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JUSTIFICATICN PND AMEDGME1S 

hequn in s,mtaber and comlcted in r)ecw .eGr_1977,
This staiy, which was 

conducted for the purpose of providing statLstics about farmt--failies in 
was 

the Santiesteban region. The statistics collected provide the base for plai­

ning the type of research and extension work needed by farm-ftnilies living 

there. 

"pilot" study for severalSantiesteban was selected for this first or 

of the most inportant agricultural provinces
reasons. For exaxmpe, it is one 

Also the fanrmrs there have cme frn both
in the Department of Santa Cruz. 


nearby places and the interior of the country, making the poplation represen­

tative of many other agricultural areas in the departmnrt. 

d.vaztmlnt in order
It was decided to limit this first study to only one 

rasulting fran the data cbtained. 
to evaluate rare easily the changes in program 

Saw of the data was collected by rural school-taachers supervised by seven 

Fach school teacher intkrviewed in his or her school dis­
extension agents. 


to the school teacher. Hoever,

trict which, of course, is an area well knwom 


in the southern section, all intervicws were done by extension agents because
 

of a school vacation during the time of the study.
 

the extension agents involved have
 
As a result of supervising this study, 

gained experience in working with questionnaires and perfolinr studies of this 

SFA of CIAT will have personnel trained to do -,=e 
type. With this training, 


of this type of work in the future.
 

CID, helped

Dr. Larry Bond (with suTgestions fran Dr. Allen LeBaron), 


design the questionnaire and made suggestions about the sarple design and
 

survey execution.
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The general method followed was to pre-test the questionnaire in April 

a list of all farmers in each cammiriity was obtained.and May, 1977. Then, 

Frn this list, approximately 30-35 percent of the families were selected 

randanly for interviewing. Inthis manner, almost 1,300 interviews were held 

in the province. 1 
with farmers 

Once the fieldwork was ccplete, the task of tabulation was begun. This
 

work was performed b.y Ing. Manuel Ortiz, Ing. Nestor Suarez, Ing. Elias del
 

Each section of the questionnaire WaCastillo, Fernando Chavez y Edmundo Candia. 

over the families in each village and expanded estimates of eachwas averaged 

average were made, village by village. These "ex 2rded" estimates can then 

be stamed to obtain various totals. 

Finally, Dr. LeBaron and Dr. Adams ar.anged part of the tabulated data
 

into ,die summaries presented in this study. They also wrote an initial draft 

2
 
of the report inEnglish.


Reproduction: Norah T6pez de Soto.
 

Ing. Melvin Pozo, Ing. Di6genes
1Fxtension agents from CIAT involved: 
Chavez, Ing. Cleto Siles, Agr. Daniel Vilela, Agr. nilio Merida, Agr. Miguel 

Eid, Agr. Jaine Guzmfn y gr. Jos6 Garcia. 

2The present paper.
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The hole sti.1y area is bi.-sected north-est to south-east by the 'Rio 

(Thane and this natural barrier is the dividing line beteen a more developed 

southern section and a lesser developed north. A larqe share- of total farm 

means the rivercapital is found in the south and Vhis that farmrs above 

utilize generally sizrle cultivation techniqams and rely upon fewer cash 

crops. 

walecr than those in the north, hm-mver,F,-rms in the south tend to be 

this rure than offset by the .higher land values in the south. The average 

value per hectare in the south is reported to he Sb. 1,229 whereas in the north 

the average of responses is $b. 711. If we concrmtrate on the mst camf n 

farm sizes in both sections, 27 percent in the south have values ranging from 

$b.1,845 to $b.24,530, In the north, 35 percent of the farms would ranqe 

in value from $b.14,220 to S.o 21,330. 

Almst all farmors report owning their farm. And in 51 percent of the 

cases, ownership is the result of purchseo. The effect on ownermhip of agen­

cies or instittions such as Instituto Nacional de Colonizaci6n (IWC.) or
 

Reform Agraria is ,mch nore evident in the north section above the river.
 

In that section, over 33 poercont of the land cana-through thease sources,
 

whereas, in the south, the sarm percentage is 7. 

qute mixed, excent for pesticides,The pattern of modern input use is 

the use of which is fairly general. The most irortant form of weed control 

is hand lcdbor, but som herbicides are used arl, accordinm to the surmy S&Mnle: 

are used in the north than the soutlh. The estimatedit a.pears that mare 
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nu*.ber of farrv.rs, after mxpansion of the total sample, is less than 10 insofar 

as the four major crops, rice, cane, corn and jucca ar concerned. Thare may 

b3 same other fertilizer use on horticultural or fruit crops, but, for all 

practical pur-poses, fertilizer use is nil in the stui area. Harvesting is 

virtually all acccrulishd] by hand--only bt7 cases of nmchanical rice harve-t­

ing are estimated to have occurred in the whole study recgion during 1977. 

CrNUlit is not a big -inrut' factor at the present time. Only about 10 

percent of the farmers report using cr-eit, most of which ccrs through 

coopeatives. 

Family size i.s not large. The avcraqe is about five moTbers. In addition, 

preliminary analy'3is does not suqgest much evilence of extended family patterns 

since relatives .knd non-relatives make u only about 5 percent of total fwtilN, 

im-nrship. 

The percentages of families estimated bo produce various agricultural 

products are shmn in Table 1. Over 5) neroent produce cane, 14 percent 

yucca, 45 percent produce corn, and nearly 60 percent produce rice. Farm 

flocks of one sort or another are ivortant, and nearly 85 percent keep 

chickens, 35 peraxent keep ducks, and 33 erxcent have hogs. Over one/third of 

the families have cattle and the averaqe herd sise would be about 42 head for 

such families. This rreans, as shm in Table 1, that therc are enough cattl 

for all the rural families to have an average of 14,5 head. The ranainder of 

Table 1 is read in the same manners for exarrle, 13 percent of all cultivated 

land is devoted to rice and over 50 Percent i estmated to be devoted to 

cane. 

http:farrv.rs
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TABLE 1 Summary of family,land,and cattle holding relationships 

Estimated i Estirnted No. Estimated 

No. Families % Cultivated ha/ %I Quantity 
or Animals Production 

cror.)
Rice 2,120 33.5 8,447.7 13.1! 70,414.7 
Yucca 489 7.7 448.2 0.7 3,815.4 
Corn 1,383 21.8 4,034.o 6.3 178,309.2 
To'Mato 32 0.5 23.76 - 5,654.o 
Barana 105 1.7 295.8 0. 5 211.65 
Plantain i100 1.6 174.o 0.3! 70,308.o 
Potato 23 0.4 17.o - i 114 
Beans 30 0.5 11.o - 14.6 

Citrus 60 0.9 383.o 0.61 3,182,401.o 
Fruits (various)
T11at x-elon 

14 
11 

0.2 
0.2 

25.0 
10.o 

-
-

-
27,263.o 

Pinear-Vle 95 0.2 15.o 218,610.o 
Cane 
Cotton 

2,147 
9 

33.9 
0.1 

34:350.6 
2,773.o 

53,3 1,730,959.o 
4.3 23,209.o 

Sorghum 
soybean 
: eanut 

2 
37 
29 

-
0.6 
0.5 

31.o 
2,943.o 

5.o 

-

4.61 
-

78,571.o 
20,126.o 
4,811.o 

Pasture 683 10.8 11326.o 17.6 -

An.L~ial 

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 
Horse 

564 
563 

16.23 
16.20 

7.78/1.26 
4.09/0.66 

4,386 
2,301 

Turkeys 
Chickens 

406 
2,858 

11.65 
82.24 

6.27/0,73 
36.59/30.1 

2,541 
104,582 

Ducks 1,21,1 34.94 9.56/3.34 11,603 
Rabbits 72 20.07 18.89/0.39 1,360 

__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ 
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Finally, it aDpears that it is correct to infer a fairly clear-cut dis­

tinction between families that emphasize cattle production and those that con ­

centrate on crops. 

Figures 1, 2 and 3 are designed to give a visual ingression of land 

utilization in the study region. In this sumry, lands called "'pasto" have 

been imroved and are incluied in the "cultivated'; totals. Figure 1 shcs 

Cie general relationships . In Figure 2, cultivated land is divided by type, 

arado (mechanically plax, land), chaqueado (lard that has just recently had 

trees and brush removed) and barbecho (land that after initial clearing and 

use, has been re-cleared of heavy regroqh). It is apparent that cane is 

grown where ever possible. The only other :croo?" activity that shows this 

characteristic is psto; this underscores the nuzrbr and inportance of animals 

(esp. cattle) in the Santiestban rural economy. Very little rice and corn 

are grown on tractor-plower! land. Soybean and cotton are gon instead. A 

number of other crops were reported grown but they occup, portions of land 

so small they cannot be plotted on graphs of tha size used here. 

Fiqure 3 relates the share of total production, by crop, to land type and 

division into hectares° Thus, it is possible to get a quick inpression of 

relative yields according to cultivation practice. Reported yields of peanut; 

pineapple and citrus. for ePxarple, are far higher under chaquaado conditions 

than when planted on barbecho land. At the other extrem, type of cultivation 

makes little difference on yields of the rmst i.-portant crop -; ca7na. 
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Fig. 1 Use of all cultivated or imiproved land (percent). 
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PA'T I 

Overall Agricultural Profile of the Study Area 

.
The follcxing tables summarize 	 the general results of thr survey of rural 

Some of the dat'i have baen converted tofamilies in Santiesteban Province. 

In other cases, the samplepercentages directly from the sample results. 

results have been expanded to estimates of total amnts or values for the 

entire province (this leads to sc slight differences in the percentages 

.iould be cbtained directly from the. saple results--but these differencesthat 

are very minor). Eypanded estimates are obtained by multiplying the sanple. 

the ratios of the number of families sanpled to thedata by factors which are 

I-tal number of famlies in each -."mmnitV. The titles of each table clearly 

just the sanple results or total estimates are involved.specify whether 

As is well known to local cbserars, the northern portion of the province 

is midh less developed than the south. Therefore, a nurber of tables have b! 

in the form of numeical magnitudes. By
designed to quantify such inpressions 

highlighting the difference in the. two situations, we fa-Alitate Mre rat4Ional 

develomnt planning for the areas above and below the Chan3 river. 

The sanmle shcais the following family characteristics of the people living 

an
in this region- there is an average of 2.819 children per family, there is 

average of 4.91 mmxbcrs per family. 

Within the 1255 families interviewed, 91 relatives were identified- as 

family mnmers. Similarly, 195 non-relatives were identified as mebers. 

Then cobined, relatives and non-relatives mike Y) about 5 percent of the total 



Table 2 . Family structure in Santiestohban P.Rov.nce. 

Total number Fathers I Mothers Cilden Tlatives Others Total 
families T % N" % No % NC i % % 

1,255 .174 19 18 313 59 9189!2 153 6165 100 

sarple. All of these avrages ar .percentages would be little changed if the 

saqnle is expanded to an overall .stire.te- The estinated totals are shown in 

Table 3. 

tn results sh fathersAssuming one father and one mother per family, 

missing from 6 percent of the families and mthers missing fram 13 percent. 

find living in the developing arei'These figures, support the notion that women 

rather difficult. 

Table 3. Estimated populaticm distribution within the study nrea. 

North sectionSouth sectionToal provincesTotal number 
families Families Persons Families! Persons Families Persorm 

Sanple total 1255 6165 " - . 
11542331
Est. Actual 372 


17072 2280 12142 11 49303386
Total 


of obtaininq land ownership representingPurchasing is the principal means 

51 percent of the sources of ownshipo Poforma Agrria is the next most fre 

-,ntiresa ple. r,',"aixnt source accounting for 29 percent of c nrship for the 

for 12 percent of the onership, hut alrrost all of this is in the northaccowuts 
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Table 4. Pattern of land tenancy in Santiesteban Province. 

Hectares % .Nor 

,_Hectares % Hectares % 

Inherited 6169 6,0 4071 A, 298 2,0 

Purchased 50837 51,0 2.305 25,0 26532 26,0 

Rent free 1187 1,0 202 0,5 284 0,5 

Reforma Aqraria 2516 29,0 4679 5.9 23837 24,0 

I.N.C 11849 12,0 2336 2,0 9513 i0,0 

Rented 616 1,0 329 0,5 287 0,5 

Other 576 1,0 180 0,5 396 0,5 

Sample Total 99u(0o 36102 37,5 629A.7 63,5 

section. Similarly, almst all of those using reforra ai L to acquire land 

are in the north section. Land purchase as a source of aonership isevenly 

divided between north and south in tems of then total hectares involved. Har­

ever, within eadch of the sub-zonas, t~h patterns are quite different. over 67 

percent of the land in the south section was btained hv purchase, and 13 7xir 

cent as obtained through the reforma agraria. These percentages are 41 percent 

and 38 percenrt in the north. 

Farmrs in the sanploe report aL st no land rental. 

Por the total saple, title to land has almrady h-n obtained or is in the 

process of clearing (en tr.ite) for approximately 96 percent of the respondents. 

For those with title -en tr&-ite, aproximately 60 percent are in the north 
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the nane of the far.r for approxirmatoly 95 percent
section The title is in 

both north and south sections.of the farm in 

It will be noted that the estirmtal nuribr of farm fmilie, is approxi­

sm kind of title. 
i&mtely 3,500. out of which only aibout 150 do not claim 

The totals do not exictlv aree because sore f-tmwjrs did not respond clearly 

in coling all the rcsponses and -to the cpestions and due to sall errors 

makinq the eanrsions to provincial estimates 

the title. 
Table 5. Estimates of the land actually titled and who holds 

Tota________l (rTotal of~Tortal % 
Total Percenta
Total Percentage 

item region of reqion South I.egion! South Torth Rgion NO_.h 

Title? 
I 

Yes 1677 i 48,2 1306 37,5 54,6 371 10,7 3-1, 

No 144 11 94 2,7 i 3,91 50 1,7 A.'s 

En tr6irnte 1651 A7,7 1 . 28,5 41,5 667 19,2 61.3 

Total 3,132 10,91 23n.1 6M7 l00-.3 1r88 11iG 1090, 

In the nam ofI 

64,0 95111 1038 30,7 93.9 
3206 9.-,7 2168
fatmnr 

!4 -1,3
wife 76 2,2 3.3 68 2,1 	 6,1
 

0
 
17 0,5 17 0,5 0,7 0 0 


d-ildren 

0 1 

19 0..6 19 (,6 0,8 9 

other 


32,7 109,0

3396 100,0 2280 67,3 99Y9 1106 


Total 




to 85 percent.land values in the south exceed those of the north bv 60 

A rental mrarket appa1ntv exists butThe pattern of rental values is mixal. 

it is not large enough to gain good inpressiorns frm a saple survey. 

Land value for the mnto class averages almost 30 percent more than for 

valuable class , barbacho. The south section of thethe next most 

values for the monte class 20 percent higher than average.region sham 

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

Averae land and 	rental values ($b per Ha) in Santiesteban Province..Table 6. 

SapAvrage 	 rentalsClass total of 0.outh north 
South North
region __._ __ egion 

2165 1273 197 428,5 609
.Inte 	 1804 


110 1084 675 340,5 347 200*
Parpa 

Barbecho 1398 1663 898 386 418 333 

*One report only. 

20 percent higher than average. Looking at average rentals; monte class in 

Hcever,the north is 23 percent higher than siiilar class land in the south. 
-

for the p-ampa and barberho classes, average rental in the south exceeds slight °

ly the average rental for the region, especially in the barbedho class, '.Ae2r 

the rental in the southn exceeds the average by 8 percent. 

In order to convey a better imression of actual land use, the sanle data 

in Santiesteban Province.have ben evnrkaled to estimates of total land we 


140rto this total is in

The result is an 	estimatyl 234,436 hectares in fn-. 
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in farm- santiesteban Prov,
Table 7. Land use as estirated for the total area 

NorS o u t hT Province 

ietae 'ypWv % n
Uses pctare5 Total Hie,:taires% T!p% pry. 

62,670.85 26.73 5'.,990.67187.73 23.451 7,690.21 i12.27 1o2,
 
Cultivation 

Preparation for 3.252,923.95 3B.993.2 1,57,"°.7 !61.01 1.951
Cultivation 7,,198.32 

17.811 9,086.., 17.85 3o8C
50,89.39 21.71 A1,312.19 32.15?onte 


58.35 20.99 9.25
 
2,783.91 1.19 2,199.56179.01 0 

Pantpa 20.78 2
48,711.93!63.9..
73,872.38 3151
Barecho 


DescAso 34,355.45 14.65 25,552.95 T 13810.3C 'J,802.5 25,,62 3.75 

A91 143.52 11.10 0.06

0.55 1,1,19 31:09,.90
Buildings 1,292,83 


566.19 53.27 0.2,1
.96 °68,6.73 -0.21
1,062.87 0.45 ­Ot:ers 


54,957.5 23. -1J
100.0 179,173,119i76.56
Fxst. Total 234,436.0 


land has heen cleared and the population is 
the southern section where irore 

greater.
 

26 percent of the estimated total lard was unc1er
 
During the 1977 crop year, 

either in som type of fallow (descanso or
About 46 Percent wascultivtion. 


when these figures are broken ,cwm according to section, that
 
barbecho) . It is 


the relative level of develoamnt is nut into rxrspective , 87.73 percent of
 

Land taken out by buildings
in the south.all the 1977 cultivate-d use was 


In fact, in eve.xy usc catgory reported, over 60 percnt

has the sawe pattern. 

is in the south section.
 

http:179,173,119i76.56
http:1,062.87
http:31:09,.90
http:25,552.95
http:34,355.45
http:73,872.38
http:2,199.56179.01
http:2,783.91
http:A1,312.19
http:50,89.39
http:7,,198.32
http:2,923.95
http:7,690.21
http:5'.,990.67187.73
http:62,670.85


Table 3. Farm si7e according to surv,-y sample° 

SouthSize 	 Province iTbrth 
Iby ­

hectare % I o % o % 
17 	 I 

0,1 -5 90 7 	 72
 

96 11
Sl- 10 0' 9 	 14 4 


27 64
10,1 '15 91 7 7 7
 

30 232
15,1 -20 262 1 21 8 27
 

35 120 14
20,1 -30 256 21 135 


8 25 6 31 9

30,1 -40 106 


55 14 72 8
40,1 50 127 10 


62 64 7

50,1 -00 126 10 16 


-18 6
62 5 14 4100,1 - 500 


1 9 1
13 1 4500,1 - 1000 


1 ­.4i0001 - 5000 

-	 ....5000,1 1 1 

99 98
Sarple Total* 	 1,248 390 101 858 

*Due to slight tabulation errors, the number of sample families differs bet­

vnen Tables 8 and 2 

The nost caomon farm size in the south portion of the reqion is 15-20 

hectares accounting for 27 percent of the 858 farm reporting, In the north, 

20-30 hectares, accounting for
the most common farm size 	is slictly larger, 

For tfhe entire region, 42 percant of the farm ar­
35 percent of the fwns. 

in the 15-30 hectares range. There is scm tendency for 	the north to have
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largerlarger farms. For examle. 36 perc'nt of the north section fars are 

than 10 hectares ccipared to 22 percent in the south section. 

the south is oxtremlyThe disparity wobeen the northern section anar 


we
marked in term of relative capital availabilities. In Table 9 have cal. 

rea of Santi­culated th(e total ei-.ttiated a-munt of capital in the rural 

This amuot.4 to $b. 193,791,002 in 1977 ($9,593,614).este-ban Province. 

Of the total canital invested in machinery and vehicles, approximatolv 

.Armst all of the remaining
92 nercent is investekd in the southern section° 


8 percent invested in the north is in vehicles. By far the largest machinery
 

investment is in tractors, which accounts for almost bq thirds of the total 

Pll of the tractors are in the southern area.mchinery investmnt.. 

.The distribution of total province investmnt for the t'ee classes is 

2 percent, vehicles, .17percent- and machinery, 51 per­
as follows: tools, 

cent. 

The actual provincial invesbdvant in hand tools is low enough that we have 

% assum the..dis'­between north and south.not bothered to divide the amount 

that of population. The sectional division for
tibution is about the sam as 


20 mrachinery

vehicles and machinerv is instructive, however, In 18 out of 


is in the south. Where vehicles

categories, virtually all the inplemnt value 

are at least a fow of evexy categor, in the north althoP, 
are concerned, there 


the north is not a vary I.arqe share of the
 
admittedly, the 16.5 percent in 


total value of vehicles.
 

Table 9 also shms the actual nurbers of each itnm estimated to exist
 

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



T~le I a. Fstipntn/T nr-txar and vlue of nachinev. 
'Iorth
 

South 
 % % I- B Ri1hrbers-	 I " 

Mi$b. "aeI T G ,T$b.vae
'chinery T lB R IM $b.value iTi B 	 T G
 

Tractor rda 2691193! 6719 65,0,1300.7 66.0 2691193 6711 65,068,007 100.0 66.0 
10011))1.0
2.2000
193Y 67') 	 -o'
Tractor oruga 269 ! 2 33 	 00000 I009 10

721 3,3r6r3dorasg30 691 61 6 3'3-62,131. 99 " 	3.0 1 31 31 6,000 0°2 .1 
).4Serb. fert:ilo 9 9 - 392,000 0., P QI -- - 3.0001 100o0 

o
Cultivadoras 150 I. 9 - 3;035,010 3.0 i 3,035,00 100.0 0 

.lesbrazadoras 321 1! 10- 2,077.80q 264 , 

Pxados discos 1 108.1531 35 ,212,0532 63,18.1153 35 6,212,632 100.0 00 

i -- 75OI00 0-1 101 - 10 75,400i 100.1O 0.iArados verteb. 101 ­
7,322,7621
155 1371 10 - 7,327.262 152134 13 - "9.9j 7.0 3 3 	 .,500 0.06 2 

Rstras discos 
 3 31 2,100 0.8
 - 36,100 0.0311 3 - -- 31.000. 922 0.01 
-astras flejes 6. 


96,9 03 2 2 	 -9.+0003.1
260,000 0.3 11; 3 3 25290001
Subsoladores 13 10' 3 	 I3 6 - 05000 0_1 5 6 - 1n5,00100.0 0j1-
.iveadras 
 2,090 0. oi
20 655 35 13-
tractotor 32)..2g0 2,326,0,5616 	 2,500,961i 99.2 -7 2 2)CF.ig 


5315 3).23.2 60 56 A1*7 3.1300 0 0:.6 	 00 
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Table 9b. Estimated number and value of vehicles. 

Vehicles T 

Numbers 

B R M $b. value 

% 

G T 

South 

B R M $bvalue 

% 
T 

% 
G T 

N or t h 

B R M $bvalue 
% 
T 

% 
G 

Motocicletas 98 50 48 - 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 
canpetones 

Bicicletas 
Jeeps 
Camionetas 

456 350 106 - 16,708,950 18.86 

2611 998 1520 3 4,430,256 5.0 
97 78 19 I- 10,378,000 11.71 

165 104 611 - 19,784,000 22.3 

439 333 97 - 16,556,450 
1724 2,828,481 63.8 

89 75 14 - 9,858,000 
149 104 45 ­ 18,064,000 

18.0 26 17 
3.0 887 
11,0 8 4 
20.0 16 

9 

4 
16 

-

-

151,500 
1,601,775 36.2 

520,000 
1,720,000 

.1 
2 
1 
2 

Camiones 
Nissan 
Toyota 
Isuzu 
Otros 

47 
104 
24 
31 

40 
51 
10 
21 

7 
53 
14-
10 

- 8,066,000 9.1 
18,740,000 21.15 

1720,000 5.3 
5,635,000 6.4 

42 
79 
20 
16 

35 7 - 6,746,000 
31.48 - 14,030,000 
17 3,720,000 
9 7 - 1,820,000 

7.0 
16.0 
4.0 
2.0 

5 5 
25 20 
4 . 

15 12 

5 

3 

1,320,000 
4,710,000 
1,000,000 
3,815,000 

2 
5 
1 
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 
Hachas 
Machetes 
Azadones 
Hoces 
Cabadoras 
Lanpas 
Otros 
Cadillas 
Pecoras 
Remaches 
Mbrillos 

19872 
12094 
22730 
12825 
4351 
546 
923 

1064 
124 
90 
71 

1 
991,600 22.88 
996,720 23.0 
997,390 22.55 
769,500 17.76 
435,700 10.05 
54,600 1.26 
92,300 2.13 

21,280 0.49 
12,400 0.28 
7,830 0.18 
A,260 0.10 

Total partial 4,363,530 100. 0 

Total overall *[93,791,002 
,'0 

173,832,446 15,594,976 
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Table 9b. Estimated nurier and value of vehicles. 

Numbers % South % % Nor th % 

Vehicles T B R M $b. value G T B R M $b value T G T B R M $b value T G 

Motocicletas 98 50 48 - 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 
carpetones 

Bicicletas 
Jeeps 
Camionetas 

456 350 106 - 16,708,950 18.86 

2611 998 1520 .3 4,430,256 5.0 
97 78 19 - 10,373,000 11.71 

165 104 61 19,784,000 22.3 

439 233 97 - 16,556,450 
1724 2,828,481 63.8 

89 75 14 - 9,85P,000 
149 104 45 - 18,064,000 

18.0 26 17 
3.0 887 
11,0 8 4 
20.0 16 

9 -

4 -
16 

151,500 
1,601,775 3G.2 
520,000 

1,720,000 

.1 
2 
1 
2 

Caniones 
Nissan 
Toyota 
Isuzu 
Otros 

47 
104 
24 
31 

40 
51 
10 
21 

7 1- 8,066,000 9.1 
53 - 18,740,000 21.15 
14 - 4,720,000 5.3 
10 5,635,000 6.4 

42 
79 
20 
16 

35 7 -
31 43 ­
17 
9 7 -

6,746,000 
14,030,000 
3,720,000 
1,820,000 

7.0 
16.0 
4.0 
2.0 

5 5 
25 20 
4 4 

15 12 

5 

3 

1,320,000 
4,710,000 
1,000,000 
3,815,000 

2 
5 
1 
4 

Total partial 90,149,928 102 75,271,653 83.5 14,878,275 16.5 

i_]
 

Table 9c. Estimated number and value of tools.
 

Tools
 
19872 991,600 22.88
 
12094 996,720 23.0
Hachas 

22730 997,390 22.55
Machetes 

12825 769,500 17.76
Azadones 

4351 435,700 10.05
Hoces 

546 54,600 1.26
Cabadoras 

923 92,300 2.13
Iampas 


Otros
 
1064 21,280 0.49
Cadillas 

124 12,400 0.28
Pecoras 

90 7,830 0.18
Remaches 

71 4,260 0.10
morillos 


Total partial 4,363,530 100. 0
 

Total overall 93,791,002 173,832,446 15,594,676
 
_ ­

_ 
_ __ _ 

_ 
__ _ _ __ ____ _ 
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sbdlivided according to equipment condition; that is, buena, re.lar or mala . 

The only type of equ4pment that appears to be evenly distri mbted is fEigador 

(back-pa c sprayers). (Those are used mainly for insecticides,do palanca 	 not 

herbicides.) The next most evenlv distributed item (other than hand tools) 

appears to be bicycles In valtv. term, bicycles --qu! 35 .2 percent and back 

sprayers equal 26.6 percent. Trilladoras estacionarias actually reach 43.7 

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

As will hb shan later on, machinery use is concentrated in sugar cane 

production so it is important to learn whether other types of modern inputs 

are as concentrated on particular crops. In Table 10 we shla the various 

techniques utilized according to crop and sharo of farmers.3 

Table 10 only includes the data collected for major crops. The amounts 

shown are estimates for the total study area, as expanded from the original 

For example, the following techniques for controlling malezassample. were 

tabulated: manual, machinery cultivation, and heiicides (of course, a single 

fanmer my utilize rmre than a single techniq.p-ue? so percentages may sin to 

that almst 500 farmers are over 100 percent) .4 Thus, for rice, we see 

just under 25 percent of
estimated to have used herbicides. This Is a nunber 

In the same manner, we see that 11.5all the farnv-rs vho grew rice in 1977. 

percent reported using herbicides on rice in the south vs. 33 percent in the 

estimated to use hcrbicicls on rice in thcenorth. As a result, of the farmers 

3The survey data do not include the 	actual quantities of demicals or 
- whether or not sar use of a nar­fertilizers apnlied, they sikmly indicat 

ticilar factor or technique was made. 
4information on the nLuier of farmers using pesticides was not collected 

for the reasons that such use is very widespread, 
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TXBIF 10. Estimated Total Use of Various Production Factors in Four Main Crops 

fntire S tudy Area 
Weed Control ITertilizer Use Harvest Ilthodi No. Tgy-, 

Manual Machine Herbicidesj Yes No Manua]. Machine Planted 

:ice 
FSt. Number 1,B27.51 2.o 4P5.62 4.47 1,8222 2.085.o 2.141 2,085.0 
'I,no grew 0. 23.4 0.3 99.7 99.9 0.1 

% Total crop or practice**!
 

Cane
 

Fst. Number 1,906.7i 39.13 389.3 26.6 1,921.9 1,934.2 0 1,935., 
%I-ft cr 

., 

98.5 2.o 20.1 1.4 9Mr, 100.o :'0 
, Total crop or practice 

Corn
 

rst° Nurt r ** 1,543.4 1q.47 133.1 2.31 1,550.6 1,549.51 0 1,550.o 
% Who grew 99.6 0M7 8.6 0.2 10O.o 100.o; 0 
% Total crop or practice s 

Yucca 
Fsto lkmber ** 563,7 0 3.56 0 562.6 563. 0 5(,4.o 

%1-h- gr7 100.o 1 0.6 n i00°o 100. 0 
% Tobal crop or practice** I 

South Portion 
Weed Control i Fertilizer Use Harvest .'orNthod 

Manual f-achin. Uerbicides Yes No I fanual Machine Plant-I 

CROP
 

Rice 

Est°n drber 888.9 0 108.6 2.8 904.o 907.0 1.4 908.0 
% Who grew** 94.4 0 11.5 0.3 99.5 99.8 0.2 
% Total crop or 
Practice** 47.7 0 21.9 62.9 48.0 37.4 100.o
 

Cane
 

Est. Number 1,841.3 39,1 375.3 26.57 1,856.5 1,863.8 0 1,870.o 
ro grew* 98.4 2.1 20.1 1.4 98M6 100.0 0 

% Total cron or 
Practice** 97.o 100.o 96.4 100.0 96,6 96.6 0 

http:1,549.51
http:1,906.7i
http:1,B27.51
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TABLE 10 (Cont.)
 

Corn 

Est. Number ** 1,019.8 8.47 71.93 2.81 1,022.5 1,021.4 0 1,022.5 
% TIo grew 99.7 0.8 7.0 0.3 100.o 99.9 0 
% Total crop or 

Practice** E6.o 80.9 54.o 100.o 65.9 65.9 0 

Yucca
 
400.2 0 400.?
Est. Rtrhber 400.2 0 3.56 0 399.1 


% Who arew"* 100.0 0 0.9 0 100.0 100.0 0
 
% Total crop or
 

Practice** 71.o 100.o 100.o 0 70.9 71.o 0
 

North Portion 
Weed Control Tise '-ry2,vstIrtilizeri.thod No. ' 

Manual Machine Herbicides Yes "To Pibnual ?tchirnd Planted
 

Rice
 

Esi. MTuwber 939.2 2.o 387.6 1.66 978.o 1,178.1 0 1117?.c
 
Who grew** 79.6 0.2 33.0 0.2 99.3 100.o 0
 

% Total crop or
 
Practice** 51.3 100.o 78.1 37.1 52.o 62.6 0
 

Cane
 

0 0 65-1
Fst. Nunter 65..i 14.o 65.1 65.4 0 

!,,ho ge* 100.o 0 21.5 0 100.o 100.0 0
 

% Total crop or
 
0 3.4 3.12 0
Practice** 3.0 0 3.61 


Corn 

2.o 0 528.1 529.1
Est. Number 524.1 61.17 528.1 0 

Z Iho grew" 99.2 0.4 11.6 0 100.o 100.o 0
 
-
Total crop or
 
Practice** 3A.o 19.1 46.o 0 34.1 34.1 0
 

Yucca
 

st. Number 163.5 0 0 1 163.5 163.5 0 1. 
% T'tIo grew l0Q.o 0 0 0 100.o 100.o 0 
% Total crop or 
Practice** 29. 0 0 0 29.1 29.o 0 

Expansions based on Nb. of farmers! who answered these questions. As a result the totals 
w-il not match other estimates of No. of farmers actually planting because the figures in 
this table are soarwnt imder estimated. The percentages should be applicable to the 
actual total number of farmers, however.
 

%T'-ho grew iscalculated by qeographic division; % of total crop or practice is the 
proportion in the north vs. the proportion in the South. 
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whole study area, about 22 percent were in the south and 78 percent in the 

read the sami way. An estimated 99.7 pernorth. Tie rest of the table is 

cent of all farmers usse no fertilizer on rice and there is no difference bet­

ween the zones. Of the tiny bit that is used, 63 percent is in the south. 

Virtually, the sam rxrcentages hold true for harvesting- almost without 

cption it is done by hand.
 

Where sugar cane is concerned, 20 percent of farmers in the study area
 

are estimated to use scue herbicides for weed control. This percentage is 

the s-me in the two zones. Practically, 100 percent also emloy hand wed­

ing, and in the south zone about 2 percent use same nr-chanical weeding. Fer-

Harvesting is
tilizer use isnil in the north and almst nil in the south. 


100 percent by hand.
 

corn and yucca.Even smaller percentages of herbicides are employed on 

Aqain, neither crop receives fertilizer and all harvesting isby hand. 

Flor exaiple, only 123 families outOverall credit isused by very fe'i. 


In other words, only about 10of the 1253 interviewed received some credit. 


percent of the fans samled received credit.
 

Of the five, co-
Five sources of credit were considered in the survey. 

:, were used the most. Cooperativesoperatives, intermediaries and "other sources 

much as the next most comon source, intermedi-. were used almost five tines as 

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

"nbe worth South 
Ifamilies reccivi. T 

-b % 5b$.
samnle i cradit 

1253 1i 38,33f)I 5 503,770 6393 513,150Coolekratives 


, .47,50 6 28,200 ,
19 75,000
Interr.liaries
(banks?) 1253 

1 11,C1)3 1 10,10 11253On 1oan. 

(P.rsonal cred­
its)
 

.. .. I
On harvest 1253 1 
(nymnt in 
oroducts)
 

82,500 10
 
1253 9 172,300 22 89900 ii 


Other 

TO-.-.L 1253 1 123 801,259i 100 165,7 3 .5,47377 

the total amount of credt, cooperatives loaned a1Most 
21en we.consider 

and three timxe.9 as much as : othr
nuch as interm~cliarieseight ti.-s as 

borrCied.utilized 77 percent of the total arrount 
sources. The south zone 

surnlry of the survey results.. wn have no way of indicatI"n,5In the nrosont 

whether farmxs iho recoived credlit also ha-1 generally higher incomes or h.a 

7 future puhlicat-on is olnmned to assess the effect 
greater capital assets. 

, othcr iurms, uon hicoreof creit, as well 
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P rv, II 

1976-776'Estimates of Output-

,hekey features of Provincia Santiestben crop and livestock production 

and 13. Rice sugar cane, corn 
are readily apparent in the data of Tables 12 

fron the standpoint of the p-rcentear. of
and yucca dominate, the cro scene 

but in tenMs of actual harvested land areag
families planting t'iese crops, 

Averarthere is really only one crop? sugar cane: rice is a distant second. 

area per family is a little over, 3.Ta, but the avexage is gr-ate-r-ultivated 
farm would probablv

for those who produce 9ugar cane-, and a typical 'lar(r 

Targer land oaners shcx definite, prefer­
have about 25 Ha of cultivated Lanrd. 

J3)(C and rice (BlueIxbnf-t) • 
ences for particular vrieties of sugar cmne 

mst
An even mre mixedl jattern is imlicated in the data for ':he t"1 
owners
cattle and swine.inortant .maIs, phile the great bulk of the cattle 

are beingfew criollo or Dut.c:h ank.ial9. the middle size hrdsstill hold only a 

few of the largest herds are cpaiposed solely of intro.. 
cross.,ed with Cehu and a 


such x Cebu-.
r4uced crosses as Pardo 

ver. heavy reliance on criollO!Fmere hogs are concerned, there is still a 

Only about 35 percent of tl.;
and some evidence of a s-nrcad of irroved bre.s 


i the

farm fatilies in the survey provinces are estimated to raise hogs 

typical herd size is from 5-9 animlls.
 

6SamA of the total estirates of nurber of cultivatorsr numbter of hectares 
tablec. or fran other tabl.-!, 

on total nroduction vary slightly frcn the sxMrary 
inare caused by slight inconsistencieshese rariancessuch as- 2 ° 


answers given to various interrelated question in the original for° "Tfl of
 
a very significant effect on calculations of overall

these differences have.. 
or ir ressions ohtain-d of the situation in the study arc . 

amounts, prcentage 



T-able 12. Estixated nur&-r of cultivators, lard area, 
by tillage practice, Crop year 1976-77. 

production and yields 

H_. 

AaoCha 

Prod._._a 

eado 

r.a ro. Yield cult. fa. 

Tobco____IItal 

Prod. Yield 

Durado 
Carolina 

Pico !ogro 
BluIilet 

'Aica 
90 dayp-Azubi/r. 
Mzja blawa rosada 
P:-?a roqra 
CG.nchao culla 
QLaparral 

3.81 

3.07 

7.0 

Arfo1 
26.67 

3.07 

21.0 

266.7 

15.35 

126.0 

I10.0 

5.0 

1 

6.0 

636.321 1878.5 
59.69 125.07 
9.07 30.37 
8.77 36.0 

504.61 2413.95 

29.14 35.09 
53.301 24.64 
1.66 0.83 

70.64 68.33 
27.76 21.7 

20081.96 10.69 427.86 
1289.71 10.31 51.98 
193.35 6.37 6.56 
459.47 1276 1406 

24200.11 10.03 309.11 

171.86 4.90 21.14 
268.43; 10.89 75.37 

4.15 5.0 17.2 
554.57 8.12 173.83 
104.59 4.82 11.46 

1214.91 
100.33 
14.57 
15.69 

1311.12 

19.44 
50.48 
19.59 
178.77 

8.34 

100994.89 
678.49 
105.08 
143.15 

11817.33 

141.52 
518.99 
83.19 

764.85 
77.47 

9.05 
6.76 
7.21 
9.12 
9.01 

7.28 
10.28 
4.25 
9.87 

9.28 

2035.0 
1067.99 
111.67 
15.63 
25.9 
813.77 

488.5 
50.28 

128.67 
25.86 

244 47 
39:22 

1 

7169,26 
3120.09 
225.4 
44.94 
53.76 

3725.07 

448.21 
54.53 
75.12 
41.42 
247.1 

30.04 

70245.69 
31343.55 
1968.2 
298.53 
617.97 

36017.44 

3815.41 
313.38 
787.21 
213.34 
2319.42 

182.06 

10.05 
8.73 
6.64 

11.29 
9.67 

5.75 
10.48 
5.15 
9.39 

6.06 

C'bano 
BLancE> 

Tmate 

21.75 
3.07 

2.4 

294.82 
7.68 

2.4 

16752.84 
383.75 

1200.0 

56.82 
50.0 

1500.0 

623.96 
13.85 

10.56 

27.78 

1413.39 
90.32 

9.43 

120.32 

54687.89 
2832.1 

2513.0 

102.33 

38.69 893.57 
31.36 2.75 

266.50 18.98 

0.85 77.15 

1678.41 
8.25 

11.93 

175.49 

69243.84 
247.5 

1941.0 

109.32 

41.26 
30.0 

162.76 

0.62 

1539.28 
19.67 

31.94 

104.93 

3386.61 
106.24 

23.76 

295.81 

140684.57 
3463.35 

5654.0 

211.65 

41.54 
32.6 

238.01 

0.72 

Pltano (races) 7.0 49.0 

Papas 

Frijoles (qq) 

I 
* 421 103.54 !5423.75 
Ja/a 
Varioe 14.0 280.0 
C.B. 18.71 872.0__~1~_ 

22.05 

I 
295056.15 

14700.0 
49761.0 

0.45 

54.4 

52.5 
57.07 

37.36 

7.55 

3.8 

632.62 
25.83 
8.54 

34.45 

43.52 

4.52 

0.38 

9484.69 
173.29 
155.08 
266.12 

-_--

22.38 

39.07 

7.6 

482947.95 
8750.1 
7754.0 
13082.7 

0.51 48.1 

8.65 15.77 

20.0 3.41 

50.92 956.93 
50.49 62.18 
50.0 3.0 
49.16 33.67 

62.15 

12.5 

0.34 

9926.97 
645.92 
49.4 
417.56 

2,2q.Z 

74.98 

6.82 

461040.9 
32945.29 
2521.63 
26098.4 

400.0 

6.0 

20.0 

46.44 
51.01 
51.04 
62.5. 

92.46 

23.32 

7.21 

1897.0 
1693.09 
88.01 
29.06 
86.83 

_ 

154.67 

17.02 

0.72 

27967.47 
24835.4 

819.21 
484.48 
1555.68 

_ 

69.71 

114.05 

14.42 

1408577.5 
1239044.99 
41695.39 
24975.63 
88942.1 

420.0 

6.7 

20.0 

49.89 
50.9 
51.37 
57.17 
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a good i-lication of the lwethod under iwhich 
referred to 	asTable 12 cn hI 

the major crops are produced. It will be noted that meicaniwition (arado) is 

cane and corn. Rice is produced ninly
the case of 	sugarsigrificant only in 

and etc. A considerable variation in 
cane barbecho,chi.aqueado 	 sugar inin 	 aong varieties and aitong tech 

also aparrant in Table 12,
average yields is 

do not seen too large,amng technimues
nicueso Generally, the differences 

only -a few caseS. Yield 
ad probably woulY -. statistically significant in 

saw hat nore significant.
differenceS a"mng varieties sem to be 

the total estimates of production and animal hold-
In Tables 14 and 15, 

wo see that the 
are broken 	dcxn into aveageS. Beginning with rice. 

ings 


",n uao'd under cha qweado cond-itions has
 
averago farimr producing variety 


a yield of 10.69 fa__gas
 
2.95 Has which produce 31.56 faneqas ( Kg) for 


has 2.92 Has, producing
 
The overall average rice producer of variety -nurado' 


for a yield of 10.05 fan agwi/TI The ranaindex of the Tale 1.
 
29.35 f,neqas 

is 	 read in the seinme.
 

33 suggests som yield differencos as ociate1d with crop varieties
 
Table 

and, possi2ly, 
Pico negro 	 (rice), ,'L-ja blanca-rosada (yucca), Ca-lno (corn), 

variety C.B. (sugar cane). 

the largest under inchine p1x.d
of sugar cane planted is

Average hectar.!3 

or more undrox most colitions 
a tr-ical planting is 10 hectarer3

conditio.-w, but 


as large- or larger than the average farm sizo for the whole
 
that is to 	say, 

survey. 

to the small ntn,-j­
jutifid in T-any instanc-s due7 This inference- seaons 	 in thisnroduction. TnfortuntIly,to be involved in

of fmilies estianted 
not h-an possihle to inciude an analysis of variance of anWors 

suwir",, it 	 has 
to the various questions. 
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and animal inventories,Estimated number of husbandrymn,T.-ble 13. 
crop year 1976-77. 

.Tima/class 
NTberof 
ranchers 

# 
FeTmales 

# 
Males T11otal Fales 

Vacuros 
Criollos 
Holands 
Cr.x Holand6s 
Jersey 
Cr. x Jersey 
Pardo x Cebd 
Pardo suizo 
Pardo x criollo 
Cebd gyr 
Cebd Nellore 
Ceb--Brahmn 
Santa 7ertrudis 
Pardo xCebf 
Totals

1?orcinos 

604 
202 

49 
2 
5 

206 
66 
9 
6 

20 
1 
A 
4 

1210 

17.38 
581 
1.01 
0.06 
0o14 
5.93 
1.90 
0.26 
0.17 
0.58 
0.03 
0.12 
0.12 
382 

4335 
579 
929 
7 

55 
29410 

256 
233 
13 

820 
10 
7 

1089 
38611 

1097 
213 
285 
5 
15 

8601 
324 
85 
603 
4-47 
6 
3 

99 
11872 

5432 
797 

1213 
12 
70 

38011 
580 
318 
621 

1267 
16 
15 

1138 
504183 

79A 
7206 
76.5 
58.3 
78.6 
774 
441 
73,3 
2.9 

64.7 
62.5 
46.7 
91.7 
76°5 

Criollos 1014 
Poland-chila 51 
Duroc Jersey 72 
Criollo x P. l mina 9 
Criollo x D. Jersey 4 
P.C. x Duroc x York 1 

Totals 1151 

Ovinos 564 

Equinos 563 

PavoS 406 

Gallinas 2858 

Patos 121 

conejos 72 

29.18 
147 
2,07 
0.26 
0.1.2 
0.03 
33,12 

16.23 

16.2 

11.68 

32.2A 

3,41.94 

2.07 

3325 
179 
481 
6 
9 

16 
40J.9 

3365 

1115 

1799 

65203 

8780 

1112 

2255 
142 
167 
Ii 

2 
22 

2599 

102] 

11i6 

57 

39379 

2823 

248 

5580 
321 
651 
17 
11 
38 

6618 

4386 

2301 

25,17 

1045,2 

11613 

136n 



r crops by variety.hich roduce the four.aj 
T7&le 1,. Average production statistics for faars . 

and land type. 

-

Has. 
Arado 
Prod. Yield 

-

Has. 
~q.aOBaibecho
Prod. Yield Has. Prod. Yield Has. 

Totals 
Prod. Yield 

Arroz 
!urado 
Carol ina 
Don 
Pico neqro 
BI.ua-bonnat 

Yuca 
9Yu ias -zubi/Br 
M;,ja blanca rosada 
Ra--negra 
Cwichao cola 
Chapacral 

7.0 

i.0 

3.0 

70.0 

5.0 

18.0 

10.') 

-

5.0 i 

6.0 

2.95 
2.10 
3.35 
4.10 
.73 

1.2 
0O46 
0.50 
0.97 
0.78 

31.56 
21z61 
21,33 
52,39 
47.95 

5,9 
5.09 
2.50 
7.85 
3.77 

10.69 
19.31 
6°37 1 

12o76 
10,03 

A 9 
1!).89 

5 0 
812 
132 

2.84-
1.93 
2.22 
1,12 
:121124 

0 92 
0,G8 
11A 
1.03 
0.77 

25,70 
13.05 
16,02 
10.13 
33.23 

6.69 
6.91 
. , 

10.15 
6°76 

9.05 2.92 
6.76 2,52 
7.21 2.87 
9.12 2.11 
9.01 4.53G 

7.23 1o08 
1t).28 1 0,59 

.. 25 1.60 
9,87 1.01 
9.28 0.77 

2935 
17,63 
19.10 
23.86 

.26 

6.23 
6.1 
8.25 
9,49 
1.64 

10.05 
8.73 
6 ,6 

11.29 
9.67 

5°75 
10.48 
5.15 
9.39 
6.06 

cubano 
Blando 

T~tmte. 
Qu1.os 

Pltanos 

Papas 

Frijoles
Cafi 

421 
Java 
Varios 
C.B. 

13,55 
2.50 

1.0 

7.0 

52.38 

120.0 
46.61 

770.25 
125.00 

500.0 

3.15 

2849.68 

1050-.00 
2659.59 

56.82 2.28 
50.00 6.52 

500.0 0.89 
4.33 

0.45 1.17 

0.60 

0.10 
I 

54.40114.65 
, 6.71 

52.5 18.16 
57.07 7.72 

87.65 
204.48 

237.98 
3.68 

0.6 

5.17 

2.00 

746.14 
33376 
907.96 
379.76 

38.69 
31.36 

266.50 
0.85 

0.51 

8,65 

20,0 

50°92 
50.49 
50.00 
49.16 

1.88 
3.0 

4.0 
2,27 

1.29 

0.79 

0.10 

10.37 
10.39 
16.47 
12.40 

77.49 
90.0 

0.63 
1,12 

52.56 

4.75 

2.0 

48179 
529.84 
840.84 
775.12 

4126 2.21 
30.0 5.10 

0,74 
0.62 282 

0.4 1.65 

6 0 073 

2010 0.10I 

46oA4 14.67 
51.01 9.31 
51.04 16.67 
62.50 ,17.92 

176.07 

17702 
18.55 

75.0 

4.89 

2.00 

731.82 
473.76 
859.45 
1024.32 

32.6 

238.01 
0.72 

0.12 

6.7 

20.0 

49.39 
50.9 
51.37 
5717 
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2 BEST AVAIL DOCUMET 

The table of avraqg aimal holdings is pretty r3-ch slS.-xolanatorV° '­

to !vwu 3.99 animals. .i,.-'
farntvr aning cattle (criollos) would 1.v2 estimated 

(1-2 to A32 head) , the avepraqg namTer of 
ever, du, to sorn fair sizec1d herds -bout 1/3 of all 0!leso,..vacio7r... 


K,ms than would i .7
 vacaser family th-,t 
1 

omn hogs. Qv'r 39 ,xiC 'it of the fmil:
vc1s ard about the sa. ae.rcentacg 

floci nizo would be 36 -59 
are estiated to have chickens and the avorage 

.'-55ohave duck'-, the awrage flock size is 
.About 30 percent of all F-nilies 

Table 16 supmarizes the disposition (distribution) farmers make of the 

These percentages may vay fran year--to-year, especially
various main crops. 

sample data could be collected. For rice and sugar
the ones for which not much 

the results to be quite accurate, unless there are major 
cane, we may assume 

(as may be the case this year with rice).production shifts 

an amount almost as great as
Ninety percent of all rice was reported sold, 

Major shares of maize and yucca were reported sold, but
for sugar cane (96. 5). 

and those not answer­in these casesthe number of respondents was relatively lowi 

ing may be smaller prcducers who utilize much higher percentages in their hames. 

that few of those farnrers who responded with
It will be noted, for example, 


indicated any utilization by animals. It is

information on yucca or maize, 

therefore possible that the farmers who gave the most details in the "cammer­

were the ones who normally sold the

cialization" section of the ruestionnaire, 

most or widest variety. 

to the crops reported sold. The
Table 17 is included to show what happened 

quite interesting, since in 
direct role played by ENA and FNCA in rice sales is 

According
this particular sample, together they only purchase 25% of the total. 



31. 

Average inventory for farms which hold a particular animl orTable 15. 
variety. 

Animal/class 

Vacunoss 
Criollos 

Holandds 
Criollo x Holands 
Jersey 

Criollo x Jersey 
Pardo x HolandAs 

Criollo x Cebd 

Pardo-Suizo 

Pardo x criollo 

Cebd gyr 

Cebd Nellore 

Cebf Brahman 

Santa CGrtndis 

Pardo x Cbd 

Totals 


Porcinos 
Criolls 

Poland-China 

Duroc Jersey 

Criollo x P.C. 

Criollo x D.J. 

P.C. x Duroc x York 
Totals 

Ovinos 


Ecuinos 


Pavos 


ialinas 


Patos 


Conejos 


Estiated 
nimber of 
ranchers 

601 

202 

49 
2 

5 
2 

206 
66 
9 

6 


20 

1 

4 

1210 


101M 

51 

72 

9 
4 

1 


1151 

561 


563 


.106 

2858 


121.1 


72 


Av.# 
females 

7.18 

2.87 

18o9i 
3.50 


io0 
432.0 
142.77 

3.88 

25.89 

3.0 


41.0 

1.0 

1.75 


272.25 

31.91 


3.28 

3.51 

6.72 
0.67 
2.25 

16,0 

3,49 

5.97 


1,98 


4.41 

22.81 


7,23 


15.1,4 


Av. 
Males 

1.82 

1.1q0 
5.82 
2.50 

3.0 

39.5 
41o75 
4.91 
9.46 


100.5 

22.35 
6.0 

2.00 


24.75 
9.31 


2.22 

2.78 

2.32 
1.22 
0.5 

22.0 

2.26 


1.81 


2.11 

1.86 

13.78 


2.33 


344 


# 
13oth
 

99
 
3.95 

2.,76 
6,1
 

M.0 
471.5
 
1841.52 

8.,79 
35.33 

103.5
 
63.35
 
16.0
 
3075
 

297.0 
41.72
 

5.50
 
6.29
 
9ofnl 
1o89 
2.75
 

38.0
 
5.75
 

7.78
 

A.09
 

6.27 

36.59
 

q.51
 

13 88
 



32.
 

Table 16. Disposition of major crop production ,- Percent 

Arroz 

I 

Yuca 

_ _BananaF 

I ai-, Tanate Pltano yova Algod6n Caz , 

710. respondents 1212 51 198 14 6 21 13 1738 

in ccnsuntion 6,80 17.11 6.95 2.18 0,33 ... 0.2 

.kni 

S.eei 

Sale 

l consumption 12 

2.0 

90.0 

2.92 

I 0.0 

179.97 

4M86 

2.41 

85.78 

--. 

97.82 

0.89 

98.77 

-

100.0 

-

100.0 

0.0 

3.53 

96.45 

whien sold 

at harvest 

after harvest 

)8.0 

2.0 

164.44 

35.56 i 
L00o.0 

0.0 

100,0 100.0 

___ __ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ 



Table 17. Point of sale for -principal prcxzt ( ient) ane avrae -ric- receive. 

z Yuca Ialz Tamte Sova:* Aglod6n Cafia 

rie% Price' - -r -

Price 

0A0o.56 414.4 

Ingenio 

C iants 

Oil factories 

Other factories 

Consurridores 

Hom consurt on 

.Aeda-desmntaora 

No planting 

M4.44 

:S0.87 

7.39 

1.36 

0.17 

2.22 

399.8 

415.5 

33.6 

485.0 

84.31 

15 69 

1 

1 

,1.25 

73.75 

15.0 

6.25 

1.88 

1.88 

794 

83.0 

100 7 

33.33 3920 

33o3313840 

3497 

72.73 

9.09 

18o18 

1150 

1200 

850 

97A 

2.E 

187 

122 

_No harvest 2.0 
-st. 

Sell to more than oe type of purchaser 

f = fanega k = kilo t = ton 



34. 

to the sample of about 200 maize producers who ansmered the narketing section 

is sold for (animal)
of the questionnaire, a substantial amount of maize 

Only 15% goes directly to manufacturers.feeding purposes. 


