
known as agrosilvopastoral systems (ASs), to address these issues.

Agroforestry has developed significantly in Latin America in recent de-
cades (Somarriba et al., 2012). Funding is allocated to agroforestry by the
private sector, governments, nongovernmental organizations, andbilateral
erved.
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and multilateral cooperation agencies. Such production systems can en-
hance a wide range of provisioning services (e.g., food, raw materials),
supporting and regulating services (e.g., erosion control), and biodiversity
(Torralba et al., 2016). Concerns about agricultural expansion and pres-
sures on natural ecosystems (e.g., soil erosion or biodiversity loss;
Tscharntke et al., 2015) are international in scope. In Central and South
America, 52%and23%of agricultural lands, respectively, are in agroforestry
(agricultural landwith 10− 30% tree cover, Zomer et al., 2009). Of the two
regions, a higher proportionof the population in SouthAmerica is rural (68
million, or 55% in 2015) and, at the same time, South America generates
the most scientific research (69 739 papers representing 82% in 2013)
(World Bank Data, 2017).The current knowledge about agroforestry in
South America is unevenly distributed in terms of types of production
systems, geographical coverage, and study topics. Depending onprevailing
social-ecological and biophysical conditions, agroforestry shows strongly
regional variation, with diverse objectives and rates of production, such
as an organic system of coffee (Coffea arabica) plantations in association
with native trees in the Brazilian Cerrado (Oliveira-Neto et al., 2017);
silvopastoral systems combining Pinus sp. or Eucalyptus sp. plantations
with native grasslands for cattle production on Chilean and Argentinean
rangelands (Cubbage et al., 2012; Colcombet et al., 2015); yerba mate
(Ilex paraguariensis) plantations under native timber overstory in
Paraguay and Argentina (Eibl et al., 2000); and cattle, sheep and/or goats
in combination with plantations of native tree species on rangelands in
the Andean region of Venezuela (Torres, 2007). A considerable amount
of researchhas beendevoted to international commodities, such as shaded
coffee (Coffea arabica), shaded cacao (Theobroma cacao), and oil palm
(Elaeis guineensis) (Somarriba et al., 2012), mainly in the Amazonia
biome (Brazil, Colombia, Ecuador). Despite this focus, research topics such
as biodiversity conservation or habitat fragmentation have gained predomi-
nance over the past 2 decades (Di Marco et al., 2017). For example, several
studies focusedon thequantificationof ecological impactsonnatural ecosys-
tems and ecological processes (Velasco et al., 2015; Di Marco et al., 2017).

International organizations (e.g., Food and Agriculture Organization
and United Nations projects and initiatives) greatly support and prioritize
key topics such as global climate change adaptation and mitigation, allo-
cating funding to projects in Latin America (Tubiello, 2012; GEF, 2014)
to support food security, rural livelihoods, and the provision of ecosystem
services. However, one of the key problems identified at the regional scale
(e.g., UNASUR) is the need to develop a joint strategy for the use of natural
resources, accompanied by a permanent and systematic research pro-
gram, to help shape development in the region (UNASUR, 2014). South
American countries have identified the need for promoting international
(regional) cooperation between research institutions within the region.

Misalignment between the interests of researchers and agroforest
communities (CGIAR, 2015) can influence agroforestry planning and im-
plementation (Robbins et al., 2015; Peri et al., 2016). Knowledge produc-
tion and its direction can be biased by different sociopolitical factors such
as the way funding is assigned by each country, institutional priorities,
and constraints on international cooperation. The aim of this study was
to synthesize and analyze the scientific literature on ASs generated across
South America in order to understand the processes of knowledge
generation and the potential impacts on these production systems. This
literature review from awide variety of sources was carried out to answer
the following questions: 1) what are the main components of ASs
investigated inSouthAmerica?2)whoconductsand fundthese studies?3)
which kind of recommendations are provided (e.g., management or
policy)? and 4) which are the main factors affecting the research?

Materials and Methods

Literature Search and Study Selection

We performed a literature search in the Scopus database based on
the following search string: “agroforest*” OR “*silvopast*” OR “*silvicult*”
OR “silvopascicult*.” To select only case studies from South America, the
search was refined by adding the names of each country as search
terms. There iswide consensus today about the use of the term “agrofor-
estry” to refer to land use involving a deliberate mixture of woody pe-
rennials and herbaceous plant communities, often with domesticated
or semiwild animals (sensu Nair, 1993; Jose et al., 2004), but we
searched on diverse terms used to refer to agroforestry systems.

We performed the search in August 2014 and found 738 preliminary
items.Within the obtained results we specified the following two inclu-
sion criteria: a study had to include areas (study sites) under AS use
(e.g., not just forested or just agricultural lands and including livestock),
and the study had to describe at least two of the threemain components
of AS: trees (native species or exotic plantation), forage/crops (grass-
land, pasture, or crop), and domestic grazing animals (cattle, sheep, or
goat). This means only production systems that included livestock
were included, and therefore the possible systems considered were
agrosilvo, agropastoral, silvopastoral, or agrosilvopastoral. The search
was not exclusively focused on field-based studies; it included descrip-
tive and theoretical articles. English and Spanish language manuscripts
were considered. Given that knowledge generation is uneven among
the countries (e.g., 48 000 scientific articles published for Brazil in
total during 2013 while 89 articles were published for Bolivia; World
Bank Data, 2017), we selected the 25 most recent articles from each
country to balance the number of study cases for each. Furthermore,
in the case of the larger countries (e.g., Brazil and Argentina), we
attempted to cover different regions to includemore diverse situations.
When the search in Scopus was not enough to reach 25 articles for a
given country, we additionally considered the documents provided by
the Google Scholar search engine, giving priority to 1) indexed journals
not found in Scopus, 2) not-indexed journals, 3) published graduate
theses, or occasionally 4) book chapters. As result, we obtained 210
articles (Appendix A). Bolivia (n = 19) and Paraguay (n = 16) had
fewer than 25 articles. Guyana, Suriname, and Uruguay were not
included in this review since we found very few articles related to AS
(1980− 2014).

To characterize the context of AS literature, each publication was
classified according to the general characteristics of the publication
and the main attributes of the studies (Table 1). Each study was
assigned one of the four main biomes represented in South America,
following the classification proposed by Olson et al., (2001): temperate
forest, temperate grasslands and shrublands, tropical forests, tropical
grasslands and shrublands, or multiple options. Similarly, we extracted
some of the underlying information (e.g., number of coauthors,
cooperation among institutions, funding provenance) of research
papers that are potential conditioning factors for the scientific
knowledge about ASs in South America (see Table 1). We coded all
information extracted from the studies in spreadsheets, where
categories were pretested among reviewers to ensure repeatability.

Data Analysis

The information obtained from each publicationwas extracted using
two types of variables: 1) binary data (yes/no), which were converted
to dummy variables, and 2) categorical data (e.g., time scale of studies:
b1, 1 − 5, N5 years long). We organized the information related to the
main attributes and potential conditioning factors according to the
groups mentioned earlier. We first calculated such variables as the
percentage of articles per country (n = 25). However, many studies
reported a combination of components under study, main objectives
(e.g., production of goods and services and conservation),
stakeholder involved (e.g., producers and NGOs), recommendations
(e.g., management and conservation), or cooperative arrangements.
Thereforewe expressed such variables (bothmain attributes andpoten-
tial conditioning factors) as the relative percentage of the overall results
for South America. These analyses help us to gain deeper understanding
of the situation of each country itself and each country within the
region.



Table 1
Data extraction variables used to describe main attributes and conditioning factors of scientific research on agro-silvo-pastoral use in South America

Variable Description or source Classes

General characteristics of articles
Type of publication Type of publication Article

Book chapter
Thesis

Year Year in which the study was published 1983-2014
Type of study Type of study Research paper

Synthesis (e.g., literature review)
Theoretical paper (exploring theoretical concepts)
Multiple

Spatial scale Scale of the study area Local
National
Regional (include N1 country)
Multiple

Time scale Duration of the study 1 year (or 1 season)
2-5 years
N5 years

Type of system Defines the scale of the productive system Subsistence (families that consume their own products to survive)
Small-scale (e.g., local farmers)
Large-scale (e.g., industries, ranches)
Multiple
Undefined

Land property Ownership of the land on which the productive system is developed Communal
Private
State
Reserves
Multiple
Undefined

Biome Main biomes of South America, according to terrestrial
eco-regions defined by Olson et al., 2001

Temperate forest
Temperate grasslands and shrublands
Tropical forests
Tropical grasslands and shrublands
Multiple

Main attributes
Component studied Main component under study Tree (native forest or exotic plantation)

Livestock (cattle, sheep, goats, horses)
Forage/Crop (natural or implanted pastures, crops and fruit cultivation)
Human (producers, local communities)

Study objective Main objective pursued by the study based
on four approaches

Productivity (including monetary and non-monetary valuation)
Conservation (animals, plants or ecological processes)
Restoration (environmental or economical values)
Sociological (local human involved in AS)

Stakeholders involved Stakeholders participating of the study and/or
the application of AS

Producers (smallholders, ranchers, or large traders)
Government (national, provincial, or local agencies)
Professionals (Professionals (biologists, agronomists, veterinarians)
from the private sector)
NGOs
Indigenous groups
Others (Universities, tourism agents)

Recommendations Guidance and/or suggestions based on the results
provided in the study

Management
Conservation
Policies and decision-making

Conditioning factors
First author Nationality of the first author Local (author same nationality as study area)

North America
Europe
Other (Asia, Africa, Oceania, other Latin American countries)

Number of co-authors Number of authors listed in the article 1
2-4
N4

Cooperation Authors from one or more institutions and/or more
than 1 country participating in the study, according
to the affiliations indicated in the article

National (all co-authors from the same country, local or foreign)
International (co-authors from different countries)
Inter-institutional (co-authors belongs to different institutions)

Subject area Subject area of the journal according to Scimago
Journal Ranking

Agricultural and biological sciences
Environmental sciences
Social sciences
Veterinary
Multidisciplinary
Others (Biochemistry, Economics, Medicine)
Undefined (journals not included in SJR)

Funding National or international projects, donations, etc., as explicitly stated
in the article (e.g., acknowledgments)

Internal funding (funds from the same country as the study area)
Europe
North America
International (international organizations or associations, or other countries)
Undefined (no detailed or authors no received specific funding for the study)
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Characterization of the studied variables was approached through
descriptive statistics. Hierarchical clustering analysis with Ward’s
method and squared Euclidian distance was applied to identify groups
of similar countries according to the main attributes in scientific publi-
cations and potential conditioning factors. Finally, partial least squares
(PLS) regression analyseswere performed to investigate the association
between the potential conditioning factors (X matrix: first author
provenance, number of authors, cooperation, source of funding)
and 1) the main component of AS under study (Y matrix: trees, live-
stock, forage/crop, human), 2) the main objective of each study (Y ma-
trix: production, conservation, sociological), and 3) recommendations
(Y matrix: management, conservation, policies, and decision making)
for the nine South American countries included in the study.

Results

The first approach (894 items) showed that the annual number of
studies about AS in South America has increased since 1982 (Fig. 1a).
Some countries like Peru and Chile produced a large share of the publi-
cations coming out until the 1990s (23% and 21%, respectively) when
their proportion declined (10% and 6%, respectively), though the abso-
lute number of articles from those countries did not change. Other coun-
tries like Argentina, Brazil, and Venezuela produced a similar
percentage of the annual publications (5 − 8%, 40 − 50%, and 4 − 5%,
respectively) throughout the period studied (Fig. 1b), although in
absolute numbers Brazil tripled its annual publications from 2004 to
2016. Colombia is another country that increased its scientific
production, though its proportional representation within South
America has been similar throughout the period.

The final 210 selected studies of AS were published in 91 different
journals (25% in Agroforestry Systems), 1 Ph.D. thesis, and 2 book
Figure 1. Publication rate of studies regarding agro-silvo-pastoral use in different
countries of South America since 1980 until present (http://scopus.com, last accessed:
February 2, 2017): a) cumulative number of articles per country; b) proportion of
articles from each country per year.
chapters. We found that most of the articles reported analytical studies
(64%), while descriptive and theoretical works were less frequent
(Fig. 2a). The local scale was the most frequent (64%), while regional
or national surveys were less frequent (Fig. 2b). Knowledge of AS was
generated mainly from seasonal or brief research (63%), while short-
and long-term studies were less frequent (Fig. 2c). There were different
sizes of production systems represented in the literature (Fig. 2d), from
smallholders in 40% of articles to large-scale farmers in only 18% of
articles. Private properties were the most common land tenure form
represented in the literature (60%), followed by state lands in a lower
proportion (Fig. 2e). Large portions of the studies were conducted in
tropical and subtropical forest biomes (65%, Fig. 2f), denoting gaps in
the knowledge available for temperate forests and temperate and
tropical shrublands.

Main Attributes of Studies

The tree component of AS was the most studied in South America
and within each country, while the livestock component received less
attention (Table 2). Studies from Brazil covered multiple components.
Consequently, tree, livestock, and forage/crop components were pro-
portionally more studied there than for South America as a whole.
Chile also included the forage/crop component in higher proportion
than South America. The human component was proportionally more
studied in Bolivia, Paraguay, and Peru. In general, the studies were
mainly focused on production of goods and services (monetary or non-
monetary approaches), except in Brazil, where conservation was the
most frequent study objective (see Table 2). Compared with South
America as a whole, studies carried out in Argentina, Chile, Peru, and
Venezuela were more oriented to productivity; studies carried out in
Bolivia, Brazil, and Peruweremore oriented to conservation goals; stud-
ies carried out in Bolivia, Peru, and Venezuela were more oriented to
restoration goals; and social goals were more studied in Bolivia and
Paraguay. Stakeholders were involved in more than half of the studies
(60%) and they were mostly represented by producers (see Table 2).
Comparedwith SouthAmerica as awhole, local producerswere propor-
tionately more involved in studies from Bolivia, Brazil, and Peru;
government and professionals were most involved in Brazil and
Venezuela, while nongovernmental organizations and indigenous
groups were more involved in studies in Bolivia and Paraguay. Studies
from Argentina and Colombia showed the lowest participation of
stakeholders. Moreover, 70% of studies provided recommendations
derived from their results, and such recommendations were mostly
concerned with management of AS components (see Table 2).
Compared with South America as a whole, studies carried out in Brazil
made more recommendations for management (along with Bolivia)
and conservation (along with Colombia). Studies from Argentina,
Brazil, Colombia, and Paraguay included the highest proportion of
recommendations for policies and decision making. Studies from Peru
and Venezuela showed the lowest proportion of recommendations.

Potential Conditioning Factors for Agroforestry Research

In general, studieswere led by local first authors (same country for the
author’s affiliation and the study area) (Table 3). The proportion of local
first authors was greater in Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, and
Venezuela. By contrast, Paraguay and Peru showed the highest
proportion of studies led by North American authors, and Bolivia and
Ecuador showed the highest proportion of studies led by European
authors. Most of the studies, except in Paraguay, were coauthored by N 4
people (see Table 3), which indicated interinstitutional work. Publications
by national groups (local or foreign) were proportionally greater in Brazil,
Colombia, Paraguay, and Venezuela, while international cooperation was
proportionally greater in Bolivia, Chile, and Peru. Interinstitutionalworking
groups were proportionally high in Argentina, Brazil, and Peru compared
with the overall proportion for South America. The subject areas of

Image of Figure�1


Figure 2. Percentage of case studies following different analytical approaches. TeF =
temperate forests, TeGS = temperate scrublands, TrF = tropical and subtropical forests,
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journals were mainly “Agricultural Science” and, to a lesser extent, “Envi-
ronmental Science.” The funds supporting research came from South
American countries (internal funding) but also from Europe and North
America (see Table 3). Research supported by internal funding comprised
the largest shareof studies inArgentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, andVenezuela.
Studies supported by Europe occurred in the highest proportion in Bolivia and
Ecuador, while studies supported by North America occurred proportionately
more often in Paraguay and Peru than in South America overall.

Cluster analysis of case studies based on themain attributes of the AS
and on conditioning factors identified two main groups (50% of
maximum distance) with different subclusters: 1) Argentina and Chile
linking with Brazil, and them linking with Colombia and Venezuela;
and 2) Bolivia linking with Ecuador and Peru, and them linking with
Paraguay at a greater distance (Fig. 3).

PLS analysis undertaken to assess the association between the
conditioning factors and the main component under study explained
87.2% of the variability in the first two PLS components (Fig. 4A). The
most explanatory variables on component 1 were local first author and

TrGS = tropical and subtropical scrublands. U = Undefined.
Table 2
Main attributes of case studies on agro-silvo-pastoral use in South America classified by the com
dations. Each percentage is related to the total publication number of each country or total ana

Overall
(n = 210)

AR
(n = 25)

BO
(n = 19)

BR
(n = 25)

n % n % n % n %

Component studied
Tree 146 70% 12 48% 12 63% 22 88%
Livestock 36 17% 3 12% 2 11% 8 32%
Forage/Crop 103 49% 11 44% 1 5% 19 76%
Human 55 26% 2 8% 11 58% 5 20%

Study objective
Productivity 139 66% 22 88% 11 58% 15 60%
Conservation 98 47% 7 28% 12 63% 19 76%
Restoration 68 32% 6 24% 9 47% 9 36%
Sociological 57 27% 2 8% 12 63% 4 16%

Stakeholders involved
Producers 119 57% 2 8% 13 68% 22 88%
Government 24 11% 2 8% 1 5% 13 52%
Professionals 19 9% 2 8% 0 0% 6 24%
NGOs 22 10% 0 0% 3 16% 6 24%
Indigenous groups 41 20% 0 0% 10 53% 4 16%
Others 2 1% 0 0% 0 0% 1 4%

Recommendations
Management 106 50% 8 32% 8 42% 24 96%
Conservation 48 23% 5 20% 2 11% 15 60%
Policies and decision-making 44 21% 7 28% 2 11% 7 28%

AR = Argentina, BO = Bolivia, BR = Brazil, CL = Chile, CO = Colombia, EC = Ecuador, PA =
foreign (North America and Europe together) first author, while compo-
nent 2 added national and international author teams (Table 4). Publica-
tions that studied the tree or forage/crop components of AS were
associated with interinstitutional cooperation and international author
teams, while studies about livestock were more associated with local
first authors and internal funding. Studies about the human component
were associated with foreign first authors and external funding.

PLS analysis to assess the association between the conditioning fac-
tors and the main objective of publications explained 83.0% of the vari-
ability in the first two PLS components (Fig. 4B). The most explanatory
variables on component 1 were first local author and foreign (North
America and Europe together) first author, while component 2 added
national and international author teams (see Table 4). Publications
targeting conservation, restoration, and productivity were associated
with interinstitutional cooperation and international author teams,
while publications with sociological perspectives were associated with
foreign first authors and external funding.

Finally, PLS analysis to assess the association between the condition-
ing factors and the recommendations of publications explained 89.8% of
the variability in the first two PLS components (see Fig. 4B). The most
explanatory variables on component 1 were internal (own country)
and external (North America and Europe together) funding, while
component 2 added national and international author teams and inter-
institutional cooperation (see Table 4). Publicationsmaking recommen-
dations for management and conservation were associated with local
first authors and internal funding, while recommendations for policies
and decision making were associated with national authorship teams.

Discussion

Compared with previous reviews of AS (Cubbage et al., 2012;
Somarriba et al., 2012; Montagnini et al., 2013; Casanova-Lugo et al.,
2016), our study took a broader perspective by covering multiple as-
pects of AS, from the specific component under study to stakeholder in-
volvement and recommendations. We focused our review in South
America to assess indicators of the economic, social, and cultural context
and to gain better insight about the process of generating information in
this region. Our study followed an integrated process of exploring the
ponents under study, main focus of research, stakeholders participation and recommen-
lyses, where one case study can include more than one component

CL
(n = 25)

CO
(n = 25)

EC
(n = 25)

PA
(n = 16)

PE
(n = 25)

VE
(n = 25)

n % n % n % n % n % n %

12 48% 18 72% 18 72% 7 44% 21 84% 24 50%
1 4% 1 4% 0 0% 2 13% 2 8% 17 17%

13 52% 8 32% 12 48% 2 13% 15 60% 22 76%
4 16% 5 20% 4 16% 7 44% 10 40% 7 26%

18 72% 11 44% 14 56% 11 69% 18 72% 19 99%
7 28% 11 44% 13 52% 4 25% 15 60% 10 28%
5 20% 6 24% 3 12% 3 19% 12 48% 15 36%
2 8% 6 24% 7 28% 9 56% 8 32% 7 28%

12 48% 6 24% 24 96% 8 50% 25 100% 7 28%
0 0% 2 8% 1 4% 0 0% 1 4% 4 16%
1 4% 1 4% 2 8% 0 0% 2 8% 5 20%
1 4% 1 4% 2 8% 6 38% 1 4% 2 4%
4 16% 2 8% 6 24% 7 44% 5 20% 3 12%
0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 4%

20 80% 11 44% 12 48% 9 56% 5 20% 9 28%
5 20% 10 40% 6 24% 3 19% 2 8% 0 0%
4 16% 7 28% 5 20% 5 31% 2 8% 5 20%

Paraguay, PE = Peru, VE = Venezuela.

Image of Figure�2


Table 3
Potential conditioning factors classified by first author provenance, number of co-authors, cooperation, subject area in SJR and funding provenance

All
(n = 210)

AR
(n = 25)

BO
(n = 19)

BR
(n = 25)

CL
(n = 25)

CO
(n = 25)

EC
(n = 25)

PA
(n = 16)

PE
(n = 25)

VE
(n = 25)

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

First author
Local 118 56% 18 72% 0 0% 23 92% 18 72% 23 92% 3 12% 7 44% 2 8% 24 96%
North America 36 17% 5 20% 3 16% 1 4% 2 8% 2 8% 4 16% 8 50% 11 44% 0 0%
Europe 46 22% 1 4% 14 74% 1 4% 4 16% 0 0% 17 68% 1 6% 7 28% 1 4%
Other 10 5% 1 4% 2 11% 0 0% 1 4% 0 0% 1 4% 0 0% 5 20% 0 0%

Number of co-authors
1 25 12% 2 8% 2 11% 1 4% 2 8% 1 4% 1 4% 9 56% 5 20% 2 8%
2-4 110 26% 10 40% 8 42% 16 64% 10 40% 5 20% 6 24% 1 6% 8 32% 11 44%
N4 75 36% 13 52% 9 47% 8 32% 13 52% 19 76% 18 72% 6 38% 12 48% 12 48%

Cooperation
National 118 56% 14 56% 7 37% 16 64% 10 40% 19 76% 14 56% 14 88% 6 24% 18 72%
International 92 44% 11 44% 12 63% 9 36% 15 60% 6 24% 11 44% 2 13% 19 76% 7 28%
Inter-institutional team 133 63% 19 76% 13 68% 21 84% 16 64% 14 56% 12 48% 3 19% 19 76% 16 64%

Subject area (SJR)
Agricultural Sc 151 72% 19 76% 15 79% 15 60% 21 84% 18 72% 15 60% 8 50% 22 88% 18 72%
Environmental Sc 31 15% 3 12% 1 5% 9 36% 4 16% 6 24% 6 24% 1 6% 1 4% 0 0%
Social Sc 4 2% 0 0% 0 0% 1 4% 0 0% 0 0% 1 4% 1 6% 1 4% 0 0%
Veterinary 4 2% 2 8% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 4% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 4%
Multidisciplinary 3 1% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 4% 2 8%
Others 6 3% 1 12% 0 0% 0 4% 0 0% 0 4% 3 8% 0 6% 0 8% 2 12%
Undefined 11 5% 0 0% 3 16% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 6 38% 0 0% 2 8%

Funding
Internal funding 98 47% 17 68% 0 0% 22 88% 15 60% 16 64% 0 0% 5 31% 0 0% 23 92%
Europe 50 24% 0 0% 14 74% 2 8% 3 12% 3 12% 19 76% 1 6% 7 28% 1 4%
North America 29 14% 3 12% 1 5% 1 4% 1 4% 2 8% 4 16% 8 50% 9 36% 0 0%
International 23 11% 5 20% 1 5% 0 0% 6 24% 4 16% 1 4% 1 6% 4 16% 1 4%
Undefined 10 5% 0 0% 3 16% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 4% 1 6% 5 20% 0 0%

AR = Argentina, BO = Bolivia, BR = Brazil, CL = Chile, CO = Colombia, EC = Ecuador, PA = Paraguay, PE = Peru, VE = Venezuela.
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main attributes of AS publications, as well as the conditioning factors
behind scientific research in SouthAmerica. Our approach is particularly
focused on the contextual factors that guide scientific studies in differ-
ent countries. However, we recognize there are some limitations as a re-
sult of the methods used. First, we selected only 25 papers within each
country. By doing this, much research—mostly papers from countries
with high scientific output such as Brazil—was neglected. The conclu-
Figure 3. Cluster analysis using the major attributes and conditioning factors identified in
publications (Table 2 and 3) to determine similar groups of countries.
sions, geographic patterns, and biases implied at the continental scale
should be taken cautiously as a result. Our decision to select an equitable
number of articles within each country was to avoid bias from those
countries with greater scientific development (e.g., Brazil) over less de-
veloped countries (e.g., Bolivia, Paraguay). Less research does not
necessarily mean less knowledge. Moreover, our objective was not to
describe and/or compare different farm practices and current research
trials of AS in South America because this has been achieved by previous
studies (Cubbage et al., 2012; Somarriba et al., 2012). Our main interest
was to disentangle how knowledge is built across the continent, and for
this we needed a representative sample of all countries and diverse sit-
uations. Another limitation of our review is the timeline of the studies
because those in Brazil correspond to 2012 − 2013, while those in
Bolivia or Paraguay correspond to 1980 − 2010. The problem here is
the comparison of conditioning factors behind each study because
they probably change over time (e.g., political decisions regarding in-
vestment on science within each country, international relationship).
This would be a fruitful area for additional research.

Research regarding AS has been carried out in almost all South
American countries save Uruguay and Guyana using a broad range of
disciplinary approaches, spatial and temporal scales, and engagement
with the human components of AS systems. Most of the reviewed stud-
ies denoted the importance of tree presence in the functionality and
performance (yield) of these productive systems. Recently, many coun-
tries have incorporated native tree species in combinationwith crops or
domestic animals in order to promote the use and conservation of local
flora (Somarriba and Beer, 2011; Brandt et al., 2014; Vebrova et al.,
2014). In contrast, livestock in general, but animal management in
particular, received less attention in the reviewed literature despite
livestock production being the main source of annual income in some
silvopastoral systems in South America (Peri et al., 2016). Nevertheless,
meat production has historically been carried out in pastures and steppe
biomes throughout South America. Although open pastures continue to
be the most widespread livestock farming systems, silvopastoral
systems combining animals and trees have proven to be more efficient
than traditional management in terms of high-performance meat
production (Ayerza, 2010; Peri et al., 2016). However, technical factors,
lack of extension work with farmers, and scarce technical and training
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Figure 4. Partial Least Squares (PLS) regression diagrams showing the relationships between
conditioning factors of publications with: A) main component (tree, forage/crop, livestock,
human) of agro-silvo-pastoral systems under study, B) main objective of study
(productivity, conservation, restoration or sociological issues), and C) recommendations
(management, conservation or policies and decision-making). 1AL= local first author;
1AF= foreign first author; II=inter-institutional cooperation; IAT= international author
team; NAT= national author team; EXF= external funding; INF= internal funding.

Table 4
Beta coefficients for PLS analyses according to A) main component of agro-silvo-pastoral
systems under study, B) main objective of study, and C) recommendations

Response Variable Component 1 Component 2

A: Main component Local first author 5.33 -15.94
Foreign first author 4.71 -13.74
Internal funding -3.35 0.23
External funding -2.27 -2.43
National author team -6.85 21.76
International author team -7.70 21.42
Inter-institutional
cooperation

1.00 -0.10

B: Objectives Local first author 9.26 -12.3
Foreign first author 9.34 -9.41
Internal funding -3.19 3.56
External funding -3.56 -0.28
National author team -4.78 6.12
International author team -4.85 6.08
Inter-institutional
cooperation

-0.23 -0.93

C: Recommendations Local first author -0.90 0.67
Foreign first author -0.25 -0.94
Internal funding 3.65 -0.07
External funding 2.43 1.15
National author team 0.55 3.62
International author team 0.84 2.65
Inter-institutional
cooperation

-0.20 1.97
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support for local producers have limited the technology development
and application of AS (Clavero, 2012; Somarriba et al., 2012).

Information reported in scientific articles, theses, technical reports, or
book chapters is themain source of up-to-date knowledge for agroforest-
ry extension officers and practitioners (Somarriba et al., 2012). This
knowledge should serve as the foundation for technical and training
support, as well as for decision makers and management policies. Most
case studies reviewed concluded with recommendations—sometimes
stated in a general way, sometimes giving details for application in
practice—which are critical to ensuring the usefulness of science and for
helping to generate tools and policies for management and conservation
in the region. In this sense, authors (Somarriba et al., 2012; Vessuri
et al., 2013) recognize the need to review, summarize, and communicate
current knowledge in the field of agroforestry for practitioners.

The bulk of knowledge about AS in South America is published in
English, presenting a language barrier for Latin agroforesters, as the
so-called “international” or “core” journals do not belong to this region.
This indicates, on the one hand, the growing acceptance of science
produced in South America in top-tier journals (Holmgren and
Schnitzer, 2004). The encouragement and funding fromvarious interna-
tional organizations (FAO, UNASUR) also help to increase international
scientific, technological, and academic cooperation by those in the
region with countries in the north hemisphere, as well as in South-
South bilateral relations. On the other hand, the dominance of English
may be evidence of the effect of journal rankings derived from the SCI
(Vessuri et al., 2013; Anderson et al., 2015), and the competitive
pressure under which Latin scientists (or any “peripheral” region of
the world, sensu Dunn et al., 2000) operate if they wish to elevate the
reputation of their research—they need to publish in high-impact,
high-prestige journals, and such journals are mainly in English and
reluctant to publish highly specific local studies. The current challenge
is to find a research strategy that supports the improvement of the
level of science in Latin America while preserving the possibility of
addressing problems relevant to the region.

Knowledge Production in South America Shaped by International
Collaborations

Despite the abundance of natural resources in South America, it is
still the most unequal region in the world (CEPAL 2016). Moreover, as
the global economy has contracted, foreign direct investment into
Latin American natural resources has decreased (IMF, 2016). In this
context, it is important to understand to what extent local or foreign
countries orient funding toward scientific research and technological
development (R&D) in AS, as well as what influence they exert as a
result of what is studied, and thus to develop a long-term strategy
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from South American countries integrating social, economic, and
political dimensions.

Our review aboutAS in SouthAmerica reveals the strong influence of
foreign interests, except in those countries with policies that generate
internal financial support for R&D such as Brazil and Argentina.
Moreover, countries with more internally funded research generated
more long-term studies. Our results highlighted two clear research
trends: 1) conservation and sociological issues supported by external
countries occurred most in Bolivia, Peru, and Ecuador; and 2) research
on the production of goods and services (including monetary and
nonmonetary approaches) was supported within countries with high
cooperation among institutions including Brazil, Venezuela, Chile, and
Argentina.

In Brazil, Venezuela, Colombia, and Argentina, R&D activities are
predominantly financed by public funds (e.g., national government,
universities). These countries have national science and technology
bodies (e.g., MINCyT, CONICET, CONICYT, MCTI) that invest in human
resources training, scholarships, and projects and prioritize research
related to specific national priorities (Anderson et al., 2015). The success
of Brazil in R&D is not just the result of a spontaneous process but of a
deliberate state policy to improve postgraduate education and research
in a planned and guided way with dependable public funding and
institutionalization of a systematic evaluation process (Neves, 2007).
In the same way, Venezuela has passed laws (e.g., Ley Orgánica de
Ciencia, Tecnología e Innovación 2006) to ensure that R&D funding is
partially provided by companies (e.g., mandatory contributions of
between 0.5 − 2% of their gross income for scientific projects). This is
how Venezuela obtained 94.8% of R&D funding from the business sector
(Lemarchand, 2010). In Argentina over the past decade, CONICET (the
National Scientific and Technical Research Council) has prioritized
funding national scholarships for graduate study but also providing
financing for short research periods abroad for Ph.D. students and
postdoctoral researchers.

Funding from the United States and Europe is still an important
source of R&D funding in some countries of the region such as Bolivia,
Peru, and Ecuador. In this review there were no internally supported
studies in such countries. In such places, scientific-technological devel-
opment depends on external financing but is also conducted by foreign
researchers and institutions, which has been attributed to the lack of
enough trained researchers, equipment, and technical supplies
(Holmgren and Schnitzer, 2004). South American publications with
more European Union and US funding tend to be led by European or
North American authors, as occurs in other countries and in multiple
disciplines (Salager-Meyer, 2008). It is rather obvious that richer coun-
tries are able to invest more resources in science and therefore account
for the largest number of publications. The point is what kinds of recom-
mendations or conclusions foreign authors highlight on the basis of
their scientific results from AS studies in South America. According to
our results, external funding and foreign first authors were negatively
associated with the provision of science-based recommendations from
studies. Among the few cases we found, foreign-led studies in Bolivia,
Ecuador, and Paraguay formulated recommendationsmainly oriented to-
ward conservation and management of local tree species (Ibisch, 2002),
smallholder-oriented forestry (Grossman, 2014), and growing trees to
generate rural income and rehabilitate degraded lands (Hoch et al.,
2009, 2012) with the participation of smallholders and indigenous com-
munities. In studies from Brazil, by contrast, concern is focused on devel-
oping sustainable production models (e.g., silvopastoral use,
multifunctional systems) to replace traditional systems or monocultures
(de Souza et al., 2012; Sambuichi et al., 2012; Lapola et al., 2014).

Linking Policy and Science

According to Follis and Nair (1994), Somarriba et al. (2012), and
Robbins et al. (2015), institutional support and appropriate local and
regional policies are as important as the biological performance of any
promoted technologies. Currently, one of the major dilemmas for the
agricultural sciences is the research agenda definition, as there is a
permanent conflict between local/regional strategic issues and the
priorities imposed by developed countries. For example, there is a
general (worldwide) consensus that agriculture and forestry are vital
sectors for meeting the challenge of climate change due to their poten-
tial for C capture and accumulation (Montagnini, 2015). Climate change
reveals how different perceptions lead to different priorities and
perceptions of what the key problem is. On one hand, international
organizations perceive that climate change is a real problem for our
region. Their main argument is generally that climate change effects
will reduce food production in this region, mainly in Bolivia, Ecuador,
and Paraguay, among others (ECLAC, 2016). On the other hand, South
American countries are also concerned about poverty reduction, so
regional priorities focus on strengthening local producers, adoption of
new technologies, water resource management, land tenure, and
production schemes with added value (UNASUR, 2013).

It is possible to identify an increasing profile of scientific collabora-
tions within South America. This region is one of the most dynamic
players in the exchange of knowledge and experiences via South-
South cooperation. Cooperative initiatives have been led mainly by
Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Mexico, and Uruguay (85% of total bilateral
South-South cooperation projects), while Ecuador, Bolivia, and
Uruguay are the main countries looking for cooperation (SEGIB, 2016).
Increasing such cooperation could be the key to fostering regional
integration and generation of regional public goods.

Future Challenges in AS Research

Since the concept ofAgroforestry Systemswas adopted by the technical-
scientific community, agroforestry has been perceived as part of several
disciplines (Nair, 1993), but in practice it belongs to none. This confusion
is also observed in the reviewed scientific literature.Most scientific studies
deal with a single component of AS, whether focused on agriculture, silvi-
culture, rural development, trade, orfinances. The future challenge is to en-
hance the understanding of multifunctionality in an integrated way. Since
there are positive andnegative interactions among trees, crops or pastures,
and livestock (Peri et al., 2016), AS practices need to encourage positive in-
teractions to ensure long-term sustainability. There are some parallels at
political and administrative levels. Agroforestry issues are currently being
coordinated by different (and geographically separated) governmental
agencies, such as rural development agencies, institutes of agriculture or
forestry, and ministries of environment, at local and national levels. While
this avoidsoverlapping responsibilities, it reduces the capacity to coordinate
activities from a broader perspective and enhance synergies for AS.

As for public policies, we propose the following for broadening
perspectives for the promotion of AS. Policymakers should focus on
the biological efficiency of technology and also analyze economic
feasibility, as well as social acceptability. Within this framework, social
components will be especially important: It is essential that the design
of the research and extension programs pay special attention to the
needs of the beneficiaries to ensure that the programs are relevant,
applicable, and practical. Finally, the capacity that each country has for
funding its own research projects will be one of the main challenges,
as well as the development of a regional strategy in South America for
science specifically related to AS use.

Appendix A. Supplementary Data

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.rama.2017.12.006.

References

Anderson, C.B., Monjeau, A., Rau, J.R., 2015. Knowledge dialogue to attain global scientific
excellence and broader social relevance. BioScience 65 (7), 709–717.

https://doi.org/
https://doi.org/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0005


645R. Soler et al. / Rangeland Ecology & Management 71 (2018) 637–645
Ayerza, R., 2010. Bos indicus and Bos indicus × Bos taurus heifers’ performance under two
grazing systems in the Arid Chaco of Argentina. Livestock Research for Rural
Development 22 (5), 1–12.

Bhagwat, S.A., Willis, K.J., Birks, H.J.B., Whittaker, R.J., 2008. Agroforestry: a refuge for
tropical biodiversity? Trends in Ecology and Evolution 23, 261–264.

Brandt, R., Lachmuth, S., Landschulz, C., Haß, F., Hensen, I., 2014. Species-specific
responses to environmental stress on germination and juvenile growth of two
Bolivian Andean agroforestry species. New Forests 45 (6), 777–795.

Casanova-Lugo, F., Ramírez-Avilés, L., Parsons, D., Caamal-Maldonado, A., Piñeiro-
Vázquez, A.T., Díaz-Echeverría, V., 2016. Environmental services from tropical
agroforestry systems. Chapingo 22 (3), 269–284.

Clavero, T., 2012. Potencialidades y limitaciones de los sistemas agroforestales en la
producción animal en Venezuela. Revista de la Universidad del Zulia 3 (5), 9–20.

Colcombet, L., Esquivel, J.I., Fassola, H.E., Goldfarb, M.C., Lacorte, S.M., Pachas, N., Rossner,
B., Winck, R.A., 2015. Los sistemas silvopastoriles en las provincias de Misiones y
Corrientes, Argentina. In: Montagnini, F., Somarriba, E., Murgueitio, E., Fassola, H.,
Eibl, B. (Eds.), Sistemas Agroforestales Funciones Productivas, Socioeconómicas y
Ambientales. Editorial CIPAV, Colombia, pp. 103–129.

Consultative Group for International Agricultural Research (CGIAR), 2015. Forests, trees,
and agroforestry: knowledge needs assessment. World Agroforestry Center, Nairobi,
Kenya Available at: http://humanfoodandnature.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/4/
2015/10/FTA-Needs-Assessment-Report-pdf.pdf. Accessed 22 February 2017.

Cubbage, F., Balmelli, G., Bussoni, A., Noellemeyer, E., Pachas, A.N., Fassola, H., Colcombet,
L., Rossner, B., Frey, G., Dube, F., Lopes de Silva, M., Stevenson, H., Hamilton, J.,
Hubbard, W., 2012. Comparing silvopastoral systems and prospects in eight regions
of the world. Agroforestry Systems 86, 303–314.

de Souza, H.N., de Goede, R.G.M., Brussaard, L., Cardoso, I.M., Duarte, E.M.G., Fernandes,
R.B.A., Gomes, L.C., Pulleman, M.M., 2012. Protective shade, tree diversity and soil
properties in coffee agroforestry systems in the Atlantic Rainforest biome. Agricul-
ture, Ecosystems and Environment 146 (1), 179–196.

Di Marco, M., Chapman, S., Althor, G., Kearney, S., Besancon, C., Butt, N., Maina, J.,
Possingham, H., von Bieberstein, K., Venter, O., Watson, J., 2017. Changing trends
and persisting biases in three decades of conservation science. Global Ecology and
Conservation 10, 32–42.

Dunn, C.C., Kawano, Y., Brewer, B.D., 2000. Trade globalization since 1795: waves of inte-
gration in the world-system. American Sociological Review 65 (1), 77–95.

Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC), 2016. Food
and nutrition security and the eradication of hunger CELAC 2025: furthering
discussion and regional cooperation. United Nations, Santiago, Chile Available at:
http://repositorio.cepal.org/bitstream/handle/11362/40355/1/S1600706_en.pdf.
Accessed 2 March 2017.

Eibl, B., Fernandez, R.A., Kozarik, J.C., Lupi, A., Montagnini, F., Nozzi, D., 2000. Agroforestry
systems with Ilex paraguariensis (American holly or yerba mate) and native timber
trees on small farms in Misiones, Argentina. Agroforestry Systems 48, 1–8.

Follis, M.B., Nair, R.K.R., 1994. Policy and institutional support for agroforestry: an analysis
of two Ecuadorian case studies. Agroforestry Systems 27, 223–240.

Global Environment Facility (GEF), 2014. GEF-6 Programming Directions. Available at: http://
www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/GEF-6%20Programming%20Directions.pdf.
Accessed 2 March 2017.

Grossman, J.J., 2014. Eucalypts in agroforestry, reforestation, and smallholders’ concep-
tions of “nativeness”: a multiple case study of plantation owners in eastern
Paraguay. Small-scale Forestry 14 (1), 39–57.

Hoch, L., Pokorny, B., De Jong,W., 2009. How successful is tree growing for smallholders in
the Amazon? International Forestry Review 11 (3), 299–310.

Hoch, L., Pokorny, B., de Jong, W., 2012. Financial attractiveness of smallholder tree plan-
tations in the Amazon: bridging external expectations and local realities. Agroforestry
Systems 84 (3), 361–375.

Holmgren,M., Schnitzer, S.A., 2004. Scienceon the rise indeveloping countries. PLoSBiol 2 (1), e1.
Ibisch, P.L., 2002. Evaluation of a rural development project in Southwest Cochabamba,

Bolivia, and its agroforestry activities involving Polylepis besseri and other native
species-a decade of lessons learned. Ecotropica 8, 205–218.

International Monetary Fund (IMF), 2016. Regional economic outlook. Western hemi-
sphere. IMF, Washington, DC, USA, p. 115.

Jose, S., Gillespie, A.R., Pallardy, S.G., 2004. Interspecific interactions in temperate agrofor-
estry. Agroforestry Systems 61, 237–255.

Lapola, D.M., Martinelli, L.A., Peres, C.A., Ometto, J.P.H.B., Ferreira, M.E., Nobre, C.A., Aguiar,
A.P.D., Bustamante, M.M.C., Cardoso, M.F., Costa, M.H., Joly, C.A., Leite, C.C., Moutinho,
P., Sampaio, G., Strassburg, B.B.N., Vieira, I.C.G., 2014. Pervasive transition of the
Brazilian land-use system. Nature Climate Change 4, 27–35.

Lemarchand, G., 2010. Sistemas nacionales de ciencia, tecnología e innovación en América
Latina y el Caribe, Estudios y Documentos de Política Científica en América Latina y el
Caribe. UNESCO, Montevideo, Uruguay.

Montagnini, F., 2015. Función de los sistemas agroforestales en la adaptación y mitigación
del cambio climático. In: Montagnini, F., Somarriba, E., Murgueitio, E., Fassola, H., Eibl,
B. (Eds.), Sistemas agroforestales funciones productivas, socioeconómicas y
ambientales. Editorial CIPAV, Cali, Colombia, pp. 269–297.
Montagnini, F., Ibrahim, M., Murgueitio, E., 2013. Silvopastoral systems and climate
change mitigation in Latin America. Bois et Forêts des Tropiques 316 (2), 3–16.

Mosquera-Losada, M., McAdam, J.H., Romero-Franco, R., Santiago-Freijanes, J., Rigueiro-
Rodríguez, A., 2009. Definitions and components of agroforestry practices in
Europe. In: Rigueiro-Rodríguez, A., McAdam, J., Mosquera-Losada, M. (Eds.), Agrofor-
estry in Europe. Springer, Houten, The Netherlands, pp. 3–19.

Nair, P.K.R., 1993. An introduction to agroforestry. Kluwer Academic Publishers,
Dordrecht, The Netherlands, p. 499.

Neves, C.E.B., 2007. Brazilian experiences in building research capacity. In: Mollis, M., Voehl,
M.N. (Eds.), Research and higher education policies for transforming societies: perspec-
tives from Latin America and the Caribbean. UNESCO, Paris, France, pp. 95–118.

Oliveira-Neto, N.E., Nascimento, D.R., Carvalho, F.A., 2017. Biodiversity inventory of trees
in a neotropical secondary forest after abandonment of shaded coffee plantation.
iForest 10, 303–308.

Olson, D.M., Dinerstein, E., Wikramanayake, E.D., Burgess, N.D., Powell, G.V.N.,
Underwood, E.C., D’amico, J.A., Itoua, I., Strand, H.E., Morrison, J.C., Loucks, C.J.,
Allnutt, T.F., Ricketts, T.H., Kura, Y., Lamoreux, J.F., Wettengel, W.W., Hedao, P.,
Kassem, K.R., 2001. Terrestrial ecoregions of the world: a new map of life on Earth.
BioScience 51 (11), 933–938.

Peri, P.L., Bahamonde, H.A., Lencinas, M.V., Gargaglione, V., Soler, R., Ormaechea, S.,
Martínez Pastur, G., 2016. A review of silvopastoral systems in native forests of
Nothofagus antarctica in southern Patagonia, Argentina. Agroforestry Systems 90
(6), 933–960.

Robbins, P., Chhatre, A., Karanth, K., 2015. Political ecology of commodity agroforests and
tropical biodiversity. Conservation Letters 8 (2), 77–85.

Salager-Meyer, F., 2008. Scientific publishing in developing countries: challenges for the
future. Journal of English for Academic Purposes 7, 121–132.

Sambuichi, R.H.R., Vidal, D.B., Piasentin, F.B., Jardim, J.G., Viana, T.G., Menezes, A.A., Mello,
D.L.N., Ahnert, D., Baligar, V.C., 2012. Cabruca agroforests in southern Bahia, Brazil:
tree component, management practices and tree species conservation. Biodiversity
and Conservation 21 (4), 1055–1077.

Secretaría General Iberoamericana (SEGIB), 2016. Informe de la Cooperación Sur-Sur en
Iberoamérica. SEGIB, PIFCSS and AECID, Madrid, Spain, p. 237.

Somarriba, E., Beer, J., 2011. Productivity of Theobroma cacao agroforestry systems with
timber or legume service shade trees. Agroforestry Systems 81 (2), 109–121.

Somarriba, E., Beer, J., Alegre-Orihuela, J., Andrade, H.J., Cerda, R., DeClerck, F., Detlefsen,
G., Escalante, M., Giraldo, L.A., Ibrahim, M., Krishnamurthy, L., Mena-Mosquera, V.E.,
Mora-Degado, J.R., Orozco, L., Scheelje, M., Campos, J.J., 2012. Mainstreaming agrofor-
estry in Latin America. In: Nair, R.P.K., Garrity, D. (Eds.), Agroforestry—the future of
global land use. Springer, Houten, The Netherlands, pp. 429–453.

Torralba, M., Fagerholm, N., Burgess, P.J., Moreno, G., Plieninger, T., 2016. Do European ag-
roforestry systems enhance biodiversity and ecosystem services? A meta-analysis.
Agriculture, Ecosystems and Environment 230, 150–161.

Torres, A., 2007. Perspectivas de la producción bovina en el estado Trujillo. Mundo
Pecuario 3 (1), 14–16.

Tscharntke, T., Milder, J.C., Schroth, G., Clough, Y., DeClerck, F., Waldron, A., Rice, R.,
Ghazoul, J., 2015. Conserving biodiversity through certification of tropical agroforest-
ry crops at local and landscape scales. Conservation Letters 8, 14–23.

Tubiello, F., 2012. Climate change adaptation and mitigation: challenges and opportuni-
ties in the food sector. Natural Resources Management and Environment Depart-
ment. FAO, Rome, Italy 29 pp.

Unión de Naciones Suramericanas (UNASUR), 2013. Conferencia de la Unión de
Naciones Suramericanas sobre recursos naturales para un desarrollo integral de la
región. UNASUR, Quito, Ecuador Available at: http://www.unasursg.org/images/
publicaciones/opt_conferencia_UNASUR_para-desarrollo-integral-ES.pdf. Accessed
2 March 2017.

Unión de Naciones Suramericanas (UNASUR), 2014. Catálogo de Instituciones y Redes de
Investigación e Información sobre Recursos Naturales. UNASUR, Quito, Ecuador Available
at: http://biblioteca.clacso.edu.ar/clacso/otros/20140903040708/CatalogoUnasur.pdf.
Accessed 2 March 2017.

Vebrova, H., Lojka, B., Husband, T.P., Chuspe Zans, M.E., Van Damme, P., Rollo, A.,
Kalousova, M., 2014. Tree diversity in cacao agroforests in San Alejandro, Peruvian
Amazon. Agroforestry Systems 88 (6), 1101–1115.

Velasco, D., García-Llorente, M., Alonso, B., Dolera, A., Palomo, I., Iniesta-Arandia, I.,
Martín-López, B., 2015. Biodiversity conservation research challenges in the 21st cen-
tury: a review of publishing trends in 2000 and 2011. Environmental Science and
Policy 54, 90–96.

Vessuri, H., Guédon, J.C., Cetto, A.M., 2013. Excellence or quality? Impact of the current
competition regime on science and scientific publishing in Latin America and its im-
plications for development. Current Sociology 62 (5), 647–665.

World Bank Data, 2017. Scientific and technical journal articles. Indicators: Science & Tech-
nology NW, Washington DC, USA. Available at: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/.
Accessed 20 February 2017.

Zomer, R.J., Trabucco, A., Coe, R., Place, F., 2009. Trees on farm: analysis of global extent
and geographical patterns of agroforestry. ICRAF, Working Paper no. 89. ICRAF,
Nairobi, Kenya 63 pp.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0035
http://humanfoodandnature.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/4/2015/10/FTA-Needs-Assessment-Report-pdf.pdf
http://humanfoodandnature.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/4/2015/10/FTA-Needs-Assessment-Report-pdf.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf90188
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf90188
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf90188
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0055
http://repositorio.cepal.org/bitstream/handle/11362/40355/1/S1600706_en.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0070
http://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/GEF-6%20Programming%20Directions.pdf
http://www.thegef.org/sites/default/files/documents/GEF-6%20Programming%20Directions.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf9222
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf9222
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf9222
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf9890
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf9890
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0200
http://www.unasursg.org/images/publicaciones/opt_conferencia_UNASUR_para-desarrollo-integral-ES.pdf
http://www.unasursg.org/images/publicaciones/opt_conferencia_UNASUR_para-desarrollo-integral-ES.pdf
http://biblioteca.clacso.edu.ar/clacso/otros/20140903040708/CatalogoUnasur.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0225
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1550-7424(17)30180-X/rf0235

	Assessing Knowledge Production for Agrosilvopastoral Systems in South America
	Introduction
	Materials and Methods
	Literature Search and Study Selection
	Data Analysis

	Results
	Main Attributes of Studies
	Potential Conditioning Factors for Agroforestry Research

	Discussion
	Knowledge Production in South America Shaped by International Collaborations
	Linking Policy and Science
	Future Challenges in AS Research

	Appendix A. Supplementary Data
	References


