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Abstract

The Cariete Valley of Peru has a highly visible agricultural industry, with
practices that can be easily transferred throughout other regions of Peru. However, there
is a paucity of information currently available about the effectiveness of extension
programs occurring in the Cafiete Valley. As in many developing countries, the public
sector extension presence in the region has extremely limited resources, leaving many
producers dependent on consultation from private firms and non-governmental
organizations. There seems to be little coordination or cooperation between these
extension agencies. Due to the limited resources available for extension programming, it
IS important to monitor the impacts of extension programs from a cost effective view
point. Typically, extension programs are evaluated based upon only one or two levels of
evidence. The purpose of this research was to use a holistic approach of multiple levels of
evidence to monitor and evaluate extension programs in the Cafiete Valley. The
evaluation data included anecdotal and economic data gleaned from Cabrera (1999),
statistical data from a variety of governmental and non-governmental sources, and spatial
data (Cabrera, 2001) from seven different images of the area that were created using GIS
technology confirmed with census information. The spatial data were analyzed by
observing and comparing the data found within each map, as well as a visualization of all
of the maps collectively. The results of this study will assist extension planners in
assessing the social, economical, and environmental impacts of their programs, and
provide needed baseline information for monitoring on-going programs. These planners
can also utilize the results to examine the recommended extension interventions or best
agricultural practices, as well as farmers’ tendency to adopt or reject previously
recommended practices.



Study Context
The Valley

The Cariete Valley is located south of Lima on the western coast of Peru. Within
the valley there are approximately 24,000 ha of cultivable land, which is irrigated using
the Carete River. Agricultural production in this includes asparagus, beans, maize,
mandarins, apples, peaches, potatoes, cucumbers, peppers, garlic, alfalfa, cotton, peas,
sweet potatoes, cabbage, tomatoes, grapes, pumpkins, and other various fruits and
vegetables. There are approximately 6,000 farms in the valley with the average sizes
being 1 to 50 ha. Almost 80% of these farms are of plots 10 ha or less. In terms of
climate, Cafiete Valley is an arid region of the country, with average summer
temperatures ranging from 12°C to 32°C, with an average temperature of 18°C (Cabrera,
1999).

Of the approximately 6,000 farms in the Cafiete Valley nearly 80% of them
belong to small farmers owning 10 ha of land or less (Cabrera, Hildebrand, Jones, 2005).
The average family size on a farm within the Cafiete Valley is three to seven members.
The size of a family determines much of the labor availability and support to care for
family members. Among the farms there are many different variations. In terms of
educational levels, they range from little to no primary school to completion of
secondary education. The other area where there is a great deal of variability between
households is in available utilities. Utilities available within the valley are electricity,
potable water, water drainage, and telephone. Only 11% of the population relies on all of
these utilities, while 10% are unable to afford public-sector utilities. The remainder of
the population varies on utility access, with electricity being the most predominant and
the telephone least predominant (Cabrera, 2001).

The small farm household situation tends to lend itself to high amounts of
interrelation between the home and farm. The main source of labor comes from within
the family. There are three different work objectives within the average farm household.
The first of these is field work which focuses on crop production including the growing
process, communication, administration, and commercialization. The second of these is
school work. The final area of work found in a house is housework which entails
childcare, cooking, and cleaning (Cabrera, 2001).

Almost 75% of the farms depend on agricultural activities for all of their income
and sustenance. The average sized small farm is 4.77 ha. The three most important crops
to the valley are cotton, maize, and sweet potato. Other crops of importance are potatoes,
yucca, beans, pumpkins, and tomatoes. About 60% of the farms have one animal which
is usually guinea pigs, chickens, or ducks (Cabrera, 2001). One thing that the valley does
have in its favor is that it is more technologically advanced than other valleys along
Peru’s costal desert (CIP, 2002).



Extension Programs

Valley Grand Rural Institute

On February 25, 1965 the organization Promoter of Social Works and Instruction
Popular (PROSIP, Spanish acronym) a non-governmental organization created the
Valley Grand Rural Institute (VGRI). VGRI is dedicated to developing rural extension
programs that meet the needs of the people while using the resources available in order to
change the behavior of farmers. They do this through providing training and education
to adults through courses, technical assistance, service enterprise qualification and more.
The organization has five objectives, including: 1) to develop the capacities of people,
stimulating their creativity and leadership, so they are able to assume the role of
managers in the development of communities, 2) to offer a formation of values in
concern with work and authority, 3) to accomplish activities of investigation and
transference of productive technologies that allow the operation to be maintained and to
enhance the efficient use of resources, 4) to support the development of an enterprise
mentality and the organization of producers so they can be advantageously inserted into
the global economy, and 5) to foster coordination with other institutions, public and
private, for the purpose of regional development.

In order to fulfill these objectives VGRI counts on their Agrarian School, the
Agrarian Extension Service of the Coast, The Mountain Range Extension Program, The
Enterprise Development Unit and other services of agriculturists. First and foremost
VGRI depends on the input of their members to better meet their needs. The VGRI does
not have their own research program and thus is reliant on other institutions to develop
new technologies for their members to use (Cabrera, 2001). Through the various
programs they offer, VGRI reaches over 1,000 small farmers each year. In order to offer
all of these programs VGRI’s budget is divided among three different sources. The first
is through minimal fees they charge farmers for programs they offer. The remainder of
the money is raised through local and national donations and then from international
institutions (Cabrera, Baker, Hildebrand, 2000).

International Potato Center

The International Potato Center (known by its Spanish acronym CIP) is located in
La Molina, Peru. The center consists of an international team of scientists from 25
countries and is underwritten by over 40 international donors. The mission statement of
the CIP states: “The International Potato Center (CIP) sees to reduce poverty and achieve
food security on a sustained basis in developing countries through scientific research and
related activities on potato, sweet potato, and other root and tuber crops and on the
improved management of natural resources in the Andes and other mountain areas (CIP,
2006, n.p).” CIP is a member of the Consultative Group on International Agricultural
Research (CGIAR) and is Future Harvest Center.

The center’s research ranges from gene disease defense to molecular technology.
They have also worked on the development of new cultivars of sweet potatoes that will



overcome many of the disease and cultivation problems of more established cultivars.
With the cooperation of farmers, they are able to apply the research in more applicable
life situations in early stages of research. They also incorporate workshops and
educational programs into their planning to aid farmers with newer technology and
resource development. Hopefully within these combinations CIP plans on increasing and
improving income, health, and food supply for developing countries (CIP, 2006).

Peru Ministry of Agriculture

The ministry of Agriculture was established on December 31, 1942 and began
operations on June 1, 1943. The mission of the ministry is: “To promote the
development of the organized agrarian producers to productive chains within the
framework of the river basin like unit of management of the natural resources, to obtain
agriculture development in terms of economic, social, and environmental sustainability.”
Within in this mission is the vision which includes words and/or phrases such as:
organized, competitive, profitable, sustainable, economic, social, environmental,
democratic surroundings, and equality of opportunities.

Currently the focus on the ministry is to prepare a plan for land usage over the
next 15 years. The goals within this plan are to increase yields, competitiveness, reduce
rural poverty, and to increase efficiency and proper handling of resources. There are
several factors that will have to be overcome in order for their plans to be implemented.
Among them is harvest concentration for most crops and seasonal variability. A radical
transformation is needed within the Ministry of Agriculture in terms of organizational
structure and planning, in able to better meet the needs of individual farmers. The three
step plan that will be implemented includes 1) change in investments in technological
elements, 2) the organization of producers to plan for certain crops, and 3) the obtainment
of currency to breach the gap between agricultural exportations and supply needs within
the country (Portal Agrario, 2006).

Theoretical Framework

Formative program evaluations provide program performance feedback relative to
program process and/or program outcomes (Rossi, Freeman, & Lipsey, 1999; Worthen,
Sanders, & Fitzpatrick, 1997). Formative evaluations of agricultural extension programs
in developing countries are essential. Two major factors contribute to the need for
formative evaluations. First, much of the on-station research, which results in approved
practices, has limited generalizability beyond the agricultural experiment stations
(Hildebrand & Russell, 1996). Secondly, often practices are a result of research or
indigenous knowledge conducted exclusively on-farm, and may suffer credibility which
limits broader adoption (Baker, Koyama & Hildebrand, 1999; Baker, Araujo &
Hildebrand, 1998).

Small, limited resource farming communities are highly elaborate systems. A
comprehensive analysis of a livelihood system includes land, labor, and capital
requirements for sustaining the household. Household composition, gender—related



responsibilities, off-farm or non-farm activities, land ownership, credit availability,
marketing information, and production seasons and cycles all directly or indirectly impact
crop and animal agro-systems, which impact households (Rocheleau, 1987; McDowell &
Hildebrand, 1986; Cabrera, 1999; Sullivan, 1999).

Purpose and Objective of the Study

The purpose of this research was to use a holistic approach of multiple levels of
evidence to monitor and evaluate extension programs in the Cariete Valley. The specific
objective of the study was to determine the effectiveness of extension programs based
upon a convergence of spatial, economical, statistical and anecdotal information.

Methods

The researchers used a mixed-method approach in designing this ex post
evaluation of extension practices in the Cafiete Valley. This research includes a summary
of statistical, economic, anecdotal, and spatial data, collected from 2000 — present.

Findings

Economic and Statistical Data

In 2000, Cabrera, et. al., conducted a formative evaluation to assess the
appropriateness of recommended fertilization practices for cotton production, and to
determine the economic feasibility of recommending grape and asparagus production to
limited resource farmers in Peru’s Cafiete Valley. This evaluation was conducted in
cooperation with VGRI. Cotton production records of over 600 farmers were used to
develop the cotton production functions. The production function analyses revealed that
extensionists should consult farmers on an individual basis, as opposed to the current
practice of recommending fertilizer rates based upon geographic region within the Cariete
Valley. Linear programming with data from numerous qualitative and quantitative
sources was used to determine the appropriateness of recommending grape and asparagus
production. At the time, it was recommended that in no case should grape production be
recommend to limited resource farmers, and asparagus production should be
recommended to this same client group with caution.

In a 2002 study of households in the Cafiete Valley, Cabrera and Hildebrand
explored the effect of household composition upon household security and well-being.
Using a process simulation model accounting for births, age, and deaths of household
family members and for livestock, crops, and financial activities with price and yield as
stochastic variables, ten typical households were simulated. Results revealed that family
composition had a huge impact upon economic stress in 10, 20, and 40 year models.
Overall, households with lesser numbers of members exhibited less stress.



Anecdotal and Statistical Data

For the past 5,000 years cotton has been an important crop in Peru. However, a
new twist on an old crop has the potential to bring about a revolution that could greatly
reduce the use of pesticides and increase the profit gain for farmers. This new variation
is organically grown cotton. Though it only accounts for one percent of the current world
cotton production, organic cotton has a 40% price premium. The Pesticide Action
Network (PAN) promotes the use of organic cotton around the world. PAN launched
their Ecological Cotton Project in 1997 in the Cariete Valley, with 40 small farmers.
Only 500 ha of organic cotton were grown in the valley, despite its definite potential. In
order to aid in disseminating the information into the public, PAN used public workshops
and farmer training programs. These programs focused on the importance of cotton to
the culture and economy and also taught techniques for ecological soil and pest
management (Reeves, 1998).

The Cafiete Valley produces the highest levels of sweet potato nationally, each
year 5,000 to 7,000 ha are planted. The average yield of sweet potato in 1999 was 22
tons per ha. It is primarily planted by small farmers because it is seen a lower risk crop
when compared to others. It is eaten more regularly by low income families because it
has a good flavor and battles nutritional deficiency. However, like many of the other
crops within the valley, sweet potato was greatly affected by the El Nifio years that
increased whitefly, aphid, and Sweet Potato Virus Disease (SPVD). The normal five
varieties that were planted in the valley became infested or infected with such pests. The
National Institute of Agricultural Research, the National Research Program for Potato
and Sweet Potato, and the International Potato Center teamed up to develop new varieties
that would be resistant to these pests. The main focus of this program was to insure that
all of the new cuttings produced were free of pathogens (Fonseca, Zuger, Walker, &
Molina, 2003).

Spatial Data

Using GIS data, the researchers discovered that there are 184 farms dedicated to
conventionally grown cotton within the PIPA Valle Grande (Figure 1). These are farms
that are under the supervision of the VGRI. Within these farms only one farm is 25-50ha
and only one is greater than 50ha. The majority of conventionally grown cotton is
located in the Viejo Imperial irrigation sector. There are 25 different organic cotton
farms within the valley (Figure 2). Some of these areas overlap with the PIPA Valle
Grande areas where conventionally grown cotton is produced. All farms that grew
organic cotton were less than 25 ha in size. Organically grown cotton is produced in the
Hunaca, San Miguel and Maria Angola irrigation sectors.

From a landscape perspective, the valley is broken up into several different sized
parcels of land (Figure 3). The majority of the larger farms of 50 ha or more are located
on the south and southwest parts of the valley. There are a total of 14 farms of 50 ha or
more with 10 of these being broken up into smaller sections of multiple cultivars. There
are 43 farms of 25-50 ha each, and 33 of these are broken into smaller plots with multiple



cultivars. The farms of 5 ha or less are usually away from the coast. The valley has a
large variety of agricultural production ranging from horticulture to livestock production
(Figure 4). The agronomic production includes asparagus, strawberries, beans, grasses,
maize, mandarin oranges, apples, peaches, potatoes, cucumbers, peppers, garlic, green
peas/vetch, sweet potatoes, cabbage, and pumpkins. There are seven poultry farms and
14 cattle ranches; these are found on parcels less than 7 ha each.

Very little of the land is not being utilized. Maize is grown throughout the valley
in plots of land normally smaller than 12 ha each. Cucumbers are also found throughout
the valley, though the highest concentration can be found within the San Miguel
irrigation area. The majority of the mandarin production is located along the southern
part of the valley, as are other fruits, grapes, and peaches. Asparagus, beans, and peas are
grown on very few farms located primarily in the southern one-half of the valley. The
primary concentration of tomatoes, grasses, and strawberries is along the exterior of the
valley, though small plots of land growing these crops can be located throughout the
valley. Apples and peppers are grown less than most other crops. They are primarily
gown in the southeast region of the valley in the San Viguel irrigation sector. Potatoes
are primarily grown along the river. Sweet potatoes are grown in smaller plots of land
throughout the entire valley.

There are seven different irrigation sectors: Palo Herbay, Pnachacamilla, Maria
Angola, Nuevo Imperial, San Miguel, Viejo Imperial, and Huanca (Figure 5). In order to
provide water into these different sectors multiple canals run through the valley. The
largest irrigation area is the Nuevo Imperial located in the northern and eastern parts of
the valley. It has 2,818 lots and a total of 8,195 ha of land. The average size of the lots is
3 ha. The Huanca irrigation sector has the largest average size lots at 5 ha with a total
area of 2,947 ha being divided among 538 lots of land. The smallest irrigation sector is
the Panchacamilla irrigation sector with only 309 lots and 1,099 ha of total area. The
largest farms, those of 50 ha or greater are found in all irrigation sectors except the Viejo
Imperial and Maria Angola. These two irrigation sectors are primarily composed of
farms of less than 12 ha each. The majority of farms that are 25-50 ha in size are found
in the Nuevo Imprial irrigation sector.

SENASA (Servicio Nacional de Sanidad Agraria) traps were set up in order to
keep track of insect pests throughout the valley (Figure 6). They are concentrated in the
southwest area of the valley in the San Miguel and Viejo Imperial irrigation sectors.
These traps also extend outside the normal valley parameters found in the other maps.
The population concentration is primarily located on the outer edges of the valley with
two large population areas in the center of the valley (Figure 7). There are however
smaller population centers spread throughout the valley. There are 17 medical facilities
within urban populations and six within rural populations.

Discussion

As is the case with so many journeys in life, the road from which we initially
departed took us to a different destination than was intended. Clearly, it was much more



difficult than we anticipated obtaining specific details on extension programming in the
Caniiete Valley. This frustration was exacerbated as we attempted to obtain historical
records from three very different organizations working in the region. Obviously,
without accurate information on program history, it was impossible to look at program
efficacy. So the authors determined it would be most prudent to discuss extension
programming in terms of structure.

Internationally, a number of extension models have been utilized (Seevers,
Graham, Gamon, & Conklin, 1997) with limited success in an effort to improve the
quality of life of rural producers. Although in the U.S., states may vary in their approach
to extension programming, the U.S. land-grant model is considered by many as being
linear in nature and typically includes target populations, resources for programming, and
activities associated with achieving program objectives (Boyle, 1981; Bennett &
Rockwell, 1995; Boone, 1985; Taylor-Powell, Steele, & Doughlah, 1996;). For many
years, the land-grant model served rural producers very well. Most agricultural
knowledge was produced by the land-grant system or its USDA partners and Extension
was used as a conduit from the generator to the consumer of agricultural information.

As no coincidence, much of the program logic underlying the land-grant model is
undergirded by the adoption/diffusion of innovations model as advanced by Rogers
(1995), who suggests that most innovations are diffused through a bell-shaped curve.
Adopter categories along the curve include innovators, early adopters, early majority, late
majority, and laggards. He also advances that there are characteristics of innovations
which determines the rate of adoption, including relative advantage, compatibility,
trialability, complexity, and observability. However, one of the major criticisms of
Roger’s model is that it results in a pro-innovation bias, where technology generation
drives extension programming.

Another influence upon the land-grant Extension model is a reductionist
epistemological orientation for assessing agricultural needs and evaluating extension
program results. On the biophysical side, the reductionist approach is exemplified by
disciplinary boundaries, or at best multidisciplinary approaches that may not lend to the
detection of intended and unintended consequences of scientific innovations upon the
entire system. On the social research side, a commonly used method involves survey
research, whereby questions are often developed from a researcher’s or extensionist’s
point of view rather than the point of view of a producer (Toness, 2005). The
reductionist approach to needs assessment and program evaluation has resulted in some
challenging the model by claiming that it is top-down in its approach.

Consequently, a number of forces and factors have contributed to the emergence
of more non-linear extension models that place the rural producer at the center of the
model. Leeuwis (2004) contends that challenges for agricultural extension practice are in
part due to challenges to farmers and agriculture at-large. He identified these challenges
as: (1) food production, food security, and intensification; (2) poverty alleviation and
income generation; (3) sustainability, ecosystems, and natural resource management; (4)
globalization and market liberalization; (5) multi-functional agriculture; (6) agrarian



reform; (7) food safety and chain management; and (8) knowledge intensity, knowledge
society, and commoditization of knowledge. He concluded by stating that:

Most of the innovations needed in present day agriculture have collective
dimensions (i.e. they require new forms of interaction, organization, and
agreement between multiple actors) has important implications for extension
practice and extension theory (p.11).

Similarly, Rivera and Alex (2004) argued that extension can no longer be viewed
as a unified service, but must be viewed as a network of information and knowledge
sources. Implicit in this assertion is that numerous information sources including local or
indigenous knowledge must be utilized in extension programming.

It is also interesting to note that alternative needs assessments techniques are
emerging to help extension program planners to better understand the needs of producers.
Examples include sensemaking (Rose, Beilin, & Paine, 2004), photo-elicitation (Beilin,
1998), Q-methodology (Jones, Kistler, Baker, & Doerfert, 2005), and ethnographic linear
programming (Litow, Baker, & Hildebrand, 2001). These tools take a more
constructivist approach in the needs assessment process, as opposed to the more
reductionist approach mentioned above.

The authors are fully convinced that future extension programming must be
established around social learning theory. In a qualitative study of more than 100
individuals committed to work on behalf of the common good, Daloz, Keen, Keen, and
Parks (1996) concluded by stating: “it is significant that we found constructive
engagements with otherness to be the single most critical element undergirding
commitment to the common good in the lives of those we studied. There is a vital need
in every sector of the commons to encourage meeting and dialogue . . . (p. 215).”

According to Koelen and Das (2002), social learning theory contends that farmers
make decisions based upon a combination of normative social influence (i.e. community
expectations, peer perceptions) and informational social influence (research-based
knowledge). In situations that are highly complex, where ambiguity is experienced, or
there is a lack of complete information, such as in the case of the many water
conservation decisions that farmers are faced with on a continuous basis, normative
social influences tend to become more salient and important to group members.

An interesting extension approach based upon social learning theory involves the
establishment of a Community of Practice (Holmes & Meyerhoff, 1999). In this
approach, farmers are placed in the center of the extension model. As indicated by Rose
Beilin, and Paine, (2003), collective learning and action does not happen instantly or
quickly. People have multiple points of view, needs, domains of expertise, and agendas.
Consequently, it is extremely important to focus upon communications structures
(sharing of experiences, ideas and information) through a continuous dialog of
responsibilities, goals, and roles. When farmers begin to think about their individual
farming systems in relation to their neighbors who share a common natural resources,



then they often make decisions based upon both the good of the whole as well as the
good of the individual (Rose, et. al., 2003).

Although this alternative model to extension programming is still being tested in
differing regions of the world, anecdotal feedback from the producers has been very
positive. We sense that community readiness is a huge issue to approaches grounded in
social learning theory. We also acknowledge that not all communities are within a state
of readiness for empowerment (Mashburn, Pomeroy, Liberato, & Baker, 2005) and that it
is often difficult to assess community readiness. However, interest continues to grow in
non-linear constructivist approaches that place the farmer in the center of programming.



1yld - ¥NIHNI - TdNLIN;

3 v 30 ORILSINIA :3LNANS
L00Z - 000€ AANYTHO ITTIVA

34 vdid 734d NOI2YJlan 34 vdYiN
JaNvuD o

Fiatire 1

i

E

alleA [op solpaid
apuelo ajleA vdid [l
| SRIN N

slaued ol [
BUBQUM UQOEBIqOd [ |
leiny uoleigod [ |

YAN3ATT




Fiatire 2

BSSZIDDD 854§ODD

855?000

000ZTIEC 00089¢
L L

000 aE
L

00009¢

0009S8¢
L

D00ZTSE 0008FE
L L

LLLL ] o 0000FE

noo‘ogt iejeas3

A1ve

didld - YNIJHNI - TUNLINJHOY 30 O-MALSININW :31N3Nd

SANVYO 3TIVA 30 ODINVYODUO
NOOJOO91Y 34 $3.1017 34 VdYIN

SR 0009

2 AANVYEO ITIVA A TANLINDIHEOY
m.w 34 OId3LSINIW OIN3IANOD

2}UED OIY [2P 2INE:
2114

- mefisg d

YAaN3A31

8580000

8564000

R
=

8568000

NOIDVYIIgN 34 YdYIN

000ZTLE 00089¢

000 9E

00009¢

00095¢

0008PE

000bPE b000bE

0040r9ss 00400958 0009558 0002558 0008¥sSsE

0002958




Fiaire 3

o0sse

_
L¥ld - YNIANI - TENLINIIEOY 30 ORHILSINIM :ALNING w.-ﬂ.tﬂz GO,O@ - Ges Ggﬂ OO_GN
ALANYD 340 IT77¢A 134 BY N3 3 3 X
31017 3d NOIDNAIYLSIA 30 vdv i
i JANYHOD ITTEA A THNLINIHOY _\\I/J
e 30 OIY3LSININ OINIANOD L 4 3
: o
%
- ?
§ \. o
! 1 /\J
i -
f 7
spyed oy N
m SOpe|Jed Soquan
e GV LEGTT 002
oy os < Il | ssogt | S .
oyos-sz | 2250 | ¥
pusz-zL [ | es0s0z | 2zt
pyzgl-¢2[ ]| oresie | gse
g pysz-¢[ ]| ‘oclor | 6L
H pys-¢ [ || e600l9 | 0SSl
pyc-| I | eveicy | ezve
oy >l | ¥s8'6 | €6il
a5E|D 12301 EH -N
VaNIATT
N

ooussaR

o000sR




ooooie o00s3e o0oose 000SS5E o00oSeE 0005¥E ooookE
L L L L L

g e e — | —

N\ 500K 000y 0008 v ooog

LR RN Lo LODZ13p Dlunr 21opE] we

1dld - PHIENI -WENLIND MOV 30 OMALSINIA 3LN3NS

VNIANI NND3S 3L3NVD 30 3T7TVA
73 N3 VHd3ll 340 TvNLOV S0SN 3d Vdv i

E JANVHD FTIVA A VHNLINDIHOY

304 OI43LSINIW OINIANOD

8550000

0000559

Finire 4
B555000

008558

seIA A eueq evoy [N
H a1ayen oy [0 leany euoz EEE
Z eafinjnanbie euny anueun ojsen [
2 ojedez ] ewan ua olosassy [0
gans ouidad ]
pa ede [
ELIUIE A ojed ]
aewn) [ a3)anp [
ooowopry ouaa | B umooojaw 4 o,
opeuniooel 4 ouaa) jenmew
oze3 ouaua) [ euezue) [
osn uig [ eulepuey [0
ey [ ~
2 seujoa Asewo [ ]
m ouasanu anbsog [ sepeAud sauoiaeeisu) [0
m [ sesiasp sezieuoy [ =
oyoacgieq [ eleniad elueln -
elasiy I glooise efuels [N -
seaue@sl seary [ seauielg [ ]
uopofiry T soslanp ssjeinid [0
eyeyy
afy [
iy I ofeueds3 [
SOAILTIND
YAN3IAIT
I ]
oDs e s000se [TYEET

0000958

HH0S9SS




Fiaiire 5

0000LE 000538 000038 00055 00005% uu-_w‘ﬂ u-_-_d!ﬂ
ﬂ ] ! !
owucs enem L 130 onanr Simes £
512321 0009 000¢
Ldld - YHIWNI - ¥dNLINI WY 30 OIYILSININ FALNIN
1INV 30 3T1TVA 134
N , 09314 30 $34019238 34 vdVH
] JANTHI ITIVA A THNLINIHEDY s )
&l 30 ORYALSININ OINIJANOD !
=
s N =
2 il N g
&
: 2 Ve :
i Ivv
p == = o
a o S -m O &
m = LS Vﬁ g
g { Q g
—- F
] = sang
H R % S e H g
g o w7 5 ! g
E ewmeee B o snlesn AN H
s g oD i sl 7
ot o ¢
= [P g g 3
e cton, 1 s
oo ap ooy By =p e ey
ELTEVER
2z ETH QA05E LETL *TY PESON
[ STH BYSL | BEIT 1erazdwyp ofath
a @
]| v STH e9ow | BTOT [snbn wrg E
2 S| eew seee| Tee e e g
£ s
b ATH BEO0T E0E EIITWMEITYITS
& ETH SETS eTe? 1rrasdwy onsmp
13 SPM £0T2 EES ®iefuy TraEy
5 ST cvoz | sos EEpE
_oﬂvozoum__ 1Eacl Taam Knop:waz_ TEuEy
0931d 30 ¥OLD3S d0d vAVOIHAI vIAY NolBvaa AR e
7 1
0000 L8 Baam,wn 00003E 000558 000058 0005t Baahe.n




Fiaire &

370000

365000

360000

355000

350000

345000

3q0000

B5SGS000 B560000

B555000

BS%UUUU

0005958 0000958

000SS58a

0000SSAa

370000

365000

360000

355000

350000

5000

q0000




Finire 7

o

ooooic oo0s59c
L L

o0003E

o0ossE

oooosE

o0osTE

oooore

00070£ 151 EjEas] 1L00Z awnr 2jayeg v

ldld - ¥NIENI -FHNLIND EOSY 30 ORI LSINIW 3LNANd

ALANYD N3
anivs 30 Sv.1sS0d 30 vdvW

JANTED ITIYA A THANLINDIHEDY Fes 1
& 30 OIMILSININ OINIANOD ,f@_

51933l 0003

ooy

000Z L]

000T

8550000

8555000

=
g
2
£
‘pPnjes sp ojsend : §'d Sleyed ol 3
‘RS 8p oluan 1 g seip A/
sope|god sonuan
solBe| ol ep loyes 54 O spuolde1sd @
eugp EES oy B oleg feqieH 54 &
znnees g d @ oy Aeqieq 54 @
o eleqiegeles o'y @ alfaly olan s d @
m BIUOT) Bp BpELOIUIY 5 8 oy uslieD 54 @
5 EIUOD) 8P OAANN Ojgend S 4 @  BRUETSOWEY [WH &
UpIoUnsy B| op elouas elisany o 4 B SlUSDIA LBg muo ®
BlEDERIe S @ sinjuesso @
SEUAEN S8 S o @ euewinn s @
epeigenn e g ® [BledwiorenysD &
epanHeET S 4 @ euadu s @
nZy olan oo
YAN3ATT

T
ooooic 00059z

T
o0003E

o0ossE

I
ooo0sE

ooosTE

oooore

COO0SSE

00OSSSR

Q0O0RSE

00OSBSR




References

Baker, M., Araujo, A., & Hildebrand, P.E. (1998). Program planning and evaluation in
farming systems research and extension: A study of the Brazilian Amazon community of
Grupo Novo Ideal. Paper presented at the 14™ Annual Association for International
Agricultural and Extension Education Conference, Tucson, Arizona.

Baker, M., Koyama, A., & Hildebrand, P.E. (1999). Korean Natural Farming
Association: A comparison of selected performance factors with national data. Journal of
International Agricultural and Extension Education, 6 (1), 79-85.

Beilin, R. (1998). The captured land: Farmer-based photo elicitation linking conservation
knowledge to production practice. Paper presented at the 14" Annual Association for
International Agricultural and Extension Education Conference, Tucson, Arizona.

Bennett, C. & Rockwell, K. (1995, December). Targeting outcomes of programs (TOP):
An integrated approach to planning and evaluation. Unpublished manuscript. Lincoln,
NE: University of Nebraska.

Boone, E. (1985). Developing programs in adult education. Waveland Press, Inc.:
Prospect Heights, IL.

Boyle, P. (1981). Planning better programs. McGraw-Hill, Inc.: New York.

Cabrera, V.E. (2001). Diagnostic and Extension Program Planning of the Cariete Valley.
VGRI Staff Study. Retrieved February 6, 2006 from
http://plaza.ufl.edu/vcabrera/files/diagnostic.pdf.

Cabrera, V.E. (1999). Farm problems, solutions, and extension programs for small
farmers in, Cafiete, Lima, Peru. Unpublished master’s thesis, University of Florida,
Gainesville, Florida.

Cabrera, V.E., Baker, M., & Hildebrand, P. (2000). A formative evaluation of Valle
Grande Rural Institute in Cafiete, Peru. Paper presented at the 27" Annual National
Agricultural Education Research Conference, San Diego, California.

Cabrera, V.E. and Hildebrand, P.E. (2002). Family dynamics and household welfare in
Caniete, Peru. Agrippa-FAQO 1, 607-615.

Cabrera, V.E. , Hildebrand, P.E. and Jones, J.W. (2005). Modeling the effect of
household composition on the welfare of limited-resource farmers in Coastal Cafiete,
Peru. Agricultural Systems 86, 207-222.

CIP. (2001). Annual Report: Broadening Boundaries in Agriculture Impact on Health,
Habitat, and Hunger. Lima, Peru: International Potato Center.



CIP. (2006). News from CIP. Lima, Peru: International Potato Center.
Retrieved February 6, 2006 from www.cipotato.org.

Daloz, L., Keen, C., Keen, J., & Parks, S. (1996). Common fire: Leading lives of
commitment in a complex world. Beacon Press: Boston, MA.

Fonseca, C., Zuger, R., Walker, T., & Molina, J. (2003) Impact study of new varieties of
sweet potato released by INIA on the Central Coast of Peru: The case of Canete Valley.
Lima, Peru: International Potato Center.

Hildebrand, P.E., & Russell, J.T. (1996). Adaptability analysis. Ames, IA: lowa State
University Press.

Holmes, J., and Meyerhoff, M. (1999). The community of practice: Theories and
methodologies in language and gender research. Language in society, 28, (173-183).

Jones, K., Kistler, M., Baker, M., and Doerfert, D. (2005). Attitudinal variability of
southern high plains cotton producers toward integrated crop/livestock systems.
Proceedings of the Association for International Agriculture and Extension Education,
San Antonio, TX..

Koelen, M. and Das, E. (2003). Social learning: A construction of reality. In C. Leewis
& R. Pyburn (Eds.), Wheelbarrows full of frogs: Social Learning in rural resource
management_(pp. 437-446). Assen: Koninklijke Van Gorcum, The Netherlands.

Leeuwis, C. (2004). Communication for rural innovation: Rethinking agricultural
extension. Blackwell Publishing, Oxford, UK.

Litow, P., Baker, M., & Hildebrand, P. (1001). Swidden agriculture in a forest society:
Livelihood strategies in the Maya Biosphere Reserve Community of Uaxactun, Peten,
Guatemala. Journal of International Agriculture and Extension Education, 8(3), 49-56.

Mashburn, D., Pomeroy, C., Liberato, A. & Baker, M. (2005). Challenges in Community
Forestry Management: A Case Study of the Indigenous Tribal Village of Santa Teresita
in Bolivia. Paper presented at the 25th Annual ILASSA Conference on Latin America.

McDowell, R.E., & Hildebrand, P.E. (1986). Characteristics of selected systems. In P.E.
Hildebrand (Ed.), Perspectives on farming systems research and extension. (pp. 39-51).
Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers.

Portal Agrario. (2006). Peruvian Ministry of Agriculture. Retrieved February 6, 2006
from: http://www.portalagrario.gob.pe/linea3.shtml.

Reeves, M. (1998) Pan promotes organic cotton around the world. Global Pesticide
Campaigner. Retrieved February 6, 2006 from
http://www.panna.org/resources/pestis/PESTIS980522.8.html.



Rivera, W., & Alex, G. (2004). Decentralized systems: Case studies of international
initiatives. World Bank: Washington, D.C. Retrieved November 2005, from:
http://Inweb18.worldbank.org/ESSD/ardext.nsf/11ByDocName/ExtensionReformforRura
IDevelopmentVolumelDecentralizedSystemsCaseStudiesofinternationalInitiatives/$FILE
/Extension_Reform_V1_final.pdf.

Rocheleau, D.E. (1987). Gender, resource management and the rural landscape:
Implications for agroforestry and farming systems research. In S.V. Poats, M. Schmink,
& A. Spring (Eds.), Gender issues in farming systems research and extension. (pp. 149-
169). Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Rogers, E. (1995). Diffusion of innovations. Fourth Ed. The Free Press: New York.

Rose, M., Beilin, R., & Paine, M. (2003). Fostering collective action in water use
efficiency, Australian Farming Systems Conference, Australian Farming Systems
Association. Available: http://afsa.asn.au/pdfs/rosemaria.pdf.

Rose, M., Beilin, R., & Paine, M. (2004). Using sensemaking to interpret stories about
water use efficiency practice. Proceedings of the Association for International
Agriculture and Extension Education, Dublin, Ireland.

Rossi, P.H., Freeman, HW., & Lipsey, M.W. (1999). Evaluation: A systematic approach
(6" ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.

Seevers, B., Graham, D., Gamon, J. & Conklin, N. (1997). Education Through
Cooperative Extension. Delmar Publishers; Boston, MA.

Sullivan, A. (1999). Decoding diversity: Strategies to mitigate household stress.
Symposium conducted at the North American Chapter of International Farming Systems
Association. Guelph, Ontario, Canada.

Taylor-Powell, E., Steele, S., & Douglah, M. (1996). Planning a program evaluation.
Retrieved November 2005, from University of Wisconsin-Extension-Cooperative
Extension, Program Development and Evaluation Unit Web site:
http://www.uwex.edu/ces/pdande/evaluation/evallogicmodel.html.

Toness, A. (2005). Participatory learning and action: A training manual to accompany
the Association for International Agriculture and Extension Education’s post-conference
workshop. Sustainable Change: Washington, D.C.

Worthen, B.R., Sanders, J.R., & Fitzpatrick, J.L. (1997). Program evaluation:
Alternative approaches and practical guidelines (2" ed.). New York, NY: Longman..



