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Introductign.

The Small Farmer Diversification Systems Project (Loan 520-T-034) was designed
*to stimulate small farm diversification from basic grains to higher value diversified
crops of greater labor intunsi't;y.‘ From the outset of the project’s development it has had
a significant nutritional focus. Improvements in .tho nutritional status of the estimated
3000 families expacted to benefit from the project was consistently cited in the project
paper as ond of the principal benefits. It was argued that the "‘cash income’ effect will
significantly improve rural household access to food and improve dietary patterns”
{USAID/G, "Project Paper...," p. 42>.

The project has encountered major problems during the first two years of its
supposed implementation. Tho: very fact that fundamental questions with respect to the
dnign of the baseline study !l:'ld the sy'stm' of studies for evaluation were not previously
resolved is an accurate nﬂnéﬁon of those problems. The broader, and mors serious,
problems whi.ch the project faces are addressed in Annex {, an overview and critique of
the projod as a whole, especially as it relates to the development of an appropriate
baseline ;tudy and evaluations of the project’s consequences on agricultural and,
specifically, nutritional dimensions of the lives of small farmers in the Guatemalan
highlands. :

The geographical focus‘is “Region 1° in the highlands of Guatemala, encompassing
nearly 100,000 tamilies sprud. across the Departments of Hushuetenango, Quezaltenango,
San Marcos, Solola, Totonicapan, and El1 Quiche. The recognized constraints on access to
land there and production patterns heavily oriented tcward cultivation of basic grains
(mostly corn and beans) have resultud in low productivity and low income <p. ii>. The

project was approved by the Mission in April 1981, by Washington in June 1981, and the
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M.EB. Conroy §mall Farmer Diversification Project Page 2.

loan agreement was signed shortly thereatter. It provides US$2.6 million in grant funds
and U885.5 million in soft loan funds (2% per year during a {0-year grace pericd, 3% per
year during the remainder of a 25-year payback period).

The pfojn‘t paper includ?d a detailed Evaluation Plan for analyzing both the
baseline income levels, smployment patterns, and agricultural practices of the families in
the project area and 'thoir nu'tr:i'tioml status at the outsat of the project and at various
moments during its implementation. It calls for a special Rutrition and Food
Expenditures Survey, including 24-hour recall of food consumption and anthropometry for
the segments of the popmnion' most at risk from malnutrition, children under age S.

JFocus of the Report. This report constitutes the final report under U.S.D.A. work
order 40-139R~3-00369 (dated 05/13/83). The work in Guatemala which led to this report
began with a focus upon the design of the income, expenditure, and employment sections
of the Rutrition and Food Expenditures Survey. The main body of the report begins with
discussions of basic theoretical and empirica)_considerations for an income, employment,
and food expenditure survey among impoverished small farmers in the Guatemalan
highlanss. It then provides a rationale for specific approaches to sample selection,
preliminary design of the survey instruments, recommendations concerning follow-up
surveys, and an evaluation of the institutional capability of the GOG organizations to
implement the survey as designed. These recommendations are based upon twd weeks
spon.t in Guatemala from May 14th to May 28th working intensively with the project
managers in USAID/G, the project’s Coordination Office, and the parsonnel of the other
GOG institutions that will participate in the overall project.

Upon arriving in Guatemala; however, | discovered that no agreement had been
reached among the participating GOG institutions on virtually any of the basic
characteristics of the baseline survey and evaluation procedures within which the
Nutrition and Fond Expenditures Survey was to be integrated as a component. The

slowness with which the survey program was developing was due in significant part to
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conceptual and administrative problems associated with the original project design, as
incorpurated in the Project Paper. The project managers in the Qffice of Rural
Development were aware of the pi\obhms..but they did not have the time or the
specialized expertise needed to resclve them directly.

1t would have been possible to creatr a se’ of recommendations with respect to
specific income, amployment, and expenditures components to be integrated with some
eventual overall survey plan. But it seemed to make more sense, and I suggested the
same to the Mission, that 1 expand my focus while there to include technical assistance to
the projuct on the design of the overall baseline survey and evaluation programs,
development of conrdinated and complementary instruments, and determination of the
timing and frequency of the survay pro:edures.

The Mission Nspondoq affirmatively to those suggestions, the scope of work was
amended, and I spent approximately half of my time in Guautemala working with the
Project personnel in the development and costing of two alternative baseline survey and
evaluation plans. Annex 2 provides an explanation of the rationale behind the survey
degign alternatives and a complete explanatica of the alternative total cost estimates
presented to the Mission before departing from Guatemala. Annexes | and 2 constitute
final reports for the additional work authorized in the amended Scope of Work (40-3{9R-
3-00869, 06/21/83),

Basic Theoratical 1nd Encivical Considerations- |

The waluation\o# the determinants of nutritional status among impoverished rural
families, the measurement of change in that status, and the atiribution of those changes
(if any) to specific government interventions constitutes a series of formidable
challenges. Nnvcﬂholo.u. the very nature of the Small Farm Diversification Sysicms
proiject in Guatemala raises serious quistions about potential negative nutritional

consequences. Will the cultivation of cash crops for commercial markets lower the
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nutritional status of highland families by lessening the cultivation of staple grains for
home consumption and by increasing the dependence of the families upon higher-cost
purchased staples? There is ample development literature which suggests that there are
legitimate concerns of that sort based on the experiences of the transformation to
commercial fruit and vegetable cultivation in the Bajip region and in the Zamora area of
Mexico. Or, conversely, will the diversification program generate the higher incomes that
lead to an increased demand for “nutritional status” per $g; and will that demand iw
matched by the supply of more nutritional foods grown in the very protgnm itsel$?

The project involves potential internal contradictions which leave those qun;tims
far less than obvious. Significant increases in cash incomes for farm families that
diversify into cash fruit and vegetable crops will depend heavily on maintaining high
market prices for the products they produce and upon the development of improved
marketing facilities so that a significant proportion of those pricui actually accrues to
the the family itself rather than being siphoned off by middlemen. put high prices also
lessen the likelihood that the new crops will become incorporated into the family’s diet,
for the opportunity cost of home consumption remains very high. Pﬂlim prices for the
products (whether in the final market or from the marketing intermediaries) diminish the
benefits that accrue to the farm family and lessan the incentive to continue cultivation of
the cash crops.

— .

1f one considers th‘at diversification into garden crops and additional farm animals
may irvolve increases in the demand for female labor force in tho--fngion. it is not as
unambiguously clear that there is an oxc.ni supply of fomiln labor n;i‘t is for male labor.
Given the subsistence household organization and the pnvaloncc: of artesanry as a
female-dominated secondary source of income, the increase in demand fcr farm labor for
diversification may not net unqualified gains in either overall income or in the internal

organization of the farm household. If, for example, the emphasis on female labor force

participation in garden crop or farm animal production is partially offset by reduced
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levels of childcare in the household, the nutritional status of farm children will not
necessarily benefit. And given low educational levels, the costs to the family of less
childcare may not be as obvious as the potential or promised gains from diveisivied cash-
crop production.

Franklin and Harrell <1983> have e:plored “the productlion of nutrition” in the
household in a provocative way which generalizes these concerns. They note that one
should not expect simple and direct correlation between income and nutritional status.
Amcng the variables that affect that link, they list: household wealth, the opportunity
costs of the mother’s time (assuming that the mother is the principal preparer of the
family’s food), the costs of food, ind other variables such as the family’s physical ability
to get the most from the food it consumas. They also note that the conversion of the
*demand” for higher nutritional status into effectively higher status will aiso be affected
by broader environmental variables, such as: sanitation, available health services, the
caretaker’s educational level, the home-production of nutrients, and habits of nutrient
consumption. _ '

An svaluation of whether the Small Farm Diversification Systems project will have
had a measurable effoct upon the nutritional status of the target families requires,
therefore, baseline analysis of more than just changes in “cash income.* It requires, at
the very least, an evaluation of the full changes in total household income and wealth,
changes in the patterns of home-production of improved nutrients, changes in the
household’s access to health services and environmental sanitation, and changes in the
.houuholds patterns of expenditures for food items.

The Total Incoms Variable. Total income for highland Guatemala families,
especially fo: the target fermers with land holdings less than 7 hectares, comes from a
relatively wide variety of sources, each of which must be determined in the baseline
survey and then re-examined in any evaluation. Total income for the typical family may be

expected to come from several of the following sources.
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A. Income derived from planting and harvesting, either from the farm where
the family lives or from cther ownad or rented lands:

a) Sales of harvests fro:.n annual, semi~-permanent, or permanent crops;

b) Sales of domastic animals or products of domestic animals; y

¢) The value of household agricultural production consumed by the
family.

B. Income derived from artesanry or other labor developed by members of
the family working in or around the family home itself.

C. Income derived from wage labor provided on other nearby farms, or in
off-farm and non-agricultural occupations to wiiich the person travels
daily from home, effectively employment that may have permanent or non-
seasonal dimensions as a supplement to on~farm income.

a) For the head of the household;
b) For other adult members of the household;
¢} For older children of the household.

D. Income derived from wage labor provided in occupations far from the
family farm or in off-farm and non-agricultural employmenc at such
distances that the worker is urable to return nightly to the family farm,
effectively "migrant farm labor":

a) For the head of the household:
b) For other adult members of the househald:
¢) For older children of the household.
E. Income derived from other sources:
a) Rental of other houses and/or lands;
b) Pensions or other payments for prior employment;
c) Remittances from persons related to the family but not presently
residing with it and on the family farm;
d) Contributions from other persons, government institutions, or
international institutions.
Although the expected incidence of these last income categories may be very low, it is
nonetheless necessary to include them in any attempt to measure income so ‘that the
taxonomy of potential sources is at least formally complete.

The link between nutrition and income in any given moment will be mediated by the
accumulation of family wealth and the convertibility of that wealth into contributions to
the family’s nutrition when needed. The baceline survey for nutritional purposes must
include some measurement of family wealth that includes: land owned and rented, farm

animals, major farm implements, perennial crop producers (trees, etc.), stocks of stored
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agricultural products, stocks of artesanry, and consumer durables.

w;mmm. The project will provide a series of
distinct interventions that are expected to raise household income and nutrition. The
simple provision of technical assistance for diversification, through agricultural
extension agents and "para-extensionists® (Quias aqricolas) will be the leading o?gc of
the project’s activities. The extensionists will bring suggestions, plants, seeds, and
technical advice for diversification. A relatively very small proportion of all the farmers
presumably affected by the project will receive more direct assistance of three types:
small loans for diversification efforts, small loans for mini~irrigation districts, and cash
"social payments® for terracing their lands during the off season.

Evaluation of the consequences of these specific interventions will require
controls of a relatively sophist‘icatcd nature on related sources of increased nutrition not
directly related to diversi{ication. For sxample, Gary Smith has suggested that terracing
and mini-irrigajtion of landi that continue to be dedicated to corn and beans production
will lear to considerable increases in productivity for those products, but much lesa
increase in income than what would be associated with cash crop production on the same
improved plots <Smith, 1983>. But if increased production of staple grains lsaves the
family with larger amounts of stored grains during the periods of greatest food scarcity
each year (April through July), overall nutrition may improve by more than income has
risen or by more than it _would improve under higher annual incomes derived from cash
crops. For those reasons, ova.lmtion of the nutritional impact will require carefully
constructed data on harvests by type of product prior to the onset of the program,
tracking data on the nature and the ixtont of interventions received by participating

families, and follow-up data on the harvests by type of product at the end of the period.
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Elena Brineman of the ROCAP Nutrition Office provided the following additional
observations that are important to the design of the nutritional evaluation process for
this specific project. Direct measurement of food expenditures and food consumption will
be necessary for several reasons. First, available experimental data suggest that both
the composition and the total quintity of food consumed changes as income is added to the
subsistence minimbm normally experienced by most of the target families. Total
expenditure cdata or aggregated data on food expenditures will not permit observation of
those changes. Second, the entry of newly-produced garden products into the family diet
will be much less accurate if based solely on general questions about what proportion of
the harvest was consumed than if based on 24-hour recall of food consumed or upon
analyses of stocks of food present in the homes and of recent purchases of #oods. And
third, diversification is seldom likely to generate a broad variety of alternative food
crops on any single farm; specific analysis of food purchases and of food consumption
must be undcrhup to capture the full effect of changed production in the region,
modified local food prices, and their interaction with increased household income from

diversification.

Qther General Problems for Food Expenditure Measyrement.

The development of income and expenditure patterns for poor rural families
presents several complexities which must be dealt with directly. The ¢irst is the problem
of time-specific recall. Cross-section surveys of income and expenditure normally ask
questions which are dependent upon a unit of time that is meaningful for sither income
patterns or expenditure patterns. 1f most income is received on a weekly basis or on a
regular monthly basis, quastions with respect to income in the previous week or income in
the previous month become valid and useful because much of the households implicit
budgeting can be expected to take place with respect to that time period. But if income

has an irregular periodicity (such as income from seasonal crops or from differing
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seasonal migration) or if income comes from a variety of sources with difh.ring
ﬁ»idocity. racall questions asked at.any specific point in time and referring to any
particular previous time period will encounter considerable variation in responses simply -
duo' to the differing periodicity of income across hcuseholds. For the same reason; to ask

a family abnut its expenditures "during the previous nl'mdnv month® or *during the
previous 30 days® presupposes implicitly that those are meaningful units of time with
respect to which the family normally evaluates its expenditure patterns. That may be a
particularly risky supposiﬁ.on among populations that are largely illiterate and
functionally innumerate.

Income patterns by source. One solution to that problem is to ask questions which,
are effactively timeless and which attempt to determine patterns of income by source.
That is, by asking a structured series of questions about all possible alternative sources
of income, by determining the regularity or seasonality of the income source, and by
. utilizing broader points of time reference, such as from harynt to harvest, one may be
able to g-omnto 3 more t;o-liablo im.iﬁato;_-oi income acros-; periods of time meaningful to
the persons being interviewed. These estimates can then be reduced to analytically more
desirable average income for specific periods of time, such as a months or years.

Information on agricultural income can thus be gathered in terms of crop-specific
planting and harvesting information. S8ince crop sales are relatively infrequent and
relatively momentous in terms of the household’s economy, one can expect relatively
accurate recall. Quantities stored and/or reserved for household comsumption can alio}t\
saparatad in that analysis, and the imputed value can be approximated by the sale price at
the time of storage. | ‘

Information on off=farm and non-agricultural income must then rely on questions
about whether the individuals presently work ngdlnly off the farm or whather they have
worked off the farm over the span of a relatively long period of time, say a year. One can

then determine when that off-farm employment occurred, how long the employment lasted,
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how much was earned, how long it had been since the previous employment of that kind,
etc. The mean income per month from each such previous period of employment can be
determined as a component of mean annual income by di\;iding the income sarned in, say,
the pi-evious two off-farm.jobs by the time that has elapscd. Even if the length of
previous employment varies, a consistent estimate of recent income can be derived
without presupposing implicit frameworks of measurement over time. (An concrete
example of this approach is presented below).

A Stock-flow Approach to Expendjtures. It is relatively safe to presuppose that
expenditures by poor rural households on food, other non-durable goods, durable goods,
and essential services will occur with highly irregular and systematically different
periodicity. The irregular periodicity of income is likely to be exacerbated by distance
from markets for many goods and services, irregular trips to th.ou distinct mariic(sy and
by seasonal fluctuations in the supply of many goods and services. To dstermine
expenditure patterns by asking for oxpmditurq inﬂmmtinﬁ over any specific period of
time incurs two complementary risks. The shortor'thc period of time to which reference
is made, the less likely it is that that period will reflect full annual or semi-annual
patterns of expenditures. But the longer the period of time to which reference is made,
the less likely it is that recall will be accurate.

I¥, on the other hand, one attempts to gather expenditure data without dependence
upon any single period of "tim. both of thnﬁ problems will be ameliorated. A stock-flow
approach would permit such measuremant. Under this approach we need to know: a) when
was the last time that a purchase was made, b) how much was on hand at that time (the
original stock), c) how much was purchased that last time (the flow), and d) how much is
left at the present (or how long will the present stock last). Given the information
gathm;od in this form, one can estimate the rate of consumption of the product and, given

purchase prices, the expenditure per day, week, or month.
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Some goods are purchased over timoﬁ some payments must be made infrequantly but
with regularity; and some expenditures are for services for which there is no meaningful
stock (e.g.. medical services). Expenditures of thil type require a slightly different
approach. For them one can simply ask when was the last time that the expenditure was
made, for how much, when the previous expenditure occurred, for how much, etc. Once
again, the combination of total expenditures over irregular (but determinable) periods of
time provides an approxi;nation to rates of expenditure for each of these classes of
oxpmditun.

W. Th.o problem cf irregular periodicity is distinct from the problem of
ssascnality. In the Guatemalan highlands there are two distinct seasons in the year for
a1l but the relatively small number of farmers with irrigation. The "dry season” runs
from late December-January through late May. The "rainy-season® runs from late May to
November-December. Income derived from farming one’s own farm is likely to be greatest
toward the end of the rainy or agricultural season. Income, expenditures, and food
consumption are likely to be lowest at the end of the dry season; for stnn& grain is
likely to be more scarce and wage income {rom sesasonal plarting waéo-hbor will not have
begun to arrive. This seasonality is not likely <o be reflected in once-a-year data
collection of the type described above, no matter when the once-a-year survey is
conducted. The variation over the year in expenditures and consumption is likely to
exceed that which can be approximated in the recall process descibed above. Seasonality
of this-sort effectively requires multiple interviews if it is 10. be evaluated. Changes
cver time at one point in the year can be picked up by means of single interviews Lefore
and after. But if fhon is reason to believe that the changes will include changes in
ssasonality, those changes will be undetectable with repeat visits at one time in the
year. They will be conféundod if follow-up occurs at a time other than the same time at

which the baseline data were gathered.
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There is good reason to believe that there is pronounced seasonality in the pattern
of income and expenditures of small farmers in the Guatemalan highiands. And there is
reason to believe that the Small Farm Diversification Systems project will affect the
seasonality itself. 14, for example, garden products and farm animals provide the
families with income at times other than the traditional harvest times for staple grains,
ua;onal variation in both the quantity and the quality of consumption may be lassened.
Or if, on the other hand, mini-irrigation provides for the possibility of multiple-cropping,
the change in seasonality will be dramatic. The implication is that the baselinre survey

md‘wbuquont evaluations should be designed to capture as much of this seasonality as

possible.

Preliminary Income am Expendityre Survey Instruments

Two preliminary imMnts have been developed to complement the instruments
already in use by USPADA (the Sectoral Planning Unit for Food and Agriculture of the
Ministry of Agriculture). As developed in Annex 2 ("Baseline Survey and Evaluation
A.ltnmrtivn'). USPADA is the GOG agency best able to organize and administer the
baseline survey and the subsequent evaluations. Its "Statistics and Evaluation Area” of
the group that developed the area frame sample for Region I and which has administered
two previous agricultural production surveys for the region (in 1979 and 1980) on the basis
of that sample. USPADA has also developed, in cooperation with INCAP (The Nutrition
Institute for Central America and Panama), a separate instrument for the U.N. World Food
Program to conduct a baseline survey of agricultural conditions and nutrition among
colonists in the .Guatnmlm “Northern Transverse Belt.," The UTTADA instruments, with
minor modifications noted below, will provide a solid basis for estimation of agricultural
income, including home-consumption of most products. The two new instruments have
bnn designed to capture off-farm income (Annex 3) and household expenditures for ;food

and other items (Annex 4).
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Agricyltural Income. The survay instrument developed by USPADA and INCAP for
the United Nations (reproduced here as Annex 5) contains several improvements over the
standard USPADA agricultural survey instrument (Annex é). But the USPADA basic
instrument is more complete for some of the necessary information. The instrument to be
used in the baseline study for the diversification project could be developad by borrowing
from both for fundamental agricultural characterstics and income,

The USPADA/INCAP instrument has, as one basic advantage, a built-in codebook
for subsequent analysis of the variables. Given the tendenty in many parts of the Third
World for codebooks to be lost and for data to become useless because of turnover among
the perscnnel who had developed them, the presence of "column® identifiers on the
questionnaire itself has much to recommend it. The USPADA/IRCAP instrument provides
for additional descriptive information on the location of the specific sampled family,
information which should be coded and used to generate directions for subsequent visits
as discussed in the basic sampling design discussed in Annex 2.

For tﬁo identification of the total number of fields and segments of fields
cultivated and worked by the farmer, the format used in the basic USPADA instrument
appears superior for the purposes of the study. The detail provided in that approach will
be useful for quantifying diversification by area planted. The basic USPADA technique
(Section 2) of asking for the farmers estimate of expected production is less useful than
the USPADA/INCAP approach of asking a saries of questions about past harvo.sts. prices,
marketing, s'ton'gn. losso; and home-consumption. A combination of the two, if feasible,
would be ideal: identification of the total area planted in the last ssason to sach crop,
harvests obtained, marketing, sales, prices, storage, home-consumption, etc., plus data on
current plaﬁﬂng or planned plantings in the next season, expected harvests, and plans for

sale/storage/consumption.
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The USPADA/IRCAP tuhniqui for determining agricultural production costs
(Annex S) is also slightly superior to the form used by USPADA alone. It may be that the
same detail makes less sense in fho varied conditions of the highlands, but it will be
important to be able to distinguish total person-days of labor by unpaid family mombers
from the wage laﬁor\for which the farmer had to pay. Reither of the instruments,
however, asks about the wages that the farmer paid for labor, whether to family members
or others. Given that there may be reciprocity and trading of labor and that the labor
costs may vary depending on the task, it w:ould be important to add that variable. It could
simply be added as the average daily wage paid for each type of labor, for the rest of the
data are presented in terms of total days of work G+ each type.

The USPADAIII!CAP instrument has a better format for somi-porm‘nont ;nd
permanent crops than the basic USPAD@ instrument, tut the detail provided by the
USPADA survey for farm animals is far iéntcr. The minimal socio-economic data of the
joint USPADA/IRCAP survey are absolutely necessary, as are the uﬁgrqtory history, the
data on the family’s house, and the conun:nlr durable information it contains. Neither of
the instruments develops an adequate nfmmnuion of farm implements, out-lying farm
structures, or other improvements, such as terracing or irrigation on some or ull of the
farmer’s land. It will be important to add a page or two for that information.

JNon-farm Income. A preliminary instrument to Clﬁfl.l‘! both employment and income
off of the farm is presanted (in Spanish) as Annex 3. The instrument in its present form
consists of six pages of ciuutions. The f:iu'! four pages attempt to capture the off-farm
income and employment of the head of 1h0£houuhold and up to thres additional household
members; it could easily be repeated for:mou members. On sach of 1h6u pages, three
basic sets of questions are asked, one related to "permanent” local off~farm employment,
including wage labor on other local farms, one set related to temporary work off the farm,
and a third .ut reloted to alternative temporary work off the farm. Under each set of

questions, subquestions inquire about the location of the work, its duration, wages
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carned, time without work associated with that job, previous work in that job, and date
and duration of previous work.

The fifth page consists of an instrument to pick up income from household
handicraft production under a companblg format. Income is determinec by asking about
the frequency of sales, the last sale, the costs of production, labor used in the
production, marketing, and about the household’s unsold inventory and anticipated sales.
The final page provides a simple set of questions about income from other sources,
establishing both the last time that income was received from each source, the amounts,
the previous time and amounts, and the expectation of future income from that source.

Household Expenditures. The experimenta]l preliminary instrument to measure
family expenditures of small farmers is presented (in Spanish) as Annex 4. This
instrument utilizes the stock-flow concept discussed above; it is divided into two major
sections: “Frequent expenditures” and ‘Less-frequent payments and expenditures." The

first section nqu'nts information on recent expenditures for 28 categories of food

purchases and 12 additional catepories of household items that may be purchased

relatively frequently. For each of thos 40 categories it asks for the same information:

{. “How long has it been since you last purchased ...?"

2. "How much did you have of that it:m in the house at the time that you
made your purchase?”

3. "How much did you purchasa and how much did you sgend?”
a) Quantity purchased?
b) Cast per unit?
¢) Unit of measurement?
d) Total expenditure?

4. "How much longer do you believe that what you now have in the house wall
last you?*

OICD~-USDA Report Notes on the Baseline Study & Evaluation
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The second ncttpn- of this new instrument is focused upon goods purchased less
frequently, paymenis made less frequently; and services for which the notion of
accumulating stocks makes no sense. It includes 29 spodﬂc categories of expenditures
under 8 general rubrics: medical expenses, clothing, furniture and other consumer
durables, education, housing, transport, and other expenditures (which includes religious
items, debts, gifts, taxes, dances & parties, etc.). There is also room on that instrument
for miscellaneous additional expenditures in case the pre-test comes up with major
categories that have not been included. The questions for this section somewhat simpler

for each category:

1. "How many days has' it been since you purchased (or s=¢nt) for this item?”
2. "How much did you spend on that occasion?”

3. "How many days had it been since you previously purchased (or spent) for
this item?"

4. "How much did you spend on that previous occasion?”

This pair of new instruments is largely experimental, ;M it wiil be essential to
test them thoroughly in the field prior to attempting to implement them in the definitive
study. They differ fromn traditional cross-section survey instruments in their attempt to
avoid pre-determination of the reference time periods and to adjust for the irregular
periodicity of the income and expenditures by asking for information on the last two
“svents” involving each income source and each type of expenditure. Whether they will .
raise new problems mu's'tmmd in the field.

In view of the fact that fully halé of the time that i spent in Guatemala was re-
assigned to the development of the basic sampling design for the overall survey and
evaluation plan, thesa instruments were not discussed as closely with either Mission
personnel or with GOG counterparts as one might have wanted. Close attonﬁon must be
given, finally, to the dovetailing of these instruments with the modified versions of the

instrurents previously used to make certain that all of the questions needed to cover
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total family income and other determinants of nutritional status are reflected as

thoroughly as needed.

Institutional Capability and Recommendations for Imolementation.

| The Project Paper suggests vory clearly tiut the baseline survey, identified there
as the "Small Farm Management Survaey," be implemented by the Agriculture Ministry’s
*Institute for Séioncn and Agricultural Technology” (ICTA) in collaboration with INCAP
and, on a lesser level, USPADA. This assignment of responsibility has created lengthy
and severe problems in the definition of the baseline survey tasks and in the
determination of costing for it. The reasons for the problems are developed at length in
Annex {, the "Overview and Critique...” Briefly, ICTA ﬁas developed an apparently very
useful technique for preliminary and informal surveys of agricultural produ:ﬁon
techology, called the °sondeo® ory literally, a “probe.” The technique uses informal
surveys of non-systematic samples to determine successful local agricultural techniques
that could be modified marginally to increase output at low cost. ICTA does not have (and
has never pretended to iuvo) the skilled personnel nended to undertake a systematic and
scientific baseline survey, but the formal allocation of funds across agencies in the
Project Agreement gives ICTA all of the funds for the baseline survey and for all
evaluations. ICTA has contracted with INCAP to provide a still-unspecified nutritional
component of the baseline survey and of the evaluations.

Eliseo Herrarte, the Project Coordinator, has re-assigned the primary
responsibility for the surveys and evaluation to the USPADA 'Stat‘isﬁcs md' EQaluation
Area," a2 much more logical institutional home for it. I was able to work closely with the
director of that Area, Lic. Ricardo Avila and with his principal statistical assistant, Jose
Luis Reyes D., for nearly six days out of the 14 that I wss in Guaterala. They possess a
high degree of professional competence; they demonstrate excellent awareness of the

limitations of the data and the sampling design; and they have had considerable prior
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experience in the supervision of the on-going USPADA area-frame regional surveys and in
other survey-research projects such as the joint USPADA/INCAP study for the U.N.
Placing the surveys in this institutional setting resolves only one half of the
problem asscciatud with their implementation. For there remains a serious problem of
re-assigning funds for the baseline analysis and subsequent evaluations. That theme is
developed extensively in Annex { and Annex 2. The latter Annex also contains several
suggestions for the specific role to be played by IRCAP in the provision of technical
assistance with respect to anthropometry and 24-hour recall food consumption surveys.

INCAP is the leading center in the region for that type of analysis, so this report will



‘The Small Farmer Diversification Systems Project (USAID Loan 520-T-034) was
designed "to stimulate small farm diversification from basic grains to higher value
diversified crops of greater labor intensity.” As of May 1983 it has become a highly-
politicized, geographically distorted project which carries significant potential for
leading to v)iduprn'd criticism of USAID activities in Guatemala. It suffers from a
poorly-specified Project Paper, belated and poorly integrated coordination, and a critical
lack of technical assistance. It proposes to incro;so dramatically the production of
fruits, vegetables, and other “diversified” farm products at a time when the marketing
cooperative which was expected to distribute those products has been recogniied as an
unqualified failure by a recent USAID evaluation. There is no evidence of alternative
marketing possibilities for the new production, but ‘thjn is recent evidence of comparable
farmers encountering "disappointing” prices for their products.

The geographical focus of the i:rojnt is 'Rngic;m I* in the highlands of.Ouat'cmh
where recognized comtnin"ts on access to land and p;roduction patterns heavily oriented
toward cultivation of basic grains (mostly corn :'md beans) have resulted in low
productivity and low income (USAID/G, "Project Paper...," p. ii>. It is also the area of
greatest insurgency and militant opposition to the government. The project was appraoved
by the USAID Mission in Guatemala in Aperil 1981, by Washington in June 1981, and the
loan agreement was signed shortly thereafter. It pravides US$2.6 million in grant funds
and US$5.5 million in soft loan funds (2% per year duzring a {0-year grace period, 3% per
year during the remainder of a 25-year payback pniod)f.

By May 1983, however, very little had transpired in the execution of the project.
The purpose of this Annex is to provide, at the request of officials close to it) an
overview of some of the basic problems which the project has encountered and which

continue to hinder its development, especially as they relate to the development of the
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baseline wwoi and the evaluation components of the original project design.

The Project’s problems can be divided into three interrelated areas: 1. problems of
conception and organization in the original project paper; 2. problems of project
implementatior; and expansion; and 3. misconceptions and confusion among the GOG
agencies about the scope anc intentions of the project.. All three of the problem areas
become particularly acute when one focuses on the difficulties encountered in organizing
the baseline study (called the "Small Farm Management Survey® in the project paper) and

in structuring evaluations of the project’s impact.

Eroblems with the Proigct Paper

The problems inherent in the project paper are of at least four different types: a)
basic problems in the design and sequencing of tasks; b) problems in the conceptualization
of major tasks and in the assignment of responsibility for them; c) probiems in the
estimation and assignment of budgets for the baseline study and the evaluation; and d)
the failure to specify the geographical areas within which the proio'ct was to be
implemented. Each of these cﬁas has created difficulties for the project Coordinator;
the combination of the four have converted the project into a highly politicized program
subject to the posaibility of substantial domestic and international criticism.

The originll project paper attempted to present an approach to agricultural
diversification which would involve severd] effectively ihdipondom COG agencies within
the Ministry of Agriculture: the agricultural extension service (DIGESA), the livestock
extension service (DIGESEPE), the agricultural credit bank (BANDESA), the agricultural
research service (ICTA), and the agricultural sector planning unit (USPADA) under the
direction of a newly-created project coordination office (ICPRODA). In theory the S-year
program would begin with the adaptation of existing technology in diversified crops to
conditions in the hibhlmds at the small farm level, testing “diversified crop technologies

under both controlled (research station) and variable (farm trial conditions) <"Project
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Paper....® pp. {1 and {2>. The "validated" technologies would then be spread by the
extensionists to farmers wvho choose® to participate, and their further experiences would
be incorporated into revisions of approaches and modifications of the extensionists
recommendations.

The first step was to be a "Small Farm Management Survey” designed “to determine
which diversified ‘cropllivu':oct systems are feasible and what the opportunity costs
might be under a diversified production system," to indicate “which technologies are
indeed appropriate and whether or not the farmer is likely to accept them," and "to orient
the...extension specialists to the types of prbblnms faced by the small farmer <Ibid., p.
14>, Itwas to bn‘undorukm by a "multi-disciplinary team® composed of representatives
of all the participating agencies, and it \.vn to be accompanied by a separate Mritiond
analysis to estimate the potential and real consequences of the project on the nutritional
status of the affected population.

Tht duumimtion of the information derived from this survey worh. and the design
of the new "divorsiﬂld' technologies is to be accompanied by credits for divorsifintion
to be administered by BANDESA and/or the federations of cooperatives. Given certain
suppositions about the ability of extension agents to reach large numbers of farmers by
means of “para-extensionists” (called guiag agrisolas)» the project was estimated to have
an ability to affect some 5000 families in ten unspecified "districts” in the highlands.

There may be a clear need for agricultural diversification in many of the highland -

minifundia, and the intt;oduction of deciduous fruits, additional and improved farm
animals, and garden cash crops may provide an effective alternative to multi-cropping of
basic grains, especially if credit and marketing facilities can also be organized so that
diversification of production leads, in fact, to increased income. Given the evidence that
the GOG is categorically unwilling to consider alternative solutions to the problems of
effective land scarcity fur the vast majority of the highlands farmers, this may be the
only kind of a project with both potential effectiveness and political acceptability.

0I1CD-USDA Report Ovorview & Critique
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The project is also open to criticism, however, as an attempt to increase the selé-
sufficiency of Indian farmers under conditions of categorically inadequate access to land.
It could be seen as a project which increases their ability to subsist from their miniscule
plots, lésuning pressures for more land or for higher wages in the lowland areas to
which they must migrate in order to complement their limited farm income. 1In the
absance of wll-dovolopod'stntngiu for marketing the new products, the small farmers
will have little alternative, if they choose to produce new p. ducts at all, but to market
them through the existing private marketing structures (selling them to the same truckers
(camiones) who are widely recognized to be exploitative middlemen.

. The project is is increasingly being touted by the government of Guatemala as a
keystone of its plan to pacify highland areas. This link to military programs in the
highlands which have received almost universal criticism worldwide represents an
excecdingly sensitive and potantially very embarassing dimension of the project and of
recant dungu in its implementation. There have been suggestions that USAID/G plans

10 make fhis—th;“"shwnu proinct‘; -—for-t;\:- iiuion. Given the cumnt status of the
indivicual components of the project and the form and nature of the renewed interest on
the part of the GOG, that may be imprudent.

Independent of these problems of focus and interpretation, the basic structure of
the project failed to take into consideration problems in the the sequencing ¢ activities
depicted in the Project Paper. The "Chronoiogical Plan" <p. 74> apparently provides an
indication af the uquoncing necessary to complate the tasks as they were laid out. If
the development of new technologies is to be based upon the “Small Farm Management
Survey,” that survey would need to be completed gnd analyied early in the project. But
the original design suggests that it would be initiated in the second half of the first year
and used to develop the "small farm models” by the end of the second year. The technical
development of new stritegies by ICTA would then take, according to ICTA sources with

whom I talked, at least two additional years. But the Project Paper calls for hiring and
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training additional extensionists to implement the "technology transfer® by the beginning
of the sacond year at least two years before the new technologies could reasonably be
ready.

This problem is dealt with elsewhere in the Project Paper, at least in implicit
form, in a recognition that “diversification is by no means a new concept in the
Guatemalan highlands® <p. 48> and in one of the assumptions which underlay the whole
project, namely, "For the most part, the dasic technologies to be employed or adapted
have been tested and proven successful and are quite simple, relatively inexpensive, and
appropriate for the target population® <p. 28>. Therein lies one sou: 2 of considerable
confusion among the representatives of the participating agencies with whom 1 spoke.
Are they to work with already-tested technclogies? If 2o, which? If not, what will be
their tufu while awaiting the development of new programs to implement? There appo;rs
to be little confidence among ICTA, DIGESA, and DIGESEPE personnel that they possess
readily-applicable technology to transfer to the very small farms that are the target of
the 'projnt. They have had very little taporimi wifh programs other than basic grains
programs, and they are unconvinced that the pilot garden-crops programs in Solol; and
Quetzaltenango can be generalized with any ease. One result of this uncertainty and one
source of the anxiety felt by DIGESA personnel was expressed by a DIGESA official who
asked that he not ba mentioned by name. "We have baen told," he said, "that the entire
loan is to be used to get our extensionists to stop working with corn and beans and to
work on vegetable oxport‘crops.' If true, this would be a grave mistake. In the absence
of training among the extensionists, adequate marketing strztegies, and improvement in
slternative off-farm sources of income for highland farmers, the withdrawal of all
assistance for basic grains and the redirection of signficant production to export fruit
and vegetable production could have severe consequences for the production and prices of
domestically-produced basic gnins‘ at a time when Guatemala has a severe foreign

exchange problem.
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JIhe Baseline Study. The Project Paper indica"tu at one point that the baseline
study should consist of a random sample of small farms <p. 13>, but it also assigns
responsibility to ICTA "for the collection of basic data® based on "repeated visits during
the year to interview the farmer and his family as well as first-hand observation of
production/consumption behavior," using ICTA’s "technology testirg® teams and DIGESA
promotores (primarily women educators), "guided and supported by ICTA’s socic-economic
unit...” <p. 73>. This implicit dnscrip;tion of the technique to be used for the "Small Farm
Management Suryny' and the assignment of responsibility for rt has been a source of
serious confusion among the participating organizations. The .approach described in
greater detail in the Project Paper obviously refers to ICTA’s technique called “Sondeo,”
literally meaning “a probing." ICTA’s “"sondec” technique has been described in the
attached ICTA technical pamphlat by Hildebrand and Ruano (Anmgc 9). As described there
(as well as in discussions with ICTA personnel), the “sondeo” rfopnunts 2 delibarately
unstructured approach to basic learning about agricultural practices. It does not
generally involve any survey instrument; it is adapted from day f‘to day and from place to
place, depending on the specific questions that ICTA wishes io answer. It normally
invzlves sending a team of observers into a region to make notes of their own about
agricultural practices and to talk to whatever farmers they may encounter about their
cropping practices, experiences, and interests. At no time does it purport to offer a
systematic basis for questioning any scientifically-selected population or for making
baseline measurements ;»hich can be used for quantitative afmlysis. In short, the
'sondoﬁ' technique is completely inappropriate for the “Small Par:m Management Survey.”

Although ICTA has had no experience with scientific nm;"zling or the development
of bassline studies, the Agriculture Ministry’s Sectoral Planning Unit (USPADA) has
developed a complete area frame simpln for Region I and has conducted surveys in 1979
and 1980 using that sample. The r.uults of the more recent survey have been pﬁblishod

(USPADA, 1983>. USPADA is not mentioned in the detailed description of the baseline
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survey <pp. 12-15). It is given minor coordination and data analysis roles in the project
{p. 73>, even though a full Coordination unit has been established separately and
budgeted under the project. The project coordinator, Eliseo Herrarte, had wisely
recognized that USPADA was the most qualified unit to conduct the survey, and the
"multidisciplinary team” has been expanded to include npﬂsmtat'ivos from it. It has
been given principal authority to coordinate the baseline study. But since ICTA has
technically absorbed the budget which had been assigned in the Project Paper to it for the
"sondeo," there is a serious question about where funds will come from to cover the costs
of the baseline study under the auspices of USPADA.

FProblems with the Budaet. The budget problem is confusing on several levels. As
is typical in the negotiation of multi-agency projects, each agency has had its
institutional eye on specific items in the negotiated overall budget. The Summary Project
Budget <p. iv> has been evaluated by the cooperating agencies to provide ill of 1tem I,
"Applied Research/ Evaluation,” to ICTA. I[tem II, “Extension and Promotion,” is seen as
*belonging to” DIGESA and DIGESEPE. Item III, "Credit and Social Cos* Payments,’ is
BANDESA‘s. And the coordination office is listed under Item IV. This division of the
"spoils” is formalized in the project paper on page é4. The only budget apparently
available to USPADA for the baseline "Small Farm Management Survey” arz the funds
allocated for the Coordinator’s office (231,000 for the entire five years uf the project).
The budgets for "Project lnﬁuts for Research” <p. 17> lists $85,000 for the "Farm
Management Survey® and $130,000 for the “Nutrition luipact Evaluation.” But it is not
clear whether those amounts represent budgets for technical assistance or the total cost
of that portion of the project. A separate evaluation budget <p. 81> breaks out several
components of the overall evaluation program, including the baseline study, but provides
only $199,000 for all evaluation and $29,000 for the initial "Small Farm Management

Survey."
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Jncealistic Estimates of Bensficiaries. A further major difficulty with the Project
Paper is the failure to have specified the areas within which the project’s activities were

to have been concentrated. This will be discussed in detail in a later section of this
Annex. The Project Paper simply called for the craation of ten "diversification districts”
in the general area of Region I. In each of these districts an additional extensionist was
to be located for diversification projects; each of them was to work with 8 "promotores”
or para-extensionists, and each of them would work in turn with 8 "farmer-guides” to
make contact with 2 total of 480 farmers per district. There were strong implicit
assumptions in this evaluation of impact about the concentration of these participant
farmers in relatively small areas and about the continuation of conditions under which the
agricultural extensionists could meet openiy with groups of farmers to conduct
demonstrations, lectures, etc. The DIGESA representatives with whom I spoke indicated
that there were two reasons why those multipliers in the project were probably
unrealistic. First, it was unlikely under any circumstance that a single para-extensionist
could manage more than 35 farmers sach at'om time. The "farmer-guide” program “had
apparently been misunderstood by the persons who wrote the project," he roted. For not
all extensionists work with "farmer-guides,” they are seldom paid, they generally
accompany the axtensionists rather than serve as independent teachers or technicians
with their own contacts, and none of them could be expected to provide any class of
regular services to ten farmers, especially under current conditions. The current
conditions were the ucu.\d reason for doubting the multipliers. If an extensionist can
maintain relatively close contact with about 35 hrm»i at a time under normal conditions,
his or her effectivensss is severely reduced under current conditions in Guatemala where
the extensionists have heen instructed by military authorities not to travel in the
countryside between d4pm and 8am and where all meetings in the countryside have been
barned. It is not now possible for the extensionist to meet with small groups of farmers

tu provide demonstrations or other instruction. Few of the '?armor-guidu" can be
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expected to transmit the technical information in the extensionists place. As a result the
number of families to be affected directly by this project is likely to be only a small
fraction of the 5000 familics postulated in the ‘Prom:'t Paper. |

Marketing Problems. A final major problem with the conceptualization of the
project has to do with markoting? The Project Paper claimed, in rather sanguine fashion,
that "the additional preduction stimulated by the project can sasily be absorbed by the
market without depressing crop prices” <p. 8>. It has been one of the most striking
results of the recent projects to encourage additionzl and diversified production through
mini-irrigation systems and terracing that prices received by the farmers tended to
plummat after one or two good crops. Dr. Gary Smith’s recent evaluation of the ~026 loan
program <Smith, 1983> concluded that miﬁwting problems posad significant limitations on
the gensration of stuams'o‘f benefits. An earlier report on the same program concluded
the same; Casasco, Donato, and Hawkins noted that farmers continually encountered
diuouugmg prices when they took thm- cash crops to market <1982, p. 9>.

‘The Project Poper noted that a separate AID project for a Cooperative !!artoting
Asﬁcii‘tion (CECOMERCA) will assure that "sufficient marketing infrastructure will be in
place during the project implemantation period to ensure that marketing will not operate
as a constraint on diversified crop production® <{p. 8> The CECOMERCA project is now
zonsidered a near-complete failure. A recent report by Steele and Obregon detarmined
that the "project is not economically viable at this time.” They attributed the problems
to a lack of techmical u;nrﬁu. poor monitoring, 'politicil and security instabilities,”
and problems in the markety to which- the products were to be sent <p.5>. |

In the absence of proposals for new and vigorous marketing efforts to ensure that
the products of diversifiration are not bought by the same middlemen as basic grains and
at the same exploitative prices, significant successful diversification of the highlands
will not lead to sustained increases in small farmer income. In the end, the

diversification effort itself will be threatened by a loss of market incentives for
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production of crops other than those which contribute with the greatest certainty to
subsistence consumption by the farm family.

Lroblems with Imolementation.

The project’s full-time coordinator was not named until June 135, 1982. None of the
full-time technical assistance has bﬁn hired yet. Although one of the pre-
implementation requirements was the creation of pasitions in each of the agencies for the
persons to be hired under the project; that process was not begun until November 1983,
and the announcement of the creation of the positions is still pending for at least three
of fho cooperating agencies.

These delays are perhaps unsurprising in view of the fact that Guatemala
experienced a miliiary takeover of the government in March 1982. The project is."in
general, at least two years behind .its original implementation schedule. But it is

salvageable with an appropriate extension of time to completion.

Chanass in Geographical Coverage. The largest threat to iht-igtig:iiy. of the ...

project at this moment (and similarly the largest threat to the viability of baseline
analysis and evaluation) is the recent re-definition of the area io 'bo encompassed by it
to a total of 44 mundcipalitine, approximately 2/3 of the total area of Region I. This
expansion of the project not only threatens its viability in terms of meaningful potential
impact; but also virtually eliminates the possibility of direct measurement of project
impact. Figure Ai-i provides a map of the region and an indication of the municipalities
that have now been defined as part of the project.

| The first desinition of the area to be encompassed by the project includes 14
municipalities in the Departments of San Marcos and Quiche. The criterion behind that
original selection does not seem to be clear, but it is clear that there was a significant
political reaction on the part of the GOG against that choice. Negotiations followed

which expanded the target region to “ten districts,” each made up of three or more
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musicipalities and spread throughout highland San Marcos, Totonicapan, Huehuetenango,
Quiche, and Qiet2altenango. This is a decision which has been met by uniform “disbelief”
on the part of the GOG agency personnel charged with administering the project.

According to data prepared for me by USPADA’s Statistics and Evaluaiion Office,
the new area for "focus” of the project has the following characteristics. It covers o
total of 8650 square kilometers of land; it includes an estimated 91,389 families, of whom
approximately 82,128 are farm families with iand holdings under 7 hectares. According to
the GOG people with whom 1 spoke, the 64 consist of all of the municipalities in which the
Government is able to place extensionists without great danger. According to Elnba;sy
personnel, there are at least three of the districts (and about {5 of tne municipalities)
into which American personnel probably could not enter safely. _

Politicization of the Proisct. This problem of security also introduces other
damaging political overtones. The military director of the GOG’s Assistance Program for
Conflict Areas (PAAC), Col. Eduardo Wohlers has described a new government program “to
turn the Indian highlands into a vast factory farm," according to the é May 1983 iasue of
Latin Amsrica Beional Recorts: Central America ang Mexico <p. 8 reproduced as Annex
8>. He also indicated that AID officials were about to underwrite the effort; in view of
the absence of any other similar project in the pipeline; he could only be nf.ming to this
‘proinct. To the extent that the funds of this project become involved in support for new
agricultural efforts linked to the other controversial areas ofﬁle activities in the areas
in conflict, such as the r-o,u'!tlomont camps anc "strategic villages,” overall funding for
USAID/G may be threatened in the Gor_\gnu. )

This sxtension of the project to the larger area, at the u.quut of the GOG, creates

a large number of problems which may not have been anticipated at the time that the

agreement was reached. First, the GOG has indicated that it would dedicate 3] of its
extensionists in the region to this project, thereby breaking down completeiy the

possibility that benefits to small farmers attributable to the project loan and grant

OICD-USDA Report : Overview & Critique
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could be separated from the results of all other GOG agricultural support activities in the
region. From the point of view of sample surveys, the expansion of the area eliminates
the possibility of conducting repeated area frame samples of an affordable size with any
confidence of capturing in that way an adequate subsample of "benesficiaries” of the
project. And it will increase greatly the travel costs involved in all of the baseline
survey work and subsequent evaluation work.

, The dismay of the GOG personnel with the expansion of the area and what they
charicterized as the "dilution® of the project’s budget was depicted in a comment at one
meeting in which the project was characterized as the "‘Alka-seltzer’ Project.® That is, I
was told, the funds available are to be spread so thinly over the farmers in the region
that the average loan to a typical farm family will just be sufficient to purchase ‘Alka-
Seltzer’ to combat the family’s hunger.

: The recent evaluation by Dr. Gary Smith of the on-going roads, mini-irrigation,
and terracing program indicated thp*t one of the greatest apparent shortcomings of the
wojé:t had been the failure to integrate them gcogr@ically. It will now be similarly
difficult to irrtogﬁto the various dimensions of the diversification project because the

area to be covered is so large relative to the funding provided.

Summary.

This project is badly in need of several slements:

i. The irns of initial geographical emnhasis should be reduced to a
managuable smaller number, removed from the areas of complete
militarization, and separated from the explicit pacification programs of
the GOG. .

2. There is great need for a full-time oroject-wide technical advisor to work
in the coordinating office of thu project, someone who is able to
transcend the internecine struggles of the participating agencies and who
can take the basic concepts embodied in the project paper and re-mold
them into an effective and feasible strategy of research and
implementation.

3. There is great need to develop rapidly a marketing system for the

OICD-USDA Report Overview & Critique



M.E. Conroy Small Farmer Diversification ~ Annex {: page 13.

products that are going to be stimulated under this effort; reliance upon
existing marketing structures will be the single greatest deterrent to
effective diversification of small farmers in the highlands.

4. The budget must be reworked in order to clarify the sources and the
amounts of the funds needed for both the baseline "small farm
management study” and the nutritional analyses as baseline for
esvaluations.

OICD-USDA Report Overview & Critique
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ANNEX 2: Baseline Survey and Evaluation Alternatives.

As noted in the main body of this report, I was asked by USAID/G Mission
personnel to work closely with representatives of the "Statistics and Evaluation Area” of
USPADA in the development of the basic sampling methodology to be used for baseline
surveys and evaluations for all of the agricultural and nutritional dimensions of the
project. This Annex is desi;ned to summarize those discussions and to provide a concrete
explanation for the choices that were made, the cost estimatzs that were developed, and
the reasons that were yiven in my May 27 briefing for Mission personnel on ncommonqod .
courses of action. It includes, as a specific qualifying document, a statement prepared by
the survey design team (Ricirdo Avila, Jose Luis Reyes Donis, and this author) which
clarifies tho. limits of the survey research proposed, both in terms of areal coverage and
in terms of level of specificity of responses which can be generated with statistical
reliability under the sampling conditions which were assumed.

Bagic Desion Congiderations.

The design of the two alternatives which will be presented below has been based
upon a series of explicit assumptions that must be understood if the altnmtivn;
themselves are to be understood. The assumptions related to areas as diverse as the
probable level of funding available, the expected variance in the data to be generated, the
availability of prior relevant data, the periodicity and seasonality of the phenomena to be
measured, and the potential roles of supporting organizations. The specific assumptions
were, in brief:

{. That the area over which the project will be extended encompasses some

or all of the 64 designated mynicipios in Region I. That is, that there

will be more than 80,000 families that might reasonably be expected to be
touched by the project at one point or another during its five years of
implementation. [f there had been any 3 priori information on
geographical concentration of the project activities or any consensus on
geographical staging of different project programs, the appropriate

OICD-USDA Report ' Survey & Evaluation Alternatives
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2.

design would be quite different. Given the snormous geographical reach
of the project as recently redefined (a change which is criticized in Annex
1), the problem of sampling for both baseline analysis and evaluation has
besn made much more difficult.

That there exicts distinct and important seasonality in the patterns of
agricultural income, migration for off-farm income, and family nutrition
in the highlands of Guatemala. This seasonality creates problems of
several types. First, systematic sampling which includes questions about
family expenditures, food consumption, and recent employment and income
patterns must be undertaken at times of the year when most of the farm
families will in fact be available on their farms. Second, evaluation of
nutritional consequences should be undertaken at more than one time of
the year, especially in view of the potential ability of the diversification
project to improve nutrition during periods of the year when nutritional
status of highland farm families may have been worst under non-
diversifiad, staple grain production pattorns.

3. That the unblo size must be large encugh to incorporate in the baseline

survey a significant number of those who will in fact be affected by the
project or that an alternative sampling procedure for capturing
"participants” in the project or "bensficiaries® of the praoject must be
devised. One of the alternatives proposad below incorporates the notion
of repeated interviews of a scientific sample of families which may or
may not include an adequate number of "participants” or “beneficiaries.”
The other alternative seeks to capture directly the “participants® or
‘benaficiaries” of the proiecty but loses in the process a significant
portion of the validity of the sample design.

4. That use should be made of all;ndy available mtnial‘s. expertise among

é.

OICD-USDA Report

Guatemalan cooperating agencies, and of previously gathered data. This
has meant, effectively, a clear decision to base the baseline analysis and
the evaluations, {0 whatever extent possible, upon the previously-
developed Area Frame Sample for Region I and upon the survey research
abilities of personnel in the Statistics and Evaluaticn Arsa of USPADA.
Both cf the alternatives discussed below will generate data which can be
compared directly with data previously gathered in 1980 as part of the
*Second Agricultural Survey of Region 1° which was published in January

1983 <USPADA, Sequnda Encuesta AQricola...?.

That INCAP, the Guatemala-based non-profit nutrition ressarch agency,
should play an active role in the development and analysis of the
nutritional components of the baseline study and the evaluations of the
nutritional impacts of the project. INCAP had, in fact, been contracted
by ICTA to conduct these analyses as a pre-loan condition. But there
had never been any specification of precisely what INCAP would do, much
less any discussion of the relative costs of its specific contributions.
Both a'ternatives presented below provide for virtually identical INCAP
roles, and use identical preliminary estimates of IIICAP costs.

That the funding provided for the baseline survey and the evaluations in

the Praoject Paper would be clearly inadequate, but that the total amount
of additional funding forthcoming for these functions would be very

Survey & Evaluation Alternatives
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limited. The alternatives were therefore developed under dual
assumptiongs of "minimal funding” and *minimally acceptable survey and
evaluation® approaches. It is the consensus among members of the
survey design team that no analyses with smaller scope, smaller samples,
or, ultimately, at lower cost will provide minimally-acceptable levels of
reliability for even the broadest of the hypotheses implicit in the project
design.

The Problem of Timing.

Considerations of when to conduct the baseline survey and when to conduct
subsequent analyses have been dominated by three facts. First, prior USPADA analyses
in Region I have been conducted in the Fall, effectively beginning interviews on October
1éth in both 1979 and 1980. This is generally a time when staple grains are maturing or
are being harvested in the highlands (depending upon altitude and the timing of the first
rains that yn.r). Second, that date for the survey facilitates evaluation of cropping
patterns by ocbservation (rather than by recall). And, third, it precedes the period lof
greatest movement toward the coastal cotion harvests or toward the coffee harvests on

the lower slopes.

At the puunt_ UBP_ADAh_u been 'gnmig mor the baseline study at that tfm.
and that momentum can be of considerable usefulness. It has allocated the time of key
personnel who may be less available at other time; it appears to have vehicles and other
support equipment ready for those dates. Of potentially greater significance is the fact
that the baseline survey is, according to the Project Paper, critical in the development of
the specific stratagies to be pursued in each of the major areas. Under optimistic
assumptions with rupoct- fo data processing, the results of a survey in October and
November of 1983 will be available for use by the other cooperating agencies no sooner
than March or April of 1984, ‘N the first survey work is postponed until, say, the Spring
of 1984, there will be no systamatic data available for other components of project design
until late 1984,

OICD-USDA Report : Survey & Evaluation Alternatives
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The disadvantages of observation and measurement in the months of October and
November are also significant. To devise, test, re-design, print, and teach the use of a
largely new survey instrument in roughly five months will be a major chellenge to the
USPADA personnel assigned to this project; that is especially true when seen in the light
of the relatively cumbersome coordination procedures now in effect. To intarview farm
families during the maturing period or the early harvest period for this year’s crops will
mean that previous farm income estimates will be based largely on recall of the previous
year’s harvests, generally 9 months or more after those harvests had occurred. Prices
for the crops prevalent at that time will reflect some of th? highest prices of the year,
prices which correspond to times of great shortages among farm and city families of
consumable grains. To the extent that measurement of the effects of mini-irrigation
projects is an important objective of the evaluations, October and Xovember represant t.hn
end of the rainy season and, for that reason, a time of the year when the consequences of
irrigation will be least.

The Aoril-Mav Altsrnative. The other sxtreme in terms of seasonality in the
highlands occurs in April and May. These are months of preparing the soil for the next
season, a time of waiting for the rain) hoping that it does not start too early and then
quit,) and a time of worrying about both floods and drought. May 13th is the traditionally
expected onset of the rainy season. These are months when there is considerable
expenditure on the part of the families for seed, non-family labor (if u'\y). fertilizers (if
any), etc. As the INDECA chart reproduced in the accompanying Figure A2-1 indicates; it
is a time of very little off-farm agricultural activity; that is, a time of very low income
for highland smallholders. Some have suggested that it represents a time of very low
nutrition for highland families, for prices are highest for purchased non-staple crops ind
there will have been no production of garden crops for more than five months. These
months would represent a critical test of nutritién. consumption, and irrigation impacts.

Farm families are more likely to be encountered on their own farms at this time. And

OICD-USDA Report Survey & Evaluation Alternatives
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interviews at that time would take place only a few months after the last harvest,
increasing the reliability of recall of yields, prices, and family income from basic farm
production.

USPADA would have more time to develop the specialized instruments needed if the
initial surveys were postponed until April and Ma'y of 1984, But there are several
administrative problems which might preclude effective organization of the survey if one
were to wait until that time. The present government of Guatemala has implemented a
relatively very complicated form of control of the hiring of government employees. It is
rumored to take as much as six months for acceptance by the government of the creation
of new positions, even when they arv externally funder 't then iakes from two to three
months more for the naming of a specific individual to one of the approved pusitions. In
the opinion of USPADA personnel, if the I.liring of interviewers and other field thl
for this study were postponed past the end of this fiscal (and calendar) year, there is
little likelihood that the personnel could be hired before the middle of 1964,

Alteroptive Sizes and Frequencies of Sampling.

There are 306 "areal segments” in the USPADA Area Frame Sample for Region 1.
They consist of geographically contiguous groups of farms stratified by the intensity of
cultivation currently oractised. They contain an average of about 11 farms per segment,
and the data for all farms in each segment were the principal bases for the 1980 estimates
of farm statistics published in the recent survey of the region. Approximately 1.23 of
these segments are located in the 64 municipios encompassed in the recently-enlarged
project area for this project. USPADA has estimated thai there are therefore
approximately 1230 farms under 7 hectares in the segments of the Area Frame people that

fall in the project area.

OICD-UBDA Report ’ Survey & Evaluation Alternatives
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One clear alternative for dovolopin& the baseline data and for evaluating the
project impacts would consist of surveying all 1230 of those farms as soon as possible to
establish current conditions and to expand upon the dati about them previously gathered
in 19680. One could then repeat the survey among the same 1230 families at the end of the
third year of the project (say, 1983) and after the completion of the full five years (in,
say, 1987). The principal advantage of this approach is that it would provide a
scientifically valid survo.y of the general conditions that characterize the entire
designated portion of Region 1. In subsequent years it would pick up any changes in those
corditions that may have occurred, including those that might be traced to the project
itself.

The principal disadvantage is the fact that even under the most op’t_im:’sfic
conditions, that is, assuming that the full targeted 5000 familics are aifected by the
project, fewer than 80 (6.9%) of the families initially surveyed are likely to have been
affected under the project. That is, it would be relatively very difficult to measure
impacts of the programs based on such a small sample of families, especially given the
wide variety of program components and the variation in intensity which is likely.

To enlarge the sample to a significantly larger number of families for the baseline
study would require, effectively, the creation of a wholly new Area Frame Sample. Even
if it were possible to fund such an effort, it would take at least another year of
preparation; and, since the National Geographic Institute has now been militarized, it is
doubtful that the nrial' photographs needed to create the sample would be made
available.

Nevertheless, this basic alternative remains a possibility; it would -be of greater
value to the baseline analysis of agricultural conditions than to subsequent measurement
of direct program effects. But that impact analysis may have alrndy been eliminated at

the moment that the target area was expanded to the majority of the region. The formal
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costing of that alternative is presented as Alternative I in the accompanying
documentation.

A _Second Alternative. A second alternative that was proposed, evaluaced, and
costed-out involves a more compliczted set of intarrelated surveys. It should be made
very clear from the outset that the implicit methodology in this second approach has
several theoretical shortcomings. But it just may provide a functional, operational
alternative to the first alternative above. In particular it is clear that it responds to

several of the most severe shortcomings of the first alternative, namely, the lack of

seasonal coverage and the lacii of guaranteed coverage of "participants” or

‘beneficiaries”® of tho project.

The s«cond alternative would be civided among 8 distinct stages:

i. Baseline survey of S0% of the families in the 123 "segments® of the Area
Frame Sample; approximately 615 interviews, between October 16 ind
November 30, 1983.

2. Repeat survey of the same 615 families between April 16th and May 30th,
1984.

3. Application of the sama survey instrument to a random sample of 200
families chosen from among those identified by the GOG participating
agencies as “participants” in one or more phases of the project’s
programs; to be undertaken batween October 16 and Hovember 30, 1984,

4. Repeat survey of the same 200 "participating” families between April
1éth and May 30th, 198S.

S. Application of the same survey instrument to a random sample of 200
additional familias selected from among those who became participants
after October 1984; to be undertaken between October 16th and November
30th, 1983.

é. Repeat survey of this new group of 200 additional participating families
between April 16th and May 30th, 1986.

7. Final evaluation of the impact of the project by means of surveying all
615 of the original families plyg the 400 "participant” families, beginning
on October 16th 1984; and

8. Repaat final evaluation of the impact, among the same {015 families,
beginning on Apeil 16th, 1987, '

OICD-USDA Report Survey & Evaluation Alternatives
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This second alternative will give far greater probability of capturing both
tackground conditions in the months of October and November and variation in those
conditions in April and May. It will assure us of the presence of an adequate number of
*participant® families; and it will 6t;ovidc & basis for comparing the characteristics of the
participating families with those of all farmers in the region. It will provide ¢or more
thorough geographical coverage of those areas in which, de facto, there may have been
higher levels of participntim? in the program.

Much caution, howover, will have to be exercised in the evaluation of comparisons
between the families in the baseline survey ard those among the "participants.” There
will be a distinct selection bias; there will probably be important geographical biases;
and there will be problems in terms of the lack of independent data on the chanctcristi;s
of the "participant® familiss prior ‘o the onset of their participation. The data will have
to be evaluated as three distfinct cohor!s, drawn differently from the same population: the
baseline random cohort; thoj first cohort of participants; and & second cohort of later
entries into the proiect and. iéts programs. |

Alternative Cost Estimates.

The derivation of cost estimates for each of the two alternatives required the
specification of a series of cost assumptions based upon the recent experience of
USPADA in precisely this kind of survey process. In view of the fact that transportation
to and from the sites of the interviews constitutes a large portion of the total personnel
costs, it would not have hl!!f! realistic to assume that constant costs per interview would
obtain across the two alt:ornnivu. On the contrary, the least expensive of the
interviews would be those v;hnn the survey team could be taken to a single contiguous
‘areal segment® and could interview all of the families resident in it. The most

. expensive interviews would be those where a jeep and a team of interviewers would have

to travel considerable distance to survey a single farm family, for example, a family that

OICD-USDA Report Survey & Evaluation Alternatives
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had become an active participant in one of the proiject’s progrhms. Table A2-1 presants
(in Spanish) the cost sstimate dovolopod for Alternative 1, as discussed above, the
surveys based upon the ﬂnll set of families in all of the "ugmcnts' included in the

targeted area. The basic survoymg assumptions that undnhy those eatimates were the

followirng:

a) Each team will consist of two interviewers, 3 male interviewsr to work
with the male farmers in gathering planting, production, and other farm
data, and a female interviewer to work with the women farmers in
gathering household inventory, food consumption, expenditure, and
nutritional anthropometry data.

b) Each team wiill be capable of interviewing three families per day,
assuming an estimated 1.5 hours at each site, travel time to the sites,
and time for reporting to tesam leaders and for reviewing the data
gathered.

¢) To complete the survey of 1300 families in two months, including ten days
of trairing, six weeks of interviewing, and four days of recap, will
require 14 two-person teams of interviewera. :

d) Those {4 teams (28 interviewers! will require 10 field mesws at two
distinct levels, 10 joeps. for maving them around, 10 dnufhurs. and the
transportation costs of 10 joeps for 2 months.

d) The i4 teams will also have to be backed up by 6 data-reviewers and
coders in the field for 2 months and 2 reviewers and coders at USPADA
for 2 months.

f) Each team will need clipboards, a set 05 maps and a mapcase, a simple
balance~beam scale and measuring rod for anthropometry.

g) USPADA will"prnvidn (and will pay for) a "se.‘oral consultant,” an
"operations chief," a “coding and review chief," a mechinic and a
sacretary.

h) USPADA and other cooperating agencies will provide all of the vehicles
neaded; but USAID will be expacted to cover the variable' costs of the
heavy use which they will receive, including tices, mmml maintenance,
spare parts, gasoline and oil.

i) USAID will cover all the rest of the variable costs, including salaries,
legislated wage and salary supplements ("bonificaciones®), per-diem (at
Q@7.00/day for most personnel; Q9.00/day for top administrative
personnel), and printing costs for the survey instruments.

i) The costs of surveys after the initial year will be estimated to increase
at the rate of 10% per year.

0ICD-USDA Report Survey & Evaluation Alternatives
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Table A2-1

Alternativa 1.

Etapa la: 1300 encuestas del marco
muestral, a partir del
16 de Octubre de 1983

Etapa 2a: 1300 encuestas del marco
muestral, a partir del
16 de Octubre de 1985

Etapa 3a: 1300 encuestas del marco
muestral, a partir del
16 de Octubre de 1987

COSTO DE LEVANTAMIENIO DE DATOS:

Transcripcion, limpieza, y procesamiento
de datos por el INCAP (estimado)

Asistencia tecnica y analisis de datos
nutricionales por del INCAP (estimado)

COSTO TOTAL:

Distribucion Pcrcentual

Annex 2; Page 9a

AlID Proyecto 034
El 27 de Mayo de 1983

Dos Metodologias Distintas para el Diagnostico Agricolo y la Evaluacion

USAID _ _USPADA TOTAL

57,296 26,563 83,859

68,755 31,876 100,631

85,889 _ 34,868 _120,757

217,108 88,139 305,247

50,000

50,000

317,108 88,139 ~ 405,247~
78.3% 21,72 100.0%2
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k) INCAP would undertake the transcription of the data from the coded
forms, the programming for data analysis, and a variety of supervisory
tasks for an amount estimated roughly, pending clearer definition of
tasks, at $100,000 for data processing and technical assistance. (Rather
than contract with IXCAP to conduct the nutritional 24-hour recall
survey and the anthropometry, it was conosidered preferable to seek
training for USPADA interviewers in the gathering of these data and to
contract with INCAP to provide a "nutrition data supervisor® durinc the
data collection phase in the field. That is presumably included in the
lump sum quoted.)

Under these assumptions, ;tho total cost for data collection of the baseline survey
(Octobor 1983) would be $83,859 (Table A2-1). The breakdown of those costs by maior
category is given in Table A2-2. USAID wou.d be expected to cover $57,296 (68.3%). Data
prozessing costs have not been estimatzd separately for each phase of the survey
alternative; if only one portion of the survey and nvalua:tion plan were to be implemented,
new negotiations with INCAP would have to be undertaken to establish the separate costs
of just that portion. The follow-up survey in October of 1985 would cost $100,631; and
the final evaluation moy'wwld cost $120,737. Including the data processing costs and
__INCAP technical assistance, the total S-year cost of this alternative would be $4035,247,
of which USAID would cover $317,108 (78.3%). -

The total cost is less than 2.8% of the total project financing of $14.8 million,
ircluding the original Quatemalan governmant commitment (which was recently expanded).
The USAID si:are represents 3.9% of the total USAID commitment of $8.1 million. It is
also important, in evaluating the relative magnitude of these sums, t0 note that the
baseline survey is more than just a basis for evaluation; it represents an integral part of
the project design, roqui;imidmufy and develop potential diversification strategies
suitabie for a variety of micro-climates in the highlands. Given the multiple purposes

served by the evaluation; these costs appear quite reasonable.

OICD-USDA Report Survey & Evaluation Alternatives
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Survey & Evaluation Alternatives

M.E. Conroy Ssall Farmer Djversification Annex 2
page 1lOr
TABLE A2-2
Breakdown of Survey Costs: Alternative 1, Phase |
variable Costs:
1. Interviewers (Level I) 40 x 2 mos. x @110/mo. Q@ 6140,
2. Interviewers (Level ID 9 x 2mos. x Q180/mo. 3240.
3. Coders & Reviewers é x 2 mos. x Q180/mo. 2160. %
4a. Jaep drivers 4 x 2mos. x 3110/mo. 1320.
4b. Jeep drivers 4 x 2 mos. x @110/mo. 8680. %
3. Coders & Reviewers (office) 2 x 2 mos. x G180/mo. 1080.
éa. Salary Suppiements 128 pers. mos. x @12%/mo. 11500.
éb. Salary Supplements 20 pers. mos. x Q12%/mo. 23500. %
7. Per diem 136 pers. mos. x Q7/day 21000.
8. Printing of instruments 1600 at Q1.00 each 1600.
9. Vehicle maintenance @é60/vehicle/mon th 1200.
10. Tires and tubes @30/vehicle/mon th 1000.
11. Misc. spare parts @40/vehicle/month 1000.
12. Clipboards & mapcases 40 boards, 20 cases 206.
13. Scales k height rods 20 sets 330.
i4. Gasoline 10 jeeps x 40 days x 7 gal/day x Q2/qal
Subtotal: 43,384,
Eixed Costs:
13. Sectoral. consul tant 1 x 6 pers. mos. x.0930/mo. 3700,
"14. Operations chief 1 x é pers. mos. x Q430/mo. 2700. X
17. Coding Review chief i1 x 6 pars. mos. x G42%/mo. 2330. x
18. Mechanic 1 x 3 pers. mos. x @137/mo. 413. *
. 19. Secretary, office 1 x 3 pers. mos. x @140/mo. 420. X%

20. Office supplies : 1130.
21. Rental of field office 300.
22. Publication Costs 1000.
23. Advertising & Communication (via radio, in the field) 1000.
24, Wage supplements for these latter personnel 3000. X
23. Per diem for these latter personnel %

—— Total Cost: @83,859.

¥



M.E. Conroy $mall Farmer Diversification Annex 2: page 11.

Ihe Second Alternative. The second alternative envisions roughly half as many
interviews in October 1983, repeated in April 1984. Initial and follow-up interviews with
*participants” or potential "beneficiaries” of the project bring the total number of
interviews over the 5 year period to 3970, only 70 more than the 3900 interviews that
would be conducted under Alternative {. The total costs of the second alternative,

" ‘qver, are approximately 20X higher than those of the first (see Table A2-3). This
difference is largely attributable to two factors. First, the administrative and
supervisory overhead will necessarily be greater if supervisory personnel must be kept
focussed on these surveys effectively full time for a year in each of the three periods of
interviewing and analysis. Second, the reduction of the total number of interviews does
not effect the dispersion of the interviews. Ne have assumed, for that rnsoh. that the
average team will be al;lo to complete anly 2.5 interviews per day, on average. This will
be especially true when the teams are searching for isolated individual "participants”
under stages 3 through 8 of the survey procedure.

Those are insinlly the only assumptions that were altered between the two
alternatives. Under this second alternative the total costs will be approximately
$3507,310, of which USAID will pay $362,776 (714.5%) and USPADA will be responsible for
counterpart expanditures of G144,534 (28.3%). The costs of the second alternative would
amount to 3.4% of the total original proiect costs; USAID’s share would constitute 4.5% of
its total contribution to the project.

Recommendations and Limitations.

It appears to me to be clearly preferable to attempt the second alternative rather
than the fint.. The first phase of the first alternative would provide the greatest
coverage at the outset, but it would provide no indication of the nature, magnitude, and
importance of the seasonal variation in small farm conditions in the highlands which

appear 3 priori to be significant. It is not likely t5 capture, when repeated, many farmers

OICD-USDA Report Survey & Evaluation Alternatives
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Iable A2- AID Proyecto 034
El 27 de Mayo de 1983

Alternativa 2. USAID USFADA TOTAL

Etapa la: 615 encuestas del marco

nuastral, a partir del

16 de Octubre de 1983 : 35,351 18,121 53,472
Etapa 2a: 615 encuestas de las mismas

familias, a partir del

16 de Abril de 1984 35,351 18,121 53,472
Etapa 3a: 200 encuestas entre

participantes, a partir del

16 de Octubre de 1984 11,784 6,644 18,428
Etapa 4a: 200 encuestas de los aismos

participantes, a partir del '

16 de Abril de 1985 11,784 6,655 18,428
Etapa 5a: 200 encuestas entre nuevas

participantes, a partir del

16 de Octubre de 1985 12,962 7,308 20,270
Etapa 6a: 200 encuestas de los aismos _

perticipantes, a partir del '

16 de Abril de 1986 12,962 7,308 20,720
Etapa 7a: 615 encusestas del marco y

400 encuestas de partici-

pantes, a partir del
16 de Octubre de 1986 ve71,291 40,194 111,485

Etapa 8a: 615 encuestas repitidas y
. 400 encuestas repitidas,
a partir del

16 de Abril de 1987 71,291 40,194 111,485

COSTO DE LEVANTAMIENTO DE DATOS: 262,776 144,534 407,310
' Transcripcion, limpieza, y procesamiento ‘

de datos por el INCAP (estimado) 50,000
Agistencia tecnica y analisis de datos
nutricionales por del INCAP (estimado) 50,000
COSTO TOTAL: 362,776 144,534 507,310
Distribucion Porcentual 71.5% 28.52 100.0%

Doc. 0484R/MEC
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~ M.E.Conroy — Small Farmer Diversification Annex 2: page 12.

that are in fact participating in one or more of the programs undertaken within the
projtc't.. And it is not likely to provide meaningful links between changes which occur over
the five years of the project and the changes which might be attributable to the project.

The second alternative is not without its flaws. While it will guarantee an
opportunity to measure changes between a qualified gx antg set of conditions among
specific participating farms and farmers and the conditions at the end of the project, it
will not permit generalization to either the full impact of the project on controlled non-
participating farmers, nor will it permit evaluation of the progress which might have been
made by the participating farmers had there not been a USAID project. The absence of a
meaningful control group is glaring; it is, at best, a sample design working with three
partially comparable cohorts.

Under either of the alternatives, nevertheless, there are important limiutim.s
that must be recognized. It is strong testimony to the professional quality of the
USPADA personnel that they insisted that we prepare a document for the remainder of the

| participating agonéiu which itemizes the limitations of the data which will be gathered.
This represents, in part, a response to their past exparience with the Area Frame Sample;
for they are frequently asked for statistics on geographical areas (departments or
municipalities) for which the sample is not represantative. But it also reflacts strong
statistical foundations, for they are quite conscious of the need to refuse to give
statistics which have relatively very large coeéficients of variation (or very large
relative confidence intervals). They note that the point estimates are too often used
without also reporting the indicators of dispersion.

The document which was pnptnd[allo as part of this expanded work order, is
appended as Annex 8. It is entitled "Objetivos y Limitaciones del Diagnostico y de las
Encuestas de Evaluacion," and it has been distributed to all of the representatives of
participating GOG organizations who are members of the coordinating committee for the
baseline survey and evaluation.

0ICD-USDA Report ~ Suevey & Evaluation Alternatives
Cr
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M.E. Conroy Small Farmer Diversification Annex 2: page 13. -

There is little doubt that USPADA’s Statlistics and Evaluation Area is. iul!y
qualified (and, perhaps, uniquely qualified among Guatemalan agencies) to undertake the
baseline survey and analysis. The exercise will enhance its capabilities and will, through
gl;Qltll‘ links to INCAP and other Technical Assistance personnel presumably to be sent,
lead to a strengthening of the agricultural and nutritional analysis potential in
Guatemala.

I strongly recommend that INCAP become involved in every facet of the baseline
survey amfi evaluation, especially in terms of the design of survey instruments, training
in the application of nutrition-related instruments, transcription of the data, and
amlysis.' If would strengthen USPADA in a clearly useful way if some of the
statisticians nso;iatnd with the Area Frame Sample were also given technical training ip
the analysis of the data they are collecting. Short courses in SPSS programming; hands-
on access éto the mini-computer at INCAP; and supervised research with their data are
clearly col:\sisjtom with the project and would lead to greater coherence in the research
effort an i:i progressed. Analyses dnighod by INCAP and agricultural specialists for the
first uts;of data could be repeated bv USPADA personnei on subsequent sats, lessening
the need fjor technical assistance at every stage and increasing the likelihood that the
results of preliminar, analyses are incorpcrated in the broader USPADA agricultural and

nutritional planning functions.

OICD-USDA Report Survey & Evaluation Alternatives
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AID: Proyecto 034

E1 27 de Mayo de 1983

m M.E. Conroy

’“‘“ 1.

INSTRUMENTOS PARA ESTIMAR INGRESOS TOTALES DE LA FAMILIA AGRICOLA

Los ingresos totales de las familias agrfcolas, especialments las familias
que tienen terrenos muy paqueilos, provienen de una gama implia de fuentes. La
estimacién de suc ingresos totales para un afio completo (6 para otro perfodo
de tiempo) es una tarea casi imposible fusra de un proceso continuo de regis-
tro de datos sobre todos las fuentes posibles. Es posible que lleguemos a
registrar datos mas completos para algunas pocas familias a base de los "Re-
gistros Econdmicos de Finca” que les administrarf el ICTA s algunos agricul-
tores. Pero en la mayoria de los casos lo que podemos tratar de hacer es
wedir cada componente cn la forma mas cuidadosa y en una forma consistente de
perfodo a perfodo. En esa forma llegaremos a pocar estimar muchos componentes
de ingreso para perfodos espec{ficos, pero la extrapolacidn de esos ingresos
al aflo completo estard todavia riesgosa.

En terminos generales los ingresos totales del pequefio sgricultor del Al~
tiplano provienen de las fuentes siguientes:

A. Ingresos derivados de la agricultura, 3 en la finca donde se localiza
1a cass § en otrcs terrenos, proprios 8§ alquilados:
a) Venta de cultivos anusles, semipermanentes, § psrmanentes;
b) Venta de animsles § productos de animales;
¢) K1 valor de los productos de la.finca consumidos por la
familia. '

B. Ingresos derivados de artesanias i otros labores desarrollados por
aiembros de la nisma familia trabajzndo en casa.

C. Ingresos derivados de mano de obra proporcionada en otras fincas
circumvecinas, es decir, que le permite al trabajador regresar a
casa cada noche: )

- ~—. — g) Dal jefe—de-la-familia; - -~
b) Ds otros adultos en la familia;
¢) Da nifios mayores.

D. Ingrescs derivados de mano de obra proporcionada en trabajos lejos de

1a finca propria, & en otras {incas ¢ en otras emprasas no-agricolas
o casas particulares que quedan a tal distancia que el trabajador no
puade regresar a la finca todas las noches (Es asta el trabsjo que
denominamos “trabajo de migrante.”):

a) Del jefe de la familia; '

b) De otros adultos en la familia;

¢) De nifios mayores de la familia;

R. Ingresos derivados de otras fuentes:
a) Arrendamientos de otras casas y/o terrenos;

b) Pensiones ¥ otros pagos por trabajos anterioree;
c) Giros § remesas de personas qua no son miembros del hogar;
d) Donsciones del gobierno 6 de entidades internacionales,

Doc: O480R/MEC
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Annex 3 H Pagina 2.
1. SUGESTIONES PARA INSTRUMENTOS SOBRE EMPLEO Y INGRESC FUERA DE LA FINCA

A. DATOS DEL JEFE DE LA FAMILIA:

1. Tiene Ud. (8 tiene el jefe) algun trabajo permanente fuera de esta
finca? S . No (Pasa a la pregunta 3).

2. Que clase de trabajo tiene Ud. ,III"ffIIIFIIZ/7IfF/

Codificacién: Trabajo agricolo en finca de otro.
Trabajo no-agrfcolo. .

3. Cuanto tiempo pasa Ud. normalmente en ese trabajo?
, dias por mes;
dias por semana;
horas por dia.
/nas
4. Cuanto gana Ud. en ese trabajo? Q. . por /dia
/hora

S. Ha trabajado Ud. (8 el jefa de la familia) fuera de la finca
en el ultimo afio en algun trabajo por temporada?
81. . No. (Pasa al numero 9).

6. Que clase de trabajo tenia Wd. / / / /7 / /7 /7] /77777777
[/ 1110077771177
Codificacidn: * _ Trabajo dgricolo en finca de otro.
rabajo no—-agr{colo.

7. En que lugar: Municipio Depto A que distancia? __ .

8. Cuando fus la ultima ves que Ud. trabajS allf? Hace dias.

9. Cuanto tiempo trabajo? . diss, semanss, _meses.
/nes
10. Cuanto ganS Ud. en ese trabajo? Q. . por /dia
/bora

11. Duxante ese periodo en ese lugar, cuantos dias pass§ Ud. sin trabajo
cuando queria trabajar? Algunocs. dias.

12. Cuando fue la vex anterior que Ud. fus a ese trabajo? Hace dias.

13. Cunanto tiempo trabajs esa vesz? dias, ——Senanas, neses.
14. Ba trabajado Ud. (8 el jefe de la familia) fuara de la finca
en cl ultimo ano en otro trabajo por temporada?
s1. No. (Pasa al numero 19).

15.Qucclaudc:ubujotcnial!d.[////7/F/ll£lf7llf7
: / / /[ / /

Codificscifén: Trabajo agricolo en finca de otro.
’ Trabajo no~agrfcolo.

16. En que lugar: Municipio Depto A que distancia? __ ka.

17. Cuando fue 1a ultims vez que Ud. trabajé allf? Hace dias.

18. Cuanto tiempo trabajé? dias, semansas, neses.
/ues
19. Cuanto gan8 Ud. en ese trabajo? Q. . por /dia

20. Durante ese periodo en ese lugsr, cuantos dias pasd Ud. sin trabajo
cuando queria trabajar? Algunos dias.
/hora

21. Cusndo fus la ves aaterior que Ud. fue & ese trabaje? Hace dias. 6\
_ nmmmi‘-m;,fm, -



B. DATOS DE OTRO MIEMBRO DE LA FPAMILIA: (nombre).

Relacidn al jefe? cbnyuge; hijo(a); otro parienta; sin rel.

1. Tiene esta persona algun trabajo permanente fuera de esta
finca? 84 . No (Pasa a la pregunta 3).

2. Que clase de trabajo tiene? NN NNNNENENNNEENNN
[JTTT7T7J777777777777

Codificacidn: Trabajo agricolo en finca de otro.
Trabajo no-agricolo.

3. Cuanto tiempo pasa normalmente en ese trabajo?
dias por mes;
dias por semanas;
horas por dia.
. /nas
4. Cuanto gana'en ese trabajo? Q. . _por /dia
/hora

S. Ha trabajado esta persona fuera de la finca
en el ultimo afio en algun trabajo por temporada?
81. No- ) : .

6. Que clase de trabajo tenia. [T 171777771777 777
fTT 777777 7777777777
Codificacifn: . Trabajo agricolo en finca de otro.
Trabajo no~agricolo.

7. En que lugar: Municipio Depto A que distancia? km.

8. Cuando fue la ultima ves qu'c trabaj6 allf? Hace - _dias.

9. Cuanto tiempo trabajé? . dias, _semanas, neses.
/mas
10. Cusnto gané en ese trabajo?. . Q. . por /dia
/horxa

11. Durante ese periodo en ese lugar, cuantos dias pasd sin trabajo
cuando queria trabajar? M.IIIIOI. dias.

12. Cuando fue la vez anterior que fue a ese trabajo? Hace dias.
13. Cuanto tiempo trabajd esa vesx? dias, semanas, neses.
14, Ha trabajado esta persona fuera dc la finca

en el ultimo aflo en otro trabajo por temporada?
se. No. (Pasa a la pagina siguiente)

15. Que clase de txabajo tenia. [T 777777777
. ‘ [ 1777717777177 777777
Codificacidn: Trabajo agricolo en finca de otro.
Trabajo no~agrfcolo. ,

16. Ea que lugar: Municipio Depto A que distancia? ' ka.

17. Cusndo fue la ultima vex que trabajé alli? Hace dias.
18. Cuanto tiempo trabajé? dias, semanas, meses.
/mas

19. Cuanto gand en ese trabajo? Q. . por /dia
/hora

20. Durante ese periodo en ese lugar, cuantos dias pasd sin trabajo
cuando queria trabajar? Algunos ~__dias.

21. Cusade fue la ves astarior que fue a ese trabajo? lace dias.

I

22, Cuanto tiempo trabajf esa ves? diss, ssmsuas, ____ meses.
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C. DATOS DE OTRO MIEMBRO DE LA -FAMILIA (nombre) .

Relacién al Jefa?____ conyuge; —hijo(a); otro pariente; sin rel.

1.

2.
3.

4.

5.

7.
8.
9.
10.

11.

12.
13’.
14,

15.

16.
17.
18.

19.

20.

al.

Tiene esta persona algun trabajo permanente fuera de esta
finca? Si . No (Pasa & la pregunta S).

Que clase de trabajo tiene? S I 171777177777 77177
NN NENENNENNNNNEEN
"Codificacidn: Trabajo agricolo en finca de otro.
Trabajo no-agr{colo.

Cuanto tt-po pasa normalmente en ese trabajo?
dias por mes;

dias por semana;

horas por dia.

/mes

Cuanto gana en ese trabajo? Q. . por /dia

/hora

Ha trabajado esta persona fuera de la finca
en el ultimo afio en algun trabajo por temporada?
Si. No. (Pasa al numero 9).

Que clase de trabajo tenia. I 1177771717117 777777
: //////I////////////
Codificacidn: Trabajo agricolo en finca de otro.
rabajo no-agricolo.

En que lugar: Municipio ‘Depto A que distancia? __ km.

Cuando fue la ultims ves que trabajé alli? Hace dias.

Cusato tiempo trabajd? dias, semanas, neses.
. /nas
Cuanto: gand en ese trabsjo? Q.. __por /dia
/bora

Durante ese periodo en ese lugar, cuantos dias pas§ sin trabajo
cuando queria trabajar? Algunos dias.

Cuando fue la vez anterior que fus a ese trabajo? Hace dias.

Cuanto tiempo trabajl esa vez? dias, . _ semanas, meses.

Ha trabajado ests persona fuera de la finca
en el ultimo afio en otro trabajo por temporada?
Si. No. (Pasa a la pagina siguiente.

Que clase de trabajo tenia. fl/lfﬁ/////////lfl

NN NNNENRNENANRNN
Codificacifn: Trabajo agricolo en finca de otro.
Traba jo no-agrfcolo.

En que lugar: Municipio Depto A que distancia? ___ ka.

Cuando fue la ultima vez que trabajf alli? Hace dias.

Cusnto tiempo trabajé? dias, semanas, meses.

. /mas
Cuanto gano en ese trabajo? Q. . por /dia
/hora

Durante ese periodo en ese lugar, cuantos dias paso sin tubnjo
cuando queria trabajar? Algunos dias.

Cuando fue la vesz antarior que fue a ese trabsjo? Hece dias.

Cuanto tiempo trabajl esa vesz? dias, semanas, sases.

7
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2. SUGERENCIAS PARA INSTRUMENTOS SOBRE EMPLEO/INGRESO DE ARTESANIA.

1. Trabaja elgun miembro de esta familia en la produccidn de artesania?
Si. No (Pasa a la pagina siguience).

.2 Queclasede artesania? [/ / /7 /7 /7 /7 /71777777177

Codificacién: 1. tejidos & costura.
2. productos de barro.
kN pintura § escultura.
4. productos de cuero.
5. productos de aimbre & junco.
6. otros (Especifiquen: T ).

3. Con que frecuencia venden Uds. esos productos? Cada dias.

‘4, Cuando fue la ultima vez que vendieron
productos de esa artesania? Hace dias.

5. Cuanto ganaron de la venta esa vez? Q .

~f. Cuanto cree que le costaron 16-
materiales que usaron en los productos

que vendieron ese dia? Q N
7. Cuantos dias de trabajo msetisron en
la produccion de lo que se vendio ess dia? dias.

- 8. Quienss cubnjaro:n en la produccion
de lo que se vendio ese dia?

. Rel. Cuantos Cuanto Vive
Nombre—de la . al - diss fue en esta
persona , Jafea trabajc pagado y casa? 7
- . ———7 7 -
/. / dias/ Q J /
I / / / /
/ / dias/ Q / /
/- / . / / /
- / / dias/ Q i )
/ / / / /
i / dias/ Q / /
" 78, Donde venden la mayoria de estos productos?
oo aquf de la casa.
—— en ¢l mercado de un pusblo cercano _
Nembre? Distincia km.
Costo del viaje? Q . » Tiempo? min.
—_— en ¢l mercado de un pueblo lejano:
. Nombre? Distancia I,

Costo del viaje? Q ., Tiempo? min.

.. -9. Cuanto cree Ud. que vale lo que tienen de
artesania en la casa que no se ha vendido? Q :

10. Dantro de cuantos dias cree que vuslven a
a vender productos de ese tipo? dias.

Y
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3. SUGERENCIAS PARA Iicsmmwms SOBRE OTRAS FUENTES DE INGR!S.O

(Al-encuastador: Preguntale al jefe de familia sobre cada uno de las fuentes
siguientes, rotando si ha recibidb, hace cuantos dias, cuanto recibio, cuando
fue la vesz anterior, y cuando cree que vuelve a recibir de esa fuente.)

Loteria o rifas

. Cusntos
Ha Hace dias Cuanto Cuaado
'FUENTE: ~ recibido? cuantos Cuanto hacia recibid  vueie
84 & no dias? recibid? __ antes _entonces _a rec.
Arrendamiento
—ds casas
Arrendamiento
© 777 de_terrenos
Pensiones ,

iros o remesas
- - de familiares

_Giros o remesas
_do otros

---Donaciones

,

e

3,



ANNEX b

AID: Proyecto 034
(GASTOS, 21 de mayo)

INSTRUMENTO PARA'MEDIR GASTOS FAMILIARES DE PEQUENOS AGRICULTORES

Parte I:  Gastos Frecuentes.

(Al encuestador: Para cada entrada abajo, preguntele al entrevistado, "Hace
cuantos dias compro Ud. ....? Cuanto tenia en la casa de ... cuando fue a
comprar mas? Cuanto compro? Cuanto le costo?..Y cuantos dias cree Ud. que le
va a dura lo que tiene de ... en este momento?

Hace Cuanto Cuantos
cuantos tenia CUANTO COMPRO? | dias mas
dias en casa le dura lo
ALIMENTOS: compro? | ese dia? | CUANTO GASTO? | que tiene?
C: C: UM:
Maiz dias| UM: c/u: CT: . dia
C: - C: UM:
Frijoles dias| uUM: Cc/U: CT: . diag
] C: C: UM: . J
Arroz __ dias| UM: c/U: CT: . dia
- C: C: UM: J
Azucar — dias| UM: c/U: CT: . dia
—— C: - C: UM: J
Sal y condimentos dias] UM: C/U: CT: . dia
- C:- C:. - UM: ) J
Leche dias| UM: C/U: CT:{ . “diad
— C: C: UM: J
Leche en polvo dias| UM: C/U: CT: . dia
-1 Cs C: UM: J
Cafe o Te dias| UM: C/U: CT: . dia
- | C: JCs UM:
Pan - — dias] UM: c/U: CT: . dias]
C: C: UM:
Fideos dias] UM: C/U: CT: . dias|
- C: C: UM: l
Pastas alimenticias dias| UM: Cc/U: CT: . dias
i c: C: UM: l
- Grasa o Aceite dias| UM: C/U: cr: . dias
Co C: C: " UM:
Platanos dias| UM: c/u: CT: . dias
o C: C: UM:
. Papas dias | UM: C/U: ~ CT: . dias
C: C: UM:
Otras Verduras frescas dias{ UM: C/U: CT: . dias
. C: C: UM:
Frutas frescas dias | UM: C/Uz CT: . dias
C: H UM:
Confites o Dulces dias | UM: C/U: CT: . diasL
C: H UM:
Carne de res dias | UM: c/u:  CT: . das| 6\9
Doc:0472R/MEC, pag. 1
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AID: Proyecto 034
(GASTOS, 21 de mayo)

Hace » Cuanto , Cuantos
cuantos tenia CUANTO COMPRO? |dias mas
_ dias en casa ' le dura lo
ALIMENTOS (cont.) compro? ese dia? | CUANTO GASTO? . |que tiene?
C: C: UM:
Carne de cerdo dias| UM: c/u: CT: . diaJ
C: C: UM: J
Pollo dias] UM: C/U: CT: . dia
C: c: . UM: J
Huevos dias| UM: C/U: CT: . dia
c: C: UM: J
Queso dias| UM: c/U: CT: . dia
C: C: UM: J
Carnes enlatados dias| UM: Cc/U: CT: . dia
C: : UM: -
- Caldos, sopas de sobre dias| UM: c/u: CT: . diaJ
. C: $ UM:
Verduras -envasadas dias| UM: c/Us CT: . diaJ
eSS C: : . UM: .
Jugos o frutas—envas, dias| UM: c/u: CT: . diaJ
= : C: H UM: .
Refrescos-naturales ‘dias | UM: c/u: CT: . diaJ
—_— . , C: : UM:
Refresccs envasados dias| UM: Cc/u: CT: . diaJ
OTRAS COMPRAS: - -— o
_ C: : UM: J
Jabon para rops " dias : c/u: CT: . dia
H +H UM: '
Jabon para banarse dias : c/U: CT: . diaJ
- . : : UM:
Gas, kero. o gasolina dias s c/U: 'CT: . diad
e 3 : UMz
Lena o ocote - dias | UM: C/u:. CT: . diag
: C: . UM: J
Candelas dias : C/U:- CT: . dia
T 3 ‘C: . UM:
Loteria h UM: C/u:. CT: . diaJ
: : UM:
Pasta dental -- .- dias | UM: Cc/U: CT: . diaJ
‘ C: : UM: J
Cosmeticos dias | UM: C/U: CT: . dia
: : UM: J
Baterias de radio dias | UM: C/U: CT: . diad .
' : : UM:
Cigarros o puros dias | UM: Cc/U: CT: . diag
H : " UM:
~ Fosforos dias | UM: C/us __ CT: . diag
: : UM: J (
Bebidas aloholicas dias | UM: Cc/U: CcT: . diad )

o BasafNli?2m FIVP
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AID: Proyecto 034
(GASTOS, 21 de mayo)

Parte II: Gastos o_Paggl Menos Frecuentes

(Al encuestador: Para cada entrada abajo, preguntele al entrevistado sobre
las ultimas dos compras o pagos de ese tipo, indicando en ambos casos el
numero dias antes de esta fecha que han pasado desde aquellos gastos.)

Hace Hace cuantos Total
cuantos|{ Cuanto | dias la vez | Cuanto de
GASTOS MEDICOS dias? _gasto? | anterior? _gasto? dias
Pagos a medicos-
o enfermeras dias] Q . dias{ Q .
Pagos a comadronas
o curanderas dias{ Q . ‘ cias| Q .
Pagos por puesta
de inyecciones dias| Q . . dias| Q .
Pagos’ por recetas
o0 medicinas ___. dias| Q . dias] Q .
Pagos a _
dentistay ______ dias{ Q@ . ‘dias|{ Q .
- PRENDA3, ROPA, o ZAPATOS:
Ropa para i
hombres _ dias{ Q . dias| Q .
Repn para T '
nujeres dias{ Q@ . dias{ Q .
Ropa para
ninos U dias|{ Q . dias! Q .
Zapatos o :
.chancletas dias{Q . diasjQ .
Materiales : .
para cocer dias| Q . dfas | Q

MUEBLES Y TRASTES DE COCINA
Trastes de cocigg

y de comer : dias | Q . dias | Q .
Camas, mesas, O

sillas ' dias|Q . dias{Q .
Radios u otros ] :

aparatos electricos dias | Q¢ . dias |Q .

EDUCACION = »

Matriculas ° dias | Q . . dias |1 Q .
Cuotas de ensenanza dias |Q . das |Q .
Libros y

utiles escolares dias |Q . dias |Q .
Periodicos y

revistas ) dias | Q o dias |Q . .

. 2
Doc:0472R/MEC, pag. 3
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AID: Proyecto 034

(GASTOS, 21 de mayo)

' Hace - «|Hace cuantos, : Total
cuantos| Cuanto |dias la vez } Cuanto deJ
VIVIENDA dias? _gasto? lantericr? gasto? dia
Cuotas o -
alquileres de casa dias] Q . dias| Q .
Reparacionesa
la casa dias| Q . diasj Q .
Me joramientos a
la casa dias{ Q . dias| Q .
Energia electrica dias| Q . dias] Q .
OTROS GASTOS
Gastos Religiosos dias| Q . dias}] Q@ .
Pagos de deudé;, dias{ Q . dias| Q .
Regalos a terceros dias| Q . dias| Q. .
gggos de impuestos dias|{Q . dias{ Q .
'Bailes o festejos dias|Q . diasf Q .
Cine, circos, o
0 espectaculos dias}qQ . dias] Q .
TRANSPORTE - —
Costos de
viajes en aitobus dias |{Q . diasj Q@ .
Alquiler de  _
caballo o mula dias | Q . dias{ Q .
OTROS GASTOS MISCEE@NEOS Especifiquen)
_ dias{Q . diasf Q .
dias|qQ . dias| Q .
) dias |Q . dias} Q@ .
dias | ¢ . dias] Q .

Doc:0472R/MEC, paé. 4
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Relastidn dol 1aferments oo ol jofe do familia
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1. Tiene wrremse? 1.3 777 3.%0 [] Pesesbeien B 2. Culnies wrrense tiene ?

‘o — Sessessemen, . - o3
ey 3o Cusl o0 ol nmede du i cusrde; \arss tIr lseo

s L . T. A quain ie comprod sy ‘ePPr .. c0.

olumas] 4. £n donde esid ubizade? uinte mide su | Oficine | 6. En cudnie no |Oficina . -

terrens? 50 Beeds sambrast AL INTAT paricd A oircs |oticies
]|“‘9 ::'mi.l...“

303 | 1. . c UM [ uM

343 |2 c UM c um

4349 | 3, ‘ c ~a ‘i c um .

s0-48 | 4. c (M ] (of M

CEETRVACION®S:




Annex 5; page 2

FUR U N IR T INTAIRD 10, ¢°1.) TIWN

—

1 rr:mmmm_ﬁi. apligue 8] entreviowds que 108 igUENES Progumes 50 Telloren & 1000 i0s cultives SENSING, DUTLIPErIMASINISS ¥ PETMOAIRItS
que ¢! Jefe do (amilia tiene on SuS tervened. [aelvye suitivue Jisperous y sompesive.

|

1. Tihers culiivos on ous wrrems ? 1. 84/ 3. No [ pove 8 Sesefa VIl . lawentrio do animales

2. Que cultives ? (anow numbres on l6s sspaeiss siguiontes)

OBSERVACIONES:
b-—_ . L N
Terde e W cn
llll’Al!lu\c\M: E2piique 8l e XrevisidEo que SEUISNIES Pragunias se wren 8 iwnue lve ' e
(ejemmpio: frusies, anrangs, bozans, plINS, PiMisnta, RAASE, SOrdomems, o.) nl-ml-lh.m nmm—-oh-uurouu
e TS
1o Tas cuitives dlguraes? 1. 88 L] 2. e (] puee o Seseite ¥
§ 8. Que enitives? (eose en cxpecion oigaisasesy - ' T
Ndmore B . Nimere
kcaemma}  cuttive vaie| T a | Suee, (hiige Sruhive come | @ | Sooar]| cosee
—— phaams plasias
(S [
—_— ™ i
L3829
[ C
=43 — L)
- < .
42 '
59 ™ -
[ [
9483 - [ ) uM
[ [
$8=T7 R ™ UM
.mu:nmn_-.
e J



=4

SECCXN Vv CULTIVOS ANUALES

Annex 5; page 3

EMPADRONA DOR: huhhdmunun“m.n&m-uﬂlu““nm—“-u
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pase o 8 (% J
a7 L8l
9. Tices connjen? 31-”& 3. Y . Ne,
a1
L LT
10, Tioas ssbres? ' ‘ u.“H 3. v i Ne
pase a 1} el
.80 - :
11. Tiens ovepes.? as-s;l :. ol el

— <= IIIE

OBFERVACIUNER

*
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™. 3 SECCION VITI. AMRTENCIA TECNICA ¥ CREDITICIA RECENOA DURANTE ESTX ARO
SUBSECCION VIlI.1 ASHTENCIA TECNICA AZTTRIDA DX DIOERA (X RANTY, LSTE ASD .
A Concepto Cniumne Ulic12a
1. Rechibvisitas del promotar de DIGESA, aste ste? TP T e § 2. M0 [“Tremes ,
A
2. Cumes visitee recivié? 1815
3. Asistié & reusionss de igricuilares e ol Premater .
" 'de DIGETA duremte oste ane? .m0 OF 2. W [Teanss
*
081

4. A sufome reunfenss agistis®
N

\-
SURSECCION VIIl. 2 PRESTAM(K RECINUNN DE HANUESA DURANTE EFTE ARO

c.mm.&ml&m&lnmmmr 7 5. 8 2. Mo [Tramsio
6. Roelié o) présame ? 2 1. 8 [ 2. Mo [Tyases
7. Culms rechis 0 présmme? M-31 Q.
8. Pare g0 sulicité ol présamo? 28-29 crITY GARADO
, 3. Conte 08. Voans.
3031 .::tm .z. Costse wr-—
« Cltrines 10, .
e . b-.w 11. Caobras
o Cold 13.
o Grasee hdvares 13. Cotalieg_
. (RreS 14, (nree
| B c“\mhuﬁ‘olu‘-b? 3408 'y e
10, Por que_se oeilaité ¢l préstame?
30-37.

SUBSECCION V1. 3 ASISTENCIS TECXIUA HECINIA I8 INAFINE ICRANTE ESTL ASD

f":’f“‘ Famesse & iHAFOR — PR e | S [ resesns
a.c-h--;.u-m-uv n
13, lh_pcubi’do.a-.!m“-- wrrense ¢u- . . 2. % [] Peses e

SUBSECCION VIT1. ¢ ASISTENCIA TEUNK'N REACTUILA 1. DIEN .1 DURANTE EXTE ASD

16. Wv’id-ltlp—vn UIGESEPE Gaream

2. -:n&-u

x.ug

25, Cuisng viskins realbié? a-a
16. M reehide boisas pecuariag duremie sow afe? .. 7 3. o [7 feses s
17, Cutiame Soloes ke reciin? e
16, Le hea vocuiede sus SAImEles dursaw eaw ste? 1. s 3. N0 7) Peses e ;1!,"
A
- ~ 1. Vesme L3  scowm i
.. ’
10: Que clise do saimdtent, @40 |1.Comne T 5-Owps o j
T 3.Gallinss . ™ §.Capallos =
20. L¢ lan desparasitade sus SALMALS Gureme eow 000 ? 1. ng 2. N Qmuu | '
1. Vasns | 4.Cabras =
31. Qua clase du snimales? 3138 | 2.Cosnes = 3.0Oveps f e |
3. Gallimas L2l S-Camiies i s ] -
SUBRLCCION VIN. § ASISTENCIA TECNICA RECIRIIA 12 INUK ‘A DURANTE ESTE ARD
22. Beeidid asesarth de parie do INDECA curame dote stey 4, .8 0 3. Mo [] Pucec Belets H Y
23. Cufnas visitas rec1di6? 35-39
OBSERVACIONES:
S J
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9se. “ara sndar avaluarle tonte al iaicie come ol fina) deol uisas. Lea dates que propersioned Slsnse sardolar seafid~nelsl y ne sarda publicades tadividusla-aty, aine agrupades.

"

Tars. ‘Px. . l“tﬂ 5. POBLACION, TBUCAGION ¥ BUTRICION
"
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2.0 Seene___ 2.0, 8.Priziria 0. Mveisifisnde___J2.0e/ 7 2.0/ )
o
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L / - ]
A 7/
///// 1T,
3-37 1. Ange__* 1.8% L.0ingue___ 3. Metes, 1.84 .87
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os
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Ta. 1. Beabre 2, l-lJ 3.Cudaten 1ous avel g-fe do fanilte ¥ |lear g [ ot ’a e Pars nifies avseres do 5 ales
afes thame) -3 o atorl~ . tallano)
sents? ole?
1837 l.lj Moo LS/ Leltngune__ S .0d0k0e 2.0 W7 )
2., Soen___| 2,80/ 8. Priaarta__o.Biversitionte__ |2.80/ A 2.8,
() .
33.57 n.-ccjl' aRes 1887 t.1aguae_ S.0bstee______ Lr.aicr 7
2.0 Beses 4. 8.0rinaria___0.Diversiticade___ | 2.0¢ M7
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a9 « %o -
Se-77 171 thes l..ug L0ingune__3.08s100___ x.u[ﬁ 1.7
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i.P, Nesas___ 2. 4.Primris O.Dlv-r.olflouo 2.0¢, 2.8¢
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Tarj. -1 SECCION II.' MIGRAC'ION

' Annex 53 spge 13

( —

Colum

-

Oficina

1. Cudntos aflos ha vivido 1a famie~
1ia en esta comunidad ?

18-19

Aflos

2. Donde vivih antes de ~star aqui?

20-21

Comunidad

Municipio

Departament

Pafs

3. Durante este afio: Estuvo -
fuera de la comunidad e} jefe de
la casa por un mes o mds?

WY

2. NO ?n'nu
Seccitn 11

4. Cudntos meses estuvo fuera ? L

- |33-24.

5. A donde fué ?

Comunidad

Muaicipio

Departamento

Pafs

8. Que fué a hiacer ?

a7

1. Trabajo agricola
2. Otro trabajo .

Cual?

3. Enfermedad

4. Pageo o visita funilh'a

5. Otroz,

[ —
=

[ m—

(especifique

OBSERVACIONES:

\—
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Tarj. 1‘._15 SECCION II. VIVIENDA
Conceptos c‘:L“"" Oficina

1. Esta casa es propia, 'alqu 1. Propia D 3. Cedida o 7
lada, cedida ¢ esta usted | ® 1 prestada
Posante? 2. Alquilads /=] 4. Posante [~

2. Cudnto mide su casa ? 29-30 Frents . Brazadas

31-32] lLado Brazadag

3. Cuéntos cuartos tiene su

1. Uno [] 4. Cuatrof—77. Siste /~7

cina ?

casa ?
38 2.Dos []5. Clncoaa. gc‘h.oy
3. Tres[ ] 6. Seis [
4. Dénde estf ubicada la co- 1. No hay cocina 0J

2. ﬁn el cuarto donde duerme :

- 3+ En lugar separado

* (dentro o fuera de la cass)

usa diariamente ?

8. De déade trae el agua que|

1. RD 3 DS.MO“II
2. Manantial o _viviends /77

nacimiento  [7 . oo publica
J. Pozo comunal

en casa o

foers
4. Pila pdblicao o
Llenacintaro /77 7. Otro =

6. Que material usa para co
cinar?

1. Ninguno L 4. Gas natural
O kerosina ™7
2. Lefia

D 5. Otro fj
L/ " (especifigue] |

3. Carbén

7. Con que fc alumbra por
1ss noches ?

7

1. Ocote 7 ¢. Lémpara de

gasclina /™7
L s. oo fawj

2. Candela o
clpdu

3. Quinqué

LI

OBSERVACIONES

\.




. . 1
T.rj. % X} .COIII‘!I!!I Seccidll 1. m‘x s. pm 5

' |Colum .
8. Como es el desague de 1. Flor de tierra/ "7 4. Alcantari-
la casa? : - Ulado ~ [ 7
_ , 38 2. Potociego [T7 . : ..
. 8. Otro )
3. Foza séptica 7
9. Tiene servicio srnitariod 1. Notiene  [T74. Fosa sépti-
' 9 |2, ca . rJ
2. Flordetlerrsl ], |\ o 7
3. Pozociegs [=76. Otro r7
10. Techo (por observacisa) | 1. Psjaomanaco/ 7 4. Asbesto 3
40 |2.Teja - [~FS.Concreto [T
3. Lémina  [T76. Otro Y oy
11. Piso (pof cbservacidn) 1. Tierra 7 4. Torta de .
: 2. Madera cemento LT
i . : DS. Ladrillo de
3. Ladrillo d. cemento ['J _
barro [ J4. oo L2
12. Pared (por observacida) 1. Cafia oguars __ 8. Adobe simple [
. - mo L7 7. Adobe repe-
: 2. Troncos, tron 1lado |
42 |'- cos rsjados /=73, Meders ase-
' i Sf'llﬁr-q'n.o . rrads '
. ) ;l‘?‘v::q“.;ﬂo. Ladriloo
L . . re block |
pellado Lo, ore E J

SECCION IV APARATOS DEL HOGAR Y MEDIOCS DE TRANSPORTE
ﬁu'rmxsmncn: Las siguientes preguzutas se refieren s los aparatos y medios de \

transporte que sean de cualquier miembro de 1a familia, que viva en la misma casa,
bajo la direccién del jefe de familia y que 103 mismos funcionen. - .
1. Tiens 1a familia... 43 1. sgﬂ_ 2. No 7
1. Radio? | 4 1,84 /=7  2.No[=7
2. Méquina de coser? | - 45 1,81 /~7 . 2.No[=7
3. Bicicleta ? [T 1.8 7 2.No [
4. Moto? 47 1.81 [~7 2. No [~
|_s.carroopickeup? | 48 | 1. SILT 2.No[T7
J' 8. Camitn o camioneta?] ¢9 |- 1.8 ] 2.No[7
7. Otro
ot (T I 50 1.84 7 2.No[7
OBSERVACIONES :
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SECCION V COBERTURA DEL PROGRAMA MUNDIAL DE ALIMENTOS

Columy Clicina

Conceptos ’ .
na

1. Reciben ustedes alimentos de parte
del Programa Mundialde Alimentos ?

51 I.SID 3. No[ 7 pase '

_ 3

2. Cada cudntos dfas reciben los alimen- _
t“? .‘ . 52 . m.

3. Recibié alimentos durante los dos
ditimos meges ? . ss |18 JP';' 2 NODN:O
a a

1. No vino alimemoa la

. Si no recibié alimentos durante los
comunidad DF

dos dltimos meses, cufl fue la ra- ’

géa? . .
S¢ 2. Porque no puede pa-
. gar

3. E1 Centro de Distri-

S8 bucidn estd muy lejos 7 |
‘ ;F . {' " | ¢. Porque no l¢ gustan’ ‘

los alimentos q

S. Porque no les ha dad
6. Otra
.Asiste a las clases de lag Educado~

ras del hogar? - 1. i 3. No
se-57 7 7

§8. Durante este afio. Cuintas veces ha
-asistido a las clases 's las Cduca- 58 veces

doras del hogar?

DESPIDASE
OBSERVACIONES:
|
CRITICO GRABADOR
CODIFICADOR VERIFICADOR
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ez 6 GOBIERNO DE GUATEMALA
PEUSTERIO DE AGRICULTURA
SECTOR PUBLICO AGRICOLA

UNIDAD SECTORIAL DE PLANIFICACION AGRICOLA
Ja. AVENIDA 11-19 ZONA 1 - TELS. 83807, 83303, 84981, 20954
CIUDAD DE GUATEMALA

OBJETIVO DE LA ENCUESTA Y CONFIDENCIALIDAD DE LA INFORMACION. Esta encuesta tiene por objeto

recabar informucidn continus de lus actividades agricolas y pecusrias qus se realizan en este depsrtamento y sarvird
para que las Instituciones del Ministerio de Agricultura amplien sus programas de ssrvicio 8 favor de los agricultoret.
Los datos que proporcione tisnen cardcter confidencisl y no serdn publicados individuaimants, sino solo agrupados
con los de otros agricultores,

BOLETA USPA-01

CODIGO DEL SEGMENTO

g13
I3

SECCION I. INFORMACION GENERAL

NOMBRE DEL PRODUCTOR

Primer Apailido . s.pm Apeilido Nombre
DIRECCION DEL PRODUCTOR
Dspartamento

imnieipio ‘ _ | Aldss
Caerio Cantén 4
Direccién | Td“mo. A
H NOMBRE DEL INFORMANTE ‘

Primer Apellido Segundo Apellido Nombre
Relacion del Informante con el Prodictor

1. (Cu#l o3 of tamailo del terreno dentro de! Segmento a cargo del Productor?

Hectirens

Varas por lado

Manzanss Cuerdos de las cusrdas

I
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SECCION ll. DESTINO O USO DEL CAMPO DENTRO DEL SEGMENTO

. . . . d“
ENTREVISTADOR: Las ntes siguieates debe referirias sl campo. Se entiende por campo el érea dentro
terveno diferenciada por dmn, d"u'::. ! cultivo ssociado, la inclinacién dul terrenc, [a adad de las plantas y la
variedad.

Destino o 150 del compo dentro del Segmento

2. Del total del :ampe. Ea cuiato ne se pucce sembrar? c r c r c r E
(cdas/mzs.)..... .

L 8 hnlemnlwmmmmoqﬁmh.mm;
(Si estd desocug sdo les instrucciones al pis). :

4. Cuiante tiene sev brade? (cdas/mrs.) |l T l- c 1- Il

5. De qué Variedad?

& Ls qué mes sembrd? (Séle pars cultives anusles)ee ... *

& Cuinre espera cosschardel cultive principei? (Cantided en )
quintales de grane ea ore).

9. Kzl atre cultive en este Campe?

10, Con cudl cultive lo inseveaia?

11. De este intercalade. Cuinte espera covocher? (Cnn.-.
quintales de grane en ¢290)

12, Con cuil otre cultive lo intevcala?

14. Con cuil etre cultive o intercala?

-
13. De este otre. Cuinte espers cosachar? (Cantidad en quin-
tales de grane en or0) .

\

isi ilizado
INSTRUCCIONES SOBRE CAMPQ DESOCUPADO: Sial momento de su visita ¢l campo no esth siendo uti 5
transforme todas las preguntas al pasado, refiriéndolas a los DOS MESES anteriores. Ejemplo, Ia pregunta 3, que
daris asi: Eri este campo. Qué cultivd o qua uso le estaba dando hace dos ineses?

'——d.

OBSERVACIONES




4rea dentro del terrenc diferencisda por el cultivo, ol
rreno, la edad de ias plantas y la variedad.

Annex 6; page 3
SECCION !, DESTINO O USO DEL CAMPO DENTRO D: L. SEGMENTO (continuacidn)
ENTREVISTADOR: Las preguntas siguientes debe referirias sl campo. Se entisnds por campo el

uso, ol cultivo ssociado, is inclinacion del te-

Dastino o uso del campo dentro del

{9

1%

gmant :

Cudl as ol ismatie total dal campo (edas/mas)

Campo No.5 | Campo No. 6

USO DE LA OFICINA

Del iatal del campe. Ln suinie 0o o puede,
oo brae? (cdu/uul-—--—-.—.....

L asts campe. Qué tiene sultivede @ qué weo|
Is 0sia dande? (Sl aats desomupede loa ine-

truccionss ol pis).

Culate tians semirsde! (cdwpmm)........]

Do qud Variedad?

Ea que miés cnninéd? (ﬂond&--
les), .

Ea qué mes espera sosscher ol mitive prinei-
pai? (mes/ate).

(Cantidec an quintales ds grine on ovo)...

Ksiots otre cnltive 0 0sts Comp? .

Can cuil anltive lo intasenle?

—a

Do ene intersalede. Cuinte espers eosssher ?
(Cantided en intales de grane on ove)...

Con el otro cultive lo intereale® |

De este oire eultive. Cuinte espars comchar?
(Cantidad en quintaies de gano on ore).....

apEpn

Con eudl otre aultive lo intorcale? ...

Da este otre. Cuinte copors covrchar? (Can-

lidad on quintiles de gane en oro).e ... .|

OBSERVACIONES:

TUIgOoot

Yy yu

]—rh——
L-
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SECCION 111, DATOS DE LA EXPLOTACION Af“‘"" 6; page

por explotacion s los terre-

ENTREVISTADOR: Las preguntas siguientes 39 refieren 8 la explotacion, Sa entiende
situados dentro ¥ fuera del

#0s 8 cargo del productor (que pueds ser ol Propistario, Administzador 0 Arrendatario),
, bejo ia misma direccion o control.

1. {Vive ol productor en este terreno?  (dentro del Segmento)

s 82— contine - no[[] oesriDase
2 IContinia este terrenc més allh de..? (Sefialar en la fotografia el limite del Segmento)
sJ w~o(

3. {Tiena otros terren s... ] NO

De su propiedad?

C5mo arvendatario? :

. Cémo ocupante? A

Qué da en arrendamiento? ‘

4, (Cuinto miden sus terrenas? (Incluya los que estin dentro y fuera del Segmento y excluya los que da en arrenda.)
Caballerias Manzanes Cuerdss Varas por lado Hectireas Uso de Oficina
de ias cugrdas

ENTREVISTADOR: Informe al entrevistado que las preguntas siguientes, 50 refisren 8 todos sus tarrenos, de scuerdo
a las respuestas anteriores. .

_
_ MANODEOBRA - -

l&dmddaﬁom

8. Contratd tralsajudores permanentes pera que reslizaran lsbores agricolas
o s tir7enot T

6. Conitnild trabajadores tamporales para s siembra?

7. Contratd trabajsdores temporaies pars mentsnimiento?

8. Contratd trabajadores temporsies pars 1a cosecha?

OBSERVACIONES:

- 153 -
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INVENTARIO DE ANIMALES Y AVES DE CORRAL

’ : * . GANADO PORCINO |

%; {Tiene COCHES bajo su cuidedo? s1 [ continie no[J Passs20

10. {Cuintos coches, coches, cochitos y cochitas tiens en total?

|11, {Cuintos cochitos y cochitas tiene? (menores de 9 meses)

12 {Cuiintos coches y cochas tiene? (de 3 meses y mas)

13. De estos coches y cochas {Cuintos tiene pars crisnzs?

14. {Cuantos tiene pars engorde?

15. {Cuintas cochas parieron durants este silo?

18. De estas cochas {Cuintos cochitos y cochitas nacisron vivios?

17. De los nacidos vivos {Cusintos sa murieron durants ests afio?
18, De ios nacidos {Cuantes cochitos y cochitas vendieron durants ests afio?

19. {Cuéntas cochas espera que van a parir en |0 que faita del atoi

GANADO OVINO .

20. {Tiene OVEJAS bajo s cuidado? 81 (] Continie NQ] Pama2s

21. {Cuintas ovejas tiene en total?

22, {Cudntas son hembras? (todss Ias edades)

123

3. {Cuiéntos son machos? (todas las edades)

124

24, {Cuintas ovejssnacieron vivas durante este sfio?

125

25, (Cuéntas libras de lana sucia vendieron durante este aflo? .

: GANADO CAPRINO

28. (Tiene CABRAS bajo su cuidado? SI [TJContinie NO([T] Pases 30
27. {Cuiéntas cabras tiene en total?
. ‘ 128
28. {Cuiéntas son hembras? (todas las edades)
129

29. (Cuébntos son machos? ( todas las edades)

OBSERVACIONES




GANADO BOVINO

30, ¢Tiene ganado VACUNO bajo su cuidado? st [ continie ~NO 00 rweess

| 31. {Cuintas cabszas de ganado vacuno tiene en total?

32. Del total de ganado vacuno: {Culatos son de RAZA?

33, De éstos: {Cuintas son vacss? ..(lss que ya parieron)

347 {Cuéntas son novillas? ..(de 1 afio y mis sin haber parido)

35 {Cuintos son toros? .(machos de 2 sfios y mis de sdad)

38, {Cuintos son toretas? ..(machos de 1a 2 aifos sin castrar)

3/. . - {&Cuéntos son novillos? .. (mad\ps de 1 8 2 sfias y castrados)

38 {Cudntos son terneros y tarneres? .. {menores de 1 afio de edad)

38, Del total de! ganado vacuno: {Cuintos son CRIOLLOS Y DE CRUCE? ...

40. De éstos: (Cudntas son vacas? ..(las que ya ﬂ.ilbll!.

A, & Cusintas son novillas? (de 1 ao y més sin haber parido)

{Cuintos x'n toros? (machos de 2 afios y més de edad)

{Cudntos son toretes? (machos de 1 a 2 sfios sin castrar)

€2

3,

“ _ dCudntos son novillos? (dna'z-ﬁ@yamml
. ) .

{Cubntos s0n terneros y terneras? (menores de 1 aflo de edad)

¥ 48, ¢Cuintos son busyes? (ds 2 sfios v mis castrados),, s

47. {Cuintos terneros y ternerss nacieron vivas de sus vacas durants ests so?

48. {Cuintas vacas ordefid la semans pasada? .. ‘75.
49. (Cuintss botellas de leche produjeron sus vacas h‘umm pasada? : I;z
§0. De esta cantidad: {Cuéntas botellas consumibd la Eilmilia? =
51, {Cuintas botsllss vendisron?

52. <{Cuéntas botsllss dastinaron

OBSERVACIONES:




N ‘ AVES DE CORRAL

$3 (Tiens GALLINAS boje o evidade? SI [] continie

$4. (Cuintas gallines, galies, polios (as) y peilitos (ss) tiene en totsi?

55. (Cuintas gellings tiene?
58. {Cudntos gellos?

§7. Cuintos pollos y pollas? (de 3 a menos de 8 semanas)

$8. {Cuintos pollitos y pollitas? (del nacimisnto a menos de 3 semanas)

59. (Cuintas gallinas ponedoras tisne? (De las icluidas en las pregunts 55)

80, {Cuintos husvos pusieron la semans pasada?

61. {De éstos huevos: Cuiéntos consumid la familis?

fl Cuintos fusron para ia venta?

83, Los restantes 8 qué los destind? (i ifique)

84, itisne OTRAS AVES?

{08. {Cuds 08 son chompipes y chompipes? . (todss las edades)

{Cuidntos son patas y ? (todes las edades)......
; .

OBSERVACIONES:




CONSEJOS PARA MEJORAR SIEMERAS
' ‘ s Caontinie NO
PR. {QOuidn i ssansejd? (marque uns sels sitarnative)
Perone individual

e
USDOE 4
L)

{Espocilique)

Ministario de Agricuiturs g
T

" Otres:

{Especifiqual .

tﬂ. {Cuibntas visitas recibid este aflo?
0. {Cudles fueron los conssjos recibidos?

.

71. iAplics los consejos recibidos? Continde No[ ] Pueamd

72 {Qué resuitados obtuvo?

73. (Por qué no aplicd los conssejos?,

‘ CONSEJOS PARA MEJORAR LA CRIANZA DE GANADO Y AVES )

74. (Recibid ests a0 slgiin consejo pars mejorar su ganado y aves
st [ continie No (] Paseast

75. {Quién le sconsejd? (marque una sala alternative)

Persona individual v %

Cooperativa :

Ministerio de Agricultura r j o . st

{Especifiqua)
: (Especifiqus) v

78, (Cudntas viritas recibid este a0

72, (Cudles fueron los conssjos recibidos?

78. {Aplicd los consejos recibidos? st E Continie NO D Pase 2 80
79. (Qué resuitados obtuvo? Muy busno (] Bueno ] Requisr -

Malo D Sin opinidn D

80. (Por qué no aplicod los conseios?

OBSERVACIONES:




CONSEJOS PARA PROTEGER EL BOSQUE

82, iPor qué no aplicd Ias ensaftanzas?

1. {Resibid ente ke sigion cO%0j0 Pare preteyer y ampliar of oFCIe
St Continie NO P.l“
€2. (Quidn e 3coneejé? (marque una sola altamative)
mi" r -l " ﬁ
Cooperative. - D
Ministerio de Agricultura
- _ (especitique) ,':j
Otro .
(especifique) -
83. {Cuiéntsas visitas recibid este aflo?
84, (Cuiles fueron los consejos recibidos?
85 (Aplicd los consejos recibidos?
o8 (0w s Continie NO| | Passas?
May bueno [ E'mD Reguiar [J
Mdo Sin opinidn
[e2. w#mwmm - -
|
)
. DEMOSTRACION DE TECNOLOGIA
88. {Recibié este afio siguns invitacidn mmlammdodmn del ICTA (Institu-
to de Ciencia y Tecnologia Agricols)? .
8t ] continie No [] Pusass
t {Cudntas vecses asistid? .
{A qué clases de demortracion asistid?
[91. iAplich lo que le ensefiaron en Ia demostracidn? I
St D Continue " NO D Psse a 93
92. {Qué resultados abtuvo? Mybueno ] Buwmo [J Requar (J [

hensssndesne. e and

OBSERVACIONES:




.CREDITO .

98. {Durants esta a0, solicitd slgin pristamo & BANDESA?
: 8 ] continue NO [] Pase s 100
97. {Recibib of préstamo solicitado? ‘
' 8 [ contince - NO ] pamaion
] 98. (Rucibid ol pristamo a tiempa? | A
$t [J continde  NO [J Contine

cutwo [  Ganedo[]

99, Pars qué lo utilizé?

fe —— - — - —————— e 1 o= .

-4 100, w“&ump&maunnm

OBSERVACIONES:




103,

104,

108.

108,

1072,

108

109;

110

101.,

102

CBSERVACIONES:

PROBLEMAS AGRICOLAS

{Tiene problamas con s cultives? oF

81 [] continie - no ] o0 13
Qué clase de problemes tiene? ]

{Tiene problemas con su ganado y aves de corral?
st [[] continds - NOD Pase 8 105

{Qué clase de problemas tiene?

{Tiene problemas con sus bosgques?
81 [ continie NO [] Pamaitor

{Qué ciase de problemes tiens?

z'nn.mma&mvém
st [[] coniinie NO [ ] Pemst09

{Qué clase de problemas tiene?

{Tiene problemas de crédito?
st [ continie .No [] oespipase
«Qué class de problemas tiene?

} 999

Nombre del Entrevistador

Nombre del Critico- Cadificador
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'GORIERNO DE GUATEMALA
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CONTROL DEL RECORRIDO DEL ENTREVISTADOR

ENTREVISTADOR: Maestre al entravistado la fotografia del Segmento y pldale que sefiale los limites
de s terreno. Se catiende por terrenc s suparficie dentro det Segmento que esth Iu]o la direccibn o

-u‘-

supervisidn del productor.
—
3 3 4 S [ ] 7 [ ]
Ares m-l dol Yormns dontre “‘
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CONTROL DELRECORRIDO DEL ENTREVISTADOR

ENTREVISTADOR: Mdiestre sl antrevistado la fotografia del Segmente y pldaie que seftale los iimites

de s terrenc. Se entiende por tesreno la suparficle dentro del Segmento quc estd bajo la direccitn o
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£ INFORME
COORDINANDO EL SONDEO

El Instituto de Clencia y Tecnologia Agricolas es la institucits e Derecho Pdblico res-
ponsable de genersr y promover el uso de la ciencia y tecnologia agricolas en el sector
respectivo. En consecuencia, le corresponde conducir investigaciones tendientes a la
solucion de los problemas de explotacida racional y agricola que incidanen el bienestar
social; producir materiales y métodos para incrementar la prod.ictividad agricols; pro-
mover la utilizacién de la tecnologiaanivel del agricuitor ydei d esarrollo rural regional,
quedetermine el Sector Piblico Agropecuario y de Alimentacion.

Articulo 30. del Decreto Legislativo No. 68-72
Lay Orginica del ICTA



INTRODUCCION

EL SONDEQ es una encuesta ex-
ploratoria modificada, con caracte-
risticas propias, que ha sido de-
sarrollada por el ICTA, como una
respuesta a las restricciones de pre-
supuesto y de tempo. Lainforma-
cion que se recaba esde indole cua-
litativa, la cual es complementada
posteriormente desde el punto de
vista cuantitativo, a través de estu-
dios de casos en el drea, tales como

encuestas especiales y registros de
produccion, lo que permite conso-
lidar esta informacion agricola en

El propdsito del sondeo es proveer,
en forma ripida, la informacién re-
querida para orientar el trabajo de
investigacién del Instiuto., Con es-
“té método, los siitemas de cultivo
‘son descritos, la situacién
cloeconémica y cultural de los
agru:nlmtes es determinada y las
restricciones son definidas, para
que las modificaciones de su tecno-
logia que se propongan sean apro-
piadas a ms condiciones.

Para comprender la metodologia
es necesario entender la organiza-
cién del ICTA a nivel regional. £n
cada una de las regiones, donde el
Instituto funciona, tene un Direc-

or Regional, quien es el represen-

ante del Gerente General. Dentro

—Apnex T3 pege 3

de la region existen Programas Na-
donales (mai, frijol, arroz, trigo,
etc) y Disciplinas de Apoyo (socioe-
conomia, manejo de suelos, prueba
de tecnologia, e*c), conformando
un equipo multidisciplinario e in-
terdisciplinario. Los programas
conducen investigacion en Centros
Experimentales y en fincas de agri-
cultores, con el apoyo de los equi-
pos de prueba de tecnologia, que
exdenden la labor de cada uno de
los programas.

Todos los técnicos, cualquiera que
sea su disciplina o programa, que
trabajan en el irea, estin subordi-
nados al Director Regional. Este
equipo interdisciplinario . estd
usualmente compuesio por écni
cos de diferentes disciplinas: fito-
mejoradores, patdlogos, zootecnis
tas, socioeconamsistas ek grupo de

" " ingenietos agrénomos, que inte-

gran el equipo de Prueba de Tec-
nologia. Este grupo, respaldado
por los Coordinadores Nacionales,
tanto de programas como de disci-
plinas de apoyo, son responsables
de orientar y condudr la genera-
cadn y promocién de tecnologia en
el irea. El rabajo incluye fitomejo-
ramiento bdsico y/o seleccién de
materiales en la estacién experi-.
mental del irea; ensayos en fincas
de agricukores, parcelas de prucha
conducidas por los agricultores en
los que se validan alternativas tec-
noldgicas, evaluacién de acepeabili-
dad de la tecnologia probada por



.los agricultores y registros de pro-
duccién llevados por los agriculto-
res con ayuda de los técnicos.

'

A fin de proveer L orientacion bi-
sica para el equipo rcgnnal el son-
deo e realizado conjuntamente
por miembros del Equipo de Prue-
ba de Tecnologia que van a trabajar
en el irea. Cuando es necesario se
incluye personal del programa
apropiado y forzosamente por un
equipo de Socioeconomia (socidlo-

gOS. ¢;‘laa:u'npokag\';s economistas
iolas. y/o ingenieroy agrono-
!ﬂ mos). Kl equipode

SmbajoquETED. - i '&&Zhﬁheﬁém'

liza el sondeo. generaimente esti
compuesto por cinco personas de
Socioeconoma y anco de Prueba
de Tecnologa.

Si el ICTA vaa oabajar en unirea
que no ha sido previamente defini-
da, uno de los objetivos del sondeo
es caracterizar los sistemas de pro-
duccén y delimitar el irea. Esto se
hace seleccionando él o los sistemas
predominantes de produccién, uti-
-lizados por el agricultor modal o re-
presentativo del irea y después de-

terminando el sistema mas impor-
@nte para el agricultor y el drea en
que este sisterna es xmportame La

. razon de usar como parametro el

sistema homogéneo! de produc-
don tradicional o actual, es que este
sistema de produccién es el que
ICTA va a tratar de modificar con
la nueva tecnologia mejorada. De
aqui que al tener definido un siste-
ma como homogéneo, se simplifica

- ¢l procedimiento de generar y pro-

mover tecnologia. La premisaenlia
cual se basa la seleccion de un siste-
ma de cultivo homogéneo es que
¢ - . [ . . .. h; .

similares a un conjunto de restric-
ciones que ellos afrontan, y ya que
han hecho estos mismos ajustes, es
muy légico que ellos deben de
afrontar las mismas condiciones

a.gm-soooaonuauas y culturala.

El drea que abarque 11 sistema ho-
mogéneo va adepender de tres fac-
tores fundamentales: ecosistema,
estrato social de agricultores y la
cultura compartida por dicho es-
trato. De esta manera, el irea geo-
grifica y socioeconémica que com-
prenda el sistema, consttuird un
“Srea de dominio™2 del sistema. pa-
ra fines de generacion y validacion

1 Homogeéneo aqui debe de entenderse como sistema con caracteristicas
similares y no necesariamente idénticas.

2 “Area de dominio” al igual que “Area homogenu son términos esta-
blecidos por Socioeconomia del ICTA, a través de la experiencia y evo-
lucién de la metodologia de investigacion.



de tecnologia v un “dominio de re-
comendacion™3 para fines de trans-
ferencia de dicha tecnologia.

Ademis de delimitar o irea geo-
grifica en que ¢ sistema es domi-
nante, la area del equipo del son-
deo es descubrir qué condidones
agro-socioecondmicas y culturales
tienen en comtin todos los agricul-
tores que practican este sistema,
luego, determinar las que son mis
importantes para definir el sistema
actual y, por lo tanto, las que serin
mas importantes en cualquier mo-
difiacién que ha de hacer el equi-
poen el futuro. Con esto setendri
delimitada y definida el ireade do-
minio. Por tltimo, el producto fi-
nal del sondeo esorientar el primer
ailo de trabajo al equipo mulktidisci-
plinario, en la seleccién de materia-
les, establecimiento de ensayos de
finca, ayudar a localizar futuros co-
laboradores para los ensayos de
finca y parcelas de pruebay parael
proyecto de registros econdmicos

de produccite. 4 oy R AN W Rs.

Annex T; page S

Como los ensayos de finca son con-
ducidos bajo las condiciones del
irea, el primer afio proveen un
proceso adicional de aprendizaje
de las condiciones que afectan a los
agricultores y son invaluables para
que los técnicos conozcan la reali-
dad agropecuaria del irea. Los re-
gistros de produccién son estudios
de casos de sistemnas de produccién
representativos de! irea de domi-
nio, y se conducen utilizando el mé-
todo de la visita multiple. Estos
también son iniciados el primer
ano, proveyendo los datos necesa-

rios para los analisis técnico-cuanti- -
tativos, verbigracia, informacién

de costos de produccion de la tec-
nologia que estd siendo wilizada
por los agricultores y de su manejo.
Al final del primer afio de trabajo,
los técnicos no silo habrin sembra-
do bajo las mismas condiciones de
{os agricultores del irea, sino tam-
bién tendrin la informacién del

proyecto de registros de produc-

céa, Por esta razdn, 0o e necesa-,

cuantitativa en el sondeo. Ademis,
el sondeo no se practica con h in-
tencién de obtener un comparador
histérico para ukeriores evaluacio-
nes de impacto, los datos que facili-
tan este tipo de evaluaciones se ob-
tienen con el proyecto de registros
de finca.

3 “Dominio de recomendacién” es un témﬁmaubleddopore!prﬁgm—
made Economiadel CIMMYT y es equivalente al de “Areade dominio™.

s



ANTECEDENTES

Generalmente, cuando un invest-
gador necesita obtener datos de
una poblacidn, recurre al disefiode
un cuestionario y luego se empa-
drona a miembros de la poblacién,
utilizando una boleta. E! método
de seleccidn de los individuos pue-
de variar'de acuerdo con las cir-
cunstandas, recursos financieros y
de dempo, recursos técnicos dis-
ponibles, amidadyalidaddeh

"é"c'. DT I L w ,“.3"‘- W"

Metodolégitamemc. un primer pa-
s0 lo constituye una encuesta infor-
mal, para recolectar datos genera-
les que servirin de base para dise-
fiar &l cuestionario y la boleta4. Es-
@2 encuesta informal también pue-
de recibir el nombre de investiga-
cién preliminar, invesdgacion ex-
ploratoria, encuesta exploratoria,
etc.

4 ANDREW, C. y Hildebrand, P.

Jmnex T; page 6

-En sus inicios (1974-1976) el gru-
-po multdisciplinario de Socioeco-

nomi del ICTA, utilizé el método
ortodoxo o clisico, para diferentes
estudios de diagnéstico de ireas.
La expemmn fue ensefiando va-
rias ccsas imporuantes: a) la infor-
macién era recolectada y analizada
por un grupo de técnicos para la
wtilidad de otro grupo distinto. Ca-
da grupo podia ser multidisciplina-
ri0, pero no existia mterduaplma-
ridad entre amlos grupos. La in-
formacién era para técnicos de un

mmﬂe-wbsh y
programas. nacionales,

gue por
mmmﬁnmonunopodhde-
dicar mucho tempo a participar en
una encuesta; por lo anto ellos es-
peraban La informacién que Socio-
economi pudiera brindarles. b)

.. La planificadén, ejecucién, anilisis

y presentacién de resultados de
una encuexta de corte tradicional,
nunca se llevé menos de un afio de
trabajo, para lo cual miembros de
un equipo de técnicos de prueba de
tecnologia o de un programa, ob-
viamente no tenia el dempo dispo-
nible para participar, ni tampoco
para esperar los resuitados del es-
tudio. ¢) La conformacién de un
equipo de técnicos para trabajar un
drea nueva, generaimente sz ha

realizado entre dos periodos de

1977. Planificacion y Ejecucion de la Investigacion Aplicada. Serviprensa

Centroamericana, Guatemala.

oobn



tempo. d) Al realizar la investiga-
cién exploratoria en forma multi-
disciplinaria, permitia hacer un en-
foque sobre sistemas de produc-
cién, en lugar de cultivos aislados.
El enfoque sobre sistemas, permi-
té descubrir un fenémeno, porde-
mds importanté: en un irea ecolé-
gicamente similar, los agricultores
de un mismo estrato socioeconémi-
0 que comparten una mmna cul-

géneas y hoy dfa como éreas de do-
minio. ¢) Se experimentd positiva-
mente que al integrar al equipo tée-
nicos de prueba dete:nologhyde

vaqmdnenfompreﬁmmar f)
También se descubrié que un enfo-

que multidisciplinario, aumado al
concepto de irear homogéneas o
reas de dominijo, converta alaen-
cuesta exploratoria ortodoxa, en
un nuevo méwdo de investigacién,
con caracteristicas peculiares quelo
hacfan distinto a cualquier otra en-
cuestra exploratoria. A emz nue-
vo méodo se le denomind
SONDEO. g) Se determiné que
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era mis imporante y umd:o mis
Ueil un sondeo con la participadén
de técnicos de prueba de tecnologia
y los programas, que una encuesta
con holeta en donde sélo ¢

de socioeconomia podia participer.
La limitante mds grande era que no
se tenia un respaido estadistco, ni
se obtenia mucha informacién
cuantitativa, pero esto ultimo se su-
peraba al realizar, posteriormente,
estudios de casos de unidades de
produccién y productores. repre-
sentativos del irea de dominio, a
través de un diagndstico dindmico
con registros de produccién. h) Es-
tos registros se iniciaban conjunta-
mente con el diclo agricola y con e}
trabajo inicial de investigacién en
fincas de agricultores, por medio
de visitas multiples. Al final del G-
dlo, se podfa contar con informa-
cién cuantitativa auin de mayor con-
fiabilidad que la que se podia obte-
Ner con Una encuesta estitica o con

) bha.»,!umw,
Y% gp-habiedefinidd éo e treas-der

dominio, no se necesitaba repre-
sentatividad probabil istica (con sig-
nificancia estadimica), ya que los
factores que definen el universo o
poblacién en estudio tenden a ser
homogéneos; y j) Se aprendié, que
amllédqu::d:wo”d&
para generacidn
vﬂndandudewmologn.mmc:
cepos filosdficos y metodolégicos,
pueden ser aplicables a otras ireas

delamvanga:ﬂn.mo Salud
Yy

o
\



DETERMINANTES DE UN AREA

DE DOMINIO

Los sistemas agropecuarios, pro-
pios o adaptados a un ambiente es-
pecifico, conforman uno o mis
agrosistemnas. Es decir un agrosis-
tema es una actividad agropecuaria
dentro de un ecosistema

dado. Factores de orden ambiental
como el clima y el suelo son deter-
minantes de un ecositema. Un
agrosisema es determinado ade-
mds, por factores de orden econo-
mins, social y culteral. Enotres pe-
temna es producto

labras, un agrosiste
de la inteyaccién de factoresde or-

den fisico, souoeconémncoycul-

Sehncomprobadoqueagn:ukores
que viven y rabajan en condiciones
sodiales y econdmicas similares, que
comparten una misma cultura y
que producen denwo de un mismo
ecosistema, también comparten
agrosistemas. Por ejemplo, en un
irea.en el Griente de Guatemala,
mat, irijol arbustivé y sorgo, son
ios cultivos mis importantes y estos
comuinmente se siemnbran en aso-
cacidon. A primera vista, da la im-
presion que existen solamente dos
sixemas de cultivo que incluyen
maiz, frijol arbustivo y sorgo, uno
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sembrado en tierras planas y otro
en laderas. Cuando se realizd el es-
tudio sobre el sistema en laderas, se
descubri6 que habfa, por lo menos,
tres diferentes subsistemas que in-
cluian los mismos tres cultivos. La
diferencia de estos subsisternas era
un reflejo de las diferencias entre
distintos estratos sociales de agri-
cultores. Uno compuesto por agri-
cultores con alguna disponibilidad
de. terxa-y. capital como. pera con-
tratar ocasionalmente mano de

obra parxla siemira. Este grupo

sembraba los tres cultivos simului-
neamente después de que el perio-
do de lluvias se estableciad.

El otro estrato estaba comprendido
por agricultores que no tenian sufi-
ciente capital para contratar mano
de obra, pero tenian relativa dispo-
nibilidad de terra y una canudad
suficiente de semilla de frijol, el
cual lo sembraban sobre el terreno
seco, poco antes de que lloviera. El
maiz y el sorgo eran sembrados
después de que la lluvia se esta-
blecia.

5 HILDEBRAND, P.y Cardona, D. 1977. Sistemas de Cultivas de Ladera
para Pequerios y Medianos Agricultores, La Barranca, Jutiapa, 1976. ICTA,

Guatemala.



El tercer estrato estaba compuesto
por _agricultores sin apnl y con
minima disponibilidad de terra.
Estos sembraban un éres muy pe-
quefia solamente suficiente para
subsistir. Las semillas de los tres
cultivos les eran escasas. A este
grupo le faltaba derra, capital y se-
milla, pero relativamente tenian
abundante disponibilidad de mano
de obra familiar, asi que podfan
sembrar los tres cultivo+ simults-
neamente después de 12 lluvia.

Por otro lado, también se descubrié
agricultores que, cuando sembra-
ron en ladera, tuvieron un sistema
especifico; los mismos agricultores
" trabajando en derras planas am-
biaban su sistema, debido a que las
condiciones ecolégicas también

cambiaban. Estos eran pequedios

agricultores comercialas y sus siste-
mademhtvoa:ladcnmhnla

Otro buen ejemplo se da en a miy-

ma regién oriental de Guatemala,
haula&onmmmhnpubh—
ca de El Salvador. El nicho ecolégi-
0 3 ¢l mismo a ambos lados de la

frontera, sin embargo, los sisternas
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de produccién son difererwes: ra-
a0nes principalmenee de orden po-
likico y cultural, determinan estas
diferencias.

ESTRUCTURA SOCIAL
Y CULTURAL

La estructura social estd determi-
nada por la compasicén de dife-
rentes clases y grupos sociales al
que pertenecen los individuos,

cadaclase y gruposediferencia por
la forma en que el hombre se vincu-
la a los medios que son necesarios

puagcmurnquca.porel papel

que desempefia en la

ycﬁv-anddcabap.yporhpam-

cipacién que tiene en la distribu-
ddn de los beneficios generados
por la sociedad.

Soadégammte hablando, la es-

ciedad coino la nuesnra. enue los
diferentes grupos ux14ies que con-
forman dicha socedad. Habri tan-
t0s estratos sociales wine grupos
can caracterticas alines exastan.
Son las condiciones cconomicas, so-
diales y culturales las que demarca-
rdn las diferencias entre grupos so-
ciales.

) mﬂmwhﬁt

L Ox



Las condiciones econdmicas, de-
penderin de !a disponibilidad de
Tecursus con que cuenta un indivi-
duo para producir. Un agricultor
de subsistendia no posee tierra prm-
pia o la posee en condicones mar-
ginales y oon poca extension. Este
produce para sobrevivir y sélo ven-
de parte de su producrion si tiene
excedente. Dada esta situacién, no
tiene capacidad de acumular capi-
tal para reinvertir e inadementar el
proceso productivo. Si posee dine-
10, lo wiliza para satisfacer necesi-
dades pricticaries {uify ¢ y/w pyra
. icar oxvs e S
pero sin poder ampliar su capact
dad de producciin, o si Io hae, es
de manera marginal. El proceso
productivo 1o efextua basamenie
con mano de vbra tamiliar y sus
Esua situacién condiciona a este
productor y su familia a no tener
acceso (0 muy poco) a una educa-
cion formal. No tiene capacidad de
poseer servicios bdsicus de salud y
de vivienda, como agua pouble,
drenaje, i eléctrica, ewc. De-
bido a la falta de educacidn-formal,
existe desconocmiento de muchos
aspectos tecnoldgicos modernos
del proceso productivo y de otras
dreas como higiene: hervir agua,
usar letrinas, etw.
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Las caracteristicas descritas arriba,
tipifian un estrato social de pro-
ductores agropecuarios. Partiendo
de la actividad econémica y de la
disponibilidad de retursos, se pue-
den tipificar otms estratos de pro-
ductores agropecuarios y de otros
grupos de la sociedad.

La cultura, con relativa frecuencia,
tiende a confundirse con nivel o
grado de conncimientos. Sin em-
barge. cultura debe de entenderse
cnn dquel a erbu de satistactores

Hohite'e, ‘paid datiifaci? necesida-
des, sean estas materiales o espiri-
tuales. Fs ncorsarioaclarar queson
nexevidades de vlase y yuea conse-
cuendia de ello 13 cultura ambién
es clamsta.  Aqu! se mvolueran
CreenVas. nurings, vilores, actitu-
des y, en general, tormat de con-
ducta. La cultura no permite jui-
(W3 respecto a una escala. é«a sim-
plemente es diferente entre giupus
sociales diferentes. Nose puede ca-
lificar a la cultura como buena o
mala, sino tinicamente como distin-
12 una aotra. Asimismo, se puede
calificar a una cultura como mas
compleja que otra. en virtud de los
elementos que la componen. La
cukura de una sociedad némada
del desierto del Sahara es compues-
ta por menos elementas que una de
una dudad europea. La cultura
por lo tanto es aprendida por la ex-
periencia a ravés de las relaciones
sociales y asimismo es heredada.

\‘-’z?\



La nscesidad de comer no s cuitu-
ll.wmhﬁmmdeh-:erhybl
alisnenos que se ingieren si son
paree de la cuitura.
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ESTRUCTURA ECONOMICA CONDICIONANTE
DE LA CULTURA

Debido aqueeneldru rurai las ac-
tividades agropecuarias estin tan
involucradas en la vida de los pro-
ductores, la mayoria de sus activi-
dades sociales y de su cultura, estin
relacionados a esas actividades
econémicas. Las relaciones inter-

sus creencias, sus valo-
res y normas de conducta, se esla-
bonan en alto grado al quehacer en
el ampo. En otras palabras, el am-

nado por el trabajo ala tierrayala
producdén que se puede obtener.
Las . ¥ exol;

creencias plican
muchos fenémenocs que la falta de
excolaridad no da oportunidad de
aaplicar y estas csoenciag extin in-
mersas dentro de las tareas agrope-
cuarias. Las principales celebracio-
nes sociales se relacionan con ka
siembra y ia cusecha y né con fechas
significativas para la cultura owd-
dental. Los rezos y peticones a
Dios, no son por favores triviales,
son para una buena lluvia y una
buenacosecha. -

George Collier, un antropslogo
social, realizé un estudio en el alt-
plano de Chiapas, México. Com-
probé cémo las circunstancias eco-
ndmicas, determinaron diferentes
patrones de organizacién familiar y
social, entre dos comunidades ind i-
genas de un tronco de origen co-
mun. Diferentes formas de apro-
_piacién y disponibilidad de la terra
en ada comunidad, condujeron a
la utilizacién de diferences sistemas
de cultivo, diferentes relacones so-
ciales en e proceso productivo y
como,consecuencia, diferentes for-
mas de parentesco.

R ekt miredicon Tl
k v-b--m«m nMr-ﬁ-a-

6 COLLIER, GEORGE. 1978. “The Determinants of Highland Maya
Kinship”. Journal of Family Hmory US.A.



EL SONDEO

Se ha establecido ya que el sondeo
€3 un método de investigacién que
difiere de cualquier otra encuesta
expicratoria, y para que llene los
requisitos como tal, debe al menos
cumplir con dos aspectos bisicos:
1) Poseer un enfoque interdiscipli-
nario; y 2) Utdlizar y basarse en el
concepto de irea homogénea, srea

de dominio 0 dominio de recomen-
dacéa.
g R AR R

cién del ICTA, e principal propé-
sito del sondeo, es que los técnicos
conozcan e érea en la cual van a
trabaar. Ya que la informacién
cuantitativa no es indispensable en
€se momento, ser conducido
ripidamente y no hay necesidad de
anilisis largos de la informacién
obtenida después del sondeo para
merpntarloshalhzgu Noseusa
ningun cuestionario, asi que los
agricultores son entrevisados de
una manera informal, lo cual no los
inhibe; estos son seleccionados ca-
suisticamente, es dedr los que se
encuentran y deseen conversar con
los investigadores. Al mismo tiem-
PO, ¢l uso de personal interdiscipli-
nario sirve para proveer informa-
cién desde muchos diferentes pun-
tos de visa simultineamente. De-
pendiendo del tamasio, compleji-
dad y accesibilidad del irea, el son-
deo debe ser completado en el
transcurso de 6 a 10 dfas, 2 un costo

10
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minimo. Areas de 40 a 150 kms2
han sido estudiadas en este periodo
de tiempo.

ente se da una descrip-
cién de la metodologia para una
operacion de 6 dfas, investigando
sitemas de cukivo con propdsito
de generaddn de tecnologia.

DIA 1

El primer dia es un reconocimiento
general del 4rea por todo el equipo

. como una unidad. El empleo de
Spiseerial carsogrifico es-de suma

utilidad. El equipo debe desde un

principio, tratar de determinar el.

sistema de cultivo mis importante
que servird como el sistema clave, y
deben conocer en general el irea y
empezar a buscar los limites geo-
‘gréficos y socioecondmicos del sis-
tema ho , €3 decir, tratar
de delimitar el 4rea de dominio. Es
recomendable, previo a iniciar las
entrevistas en el ampo, contactara
algiin agente de alguna institucién
de desarrollo agricola, que trabsje
en la zona de estudio. Este podri
dar una imagen general de la situa-
cién y luego puede presentar el
equipo de investigadores a los agri-

que servirin como infor-
mantes claves y que son de suma
utilidad para las primeras entrevis-
tas con todo el equipo . Después
de cada entrevista con un agricul-
tor, el equipo se retine fuerade la
vista de ¢l para discutr la interpre-
tacion de cad3 uno acerca de la en-



trevista. De esta forma, los miem-
bros del equipo empiezan a cono-
cer el pensamiento de cada uno de
ellos. Entrevistas con los agricuito-
res (u otras personas en el irea) de-
ben de ser muy generales y exten-
sas porque el equipo esti exploran-
do y buscando un nimerode ele-
mentos desconocidos. Esto no
implica que las entrevistas no te-
nen un objetivo definido . La con-
tribucién o el punto de vista de ca-
da disciplina es sumamente impor-
tante durante todo el sondeo por-
que el equipo desconoce previa-
mente el tipo de restricciones que
se van aencontrar. Entre mds disci-
plinas participen, se hace mis alta
la probabilidad de encontrar facto-
res que son los mis criticos para los
agricultores del irea. Se ha esta-
blecido que estas restricciones pue-
den ser agro-climiticas, econdémi-
cas o socioculturales, o sea que to-
das las disciplinas contribuyen al

trevistas con informantes claves
son las mis largas, activas y las mis
completas, dadalapampaadndc
todo el equipo simultineamente.
Es aqui en donde se plantean las
primeras hipdtesis derivadas de la
investigacién directa. *

DIA 2

Las entrevistas y el reconocimiento
general del primer di sirven para
guiar el trabajo del segundo da.
Aqui ya.se puede tener una o mis
hipétesis a comprobar. Los equi-
pos estin formados en pares: un
agronomo de Prueba de Tecnolo-
gia y una persona de Socioecono-
mi que trabajan juntos en las en-
trevistas, con ayuda de mapas car-
tograficos. Los cinco equipos se
distribuyen y dispersan por el irea
y se reunen, ya sea después del pri-
mer medio dia (cuando son ireas
pequerias o ireas que cuentan con
buenas carreteras), oal finaldeldia
para dreas mis grandes o donc'z el
acceso es dificil y requiere mis
tiempo para ir de un lugar a otro.
Es recomendable definir una se-
cuencia de movilizacidnenel irea y
distribuir a cada pareja dentro de

um segmento de dicha dnes. Uma.

forma que ha dado buen resultado,
es seguir la direccién de las agujas
del reloj, para que el ultimo dia de
xdnoseregnsealpunwdepar-

Cada miembro de cada pareja dis-
cute lo que ha aprendido durante
laentrevistay se forman nuevas hi-
potesis tentativas para llegar a ex-

hsnnaénendém Si hay
dudas acerca de los lfmites del irea
también son discutidas para ayudar
a su delimiacién. Las hipdtesis
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tentativas 0o dudas que son provoca-
" das se llevan adiscusidn y sirven co-
mo una guia para las siguientes sv-
siones de entrevistas. Durante las
discusiones del cada uno
de los miembros aprende cémo ca-
da interpretacién de los otros pun-
tos de vista puede ser importante
para entender los de los
agmalmmdehm

Después de la discusién, los pares
en el equipo se cambian para maxi-
mimr la m interdiscipli-
¢ 33

dfa o dia de entrevistas, el grupo se
reune para discutir los hallazgos. |

La importancia de esss discusiones
después de una serie de entrevistas
no debe ser minimizada. ‘Pronto el
grupo empieza a comprender las
relaciones que se encuentran en la
regidn, delimitan Ia zona y empieza
a definir el tpo de investigacién

mercado. también son discutidos y
si se requieren soluciones, las end-

dades apropiadas pueden ser noti-
ficadas.

Sin embargo, es importante com-
prender el efec.o que estas otras li-
mitaciones tendrin si no son corre-
gidas, en el tipo de tecnologia que
ndaamﬂaﬁ asiquedebendeto-

12
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marse en cuenta en el proceso de
generacién.

DIA3

Este es una repeticidn del dia 2 y
siempre incluye un cambio en 12
composicién de los equipos des-
pués de cada discusién. Por lo me-
nos un minimo de 4 ciclos de discu-
sién y de entrevistas son necesarios

para completar esta parte de el son-

-+ udeo. Sielires noes muy ompleja,

éste nimerd de Gclds debe ser ade-
cuado. 2 lascircunstancias. Claroes-
th, si el irea es lo suficientemente
extensa que se requiere un di en-
tero0 para entrevistar entre cada se-
sion de discusidn, y se requieren 4
hcunplampnnmylenrem
parte del sondeo.

DIA 4

El cuarto dfa, antes de que los equi-
pos regresen al ampo para mis en-
trevistas, a cada miembro le es asig-
nada una pordién o seccién del in-
forme que va a ser exrito. Enton-
ces, sabiendo por primera vez el te-
ma que cada uno tendrd que escri-
bir, los equipos reagrupados en la
quinta combinacién, regresan al
ampo para mds entrevistas. Para
ireas mis pequenias, esto se lleva
también medio dia. El otro medio



dia, y después de otra sesion de dis-
cusion, el grupo empieza a escribir
el informe del sondeo. Todos los
miembros deben de estar trabajan-
do en el mismo sitio para que pue-
dan circular libremente y discuur
los diferentes puntos de vista con
cada miembro. Por ejemplo, pue-
de que un agrénomo asignado a la
seccion de tecnologia de rnaiz dis-
cuta un punto clave con un agricul-
tor, acompafiado por un antropo-
logo y necesita refrescar su memo-
ria sobre lo que el agricultor dijo.
De esta manera la interaccion entre
las disciplinas continia.

DIAS

A medida que los técnicos estin es-
cribiendo el informe, invariable-
mente, encuentran puntos a los
cuales no tienen respuestas y el uni-
co remedio es regresar al ampoen
la mafana del quintodi paraacdla-
..Fas.dudas que se dejaron el dia an-

terior.: Un mediadia poedeserdes .

. dicado a esa actividid y al mismo
" tiempo se finaliza la redacciénde la

parte principal del reporte.

En la tarde de este dia, cada miem-
bro del equipo lee su informe escri-
© delante del grupo para ponerioa
discusién, revision y aprobadén.
El reporte debe leerse desde el
principio, igual que como va a ser
redactado. Como grupo, el equipo
debe aprobar y/o madifiar lo que
sepresenta.

13

Annex 7; page 15

DIA 6

El informe se lee una vez mis y des-
pués de discutr cada seccidn, las
conclusiones se escriben y discuten.
Cuando esto esti terminado, las
conclusiones se leen otra vez para
aprobacion del grupo y entonces
las recomendaciones especificas
son escritas no sélo para el equipo
del ICTA que estard trabajando en
el irea, sino también para cual-
quier otra agencia que estard invo-
lucrada en el proceso del desarrollo
general de la zona.

El producto del sexto dia es un in-
forme generado y escrito por el
equipo interdisciplinario completo
y debe estar respaldado por todos
sus miembros. Ademis, después
de participar durante 6 dias con ca-
da uno, ada miembro debe tener
la capacidad de defender todos los
puntos de vista que han sido discu-
lidos, las conclusiones y las reco-
-"id-:na':- e m,m Ala

Una modaiidad que puede apresu-
rar la consolidacion del informe, es
el uso de grabadora. Luegode que
cada miembro ha escrito su parte y
ésta ha sido discutida y aprobada
por d grupo, se puede designar un
narrador para que grabe el infor-
me completo.



EL INFORME

: A

Hasta cierto punto, el informe del
sondeo es de valor secundario, por-
que ha sido escrito por el mismo
equipo que va a trabajar en e irea.
Pero el simple hecho que lo hayan
escrito, es donde estd la mayor par-
te del valor, ya que todos los miem-
bros del equipo fueron forzados a
una situacion en la cual muchos di-
ferentes puntos de vista han sido
mda £9, -

deeste \lavisiénde
todos ha sido emente am-
pliada. Por otro lado, el informe
puede servir como una orientacién
para personas no participantes, ao-
mo el Director Regionai o el Direc-
tor Técnico, para discutir los méri-
tos o de las recomen-
daciones. Sin embargo, es también
obvio que el informe va a parecer
como algo escrito por 10 diferentes
personas con prisa; que e exacta-
mente lo que es. No es un estudio
de base con datos cuantificables
que puede ser usado en e futuro
para una evaluacién del proyecto;
es un documento de trabajo para
arientar el programa de investiga-
cién y que sirve para €3os proposi-
tos al ser escrito.

E! formato exacto y contenido del
informe del sondeo va a variar de
acuerdo al irea que se estd estu-
diando y a la naturaleza de los siste-

14
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- mas de cubivos o sistemnas agrope-
~ cuarios que se incluyen.

A continuadén se da una descrip-
don del bosquejo de un informe de
un irea de Guatemala, donde los
granos bdsicos y hortalizas eran los
objetivos de interés,

Propésito. Describe la razén poria
cual el sonden fue llevado a cabo y
las fechas.

Ta:nolo‘n bomogénes. Dexcri-

-beydes coracteristicas pnnq:nb de
la ‘tecnolog ia de los sistemas de cul-
tivos de interés y con caracteristicas
homogéneas que se encuentran en-
tre los limites del irea de dominio y
las diferencias importantes fuera
de esta drea, y que cambian b natu-
raleza del sistema de cultivo y por lo
tanto define los limites del irea de
dominio.

Descripcion del irea de dominio.
Limites geogrificos, altitud, suelo y
otros factores imporamtes, ¢ inclu-
ye un mapa con las fronteras, tan
preciso como sea posible.

Tierna. Tenencia de la tierra y ta-
manio de las fincas, fueron restric-
ciones importantes en el sistema de
cultivos y fueron descritos.

Mano de Obra. La mano de obra
en general, su disponibilidad y pe-
riodo de escasez y los trabajos espe-
ciales que hacen las mujeres en el
sistema homogéneo esuin descritos.



Se dexcribe ¢ flujo del ca-
-pital en el sistema tradicional, que
provee el dinero para invertr no
‘s0lo en granos bisicos, sino que
también en las hortalizas. Se hace
notar la poca operatividad de los
sisternas de crédito para peqjue:ios
agricultores.

Maiz. El cultivodel maizes el culti-
vo principal del drea y fue descrito.

Frijol. Se describe el pape! que el
trijol tiene en el sistema y la escasa
importancia que se le da, en gene-
ral.

Hortalizas, Se describio el sistema
de produccion y comercializacion
de horalizas.

Actividad La imporan-
cia especial del ganado y la interac-
cion con los sistemas de cultivo tam-
bién fue discutida.

Conclusiones. Las cmnclusiones
para cada una de las secciones des-
critas fueron hechas con énfasis es-

pecial en el signifiado para el futu-
rotrabajo del ICTA.

Recomendaciones. Aquellas rele-
vantes para planificar la mvesuga-
cion del ICTA y de otras de impor-
tancia para entidades del Sector
Publico Agropecuario y de Alimen-
tacién, asi como el sector privado.

Annex T; page 17

COORDINANDO EL SONDEO
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La especialidad disciplinaria de ca-
da miembro del equipo del Sondeo
no es critica mienwras que hava bas-
tantes disciplinas representadas. y
si es un sondeo en agricultura, un
numero significante de ellos sea
agronomos y por lo menos, aigunos
de estos deben ser los que van atra-
hajaren elireaen el futuro. ladis-
ciplina del Coordinador del Son-
deo, probablemente, no es critica
tampoco, si él es una persona con
una amplia capacidad para com-
prender la agricultura (si es un son-
deo sobre agricultura), y experien-
cia en encuestas y técnicas de en-
cuestar. Sin embargo, el coordina-
dor debe tener un alto gradode to-
lersncia interdisciplinaria y debe
poder relacionarse con otras disci-
plinas representadas en el equipo.

El coordinador, en este sentido, es
un director de orquesta que debe
asegurar que todos contribuyen a
la melodfa, pero que en el producto
final, todos estin en armonia. El
debe controlar y guiar el grupo y
mantener la disciplina. El distribu-
ye el trabajo, arbitra diferendias,
crea entusiasmo, elabora hipotesis,
extrae pensamientos de cada parti-
cipante y, en ultimo término, serd
el que ponga el producto en su for-
ma final. Probablemente, no sera
mdlspensable que haya tenido ex-
penem::a pmm en el sondeo, pero
ciertamente mejorard su eficienia
si yala tuviere.
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OBJETIVOS Y LIMITACIONES DEL DIAGNOSTICO Y DE LAS ENCUESTAS DE EVALUACION

El documento basico del convenio, Sistemas de Diversificacion para el

Pequeiio ricultor del Altiplano, especifica que el objetivo del proyecto en
so togalidad es el de estimular la diversificacion agropecuaria hacia la pro-
duccion de verduras, frutales deciduos, y sistemas pecuarios que utilizan
intensivamente la mano de obra disponible en el Altiplano y que aumentaran el
ingreso de las familias que viven en pequetlas fincas (p. I-2), Un objetivo
especial de todo el proyecto es una evaluacidén de los efectos nutricionales de
esta diversificacidn agricola (p. I-13).

El proyecto propone ayudar al Gobierno de Guatemala, por medio del Sector
Piblico Agricola, en el ' desarrollo de técnicas especificas de diversificacidnm
agricola que pueden ser adicionadas a los programas actualmente introducidos
en el Altiplano por medio de los programas de extensidn de DIGESA, DIGESEPE, y
BANDESA. El desarrollo de esas técnicas especi{ficas se basardn en un diagnds-
tico agricola nuevo que seri emprendido por medio de la técnica de "sondeo”
del ICTA y por medio de una encuesta aleatoria organizada y administrada por
USPADA, siempre con los congsejos y la cooperacidén del "grupo multidiscipli-
nario” compuesto por representantes de las entidades del Sector Piblico Agri-
cola y de Alimentacion que participan en el proyecto.

Esa encuesta inicial de diagndstico tambien servira como "estudio de base”
para las evaluaciones generales y nutricionales - que se requiere como condicicn

del préstamo. ‘No se puede geparar la encuesta inicial del proceso de evalu-
acién, ni se debe. Pero tampoco serdi conveniente llegar a counfundir los pro-

pésitos espec{ficos de la encuesta inicial ni del proceso completo de encues-—
taje. Llega a ser importante a la vez reconocer de antemano las limitaciones
de cualquier proceso de levantamiento de datos y las limitaciomes especificas
de las encuestas planeadas en este proyecto.

Objetivos especificos.

El proceso de encuesta inicial } de evaluacidn tendra las siguientes obje-
tivos espec{ficos:

1. Contribuir al diagndstico bdsico de los "sistemas de produc-
cidén agropecuaria” que existen en las fincas pequefas (menos de
7 hectdireas) en el Altiplano. Este objetivo consiste en agregar
al procesoc de "sondeo” una base estad{stica que permita el
establecimiento de inferencias sobre la presencia o la ausencia
de tipos distintos de diversificacidn de cultivos y précticas
pecuarias al inicio del proyecto. Los datos por recoger con
este objeto incluirin, segun el documento basico, los siguientes:

- Caracter{sticas naturales de las fincas,

- Patrones tecnologicos agropecuarios actuales;
- Patrones estacionales de trabajo,
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= Un ianventario de herramientas y equipo,

= Patrovas de mercadeo de la finca,

- Fuentes de crédito y montos,

- Historia de la asistencia tecnica de cualquier fuente,
- Vinculos organizacionales; y

-~ Problemas que confronta el pequeno agricultor.

2. Actualizar los datos basicos agropecuarios del area compren-
dido por los 64 municipios que participaran en el proyecto segin
la decisidn de la Coordinacidn del proyecto, complementando los
datos semejantes que fueron recogidos en las encuestas agrope-
cuarias de 1979 y 1980 en toda la Region I.

3. Medir en una forma cuidadosa los niveles de ingresos totales
de las familias en fincas pequedas en la subregion (64 muni-
cipios), incluyendo ingresos de actividades agricolas en su
finca y en otras, actividades no-agricolas, y el ingreso que
proviens de la produccidn para auto-consumo.

4. Medir los patrones de gastos de las familias de la subregion,
especiaimente sus gastos para alimentos, como base para la medi-
cidn despues de cualquier cambio en esos patrones que sea produ-
cido por los efectos directos e indirectus de la diversificacidn
agropecuaria.

5. Evaluar las condiciones nutricionales de los pequenocs agri-
. cultores de la subregion, especialmente las condiciones fisicas
de los niflos, como base para lai medicidn después de/cualquier
cambio en esas condiciones que sea producido por los efectos
. directos e indirectos de la diversificacidn agropecuaria.

6. Evaluar los patrones alimenticios de las familias por wmedio
de una encuesta sobre lo que comieron durante las 24 horas antes
de la encuesta, como base para la evaluacidn despues de cual-
quier cambio en esos patrones que sea producido por los efectos
directos e indirectos de la diversificacidn agropecuaria, y

7. Acumular todos los mismos datos para aquellas familias que
lleguen a “participar o a beneficiarse” de los programas de
investigacidon, de extension agropecuaria, o de crédito
desarrollados bajo el proyecto.

Doc: 0482R/MEC, pag. 2.
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Lo Que NO Sera Posible Como Objetivo.

Dado el tamafio de la subregicon (aproximadamente 8600 kn2) y el . numero de
familias que la habitan (aprox. 91,000), no sera posible establecer datos
confiables ni inferencias estad{sticas confiables sobre algunas caracteris-
ticas bastante detalladas de la subregio'n'o de los impactos "puros” del pro-
yecto. Cabe destacar algunos de las dimensiones que no seran captadas a menos
que se incrementara enormemente el tamafio de las muestra y el presupuesto
necesario para la muestra mds grande.

1. No serda posible derivar conclusiones a nivel departamental o
municipal. Ni el marco muestral bdsico ni la disttibucion

eventual de los “participantes” en el proyecto permitird la
derivacidn de conclusiones a esos niveles.

2. No seri posible derivar conclusiones sobre caracteristicas
minuciosas de las familias en el estudio de base o de las
familias "participantes.” Aunque aparezcan muchas preguntas en
las boletas sobre caracteristicas muy detalladas de cultivos,
animales, gastos por rubros mindsculos, etc., la varianza espe-
rada de estos datos sera alta y por tanto los datos confiables
se limitarin a los rubros generales como, por ejemplo, "canti-
dad de ganado vacuno”™ y no la cantidad de ganado vacuno de una
raza especifiza, o cultivo de verduras de clases generales y no
el cultivo de alguna variedad espec{fica de remolacha.

3. No serd poesible derivar ninguna evaluacidon de programas
especificas de intervencidn ni de las instituciones espec{ficas
de asistencia técnica. Es decir, no se va a poder determinar
si la asistencia teécnica de DIGESEPE en convencer a un agri-
cultor a vacunar sus animales haya tenido mayor impacto en el
ingreso de los agricultores en general que la introduccion de
nuevos animales o razas mejoradas de animales. El numero de
combinaciones posibles de intervenciones especificas secd tan
grande que el numero de casos que reflejen cada posibilidad
sera minimo, quitando la posibilidad de inferencia de esa
clase. §Si, gera. posible, sin embargo, evaluar en términos
generales los efectos de intervencionmes de caracteristicas
distintas y frecuencias distintas por tipos bdsicos de inter-
vencidn.

4, No sera posible hacer comparaciones estrictas entre el grupo
de familias que forman el estudio de base y las familias que
“participan” en el estudio. Dado el hecho que no se puede
predecir los criterios que efectivamente se utilizaran para
escoger beneficilarios del proyecto y que, mucho menos, se puede
predecir la concentracidn geografica de los programas desa-
rrollados bajo el proyecto, el disef del proceso muestral
tiene que reconocerse como un ‘'marco de cohorte.” Eso quiere
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decir que las evaluaciones del impacto sobre "participantes” se
hard por medio de comparaciones de sus condicionu iniciales
con sus condiciones finales. La re-evaluacidn del grupo basico
de estudio tambien se basardi en los cambios que han experimen-
tado a base de los efectos directos del programa que hayan
llegado a algunos y los efectos indirectos que pueden haber
llegado a aquellos que no habran participado en uno o mas de
los programas del proyecto.

5. Tampoco sera posible hacer una evaluacion del impacto
directo del prestamo ,Y de la donacion Que proveen la base del
proyecto. La decision de extender el drea de influencia de la
propuesta inicial de 14 municipios a un total de 6% municipios
y la decision de comprometer la participacion de todos los
extensionistas en la region hacen imposible la separacion de
los efectos directos. del financiamiento especifico de AID de
los efectos de los otros programas, otros extensionistas, y
otros recursos crediticios que invertirad el Gobierno de Guate-
mala en el esfuerzo para la diversificacion del agzo en el
Altiplano.

6. Finalmente, aunque se aplicarin instrumentos sofisticados
para captar los patrones dc empleo, sabemos de antemano que la
conplejidad y la variacicn de los patrones estacionales de los
pequeiios agricultous_dol_.tltiplano es. tanto que no u--puteude
captar toda la variacion estacional en esos patrones. Habran
datos confiables sobre los patrones de empleo en la época de la
cosecha (y posiblemente en la época de siembra), pero no se
podrd derivar inferencias fuertes sobre otros periodos distin-
tos en el aflo tipico.

Sin embargo, el proceso de encuestaje que se va a implementar en este
proyecto se llevard a cabo en una forma altamente cientifica. Ofrece una
oportunidad casi unica de estudiar las condiciones bdsicas en la region con
una profundidad talvez jamds vista antes, de medir los impactos de uma vari-
edad de formas distintas de divcrlificagién agropecuaria, de trazar los impac-
tos directos e indirectos en los niveles totales de ingresos de los pequefoe
agricultores, y de relacionar esos impactos a ¢ < consecuencias para el nivel
nutricional fundamental de la poblacion. Esta -, rtunidad tendri un signifi-
cado no solo nacional, en terminos de su contr. ucidn al diseiio de programas
futuros de asistencia directa a los pequefios agricultores, sino tambien una
importancia tanto regional como internaciomal. -

Ricardo Avila A.

Jose Luis Reyes D.
M.E. Conroy
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list of persons contactad -

Meetings were held with the following persons, {n roughly the following order,
during the 14 days in Guatemala, from May léth through May 27th, {n the prepa-

ration of this report.

May 14.
May 16.

May 17.

May 18.

May 19.

May 20.

May 23,

May 24,

May 25.

May 26.

Gary Smith, USDA/QICD.

Cecil McFarland, USAID/G, ORD
Elena Brineman, ROCAP Nutrition Advisor
Eliseo Herrarte, Project Coordinator (034)

Oscar Gonzalez H., Coordinador, USPADA
Ricardo Avila A., Director, Marco Muestral, USPADA
Jose Luis Reyes D., Marco Muestral, USPADA

Cecil McFarland, USAID/G, ORD

Ricardo Avila A., Director, Marco Muestral, USPADA
Jose Luis Reyes D., Marco Muestral, USPADA

Marco Tulio Guillen, Director de Extension, DIGESA

Ricardo Avila A., Director, Marco Muestral, USPADA
Jose Luis Reyes D., Marco Muestral, USPADA

Selvin H. Arriaga P., Coord. Socioceconomia Rural, ICTA
Cecil McFarland, USAID/G, ORD

Elena Brineman, ROCAP Nutrition Advisor

George Like, USAID/G, ORD
Gary Saith, USDA/QICD

Harry Wing, USAID/G, Director of ORD

Elena Brineman, ROCAP

Robert E. Klein, INCAP

Jose Luis Reyes Donis, Marco Muestral, USPADA
Eliseo Herrarte, Project Coordinator, UCPRODA

Eliseo Herrarte, Project Coordinator, UCPRODA

Gilberto Santamaria, USAID/G, ORD

Ricardo Avila A., Director, Marco Muestral, USPADA
Jose Luis Reyes D., Marco Muestral, USPADA

Marco Tulio Guillen, DIGESA

Selvin H. Arriaga P., Coord. Socioeconomia Rural, ICTA
David Castanon, DIGESEPE

Victorino Lopez, DIGESEPE

Ricardo Avila A., Director, Marco Muestral, USPADA
Jose Luis Reyes D., Marco Muestral, USPADA

Ricardo Avila A., Director, Marco Muestral, USPADA
Jose Luis Reyes D., Marco Muestral, USPADA

Robert E. Klein, INCAP

Bruce Newman, INCAP

Elena Brineman, ROCAP
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May 27. Eliseo Herrarts, Project Coordinator, UCPRODA
T Gilberto Santsmaria, USAID/G, ORD

Ricardo ivila A., Director, Marco Musstral, USPADA
Jose Luis Rayes D., Marco Muestral, USPADA

Mazco Tulio Guillen, DIGESA

Selvin H. Arriagas P., Coord. Socioceconomia Rural, ICTA
David Castanon, DIGESEPE

Victorino Lopez, DIGESEPE

Harry Wing, USAID/G, RDO

Cecil McFarland, USAID/G, ORD

Elena Brineman, ROCAP
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