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JUSTIFICATION IND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This stuly, which was hequn in Septenber and completed in nNecaber; 1977,
was conducted for the purpose of providing statistics about farm-families in
the Santiesteban region. The statistics collected vrovide the base for plan-
ning the type of research and extension work neaded by faxrm-families living
there.

Santiesteban was selected for this first or “pilot” study for several
reasons. For exawle, it is one of the most important agricultural provinces
in the Department of Santa Cruz. Also the farmers there have come from both
nearby places and the interior of the country, making the population represen=
tative of many other agricultural areas in the departrment.

It was decided to limit this first study to onily one department in order
to evaluate more easily the changes in programs resulting from the aata obtained.
Same of the data was collected by rural school~teachers supervised hy seven
extension agents. Fach school teacher interviewed in his or her school dis-
trict which, of course, is an area well knom to the school teacher. Howewer,
in the southern section, all intervicws were done by extcnsion agents becaus®
of a school vacation during the time of the studv.

As a result of supervising this study, the extension agents involved have
gained experience in working with questionnaires and performing studies of this
type. With this training, SFA of CIAT will have personnel trained to do more
of this type of work in the future.

Dr. Iarry Bond (with suggestions from Dr. 2llcn LeBaron) , CID, helped
design the a\nstmnna.ire and made suggestions ahout the sample design and

survey execution.



The general method followed was to pre-test the questionnaire in April
and May, 1977. Then, a list of all farmers in each cammmity was cbtained.
Fram this list, approximately 30-35 percent of the families were selected
randomly for interviewing. In this manner, almost 1,300 interviews were held
with farmers in the province.1

Once the fieldwork was camplete, the task of tabulation was bequn. This
work was performed by Ing. Manuel Ortiz, Ing. Nestor Suarez, Ing. Elias del
Castillo, Fernando Chavez y Edmmndo Candia. Each section of the questionnaire va
was averaged over the families in each village and expanded estimates of each
~ average were made, village by village. These "exranded" estimatoes can then
be sumed to obtain various totals.

Finally, Dr. LeBaron and Dr. Adams arranged part of the tabulated data
into ‘“Zhe sumaries presented in this study. They also wrote an initial draft
of the report in Fnglish.’

Reproduction: Norah T&pez de Soto.

lmtension agents from CIAT involved: Ing. Melvin Pozo, Ing. Dibgenes
Chavez, Ing. Cleto Siles, Agr. Daniel Vilela, Agr. Emilio Merida, Agr. Miquel
Eid, Agr. Jaime Guzmén y Agr. José Garcia.

2'I‘he present paper.
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The whole study arca vis bi-sected north~vest to south-east by the Rio
Chane and this natural barricr is the dividing line between a more developed
southern section and a lesscr developed north. A large share of total farm
capital is found in the south and this means that farmers above the riwver
utilize generally simple cultivation techniques and rely upon fewer cach
crops.

Farms in the south tend to be smaller than those in the north, however,
this more than offsct hy the hither land valuss in the south. The average
value per hectare in the south is reported to he Sh. L,229 whereas in the north
the average of rasponses is $b. 711. If we concentrate on the wost common |
farm sizes in both sections, 27 percent in the south have values ranging from
$b. 1,845 to $h. 24,530. In the north, 35 percent of the farms would range
in value fram $b. 14,220 to Sh. 21,339.

Almost all farmers report owning their farms. And in 51 percent of the
cascs, ownership is the result of purchase. The effect on ownership of agen-
cios or institutions such as Instituto ¥acional de Colonizacién (INC) or
Reforma Agraria is much morxe evident in the north section abowe the river.

In that section, over 32 percent of the land came through these sources,
whereas, in the south, the sam percentage is 7.

The pattern of modern input use is quite mixed, exéopt for pesticides,
the use of which is fairly general. The most irportant form of weed control
is hand labor, hut some herhicides are usad and, accordina to the survey samla.

it appears that more are used in the north than the south. The estimated



nutber of farmers, after axpansion of the total sample, is less than 10 insofar
as the four major crons, rice, cane, corn and vucca are concerned. There may
be same other fertilizer use on horticultural or fruit crops, but, for all
practical purposes, fertilizer use is nil in the study area. Harvesting is
virtually all accamlished by hand--only two casos of mechanical rice harvest-
ing are estimated to have occurrod in the whole study region during 1277.

Credit is not a big "input” factor at the present time. Only about 10
percent of the farmers report using cradit, most of which comes through
cooperatives .

Family size is not large. The average is about five members. In addition,
preliminary analysis does not suggest much eviience of extonded family patterns
since relatives and non-relatives make up only about 5 percrnt of total familv
membership.

The percentages of families estimated to produce various agricultural
products are shown in Table 1. Over 597 percent produce cane, 14 percent
yucca, 45 percent produce corn, and nearly §0 percent produce rice. Farm
flocks of one sort or another are important, and nearly 85 percent keep
chickens, 35 percent kean ducks, and 33 percent have hogs. Over one/third of
the families hawve cattle and the average herd size would be about 42 head for
such families. This means, as shown in Table 1, that therec are enough cattl~
for all the rural families to have an average of 14,5 head. The remainder of
Table 1 is read in the same mannar: for example, 13 percent of all cultivatod
land is devoted to rice and over 59 percent is estimated to be devoted to

cane.
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TABLL 1 Summary of family,land,and cattle holding relationships

- Fstimated Estirated No. — Lstimated

No. Families % Cultivated ha) % 1 Quantity

or Animals ; ; Production
Cron {
Rice 2,120 33.5 3,447.7 13.1  70,414.7
Yucca 489 7.7 448,2 0.7 3,815.4
Corn 1,383 21.8 4,034.0 £.3] 178,309.2
Tomato 32 0.5 23.76 - | 5,6854,0
Banana 105 1.7 295. 0.5 211.65
Plantain 100 1.6 174.0 0.3  70,308.0
Potato 23 0.4 17.0 - 114
Beans 30 0.5 1l.0 14.6
Citrus 60 0.9 383.0 0.6; 3,182,401.0
Fruits (various) 14 0.2 25.0 - -
Vatermelon 11 0.2 10.0 - 27,263.0
DPineanple 95 0.2 15.0 - 218,610.0
Cane 2,147 33.9 34.350.6 53.3{1,730,959.c
Cotton 9 0.1 2,773.0 4.3 23,209.0
sorghum 2 - 31.0 - | 78,57L0
Soyhean 37 0.6 2,%3.0 4.6 20,126.0
Deanut 29 0.5 5.0 - 4,811.0
Pasture 683 10.8 11.326.0 17.6 -
Mnimal
Who own/overall Average | Inventory

Cattle 1,210 34.82 41.72/14.53 50,483
Swine 1,151 33.12 5.75/1.90 6.618
Sheep 564 16.23 7.78/1.26 4,386
Horse 563 16.20 4.09/0.66 2,301
Turkeys 406 11.65 6.27/0.73 2,541
Chickens 2,858 82.24 36.59/30.1 104,582
ucks 1,214 34.n4 9.56/3.34 11,603
Rabbits 72 20.07 18.89/0.39 1,360




Finally, it appears that it is correct to infer a fairly clear-cut dis-
tinction between familics that emphasize cattle production and those that con-
centrate on crops.

Figures 1, 2 and 3 are designed to give a visual impression of land
utilization in the study ragion. In this sumary, lands called “pasto” hawve
been improved and are inclwled in the "cultivated™ totals. Fiqure 1 shows
the qeneral relationships. In Figure 2, cultivated land is divided by type,
arado (mechanically plowed land), chaqueado (land that has just recently had
trees and brush ramoved) and barbecho (land that after initial clearing and
use, has been re-cleared of heavy regrowth). It is apparent that cane is
grown where ever possible. The ohly other “cron” activity that shows this
characteristic is pasto; this underscores the number and importance of animals
(esp. cattle) in the Santiestcban rural economy. Very little rice and corn
‘are grown on tractor-plowed land. Soybean and cotton are qrown insfead. A
number of other crops were reported grown bhut they occupy portions of land
so small they cannot he pldtted on graphs of the size used here.

Figure 3 relates the share of total nroduction, by cron, to land type and
division into hectaras. Thus, it is possible to get a quick impression of
relative yields according to cultivation practice. Reported yields of peanut;
pincapple and citrus, for exa:!ple,‘ are far higher under chacqueado conditions
than when planted on barbecho land. At the other extreme, type of cultivation

makes little difference on yields of the rost imwortant crop -+ caha.
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PART 1

Overall Agricultural Profile of the Study Area

The following +ables surmarize the general rasults of thn survey of rural
families in Santiestcban Provinée. Sawe of the data imave been converted to
parcentages directly fram the sample results. In other cases, the sample
results have been axpanded to estimates of total amounts or values for the
entire province (this leads to some slight differences in the percentages
that would be cbtained directly from the sample results-—-but these differences
are very minor) . Expanded cstimates are obtained by multivlying the sample |
data by factors which arz the ratios of the mmber of families sampled to the
+~+al mumber of families in each commnity. The titles of cach table clearly
specify whether just the sample results or total astimates are involwzd.

As is well known to local cbservers, the northern portion of the provinpe
is mxch less developed than the south. Therzfore, a nurber of tables have haan
designed to quantify such inpressions in tha form of numerical magnitudes. By
highlighting the difference in the two gituations, we fa:ilitate more rat'onal
deVﬁlopment planning for the areas above ard below the Chan2 riwver.

The sample shows the following family characteristics of the people llvmq
in this region- there is an average of 2.38 children per family; there is an
average of 4.91 menbers per family.

Within the 1255 families interviewed, 94 relatives were identified as
family menbers. Similarly, 195 non-relatives were identified as members.

when conbined, rolatives and non-relatives make un ahout 5 percent of the total



Table 2. Family structure in Santiestchan Province.

11.

Total number |Fathers lothers Children | Relatives | others Total
families EEERE3 N° ‘ ] N° 3 $ N© % N° 1 % Ne %
‘ {
[ ] i
1,255 1174 | 19 1089} 13 3513! 59 9] 2 195! 3 | 6165 1n0
i l
i : ! ! | -

sample. All of these avcrages andl percentages would be little changed if the

samle is expanded to an owverall ostimate.

‘Table 3.

T™e ostimated totals are shown in

Assuming one father and one mother per family, thc results show fathers

missing from 6 percent of the familics and mothers missing fram 13 percent.

These fiqures support the notion that wamen £ind living in the developing areas

rather difficult.

Table 3. Estimated population distribution within the study area.

Total nurber Toral Drovmccs Sonth 5r3ction ! North section
families Families | Porsons Families| Persons Families | Persons
sanple total 1255 | 6165 - - — =

Est. Mctual 3472 2338 | 1154
Total 3386 17172 2289 i 12142 ; 1196 1930

Purchasing is the principal means of ottaining land ownership reprasenting

51 percent of the sources of cwnership. raforma Agraria is the next most fro -

auent source accounting for 29 porcent of awmcrship for the entive sarple.

rr

accowits for 12 percent of the ownership, hut almost all of this is in the north
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Table 4. Pattern of land tenancy in Santiasteban Province.

SOUTH ' NORTH

3 Hectares %
: Hectares % Hectares $
Irherited 6169 | 6,0 an71 4,0 2098 2,0
Purchased 50837 |S51,0 | 21305 | 25,0 26532 | 26,0
Rent free 487 | 1,0 202 0,5 284 0,5
Reforma Agraria 29515 | 29,0 1679 5.9 23837 | 24,0
I.N.C. 11819 | 12,9 2336 2,0 9513 | 19,0
Rented 616 | 1,0 329 9,5 287 0,5
Other 576 | 1,0 180 0,5 396 0,5
sarple Total 99u50 36102 | 37,5 62047 | 63,5

section. Similarly, almost all of thosc using reforma agraria to acruire land

are in the north section. ILand purchase as a source of ownorship is evenly

divided hetwsen north and south in terms of the total hectares involved. Mow-
ever, within each of the sub-zones, the patterns are quite different: over 67
porcent of the land in the south section was obtained by purchase, and 13 nar

cent was ohtained through the reforma agraria. These percentages are 41 percant

and 38 percent in the north.

Fapmers in the sample report almost no land rental.

For the total sample, title to land has already haen obtained or is in the
process of clearing (en trfimite) for approximately 96 nercent of the respondonts.

For those with title =n trémite, avproximately 60 percent are in the north
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soction. The title is in the name of the faymer for aporoxirately 95 percent

of the farms in both north and south sactions.

Tt will bhe noted that the ostimatol number of farm families is approxi--

motely 3,509, out of which only ahout 159 do no

Te totals do not exactly agree because

+ claim some kind of title.

some farmers did not respond clcarly

o the questions and dve to small errors in coding all the responses and

making the

Table 5.

oxmansions to provincial estimates.

Pstimates of the land actually titled and who holds the title.

Total of ' Total % Total E Percentage _J Total | Percentagn
Item reqion | of region South | Region! Sourh| “orth {Region| North
Yes 1677 48,2 1396 | 37,5 51,6f 371 19,7 34,1
No 114 1,1 24 2,7 3,39 50 1,7 1.5
n tramite 1651 A7,7 994 1 28,5 41,5} 667 19,2 §1.3
Total 3432 170,92 2301 | &3,7 ¢ 100.971 1788 11,6 | 99,0
In the name of:
farmer 3206 94,7 2168 | 64.0 95,1} 1038 30,7 n3.2
wife 114 4,3 76 2,2 3.3 58 2,0 ¢,1
children 17 n,5 17 0,5 0,7 0 0 Q
othar 19 0,6 19 n,6 0,8 2 0 N
Total 3386 109,0 2280 | 67,3 29,9 1106 32,7 | 193,90




l‘} .

1and values in the south exceed those of *he north by 60 to 85 mercent.
The pattern of rental values is mixed. A rental market appavently exists but
it is not large enough to gain good impressions fran a sample survey.

Tand value for the monte class averages almost 30 percent more than for
the next most valuable class , barbecho. The south section of tha
region shows values for the monte class 2N percent higher than average.

cimilarly, average land values for barbecho class land in the south are almost

Table §. Average land and rental values ($h por Ha) in Santiesteban Province.

Class tginaglgf | conth | torth Dverage rentals
) region ' Region South North
tonte 1824 2165 1273 297 AZ8,5 609
Parmpa 1703 1384 675 340,5 347 200*
Barhecho 1398 1663 898 386 418 333

*One report only.

20 percent higher than average. lLooking at average rentals; monte class in
tha north is 23 percent higher than similar class land in the south. Howewer,
for the pampa and barbecho classes, average rental in the south exceeds slighi-
ly the average rental for the reqion, cspecially in the barbecho class, vhere
the rental in the south excecds the average by € percent.

In order to convey a better imorcssion of actual land use, the sample data

have heon expanded to estimates of total l1and use in Santiestchan Province.

The result is an estimated 234,436 hectares in farm. Motof this total is in



mable 7. Land use as estirated for tho total arca in farms:

15.

- eaben

~ Province South Worth_
; arc . Share
Uses Hectares | To;:ial Hectares 'Tyge iPrc;v| Hlectares Wge : T'.'f:i:v
Cultivation ‘i‘ 62,577.05{26.73 54,980.67;87‘73 23045: 7,690.21112.27 E 3.25
Proparation for ! ‘.
Cultivation 7,198.32| 3.2 4,574.67,61.01 1.95% 2,923.95{38.90 ; 3.25
Monte 50,878.99{21.71 A1,812.49/82.15 17.84% 9,086.%1 {17.85 " 3.92
Pampa 2,783.91} 1.19 2,199.56179.01 0.94% 584.35 20°99§ .25
Ba;‘becllo 73,872.38{31.51 48,711.98%6&94 20.78 25,160,4 34.06 | 12.73
Descanso "1 34,355.45| 14.65 25,552.95!74.33 | 10.32 3,802.5 {25.62 2.75
Buildings 1,292.83} 0,55 1,119.31 89.99 | 0.49, 143.52{11.17 | 0.06
others 1,062.87] 0.45 196 ,68116.73 | 9.21 566.1553.27 ; 0.2%
Est, Total 234,436.0 {100.0 1179,478.,-'33';76.56 54,957.5 123.41

the southern section where more

greater.

During the

1977 crop year,

1and has heen cleared and the povulation is

cultivation. About 46 percent was either in some type of fallow (descanso ox

26 percent of the estimated total land was under

barbecho) . It is when thasc figures are broken dvm accord:i.ﬁg to section, that

the relative level of development is put into rarspective:

87.73 parcent of

all the 1977 cultivated use was in the south. ILand taken out hy buildings

has the same pattern. In fact,

is in the south section.

in evory use category reported, over 60 percont
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Tsble 3. Farm size according to survey sample.

Slj)';e . Provipce T:loIrth South

hectare Mo. | % Mo. | % No. %
9,1 -5 90 7 18 5 72 8
5,1 - 19 110 9 . 14 A 95 11
10,1 -~ 15 91 7 27 7 E 64 7
15,1 ~ 20 267, 21 30 8 232 27
20,1 - 30 256 21 136 35 120 | 14
30,1 ~ 40 | 106 s | 2 6| @ 9
40,1 - 59 177 10 55 14 72 8
50,1 - 100 126 10 62 16 64 7
109,1 - 500 62 5 14 4 48 5
500,1 ~ 1000 13 1 4 B 9 1
1000,1 - 5000 A - A 1| - -
5000,1 ~mmrne 1 - 1 - - -
Sample Total* | 1,248 99 390 101 858 98

*Due to slight tahulation errors, the number of sample families differs bet-
ween Tables 8 and 2

The most common farm size in the south portion of th= region is 15-20
hectares accounting for 27 percent of the 858 farms reporting. In the north,
the most common farm size is slightly larger, 20-30 hectares, accounting for
35 percent of the famms. For the ontire region, 42 percont of the farms ar:

in the 15~30 hectares range. There is some tendency for the north to have
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larger farms., For example, 36 percunt of the north scction farms are larger
than 40 hectares comared to 22 percant in the south section.

The disparity hetween the northern section ay! the south is extremely
marked in terms of relative capital availa‘bilitiesu In Table % we have cal-
culated tie total ostimated amount of capital in the yural area of Santi-
osteban Province. This amountad to $h. 193,791,002 in 1977 ($9,593,61%).

Of the total canital invested in machincry and wvehicles, approximately
92 vercent is invested in the southern saction. Alrost all of the remaining
8 percent invested in the north is in wehicles. By far the largest machinexry
investment is in tractors, which accounts for almost two thirds of the total
machinery investment. All of the tractors are in the southern area.

The distribution of total province investment for the three classes is
as follows: tools, 2 percent: wehicles, 17 parcent- and machinery, 51 per-
cant. |

The actual provincial invesitment in hand tools is low cnough that we hawe
not bothered to divide the amount hetween north and south. ™o assume the dis-
toibution is about the same as that of population.,‘ The sectional division for
yehicles and machinery is instructive, however. In 18 out of 20 machinery
categories, virtually all the implement value is in the south. Where wvehicles
arc concerned, therc arc at least a fow of evary category in the north althoudh,
admittedly, the 16.5 percent in the north is not a very large share of the
total value of wehicles.

Table 9 also shows the actual nurbers of each item estimated to exist

in the rural area of Santiesteban during 1977. In addition, these totals are



Tzhie Ja, FPstimated murber and value of machinery.

T | :
Harbers g S?utih g | g North
Machinery T { B! RiM|Sb. value | G ;T;B!R M{$b. value ! T | G T | B RiMSh. value
{ 4 1

Tractor racda | 26911931 67! 9 !65,018,207|66.0 | 269!193| 67, 165,018,007} 107.0185.0
Tyactor oruga 2, 2 1,000,200 1.9, | | '1.290.000{100.9| 1.0 9
etomas | 72 61| ol 2| 3/363,13% 3.0 69] 61y 612} 3,362,133 99.31 3.0} 3 31 6,000(9.2
Serb. fertil. 9j 91 - | -1 392,000 0.20 9 9 -~ 392,0001190.0; 9.4} ; 0
Cultivadoras 150,141 9| - | 3,035,070 3.0 150i1% 9~ 3,035,100{196.9| 3.0, - 7
eshrazadoras 321 641 18! - | 2,077,800 2.0} 32} 64113} 2,077.300|170.0] 2.° | 9
Arados discos | 188i153] 35{ - | 5,212,532} 6.3 11881153/35|~| 6,212,632;109.0} €.3, 0
Arados verteb. 19 ~ 1 1) - 75,2000 9.1¢ 19| - 119|-}  75,4001100.2| 0.1 0
Rastras discos | 153 137 18] - | 7,327,262 7.% | 152134|13{~} 7,322,762} 99.9{ 7.0: 3| 3 %,500/0.06 .t
Rastras flejes 3l 3| -1 36,100 003 3j 3 ~|~| 31,000l 94.2; 0.03 3 3 2,190{0.8
Subsoladores 13 1wl 30 -1 2600000 0.3 111 8} 3{-] 252,000{ 96,9| 0.3 2! 2 8,000 3.1
“tiveladoras 6 6 | -1 105,000l 0.1' 5. & -~ 105,000 100.0} 0.1} 9
Pumig. tractor | 55{ 35, 20i - | 2,823,361} 2.8 53| 35/13|-| 2,300,861, 99.2; 2.7 2 2 23,00{9.9
Fumig. mochila | 60| 56| 4l - | 561,050 0.6 89; 56l 4| 561.050,190.0} 0.6 9
Cosech. carh. 17{ 19{ ~| 7 ! 3,143,200 3.2 17| 10} -|7| 3,113,000/190.0} 3.2. 8
Trillad. estac. | 11 14| ~| -] 12,000 8.4, 8 8l |-l 232,000 56.3] 0.31 6 6} | 189,000143 .7
nesgranadora 26{ 26| -i - 251,90) 0.3 261 26| -i-| 251.900:100.0 9.3 Q|
Fumig.palanca | 1000{728} 269| 3 | 1,577,148 1.9 :598]497/200~: 1,355,047} 73.1} 1.0 302231} 65 3|  192.101126.6,
Otra (cafia) 1,080.000| 1.1’ | 1,080,700'100.0{ 1.1: 5
Otra 218,000] 9.2 ! | 218,000]127.0} 0.2 § n|
Total parcial | [99.277,124[100 ol 198,560,793; 99.3 ! 71€,701 9,7i

| £y ! H !

BEST AV ALABLE DOCUMENT



Table %b.

Estimated mumber and value of vehicles.

Numbers % South % % North s %
Vehicles T B R M| $b. value G T B R M S$bvalve T G T B R M $bvalue T G
Motocicletas 9g 50 43|~ 1,687,722 1.9 93 49 44 - 1,648,722 97.7 1.8 5 1 4 - 39,000 2.3 .1
Chatas,carretas
campetones 456 350 106 | -| 16,708,950 18.86 439 333 97 - 16,556,450 18.0 26 17 9 - 151,500 .1
Bicicletas 2611 998 1520 93| 4,430,256 5.0 1724 2,828,481 63.8 3.0 887 1,601,775 36.2 2
Jeeps 97 78 19 i-{10,373,000 11.71 89 75 14 - 9,858,000 11,0 8 4 4 - 520,000 1
Camionetas 165 104 61 | ~|19,784,000 22.3 149 104 45 - 13,064,000 20.0 16 16 1,720,000 2
Camiones
Nissan 47 40 71- 8,066,000 9.1 42 35 7 - 6,746,000 7.0 5 5 1,320,000 2
Toyota 104 51 53!-|18,740,000 21.15 79 31 .48 - 14,030,000 16.0 2520 5 4,710,000 5
Isuzu 24 10 14i{-{ 4,720,000 5.3 20 17 3,720,000 4,0 4 4 1,000,000 1
Otros 31 21 10!~ 5,635,000 6.4 i¢6 9 7- 1,820,000 2.0 1512 3 3,815,000 4
Total partial 90,149,928 102 75,271,653 83.5 14,878,275 16.5
Table 9c. - Estimated number and value of tools.
Tools .
Palas 16872 991,600 22.88
Hachas 12094 99¢,720 23.0
Machetes 22730 997,390 22.55
Azadones 12825 769,500 17.76
Hoces 4351 435,700 10.05
Cabadoras - 546 54,600 1.26
Lampas 923 92,300 2.13
Otros '
Cadillas 1064 21,280 0.49
Pecoras 124 12,400 0.28
Remaches a9 7,830 0.18
Morillos 71 %,260 0.10
Total partial 4,363,580 100. 0
Total overall 193,791,002 173,832,746 15,594,976




Table 9b.

Estimated number and value of vehicles.

[].93 , 791,002
L

Murbers % South % g North s 2
Vehicles T B R $b. value G T B R M Sbvaluve T G T B R M $bvalue T G
Motocicletas 93 K0 48 1}-| 1,687,722 1.9 93 49 &4 - 1,648,722 97.7 1.8 5 1 4- 39,000 2.3 .l
Chatas,carretas .
campetones 456 350 106 | -| 16,708,950 18.86 439 233 97 - 16,556,450 18.0 26 17 9 - 151,500 .1
Bicicletas 2611 998 1520 B3| 4,430,256 5.0 1724 2,828,481 63.8 3.0 887 1,601,775 3C.2 2 ~
Jeeps 97 78 19 |{-|10,372,000 11.71 89 75 14 - 9,858,000 11,0 8 4 4 - 520,000 1
Camionetas 165 104 61 | -|19,784,000 22.3 149 104 45 - 18,064,000 20.0 16 16 1,720,000 2
Camiones
Nissan 47 40 71~ 8,066,000 9.1 42 35 7 - 6,746,000 7.0 5 5 1,320,000 Z
Toyota 104 51 53!-{18,740,000 21.15 79 31 43 - 14,030,000 l6.0 2520 5 4,710,000 5
Isuzu 24 10 1a|-| £,720,000 5.3 20 17 3,720,000 4,0 4 4 1,000,000 1
Otros 31 21 110}- 5,635,000 6.4 16 9 7- 1,820,000 2.0 1512 3 3,815,000 4
Total partial 90,149,928 102 75,271,653 83.5 14,878,275 16.5
Table 9c. Estimated number and value of tools.
Tools
Palas 19872 931,600 22.88
Hachas 12094 996,720 23.0
Machetes 22730 997,390 22.55
Azadones 12825 769,500 17.76
Hoces 4351 435,700 10.05
Cabadoras 546 54,600 1.26
Lampas 923 92,300 2.13
Otros
Cadillas 1064 21,280 0.49
Pecoras 124 12,400 0.28
Remaches 90 7,830 0.18
Morillos 71 4,260 0.10
Total partial 4,363,530 100. 9
Total overall 173,832,446 15,594,976
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subdivided according to equipment condition, that is, buena, reqular or mala.

The only type of equipment that appears to be evenly distributed is fumigador
de palanca (back-pacl sprayers). (Thase are used mainly for insecticides, not
herbicides.) The next most evenly distributed item (other than hand tools)

appears to be bicycles. In value termms, bicycles aqual 35.2 percent and bacl:

sprayers equal 26.6 parcent. Trilladoras estacionarias actually reach 43.7

. percent in the north, but there are not many of these items in any case.

As will he shown later on, machinery use is concentrated in sugar cane
Qroduction so it is important to learn whether other types of modern inputs
are as .conoentrated on particular crops. In Table 10 we show the various
techniques utilized according to cror and sharo of fan:zr\ers‘,3

Table 10 only includes the data collected for maior crops. The amounts
shown are estimates for the total study area, as expanded from the original
sample. For example, the following technicues for controlling malezas were
tabulated: manual, machinery cultivation,' and herbicides (of course, a singl~
farmer mav utilize more than a single technioque, so percentages may sum to
over 100 percent) .4 Thus, for rice, we se2 that almost 500 farmers are
estimated to have used herbicides. This is a nuber just under 25 percent of
all the farmers who grew rice in 1977. In the same manner, we See that 11.5
percent reported using herbicides on rice in the south vs. 33 percent in the

north. As a rosult, of the farmers estimated to use harbicides on rice in the

3'I.‘l'le ‘survey data do not include the actual quantities of chemicals or
fortilizers apnlied, thev simply indicate whether or not scme use of a par-
ticular factor or technique was made.

A .
“Information on the mmber of farmers using pasticides was not collected
for the reasons that such use is very widespread.



TARIF 10. Estimated Total Use of Various Production Factors in Four Main Crops
"ntire Study Area
Yeed Control Tertilizer Use | Harvest Method No. Whe
Manual' Machine :Herbicides No |Manual |Machine| Flanted*
i
CROp
Rice
1t° Nurber ., 1,827.9% 2,0 405 62 1,8G2.2] 2,085.0 2.14 2,085.0
% Who grew R6,2 n.3 23.4 99.7 99.9 0.1
$ Total crop or practice™*
Cane
Fst. Murber .. 1,205.7 36.13 389.3 1,921.011,034,2 0 1,935.0
% Who arew 08.5 2.0 20.1 93,61 100.0 . 0Q
* Total crop or practice’ *
Corn
Ist. Mumber .. 1,543.4 1,47 133.1 1,550.6]1,549,5 0 1,55C.0
% Who grew 99 6 n.7 8.¢ 100.0f 10%.0 . O
% Total crecp or practlce
Yucca
Fst. thmber ., 563.7 0 3.56 562.6] 563.7 0 5¢4 .0
% Vho grews 100.0 n 0.6 100.0 100.0 0
% Total crop or practice**
South Portion
Weed Control Fertilizer Usec | Harvest Method! Xo. ™Mo,
Manual| Machine |llerbicides No |ramual |Machinel Planted
CROP X
Rice ' )
Fstc I‘Tumber 888.9 0 108.6 94,0 907.0 1.4 anc.o
% *ho grew 4.4 0 11.5 95.5 9.8 0.2
$ Total crop or
Practice® 47,7 0 21.9 62. A8.0 37.4f 100.0
Cane
Est. Nmnbeg* 1,841.3 3c.1 375.3 26,57 1,85¢.511,863.8 0 1.870.0
% “ho crew 91.4 2.1 20.1 98.5] 190.0 0 ’
% Total cron or
Practice 97.0, 1nNn.o 96.4 100.0 96.6 96.6 0
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TABLE 10 (Cont.)
. Corn ‘
Est. Murber ... 1,019.8 8.47 - 71,93 2.81(1,022.5 [1,021.4| O 1,022.5
% Yho grew 99,7 0.8 7.0 0.3 100.0 99.9( O
‘s Total crop or
Practice** €6.0 80.9 54.0 100.0 65.9 65.9| 0
Yucea ‘
Est. Muber 400.2 0 3.56 ) 399.1 400.2( 0 A00.%
$ Who grew** 100.0 0 0.9 ] 100.0 100.0} O
% Total crop or
Practice** 71.0 ' 100.0 100.0 0 70.9 71.0| 0 !
North Portion
Weed Control Fortilizer Nse | warvest lothod MNo. Vho,
Manual | Machine |Herbicides Yes No Manual Maching Planted
CROP |
Rice i
Fisi:. umber 938.2 2.0 387.6 1.¢ 978.0 |1,178.1{ 0 1,172.c
3 Who grew™" 79.6 0.2 33.0 0.2 99.9 | 100.0{ 0 |
% Total crop or
Practice** 51.3 | 100.0 78.1 37.1 52.0 62,61 0 |
Cane ;
Fst. Number 65,4 0 4.0 N 65.1 65.4| 0 65.°
% %ho grew** 190.0 0 21.5 9 100.0 | 100.0| N
% Total crop or
Practice** 3.0 0 3.6 0 3.4 3.4 0
Corn
Est. Number 524.1 2.0 61.17 0 528.1 523.1; O 528.1
% Who grew** 99,2 0.4 11.6 0 100.0 | 100.0! 0
% Total crop or
Practice** 34,0 19.1 4€.0 0 34.1 34.1| 0
Yucca
Fst. Number 163.5 0 0 ) 163.5 163.5 0 164
% Tho grew” 100.0 0 0 0 100.0 | 100.0| 0
% Total crop or . i
Practice** 29.0 0 0 0 29.1 .29.00 0 |
|

*
Expansions based on No. of farmers: who

answered these questions.

As a result the totals

will not match other estimates of No. of farmers actually planting hecause the figures in
this table are somewnat under estimated. The percentages should be applicable to the

actual total number of farmers, however.

**% Yo grew is calculated by qeographic division; % of total crop or practice is the
proportion in the north vs,the proportion in the South.



whole study area, about 22 percent were in the south and 78 percent in the
north. The rest of the table is read the sam? w;ay.. An estimated 99.7 per
cent of all farmers use no fertilizer on rice and there is no difference bet~
ween the zones. Of the tiny hit that is used, 63 percent is in the south.
Virtually, the same percentages hold true for harvesting: almost without
exception it is done by hand.

where sugar canc is concerned, 29 percent of farmers m the study area
arc estimated to use some herbicides for weed 'control., This percentage is
the same in the tno zones. Practically, 100 percent also emnloy hand weed-
ing, and in the south zone about 2 percent use some mechanical weading. Fer-
tilizer use is nil in the north and almost nil in the south. Harwvesting is
100 percent by hand.

Even smaller percentages of herbicides are employed on corn and yueca.
Nqain, neither crop receives fertilizer and all harvesting is by hand.

Overall credit is used by very few. For example, only 123 families out
of the 1253 interviewed received some credit. In other words, only about 10
percent of the farms sampled received credit.

Five souﬁces of credit were considered in the survey. Of the fiwe, co-
operatives, intermediaries and “other sources® were used the most. Cooperatives
were used almost five times as much as the next most common source, intermedi-

aries.
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Table 11. Estimated amount of credit and source - 1977 crop year.

T
|

| tNuther | Wumberx I | North South _
. families| Yecciviry ‘ l !
Source ' swrlod | crodit | $b. | 8 | S | %] Sh. |B
! ; !
Cooperatives 1253 53 513,150 6% : 38,339 5| 513,770 | €3
' | . H
' !
Intcrmediaries s L1 75,800; 2 | 47,500 6! 28,200 ¢
(banks?) ? i I
On loan 1253 1 17,00 14 13,9M0 1
(personal cred- !
its) f
- |
On harvest 1 12563 1 - - i - v -
(payment in 5 » ‘
oroducts) ‘ i
Other 1253 o (172,300 22 | 89,800 11| 82,500 |10
| ,
TOTAL 1253 | 123 |801,2501 100 185,780 23| 614,470 77

hen we consider the total amount of credit, cooperatives loaned almost
eight times as much as intermediarics and three times as much as “other

. . 5
sources.” The south zone utilized 77 percent of the total arount horrowed.

Pl AV T DOCUNENT

=

5In the nresent summary of the survey results. we have no way of indicating
whether famers who roceived crodit also hal generally higher incomes or had
greater capital assets. A future publicat-on is planned to asscss the cffect
of cradit, as well as othci insumos, apon income.
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PA\RT IX

Estimates of Outou: - 1976-77%/

T key features of Provincia Santisstahan crop and livestock production
are readily apparent in the data of Tables 12 and 13. Rice, sugar can2, COn
and yucca dominate the cron scene from tfne standpoint of the percentane of
families planting these crops, but in terms of actual harvested land arca,
there is really only on2 Crop: Swjar cane: rice is a distant second. werajge
~ultivated arca per family is a little over, 11 Ha, but the average is greatar
for thosa who produce 5ugar canz, and a typical "larger fam woulcdl nrobhahly
have about 25 Ha of cultivatad land. Targer 1an? owners shows definite prefer-
ences for part;.icular varieties of sugar cane (C.B.) and rice (Bluchonnst).

An even mro mixel pattern is indicated in thé data for the two most
ﬁrport:ant animals, 'cattle'and swine. vhile the great bulk of the catt]\.c-z OWNexs
g+il1l hold only a few criollo or put=h animals. the middle size herds are being
crossad with Cebu‘and a fov of the largest herds are composed solely of intro-
Auced crosses such as Pardo x Cebu.

there hogs are concerned, thore is still a verv heavy reliance on criollos
and same avidence of a soread of irproved brr"ls mnly alhout 35 percent of the
fayrm familics in the survev provinces are estimated to raise hogs #hd the

typical herd size is from 5-9 animals.

GScr-.n of the total ostimates of number of cultivators, number of hectares
on total nroduction vary slightly fram the sumary tables or fram other tablos
such as 2 . Tese variances arce cansed by slight inconsistencics in
answers given to various intorrelated cuestions in the original forms. “on2 of
these differcnces have a verv significant effect on calculations of overall
amounts, percentages Or impressions of tain>d of tho situation in the study area.



mable 12. Estimated number of cultivators, land arca, production and yields
by tillage practice, Crop year 1976-77.

Arado Chaqueado Barbecho 1 Total
NO. 1o, i No. No. I No. No. No. No.
. Cult. Ha. Prod. Yield ; Cult. Ha. Prod. Yield Cult. Ha. Prod. Yield Cult. Ha. Prod. Yield
Arroz ! I 2035.0 7169.26 70245.69 .
urado 3.81 26.67 266.7 10.0 | 636.32 | 1878.5 20081.96 | 10.69 {427.86 { 1214.91 |100994.89 9.05 1067.99 3120.09 31343.55 10.05
Carclina 59.69; 125.07 1289.71 ; 10.31} 51.98 100.33 678.49 6.76 111.67 225.4 1968.2 B.73
Dewn . 9.07 30.37 193.35| 6.37| 6.56 14.57 105.08 7.21 15.63 44.94 298.53 6.64
Pico liojro 3.07 3.07 15.35 5.0 8.77 36.0 459.47 ! 12.76 | 14.06 15.69 143.15 9.12 25.9 53.76 617.97 11.29
Bluntsnnet 504.61 | 2413.95 | 24200.11 | 10.03 |303.11 | 1311.12 11817.33 9.01 813.77 3725.07 36017.44 9.67
‘fuca 488.5 448.21 3815.41
99 days-hzub{/Br. i 29.14 35.09 171.86 ' 4.90] 21.14 19.44 141.52 7.28 50.28 54.53 313.38 5.75
Moja blarca rosada ] 53.30 24.64 268.43 1 10.89 | 75.37 50.48 518.99 10.28 128.67 75.12 787.21 10.48
Fara regra 7.0 21.0 : 126.0 6.0 1.66 0.83 4.151 5.0 |17.2 19.59 83.19 4.25 25.86 41.42 213.24 5.15
Garchao colla ; 70.64 68.33 554.57 | 8.12|173.83 178.77 764.85 9.87 244.47 247.1 2319.42 9.39
(raparral 27.76 21.7 104.59 | 4.82| 11.46 8.34 77.47 9.28 39.22 30.04 182.06 6.06
iz ’ . . .
Cubano 21.75 | 294.82 | 16752.84 | 56.82 | 623.96 | 1413.39 | 54687.89 | 38.69 |893.57 | 1678.41 | 69243.84 41.26 1539.28 3386.61 140684.57 41.54
Blando 3.07 7.68 i 383.75 | 50.0 13.85! 90.32 2832.1 {31.36| 2.75 8.25 247.5 30.0 19.67 106.24 3463.35 32.6
Terate 2.4 2.4 ' 1200.0 }500.0 10.56 9.43 2513.0 266.50 | 18.98 11.93 1941.0 162.76 31.94 23.76 5654.0 238.01
Guineos i 27.78 | 120.32 102.33} 0.85( 77.15 175.49 109.32 0.62 104.93 295.81 211.65 0.72
Plitancs (races) 7.0 49.0 : 22.05 | 0.45| 37.36 43.52 22.38| 0.51] 48.1 62.15 25282 | 400.0 92.46 154.67 69.71 | 420.0
j . ’
Papas 7.55 4.52 39.07| 8.65| 15.77 12.5 74.98 6.0 23.32 17.02 114.05 6.7
Frijoles (qq) 3.8 0.38 7.6 |20.0 3.41 0.34 6.82 20.0 7.21 0.72 14.42 20.0
t '
Cafa ; ; 1897.0 | 27967.47 |1408577.5
$ 421 103.58 | 5423.75 '295056.15 | 54.4 | 632.62 | 9484.69 |482947.95 | 50.92 [956.93 | 9926.97 | 461040.9 46.44 1693.09 | 24835.4 1239044.99 49.89
Java 25.83 | 173.29 8750.1 | 50.49 | 62.18 645.92 32945.29 51.01 88.01 819.21 §1695.39 50.9
Varios 14.0 | 280.0 14700.0 52.5 8.54 | 155.08 7754.0 | 50.0 3.0 49.4 2521.63 51.04 29,06 484.48 24975.63 51.37
C.B. 18.71 | 872.0 | 49761.0 57.07| 34.45| 266.12 | 13082.7 | 49.16| 33.67 | 417.56 26098.4 62.5 86.83 1555.68 88942.1 57.17

74
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Table 12 can he referred to as a qood indication of the method under which
the major crops are prdduced, I+ will be noted that mechanization (arado) is
sigrificant only in the case of sugar cane and corn. Rice is produced mainly
in chaqueado, sugar cano in barhecho, and etc. A considerable variation in
average vields is also apparent in Table 12, among varieties and among tach-
niques. Generally, the differences among technicues do not seem too large.
and probably would e statistically significant in only a few cases.,7 Yield
Aifforonces among varieties seem to he somawhat more significant.

In Tables 14 and 15, the total astimates of production and animal hold-
ings are broken down into averages. Beginning Witil rice. v see that the
average farmer producing variety "!jarado"' under chacueado conditions has
2.95 Has which produce 31.56 faneqas ( Xq) for a yield of 19.69 faneqas.
The overall average rice producer of varisty Turade” has 2.92 Has, producing
26.35% faneqas for a yield of 10.05 fanagas.:/!!:la ™e ramainder of the Tahle 13
is read in the same mANner.

mable 13 suggests some yield differcncos associatad with crop varietics-
Pico negro (rice), M2ja blanca-rosada (yucca) , Cubano (corn) , and, possihly,
variety C.B. (sugar cane) . |

Average hectar=s of sugar cane planted is the largest undor machine plowd
conditions, but a tvnical planting is 10 heéta.res or more under most conditions:
that is to say, as large or larger than the average farm size for the whole

survay.

7'1'.’.115 inforence secms justificd in many instancts dus to the small NU Y
of familins cstimited to he involvad in production. tnfortunataly, in this
summirv, it has not haen possible to include an analysis of variance of answers
to the various questions.



Table 13. Estimated nurber of husbandrymen, and animal inventories,

crop year 1976-77.

T ;
‘ | Number of! I %
Animal/class ranchers % Females| Males| Total| Females
Vacunos
Criollos 604 17.38 4335 1097 5432 79.8
Holandés 202 5.81 579 213 797 72.6
Cr .x Holandés 49 1.01 929 285 1213 76.5
Jersey 2 0.06 7 5 12 58.3
Cr. x Jersey 5 0.14 55 15 70 78.6
pardo x Cehii 206 5.93] 29410 8601 | 38011 77.4
Pardo suizo 66 1.90 256 321 580 4.1
Pardo x criollo 9 0,26 233 35 318, . 73.3
Cebli gyx 6 0.17 13 €93 621 2.9
Cebl Nellore 20 0.58 820 iy 1267 61.7
Cebd Brahman 1 7.03 10 6 16 62.5
Santa Gertrudis 2 0.12 7 38 15 A6.7
pardo x Cebfi 4 0.12 1089 99 1148 91.7
Totals 1210 34.82| 38611 11872 | 50483 76.5

Porcinos
Criollos 1014 29.18 3325 2255 5580
Poland~China 51 1.47 179 112 321
Duroc Jersey 72 2,07 184 167 651
Criollo x P. China a 0.26 5 H 17
Criollo x D. Jersey 4 0.12 9 2 11
P.C. x Duroc x York 1 0.03 16 22 38
Totals 1151 33.12 4n19 2599 6618

Ovinos 564 16.23 3365 1021 4386

Equinos 563 16.2 1115 1186 | 2301

Pavos 406 11.68 1799 157 2517

Gallinas 2658 32,21 65203 39379 | 104532

Patos 1214 34.94 8780 2823 | 11693

Conejos 72 2.7 1112 248 1360

28.



Tahle 14. Iverage production statistics for

and land type.

farms which produce the four major Creps - by variety

Arado - Chaqueado Barbecho ) Totals
Has. Prod. Yield; Has. Prod. Yield Has. Prod. Yield | Has. Prod. Yield
Z
Arroz '
Surado 7.9 70.0 19.7¢! 2.95 31.56 10,59 : 2.81  25.79 9.05 ! 2.92 29.35 190.05
Carolina p 2,10 21.€1 19.21 ¢ 1.93 13.95 §5.76 ¢ 2.52 17.463 8.73
Down - ! 3.35 21.33 6.37 , 2.22 16,92 7.21 f 2.87 10.19 6.61
Pico neqgro 1.0 5.0 5.0 ! .10 52.39 12.76 + 1.1z 10.18 0,12 © 2.11 23.86 11.2¢
Blucbhbonnet i 1,72 47.95 129.03 § 4.24  35.23 9.01 i 1,58 41,26 9.57
Yuca ; i '5
&9 dias Azubi/Br. _ % 1.2 5.8 4.9 0,92 6.62 7.281 1.98 6.23 5.75
#oia blanca rosada| 3.0 18.0 6.0 1 0.46 5.09 11,35 0.58 6.91 19.28 | 9.59 6.12 10.18
Rara-negra ‘l 0.50 2.80 5.0 1.1% 1,84 1.25 1 1.60 8.25 5.15
Ganchao colla i 0.97 7.85 8.12 | 1.03 172.15 9.87 2 1.01 9.49 9.39
Chapacral i 0.78 3.77 A1.82 | ¢,77 6.76 2.28 ! 0.77 1.641 6.06
Maiz
Cubano 13,55 770.25 56.82| 2.28 87.65 33.59 1.88 77.45 41.26 | 2.21
Blando 2.50 125.00 50.00/ 5.52 204.48 31.36 3.0 99.0 30.9 5.40 176.07 32.%5
Tomate. 1.0 500.0 500.9 0.89 237.98 266.50 1.0 9.63 0.74 177.02 233.01
Guireos 4.33 3.68 0.85 | 2.27 1.42 0.62] 2.82 18.55 0.72
H
Pl4tanos 7.0 3.15 0.45) 1.17 n.6 0.51 | 1.29 52.56 9.4 1.65 75.0 0.12.
Papas 0.60 5.17 g8.65 | 0.79 4.75 6.9 0.73 1.89 6.7
Frijoles 0.10 2.00 20.9 6.10 2.0 20.0 0.10 2.00 20.0
Cana
# 421 52.38 2849.68 54.40{14.65 746.14 50.92 10.37 481.79 46.34 114.47 731.82 49.99
Java ‘ 6.71 333.76 50.49 {10.39 529.34 51.01{ 9.31 473.76 50.9
varios i20,0 1050-.00 52.5 |18.16 907.96 50.00 {16.47 840.84 51.04 :16.67 859.45 51.37
C.B. 2659.59 57.07} 7.72 379.76 49.16 112.40 775.12 57.17

‘46.61

52.50 §l7.92 -1024.32

*6C
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The table of averaqge animal holdings is prettv mach salf-explanatory.
farmer aning cattle (cricllos) would be astimatad to hawve 3.92 animals. Hov=-
ever, due'to sory: fair sized herds (142 to 132 head) , the averag: number of
vacas per family that ovms them would he 41.72. “hout 1/3 of all familias om
vacas andl about the say percentaqgs dwn hogs. Ovar 37 parcent of the famili::s

- —— et s

are estimated to have chickens and the averaqe flock 3izo would he 36.59.
nhout 30 percent of all families have ducks, the awrage flock size is .’--‘,Sﬁln

Table 16 sumarizes the disposition (distribution) farmers make of the
various main crops. These percentages may vary fram year--to—yeér , especially
the ones for which noi: much sampie data could be collected, For rice and sugar
cane, we may assume the results to be cuite accurate, unless there are major
production shifts (as may be the case this year with rice).

Ninety percent of all rice was reported sold, an amount almost as great as
for sugar cane (96.5). Major shares of maize and yucca were reported sold, but
the number of respondents was relatively low in these cases and those not answar-
ing may be smaller prciucers who utilize much hicher percentages in their hames.
It will be noted, for examplé, that fow of those farmers who résponded with
information on yucca or maiie, indicated any utilization by animals. It is
therefore possible that the farmers who gave the most details in the “commer-
cialization” section of the cuestionnaire, Iwcre the ones who normally sold the
most or widest variety.

Table 17 is included to show what happened to the cropé reported sold. The
direct role played by ENA and FENCA in rice sales is quite interesting, sirice in

this particular sample, together they only purchase 25% of the total. According
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mable 15. Average inventory for farms which hold a particular animal or

: variety.
7 ] ] -
Estimated |
Animal/class nuniber of nv. # Av. # nv. #
ranchers females rales Both
Vacunoss

Criollos 604 7.18 1.82 8.99
Holandés 202 2.87 1.78 3.95
Criollo x Holand€s A9 18.91 5.82 24.76

Jexrsey 2 3.59 2.50 6.0

Criollo x Jersey 5 11.0 3.0 14,0

Pardo x Holandfs 2 432 .0 39.5 4A71.5
Criollo x Cebf 206 142.77 41.75 184.52
Pardo-Suizo 66 3.88 4.91 8.79
Pardo x criollo 9 25.89 9.44 35.33

Ceb(i gyr 6 3.0 100.5 103.5
Ceha Nellore 20 41.0 22.35 63.35

Cehfi Brahman ‘ 1 117.9 6.0 16.1
Santa Gertrudis A 1.75 2.00 3.7%

pardo x Cebd A 272.25 24.°75 297.9
Totals : 1210 31.91 9.31 41.72

Porcinos

Criollos 1014 3.28 2.22 5.50
Poland—-China , 51 3.51 2.78 6.29
Nuroc Jersey 72 6.72 2.32 a.0n%
friollo x P.C. 9 0.67 1.22 1.89
Criollo x D.J. 4 2.25 0.5 2.75

P.C. X Duroc x York 1 16.0 22.0 38.0
Totals 1151 3.49 2.26 5.75
Ovinos 564 5.97 1.81 7.78
FEcuinos 563 - 198 2.11 4.09
Pavos AN6 : A.41 1.86 6.27
&allinas 2358 22.81 13.78 3k.59
patos 1211 7.23 2.33 9.54
Concjos 72 15.44 3.44 13.82
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‘mable 16. Disposition of major crop production - Percent
Banana :
Arroz |Yuca | laiz | Tomate | Pldtano |Soya | AlgodSn | Cafia

"lo. respondents 1212 51 198 14 6 21 13 1738
Muman consumption 6.80 {17.11| 6,95 | 2.123 0.33 - 0.12
Animal consumption | 1.2 | 2.92] 4.86| ~ | 0.89 - n.0
Seed 2.0 0.0 2.41 - - - - 3.53
Sale 0.0 179.97 [85.78 {97.82 98.77 |100.7 | 100.0 196.45
¥hen sold

at harvest 08.0 164.44 100.0 109.0 { 100.0

after harvest 2.0 |35.56 0.0




Table 17. Point of sale for principal nroduct (percent) and averade orices received.

Arroz Yuca afz Tomate Soya* Alagodén Cana
3 Price % Pricék % Price % Pricé{ % Pricet % Pricet % Pricat
A 20.56 | 414.4
FEICA _ ";4.44 399.8
Ingenios 40.37 | 415.5 33.33; 3920 97.4 | 187
Comerciantes ';7.39 533.6 |84.31} 1 23.75| 79.4 {1901 7 |33.33;3840 |72.73} 1159 2.6 | 122
0il factories : _ a0 .,48; 3497 9.09 | 1200
Other factories _ 15.0 | 83.0 |
Consur idores 1.36 | 485.0 |15.65] 1 6.25
Home consumption ' 1.88
Adeda-desmontadora | 0.17 1.88 18,18 | 850
No planting 2.22 1.25
No harvest 2.0
est.

*Sell to more than one type of purchaser
f = fanega k = kilo t = ton



to the sample of about 200 maize producers who answered the marketing section
of the questionnaire, a substantial amount of maize is sold for (animal)

feeding purposes. Only 15% goes directly to manufacturers.
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