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PREFACE
 

The purpose of this preface is to provide the reader with a brief
 

description of the data sources and the methodology used in preparing
 
the tables which form the basis of the analytical portions of the assessment.
 
The primary data source for the farm level analysis was the 1971 Agricultural
 
Census of El Salvador. The following types of data were provided by the
 
census:
 

a. 	 Land availability and distribtuion.
 

b. 	 Land use and productivity patterns.
 

c. 	 Yield patterns.
 

d. 	 Technological indicators (fertilizer use, mechanization,
 
irrigation).
 

e. 	 Credit access and use.
 

f. 	 Land tenure patterns.
 

g. 	 Crop and product composition of output.
 

h. 	 Subsistence patterns.
 

The census, however, did not contain farm level, crcp by crop
 
input-output data. The Ministry of Agriculture had physical input

output data for all crops and livestock enterprises based on a survey
 
using the area sample frame. These data were collected in 1976 and
 
reflect the 1975 crop year. To obtain value figures from these data,
 
1976 	prices were applied.
 

The bulk of the tables were prepared by manipulating the data in
 
the following way:
 

El Salvador is divided into the four regions used currently by the
 
Ministry of Agriculture. These regions and the numbers associated with
 
the departments which comprise them are indicated in the map below.
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In most tables the first column indicates the number of farms (observations)
 
included in the computation. The tc: l number of farms in El Salvador
 
is approximately 270,000 of which 164,937 weeselected as a representative
 
sample for many of the tables. Almost all of the tbles included
 
display weighed averages for the characteristics or indicators. These
 
averages are weighted according to the factor which appears in the first
 
column (usually the number of farms). In the cases having something
 
other than number of farms in the first column, the factor is only a
 
weighting factor and should not be treated as a separate concept. Most
 
of the yield tables, for example, are weighted according to the area in
 
the crop studied.
 

In order to make the results more useful in the sector assessment,
 
a wide variety of characteristics and indicators are compared with the
 
national average for all farms. In thesE cases the number displayed is
 
a percent of the national average, or may be thought of as an index with
 
the national average, or may be thought of as an index with th national
 
average base being set at 100.
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The agroindustrial portion of the assessment is based on data
 
contained in the 1971 industrial census. The census was taken on two
 
different questionnaires depending on the scale of the plant. Those
 
industrial establishments which had more than five workers are considered
 
small scale. The following is a list of the industries which were
 
selected as being agroindustries for purposes of the assessment.
 

CIIU*
 

On farm processing of pultry il
 
Forest industry 121
 
Fishing 130
 
Vood Indv-wtries 311
 
Coffee and Misc. Industries 312
 
Drinks 313
 
Tobacco 314
 
Textiles (Spinning, Weaving, Finishing) 321
 
Textiles (Clothing products) 322
 
Leather (Except shoes and Clothing) 323
 
Leather shoes 324
 
Wood Industries (except furniture) 331
 
Wood Furniture 322
 

*1niform International Industrial Classification
 

Since the subsector of Food Industries CIIU 311 is so important,
 
a further breakdown of this industry was included as follows:
 

Slaughter and Meath Products 3111
 
Milk Pasteurizing and Dairy Products 3112
 
Fruit and Vegetable Canning etc. 3113
 
Fish Products 3114
 
Vegetable and Animal Oils 3115
 
Milling and Cereal Products 3115
 
Bakery Products 3117
 
Sugar Milling and Refining 3118
 
Chocolate and Candies 3119
 
Coffee processing 3121
 
Animal feed and concentrates 3122
 
Alcoholic Beverages 3131
 
Beer and Malt 3133
 
Other Drinks 3134
 
Tobacco 314
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The portions of the assessment which deal with the small farm and
 

agroindustrial subsectors are summaries of a more detailed work. These
 

contained in documents entitled: "An Analysis
more detailed analyses are 


of Small Farms and Rural Poverty in El Salvador", and "Agroindustrial
 

Profile: An Assessment of the Potential of Agroindustry to Contribute
 

to the Income and Employment of the Rural Poor" which form Annex I and
 

Annex II respectively.
 

SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS
 

The principal conclusion drawn from this assessment is that continued
 

reliance on basic grains alone offers almost no hope for increasing the
 

incomes of those living on small farms to levels considered acceptable
 

under the A.I.D. mandate. Farms of less than two hectares constitute 71
 

percent of all farms in the country and are mostly engaged in the production
 

of basic grains. This group makes up more than half of the rural poor
 

target group. This situation exists, in part, because of government
 

incentives in the form of price supports, credit, research and technical
 

assistance for basic grains production and a lack of these incentives
 

for other higher value labor intensive crops. Other related factors are
 

outlined below. Programs must be designed to increase land productivity
 

because of its scarcity and to increase labor intensivity because of its
 

abundance.
 

The land tenure pattern is extremely skewed and, on the extremely
 

_large portion of small farms, the land is being almost compleely
 

utilized. Approximately 71% of all farms (i.e. 191,527 of 270,868) are
 

under 2 hectares (ha.), and an additional 22% are between 2-10 ha.
 

There is very little potential for expanding the area cropped on farms
 

under 1 ha. since less than 3% of the total land in these farms is
 

potentially tillable land not being cropped. For one third of the farms
 

under 3 ha., there is only about a 10% margin for expanding cultivation.
 

Only for about 8% of the farms between 3-10 ha. does the expansion of
 

cultivation hold any potential. Among small farms, a high percentage of
 

land cultivated is rented, averaging 49% for the farms under 2 ha. and
 

20% for those between 2-10 ha. This reflects the intensive use to which
 

the land is put (i.e., small farmers are unlikely to pay rental on land
 

when their lands are not being fully utilized). Thus, on large numbers
 

of small farms, land utilization tends to be very high which precludes
 

increasing their output by expanding the area cultivated.
 

There is a severe lack of employment opportunities both on and
 

off farm for the rural target group. Recent studies by the ILO and the
 

Ministry of Agriculture (MAG) have estimated a 46% rate of unemployemnt
 

in El Salvador - the highest rate of labor under-utilization in Latin
 

America.
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Small farms do not utilize multiple cropping as much as Dossible.
 
Rather, these farms overwhelmingly dedicate their land to basic grains.
 
Ninety-five percent of all small farms under 10 ha. cLltivate basic
 
grains, and small farms under 5 ha. produce approximately 64% of the
 
country's grain supply. Thus, multi-cropping is least intensive on very
 
small faims due primarily to the predominance of basic grains. This is
 
the reverse from that which exists in many Latin American countries
 
(e.g., Guatemala, Costa Rica, and Colombia) where small farmers cultivate much
 
more high value and labor intensive crops. The non-intensive
 
nature of the commodity mix on the smallest farms (un6er 3 ha). in El
 
Salvador is probably the most important income and employment constraint.
 
Almost half of the value of production on farms under 3 ha. comes from
 
non-intensive annual crops while on 5-10 ha. farms it drops to one
 
third.
 

Small farmers have not emphasized the planting of permanent and
 
speciality crops or the improvement of their livestock operations. As
 
discussed above, small farms are predominantly planted to basic grains.
 
Thus, the benefits to small farmers of planting permanent and specialty
 
crops have not been realized. For example, during a recent year, the
 
average small farm net income per cropped hectare for planting basic
 
grains was US $228 while for planting permanent and speciality crops it
 
was US $1106 (or nearly 5 times higher on average). Regarding livestock,
 
about 1/3 of the total value of small farm production comes from livestock
 
activities. However, little attention has been directed to improving
 
small farm livestock production - an activity which makes a significant
 
contribution to the employment and the incomes of small farmers.
 

Availability of production credit for small farm operators is
 
very limited. Small farm operators receive only a small fraction of
 
their current credit needs from institutions and money lenders. Multiple
 
cropping is possible with credit as is continuous cropping if water is
 
available to irrigate the second and third crop. While the usefulness
 
of credit for loosening constraints is obvious, it is not true that all
 
of these factors constrain because of the inadequacy of the credit
 
supply. Small farms have demonstrated an ability to self-finance and to
 
accumulate capital. On balance, however, it appears that credit is in
 
very short supply on small farms, and that most of the new technology
 
atid cropping patterns (espec:ally permanent cropping) as well as livestock
 
expansion imply the need for substantial increases in both the institutional,
 
money lender, and farm sources of credit.
 

Well-trained technicians and well-developed training institu
tions are necessary if small farmers are to be assisted to overcome the
 
above constraints. The trained technicians required to meet the needs
 
of the private and public sector agricultural institutions are not
 
presently available. Only approximately 225 students have graduated
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from the National University of El Salvador in agriculture since 1949.
 
In addition, only about 900 agr nomos have graduated from the three-year
 
post high school vocational center in agriculture. There exists no
 
school in El Salvador - or Central Anerica for that matter 
- to train
 
home economics agents, and neither the University nor the vocational
 
school train sector technicians in extension methodology or practice.
 

Ministry of Agriculture (AG) data collection is deficient in
 
certain areas as is its data management and analysis capability. The MAG
 
has designed an area sampling frame which was developed to generate
 
reliable estimates of crop production and livestock inventories. It is
 
also adaptable to special purpose data collection efforts such as food
 
consumption surveys, cost of production studies, farm credit studies,
 
and other socio-economic investigations where randomly sampled farm
 
producers or households are the desired observation units. The Ministry
 
has utilized the frame to conduct four surveys to date. It has people
 
who are trained in the use and maintenance of the sampling frame as well
 
as trained farm enumerators. However, the MAC's capability is limited
 
in the areas of management and analysis of the information which is
 
forthcoming from the frame.
 

The position of agroindustry in the marketing chain for small.
 
products is an important one. One fifth of the value of all small farm
 
production passes to the agcoindustrial sector for processing before it
 
can be marketed, and another third passes for partial processing.
 

Agroindustry in El Salvador is on the average almost twice as
 
labor-intensive as all other industries. 
Thus, investment in agroindustry
 
is the most cost-effective alternative from the standpoint of generating
 
employment through industrial investment. The small-scale industries
 
with the highest returns and greatest potential for expanding profits
 
are the same industries which would generate the most employment for
 
unskilled rural workers. That is to say, the smaller-scale agroindustries
 
could be expanded without compromising profitability. For sample in the
 
food industry (on the average four times as profitable as the industrial
 
average) labor intensive enterprises yield the highest profits while
 
those with low labor intensity are also the least profitable.
 

The stimulation of agroindustrial output would directly expand
 
the demand for small farm products by strengthening the already existing

backward linkages to the target group farmers and to the landless laborers.
 
Food and textile enterprises account for 78% of all raw product demand
 
from the agricultural sector. Small farm production which now supplies
 
14% of that demand, could be greatly expanded, as could the production
 
of cotton and sisal which employs many landless laborers.
 

Agroindustry would provide markets which would increase the
 
production of certain labor-intensive crops now plagued by marketing
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problems. This is particularly true with respect to vegetable production.
 

Vegetables can only be produced in El Salvador during the dry season
 

because of the weather conditions, whereas they can be grown 
year-round
 

As a result, instead of purchasing locally
in Guatemala's climate. 


grown produce, the major \--getable buyers prefer to 
import from Guatemala
 

even during the dry seabon in order to guarantee steady 
supplies during
 

However, since the production season in El Salvador
 the rest of the year. 

labor-intensive vegetable crops could
 coincides with winter in the U.S., 


be produced for export with the proper development of packing, shipping
 

and processing agroindustries.
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SECTION I OVERVIEW OF THE AGRICULTURE SECTOR
 

A. The Role of the Agricultural Sector in the Economy.
 

During the past 15 years, the Salvadorean economy has under

gone some drastic changes. The gross domestic product (GDP) grew at 
an
 

average ratn of 6.7% per year during 1960-67. This satisfactory rate of
 

growth was wirived mainly from the rapid industrialization that took
 

place in response to the increased market demand of industrial products
 

under the protection of the newly created Central American Common Market
 

(CACM). El Salvador, with little natural resources, but abundant labor
 

force, established many manufacturing industries to produce import
 

substitute goods for the CACM. However, by 1968, the CACM b'.gan to show
 

signs of trade difficulties resulting from uneven economic growth of
 

member countries and consequent balance of payment problems tiat occurred
 

to some of them. The GDP growth rate during 1968-75 has slowed down
 

considerably to about 4.6% per annum.
 

Although the agricultural sector exhibited its typical fluctua

tions, it has grown on the average about 3.9% per year since 1960.
 

During the early 1960s much of the growth in the agricultural sector
 

came from traditional export crops while basic grains production grew at
 

about 2.0% per annum.
 

Since the agricultural sector GDP grew at a slower pace than
 

the overall GDP growth, agriculture as a share of GDP declined steadily
 

from about 31% in 1960 to about 25% in 1975. Although the relative
 

importance of agricultural production to total domestic output decreased,
 

the agricultural sector is still the backbone of the Salvadorean economy.
 

In addition to providing livelihood to about 60% of the population, the
 

agricultural sector plays a central role in the Salvadorean economic
 

development through exports of traditional crops--coffee, cotton, and
 

sugar--which amounted to about 60% of all exports during the last 10
 

years. The earned foreign exchange is utilized for imports of essentials,
 

raw materials, and machineries that are needed mainly for the development
 

of the industrial sector. In essence, the agricultural sector has
 

provided the foundation for the development of the industrial sector.
 

As a result, the industrial sector, wPich also enjoyed government
 
per year during the
incentives, exhibited a rapid growth rate of 10.4% 


1960-67 expansion years, but slowed down considerably to about 4.6%
 

annually during the 1968-75 lean years. It should be noted that agro

industries account for 67% of all industrial value added and employ 70%
 

of the industrial work force.
 

B. Analytical Description of the Agricultural Sector.
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1. Land and Climate.
 

El Salvador has a total land area of 2,098,800 bectares.
 
The 1971 Census showed more than one-third of this land is not in
 
production of any kind, one-fourth is in crops, thirty percent in
 
pasture, and eight percent in forests. I/ More than 1,580,000 hectares
 
(75%) of all land is in farms including pasture. Much of the land in
 
farms, however, is not suitable for cultivation.
 

Approximately three-fourths of the country is mountainous
 
with a wide range of serious problems with respect to the land base.
 
The good agricultural land that does exist is mostly in the coastal
 
plains of the Southeast and the broad valleys of the west central part
 
of the country. Smaller areas of good quality land are scattered throughout
 
much of the country in the alluvial plains along the many rivers. Some
 
of the soils on the hills and mountainsides are of good quality but
 
these have special problems and limitations with respect to land use.
 

The land resource in El Salvador has been classified by
 
the Organization of American States into the standard land capability
 
classes. 2/ This classification shows the following land base by
 
capability class:
 

-383,645 hectares in Classes I, I, and III. (18.3% of
 
total) Land suitable for intensive crops. Good to moderate quality
 
soils that could be mechanized and many of which could be irrigated if
 
water were available.
 

-128,410 hectares in Class IV. (6.1% of total) Medium
 
quality soils suita",le for limited cultivation but subject to erosion.
 
Most require erosion 7ontrol practices. Machine use limited by slope.
 
Best for perennial crops.
 

-385,000 hectares in Class VI. (18.3% of total) Mostly
 
very steep. Subject to severe erosion, already heavily eroded or rocky.
 
Not suitable for intensive cropping. Adequate for perennial and tree
 
crops, pasture and forest. Some might be used for cultivated crops on a
 
limited basis with the use of terracing, strip cropping, diversion
 
ditches, etc.
 

-1,189,975 hectares in Classes V, VI, and VII. (56.7% of
 
total) Some of these (in Class V) are in coastal plains and not subject
 
to erosion but require drainage, are subject to flooding, have a high
 
water table or are too shallow to bedrock. Others (in Classes VI and
 
VII) are steep, eroded, rocky, or have other limitations to the extent
 
that bringing them into cultivation is impractical and not economical.
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These are best suited for forestry, pasture and natural vegetation.
 

-31,817 hectares in Class VIII. (1.5% of total) Lands
 

in this class are not suitable for agriculture.
 

The amount of land presently in crops is roughly equal
 
to that suitable for crop production. Since there are an estimated
 
150,000 hectares that could be brought into crop production, however, it
 
is certain that a considerable amount of land presently in crops should
 
not be in cultivated crops. Most of this is probably in corn and beans
 
on small holdings.
 

The climate of El Salvador is relatively uniform throughout
 
the country. Variations in temperature are closely related to elevation.
 
The entire country has a distinct dry season from November through
 
April. Most areas receive between 1,500 to 2,500 mm. of rain during the
 
six months rainy season. The six month dry season imposes serious
 
restrictions on agricultural production on areas with no irrigation. Of
 
the total land suitable for cultivation, it is estimated that approximately
 
183,000 hectares have soils that can be irrigated without problems. Only
 
about 95,000 hectares of these have sufficient ground water or river
 
water conveniently available to be irrigated. Only about 23,000 hectares
 
are presently under irrigation.
 

2. Land Tenure.
 

El Salvador is near the limit of the number of people
 
that can be sultorted from its land base using present levels of tech
nology. As previously stated, this land base is not being efficiently
 
utilized. Land ownership and control is heavily skewed with sixty-four
 
percent of the land representing only four percent of the farms. At the
 
other end of the scale more than seventy percent oi the farms contain
 
less than eleven percent of the land area. This disparity is aggrevated
 
by the fact that a major portion of the better quality land is in the
 
larger farms.
 

The land tenure situation deteriorated significantly
 
between the 1961 and 1971 censuses. The number of farms under one
 
hectare increased from 107,000 to 132,000 and the average size of these
 
"microfarms" diminished slightly from .57 hectares to 
.53 hectares. The
 
same trend waq observed for farms of less than ten hectares. It is
 
likely that this deterioration has continued since the 1971 census as
 
population pressures on the land have continued to increase.
 

The farm size situation alone does not reflect the
 
seriousness of the land tenure problem. In the 1971 Census, sixty
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percent of all farms were being operated under some kind of a lease or
 
rental arrangement. Farm ownership is heavily weighted in favor of the
 
larger farms. Approximately fifty percent of all farms in the country
 
are leased or rented farms of less than two hectares. Demand for land
 
to 
rent is high among many small farmers and consequently rents are
 
relatively high and the farmers have little leverage in negotiating
 
agreements with land owners. 
 In 1976, land rents ranged from US$40.00 
120.00 per manzana (1 manzana = .7 hectares) for a single crop period of
 
eight months. Land purchase prices are also high and, because long-term
 
credit for land purchase is not available, land purchase is usually not
 
an alternative for small farmers.
 

The Government of El Salvador has long been aware of land
 
tenure as a social and political issue. An agrarian reform agency was
 
established within the Government in 1932. 
 It has since gone through
 
several changes of name, organizational structure and operational
 
methods. The present organization is the Salvadorean Institute of
 
Agrarian Transformation (ISTA). 3/ Its general objectives are to raise
 
the social and economic level of the small farmer through the provision

of land, technical assistance, credit and other benefits as well as to
 
increase agricultural production and productivity in general. By early
 
1976, the agrarian reform agency claimed that 8,000 families had been
 
assisted through the distribution of 55,000 hectares of land that had
 
previously been in only thirty-four farms. In 1976 ISTA announced plans
 
to redistribute a large block of land (estimated to be 56,000 hectares)

in the Usulutgn area. Much of the land in the proposed project area is
 
Class III or better and the area is presently the center of cotton
 
production in the country. The proposed project met with intense resistance
 
from large landowners in the area and had no support fiom any group. 
As
 
a result changes in the agrarian reform law were made which severely

limit the authority of ISTA to expropriate land for redistribution.
 

In an effort to assure fair treatment for the large

number of farmers (60% of the total) who are farming under some form of
 
rental agreement, the GOES passed a Rent Law (Ley de Arrendamiento) in
 
November, 1974. This law set guidelines for tenancy agreements and
 
reorganized the agrarian reform agency. It stipulates that: 
 i) all
 
land rental agreements must be in writing and be notarized; ii) the
 
minimum term for rental agreements shall be three years and are auto
matically renewable; iii) maximum rents shall be set by the Ministry of
 
Agriculture (MAG); iv) cotton and sugar growers must plant a part of
 
their farms in basic grains (corn and beans) with the percentage to be
 
determined by the MAG; and, v) sharecropping aparceria (partnership)
 
arrangements are prohibited. 
The result of this is unknown since there
 
has been no evaluation made, to date, of the impact of this law on
 
farmers who are renting land. Some parts of it, however, are being

enforced and many observers feel the net effect has been a reduction in
 
land available for rent.
 

http:US$40.00
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3. Infrastructure.
 

El Salvador has a fairly good primary road system. Most
 
of the primary roads, 1,054 kms., are connected with the Pan American
 
highway system and provide adequate road linkages between the principal
 
towns and cities. An additional 120 kms. are in good condition. The
 
rest of the ro.d network in the country consists of 2,041 kms. of gravel
 
roads which are barely maintained and 7,559 kms. of rural and access
 
roads which are not maintained by the Government. More than 4,600 kms
 
of the access roads are impassable during the rainy season and less than
 
satisfactory during the rest of the year.
 

In terms of road use, it is estimated that the primary
 
and secondary roads are adequate to meet anticipated traffic needs for
 
the next few years. Rural and access roads have been inadequate to
 
handle the traffic load for several years. Seaport and railway facilities
 
pose no significant constraints on activities in the agriculture sector
 
nor in the general economy of the nation.
 

Tlie Government has given increasing emphasis to expanding
 
educational opportunities for rural people. There are approximately one
 
million children in school at the present time. Facilities have been
 
and are being improved with assistance from AID and the World Bank. The
 
1975 Labor Force Survey, however, showed that the literacy rate in the
 
rural area was only 40.5 percent while it was 75 percent for the urban
 
population. Opportunities for vocational training of all kinds, in
cluding agriculture, are grossly inadequate. One study indicates that
 
approximately 85 percent of those entering the labor force each year are
 
totally untrained vocationally. (For additional details regarding
 
vocational training see the Mission Fundamental Education and Skills
 
Training project documents.)
 

Health facilities and services in the country as a whole
 
have been improving during the past few years. The Ministry of Health
 
and other interested government entities have attempted to diversify
 
needed services throughout the country. Doctors and other medical
 
personnel and facilities are available in all provincial capitals but it
 
is doubtful whether they fulfill the requirements. It is obvious,
 
however, that the majority of rural people, because of economic or other
 
reasons, do not have access to adequate health services.
 

4. Institutional Structure - Public.
 

The organizational structure of those public sector
 
institutions involved in agricultural development in El Salvador is
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reasonably good. Most of the institutional problems that exist result
 
from inadequate funding, duplicity of responsibility, lack of coordination
 
toward common objectives, and misconceptions with respect to priorities,
 
functions, required interactions, and lines of authority.
 

The Ministry of Agriculture (MAG) has the primary respcnsibllit3

for programs affecting the development of the agricultural sector. It
 
is directly responsible for agricultural research and extension, plant

and animal sanitation, national parks, forestry and fish, irrigation,

drainage and soil conservation, livestock, the weather service, agri
cultural studies, and, in coordination with the Ministry of Planning,

for sector planning. These responsibilities are organized within six
 
general directorates in the MAG. In addition, the Ministry has an
 
integral relationship with four "autonomous" organizations with im
portant agricultural development responsibilities. Thece are the Coffee
 
Research Institute, the Price Stabilization Institute, the Agrarian

Reform Institute and the Agricultural Development Bank. The influence
 
of the Ministry of Agriculture varies widely between the different
 
entities. 
Foc example, all board members and the president of the board
 
of directors of' the Coffee Research Institute are named by the Minister
 
of Agriculture. 
Only one member of the board of directors of the Bank
 
is named by the Minister although he is also president of the board of
 
governors which sets bank policy.
 

The agrarian reform, agricultural credit, and price

stabilization (marketing) situations are discussed elsewhere in this
 
section.
 

The financial support for the agricultural sector has
 
increased significantly in the last ten years. 4/ Table I below shows
 
the level and source of this support and the level of the investment
 
portion. Disbursement figures are not available but for the time
 
indicated disbursements have very nearly equalled funds assigned.
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TABLE 1
 

AMOUNT, ORIGIN, AND UTILIZATION OF RESOURCES 
ASSIGNED TO THE AGRICULTURE SECTOR 1966 - 1975 

(in Thousands of 1975 Colones) 

AMOUNT ORIGIN 
 UTILIZATION
 
GENERAL FUND DOMESTIC FOREIGN
 

YEAR TOTAL* (Budget) LOANS LOANS 
 OPERATIONS INVESTMENI
 

1966 23,970.4 19,981.2 
 - 3,989.2 13,431.2 10,539.2
 
1967 20,069.3 20,069.3  - 14,063.3 6,006.0

1968 19,373.7 19,037.2 
 - 336.5 14,848.5 4,525.2
1969 20,612.3 20,612.3  - 14,596.4 6,015.9

1.970 25,621.4 23,912.2 
 - 1,709.2 15,718.6 9,902.8
 
1971 35,630.7 28,697.1 6,359.2 
 574.4 20.345.1 15,285.6
 
1972 30,975.6 26,578.2 
 3,694.3 703.1 22,132.8 8,842.8

1973 38,33-T.9 29,539.7 5,387.8 
 3,406.4 26,684.4 11,649.5
 
1974 54,698.8 33682.8 10,998.5 10,017.5 
 30,232.3 24,466.5
 
1975 79,049.7 36,708.1 21,161.7 21,179.9 39,397.3 39,652.4
 

*Does not include: Autonomous Agency's own funds.
 
Transfers to A.B.C. (Ag. Bank before reorganization)
 
Funds asigned to Price Support in 1971.
 
Grain Buying Funds of the Price Support Institute
 

SOURCE: Informe Complementario Constitucional de la Presidencia.
 

There are several government organizations outside the
 
Ministry of Agriculture which are involved in agricultural development
 
or related activities. The Institute of Cooperative Development is an
 
association of cooperatives many of which are rural. 
 The Institute for
 
Development and Communal Cooperation is in community development work.
 
The Institute for Industrial Development promotes agroindustry and
 
sometimes becomes involved financially in order to encourage industry in
 
remote areas.
 

-Private.
 

The private sector in El Salvador has developed with the
 
help of government incentives and has fulfilled the wide range of
 
functions normally associated with it. Most of the imports and exports
 
are carried out by private companies, although the Government has 
some
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influence over tl e export of the principal agricultural commodities.
 
The National Association of Private Enterprise is really a national
 
federation whose membership consists of twenty-four associations of
 
private businesses. It has a broad range of objectives all closely
 
related to the development of private enterprise and to the assurance
 
that the private sector is cognizant of its social responsibilities.
 
The investment climate in the country has been favorable to private
 
business, including foreign companies.
 

5. Labor.
 

The economically active population of El Salvador is
 
increasing at approximately 3.5 percent per year. This rate is considerably
 
higher than the growth rate of the total population. Preliminary
 
estimates for 1975 place the economically active population at 1,354,508
 
persons between 15 and 64 year of age. Projections of the active
 
population levels for 1980 in icate that approximately 48,950 new jobs
 
will have to ke generated ear A year, on the average, between 1975 and 
1980, if higher levels of un mployment are to be avoided. The average
 
number of new jobs needed w Ll increase to more than 56,400 per year
 
between 1980 and 1985.
 

Current es'imates are that unemployment and underemployment
 
for the rural labor forc, may average as much as 47 percent for the
 
year. Employment in agr culture is highly seasonal, however, with relatively
 
low unemployment durip, the coffee harvest months of November. December,
 

4
and January and the Y,ghest unemployment n March.
 

6. Ca'.ital and Credit.
 

The institutional system through which credit moves to
 
the agrictu'tural sector in El Salvador consists of the Central Reserve
 
Bank, the Agricultural Development Bank, the Federation of Credit
 
Unions, a semi-private mortgage bank, several private banks, the Cotton
 
Cooperative and the Coffee Institute. Less important organizations
 
include the Agrarian Reform Institute, the Federation of Savings and
 
Loan Cooperatives, a private development bank, the Industrial Development
 
Institute, and a private land redistribution company. In addition, many
 
input distributors, coffee and sugar millers and exporters and individual
 
businesses provide credit to the rural sector.
 

Credit through the institutional system is highly controlled.
 
Interest rates are 8 to 12 percent per year and are controlled by the
 
Monetary Board. Most loans are for one year or less and, except for
 
those made through the Agricultural Development Bank, most require
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considerable collateral. Interest rates charged have been below the
 

rate of inflation in recent years with the result that real rates have
 

been from zero to a negative nine percent. Thus, interest rates have
 

been less effective in distinguishing the most productive investments
 

since those with a low or negative real rate of return might also be
 

profitable for the borrower under these conditions. Also, the present
 

differential in interest rates between some commodities (e.g. 7.5% for
 

basic grains and 12% for coffee and sugarcane) is likely to have little
 

or no effect on farmers' decisions as both are somewhat subsidized.
 

This difference in interest rates will, however, tend to influence bank
 

officials. Since they desire to make a profit, they will tend to
 

discriminate against making loans for commodities below the maximum rate
 

of interest in a limited credit situation unless lev.ding quotas are
 

established.
 

'TheMonetary Board has nearly full authority for control
 

of decisions affeLting general financial policy. The Board is headed by
 

the President-of the Republic and is composed of the Ministers of
 

Economy, Finance, Planning, Agriculture and the President of the Central
 

Bank. Its specified responsibilities are many and complex. Those most
 

affecting agriculture include the setting of interest rates, control ot
 

the money supply, control of credit availability by various credit
 

categories, and the establishment of discount rates and the procedures
 

for Central Bank discounting. By making adjustments in these mechanisms,
 

agricultural credit funds through the public sector can be directed to
 

the desired areas of production or marketing.
 

The allocation of credit has been changing with more
 

emphasis being given to basic grains and to other uses at the expense of
 

export crops. Since there has been no apparent reduction in export crop
 

production, it can be assumed that production levels are being maintained
 

through increased private investment. It can also be noted that less
 

than three percent of the total available credit is being used for
 

perennial crops (other than coffee). This level is often indicative of
 

lower income levels and/or land tenure insecurity on the part of small
 

farmers, especially in mountaineous areas which are more suited to
 

perennial crops.
 

The increase in lending tc basic grains, normally small
 

farmer crops, probably reflects mostly the increasing importance of the
 

Agricultural Development Bank to the total agricultural credit picture.
 

Private banks, for purely financial reasons, aake few if any small
 

farmer loans. The high administrative cost of servicing a large number
 

of small loans, coupled with the low ceiling on interest, makes it more
 

logical to lend to larger producers and for higher interest purposes
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such as coffee or sugar. The Agricultural Development Bank has made a
 

concerted effort to find wlays to service small farmers with small loans
 

more economically. Lending through cooperatives and associations has
 
Loans are
increased from about 3.5 percent to more than 27 percent. 


a]so being made by the Agricultural Development Bank to loosely organized
 

groups of three to ten farm families called "solidary groups." These
 

small groups must borrow and guarantee repayment as a group. More than
 

800 of these small groups representing 4,086 families received credit
 

from the Agricultural Development Bank in 1975. Costs per family are
 

much lower than for individual loans.
 

Until recently, external financing has not been very
 

important to agricultural credit in El Salvador. The Agricultural
 
Development Bank received approval in 1975 for a US$15.0 million loan
 

from IDB. This and smaller loans from various internaticnal entities
 

for agricultural purposes have made external financing much more import

ant, not only to agricultural credit but to overall agricultural sector
 

financing as well.
 

7. Technology.
 

The ability of the farmers, technicians, and institutions
 

in El Salvador to respond effectively to new problems or opportunities
 

differs widely depending upon the commodity produced. Producers of
 

coffee, poultry, tobacco, cotton, and sugar operate at fairly high
 

levels of technology. 5/ They are up-to-date on new varieties, practices,
 

etc. The technicians serving these crops are well trained and exper

ienced. The marketing system, both for production inputs and for the
 

commodities produced, is well organized and quite efficient.
 

For most other crops produced in the country the situation
 

is almost exactly the opposite. The level of technology in use is quite
 

low. Technicians serving farmers are not always well trained and many
 

The large number of small farmers makes it virtually
are inexperienced. 

impossible to reach an appreciable number of them with neQ technology
 

using the present system. There is limited linkage or coordination
 

between research and extension. The timely availability of production
 

inputs is limited and difficult. The marketing system is extremely
 

spotty but generally inefficient.
 

The trained techniciais required tt meet the needs of the
 

private sector and the public sector institutions in agriculture are not
 

presently available. Approximately 225 students have graduated from the
 

National University of El Salvador in agriculture since 1949. Approx

imately 900 agronomos have graduated from the three-year post high
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school vocational center in igriculture. There is no school for training
 
home economics extension agents in El Salvador. Recently four high
 
schools began offering some agricultural classes for selected students
 
in grades 9-12. One also offers courses in fishing and navigation.
 
Several agencies or institutions, such as the Agricultural Development
 
Bank, have taken steps to provide a wide range of training opportunities
 
to their employees.
 

Most of those persons trained in agriculture are apparently
 
working in agriculture. Much work is being done in adaptive agricultural
 
research and a high prercentage of the available technology developed in
 
other countries or by the International Research Centers is known to
 
Salvadorean research technicians. In many cases, however, this improved
 
technology has not been introduced or has not yet been adapted to areas
 
of potential use.
 

8. Marketing.
 

A viable commercial agricultural sector cannot be developed
 
without a fairly efficient marketing system. The efficiency of the
 
marketing system in El Salvador varies widely from one commodity to
 
another. As previously mentioned, coffee, cotton, tobacco, poultry and
 
sugar are being marketed quite efficiently. Coffee, cotton, and sugar
 
are competing effectively in international markets. A large number of
 
products, however, are being marketed inefficiently, many with high
 
product losses, or are reaching only limited markets due to marketing
 
problems.
 

Except for export crops, product marketing can be dis
cussed in four categories, basic grains, fruits and vegetableG, live
stock and livestock products and others. One key factor, transportation,
 
is common to all groups. The inadequacy of the rural and access road
 
network was discussed above. This problem of roads is further compounded
 
by the lack of sufficient modern, well maintained trucks to fulfill the
 
demands of the marketing system during peak seasons. The use of deficient
 
equipment also increases transport costs while reducing dependability.
 

The grain price stabilization program of the government
 
has not been sufficient to maintain firm prices. Farmers far from
 
storage facilities and good roads have continued to suffer big price
 
reductions. The principal reason for buying only a small amount has
 
been the lack of adequate storage.
 

Fruits and vegetables are marketed by farmers largely

through trucker intermediaries. There is little quality control, poor
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packing and handling unstable prices, and lack of timely transportation.

Estimates of marketing losses vary widely but it would be surprising if
 
the losses of fresh produce were much less than fifty percent in terms
 
of value. Studies of the marketing of fruits and vegetables indicate
 
that almost everyone in the market chain suffers from the inefficient
 
system. Farmers receive less, wholesal'rs and retailers receive less
 
net profit and consumers pay high prices for poor quality products.
 
Wholesalers appear to take the highest percentige of the consumer
 
price--as much as 65 percent. This is in part due to 
the fact that they
 
pay high prices for transport and credit and produce sometimes passes
 
through more than one wholesaler.
 

Fresh produce wholesalers always have to pay farmers in
 
cash for products received. Almost one-fourth of then also give some
 
kind of credit to their retailer customers. Since about two-thirds of
 
thce wholesalers operated on some credit, this may be an important factor
 
in marketing costs. Few use bank credit. The "street rate" for credit
 
for wholesalers of fruits and vegetables apparently ranges from 20
 
percent per fifteen day period to 10 percent per day.
 

Most fresh fruits and vegetables are sold through standard
 
public wholesale markets in the various towns. Except for a new central
 
market and new satellite markets in San Salvador, the public markets in
 
the country are disorganized and wasteful with generally very bad
 
sanitary conditions.
 

There is quite a wide variation in the efficiency of
 
marketing between the different classes of livestock. Pork products are
 
handled very well with the farmer receiving a fair share and the con
sumer a fair price. Poultry and egg marketing is carried out almost
 
entirely from the producer directly to the retailer. Beef marketing
 
returns only about 29 percent of the consumer price to the producer with
 
the wholesaler receiving almost 50 percent. 
There is not sufficient
 
data available to determine whether this amount is unreasonable.
 

Dairy products marketing is complex. The government
 
controls the price of liquid dairy products. The large number of
 
processors delivering to retailers, coupled with the retail price

control, forces retailers to operate on too low margins, and results in
 
high levels of unutilized plant capacity.
 

The three most important export crops, (coffee, cotton,
 
and sugar) are marketed with a high degree of efficiency. Each is
 
marketed through an association in a vertically integrated system. This
 
system includes at least a portion of the processing for each of the
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commodities. Tobacco is also vertically integrzLed. Production is
 
carried out by contract producers, using high levels of technology with
 
technical assistance from the processor. The result is a quality
 
product at competitive prices.
 

Input marketing (of fertilizer, seed, pesticides, etc.)
 
has some specific problems. It is relatively efficient for the larger
 
farmers and those in the good soil areas of the country that are mostly
 
near paved roads and who can purchase in quantity. Limited storage
 
facilities, antiquated transport equipment, bad access roads, and
 
limited credit for small farmers make the unavailability of inputs a
 
serious problem for small producers.
 

C. Production Situation.
 

The long-term crop production trends in El Salvador have been
 
characterized by continuous constraints on increasing the production of
 
certain crops-or crop categories. Basic food crops are in constant
 
competition with export crops for scarce resources. Export crops, in
 
constant 1975 prices, accounted for 44% of agricultural production in
 
1960-61 but had grown to 49.7% by 1974-75. During the same time period
 
production for internal consumption shrank from 56% to 50.3%.
 

1. Basic Grains.
 

Cultivated area as well as production of basic grains
 
have shown a marked increase in the past 25 years. In 195), 299 thousand
 
hectares were devoted to basic grains while in 1975 approximately 451
 
thousand hectares were grown; an increase of 51 percent. This means
 
that there was a cumulative yearly expansion of 1.8%. If all of the 150
 
thousand hectares of tillable land in El Salvador estimated not to be in
 
production were developed and planted to basic grains over the next 25
 
years, it would add only 33% to the production base. The population
 
will more than double during this time span. Thus, even if the population
 
is to be fed on basic grains at current low nutritional levels, production
 
per unit areas will have to increase sufficiently to provide 67% of the
 
r,quirements. Another choice would be to divert lands from export crops
 
(cotton and sugar) to basic grains. If this choice is made, and it
 
seems likely because cotton farmers already are required to plant 5% of
 
their land to basic grains, the country must be prepared to increasingly
 
sacrifice export earnings.
 

2. Export Crops.
 

In recent years, three commodities, cotton, coffee, and
 
sugar, have made up about 60% of total exports. However, since 1960,
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when the three products made up 85% of the exports, substantial in
dustrial development took place as a result of the creation of the
 
Central American Common Market. El Salvador's major agricultural
 
commodity exports are sold mainly to non-Central American countries.
 

Coffee continues to be El Salvador's principal export
 
commodity. The cultivated area of 146,000 hectares is 28.8% of the
 
country's arable land (1975) and is second only to corn in land area
 
utilized. The International Coffee Organization estimates that almost
 
two-thirds of the number of coffee farms are less than one hectare in
 
size, but these occupy less than 5% of the area planted to coffee. In
 
general terms the soils planted to coffee are of low productive capacity
 
for annual crops. Most of the production comes from soil classes IV, V,
 
VI, and VII, which is probably the best land use for these soils.
 

Cotton is the second most important export crop of El
 
Salvador. Its production is concentrattd in the coastal region and
 
occupies over 66 thousand hectares of the country's best agricultural
 
land. Production per unit area has been steadily improving over the
 
past sevcral years. Area planted to cotton has fluctuated widely over
 
the years due to world prices, and to land competition from rice,
 
sugarcane, and basic grains. Marketing of lint and seed is handled by

the cotton cooperative. Cotton production is important to the local
 
textile and vegetable oil industries.
 

Sugar became an important export commodity during the
 
sixties when mill capacity tripled in response to the preferential U.S.
 
market. At the same time, domestic consumption grew rapidly. Over 35
 
thousand hectares are devoted to the production of cane with yields
 
around 74 tons of raw cane per hectare. While there are a number of
 
small and medium-sized farms, 60% of the total production originates on
 
farms of over 100 hectares. Sugar quotas to be delivered for domestic
 
consumption by each mill are set yearly by the Government. Exports are
 
expected to grow by nearly 19,000 metric tons per year. With the can
cellation of the U.S. Sugar Act, El Salvador faces a very competitive
 
foreign market for its output.
 

El Salvador's shrimp exports go almost entirely to the
 
U.S. In 1971 the export was 3,606 tons valued at 5.9 million dollars
 
while in 1975 the export was 4,262 tons valued at 10.4 million dollars.
 
This amounts to a little over 2% of the value of exports and with sound
 
conservation measures could remain fairly stable.
 

Although minor quantities of fresh fruits, sesame, beef,
 
etc. are exported, they do not make up a very high percentage of the
 
total value of exports.
 



- 15 

3. Fruits and Vegetables.
 

The traditional preference of El Salvador's population
 

for a high percentage of basic grains in their daily diets has made for
 

limited emphasis on increasing production of a wide range of fruits and
 

vegetables. Many of these crops will produce on lands that are marginal
 

or totally unsuited for the production of basic gra.ns. Returns per unit
 

area are much higher and nutritionally they are substitutable for basic
 

grains. Crops in this category include: avocados, breadfruit, yucca,
 

arrowroot and plantain. Much of the annual consumption of fresh fruits
 

and vegetables is imported from Guatemala. At times this importation
 

amounts to from 60 to 90 percent of demand. Guatemala's favorable
 

production areas for these commodities mea.-s that El Salvador should
 

continue importations of some items. However, the urgent need to absorb
 

greater nuwbers of the rural population in more intensive agriculture,
 

and the neeo' for increasing food supplies, is giving rise to more
 

government interest in stimulating the production of high value crops.
 
Additionally, -El Salvador has a very real opportunity for production of
 

large volumes of fresh and/or processed fruits and vegetables for
 

export. Many of these crops can be grown by small producers on lands
 

unsuited for intensive cultivation. Others will require the intro

duction of high levels of technology on irrigated lands. Beginning of
 

export enterprises has been initiated in such crops as melons and
 

tomatoes.
 

4. Specialty Crops.
 

i. Tobacco.
 

El Salvador is largely independent of the common
 

market area in the production and processing of tobacco. About 30% of
 

the estimated annual consumption of 2,500 tons is imported, mainly from
 

the U.S., for blending with the locally grown leaf. Burley, Virginia
 

and dark shade cured tobacco is produced mainly by small farmers.
 

Production is managed by the cigarette company through contracts with
 

individual farmers. Tobacco production requires a high level of technology
 

under close supervision. Although El Salvador produces good quality
 

leaf and tobacco is a good labor-intensive cash crop there is not much
 

chance for expansion beyond internal requirements. Tobacco has not
 

entered into common market trade, nor is it expected to. Entrance into
 

the lucrative cigar filler and wrapper world market would require
 

introduction of specialized technology and considerable promotional
 

effort.
 

ii. Long Fibers.
 

Production of henequen has been encouraged by import
 

restrictions on competitive fibers and legislation requiring that export
 

coffee be bagged in national products. Henequen is produced in the
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drier more rugged areas of the country and provides a way to market
 

family labor. Increased production can take place by planting additional
 

areas unsuited to more valuable crops.
 

iii. Honey.
 

Beekeeping in El Salvador has become more important
 

in recent years due to high domestic and export prices for honey and
 

beeswax. Bees are also necessary for pollination of fruit, vegetables
 

and a wide range of agricultural crops. It is estimated that one man
 

(or family) could care for as much as 100 hives with a high net profit
 

potential. The number of hives in the country increased from an estimated
 

80 thousand in 1955 
to over 200 thousand in 1973.
 

Bees may be kept anywhere in the country but there
 

is danger of excessi~e losses from pesticide poisoning in the cotton
 

producing areas. The biggest production areas are in the coffee zones.
 

Highest production of honey is coffee shade trees when they are in 

bloom. During heavy rainy periods it is advisable to feed the bees in
 

order to keep up hive strength. Otherwise honey may be harvested
 

throughout the year.
 

5. Forestry and Wood Products.
 

Forest resources have long been misused and neglected in
 

El Salvador. From 1969-1973 the sub-sector represented 3% annually of
 

GNP. According to 1971 Census data concerning actual land use, 14.5% of
 

the land in farms or 228,000 hectares are forest or scrub-lands. Some
 

estimates, however, indicate that the area urgently needing reforestation
 

to prevent erosion may reacl. 670 thousand hectares. This grim situation
 

does not mean that the forestry sub-sector is not important nor that it
 

does not have high potential.
 

Under sound management practices the existing natural
 

forest could produce sufficient lumber to meet 50% of the country's
 

annual requirements. No pulp wood is produced but projects for planting
 

trees for pulp are being initiated. El Salvador imports considerable
 

amounts of carton, paper, lumber, plywood, pulp and posts. Exports are
 

principally manufactures paper and furniture. There is one paper mill
 

in El Salvador with a 50 ton capacity. The mill utilizes bagasse and
 

imported wood pulp.
 

6. Livestock and Livestock Products.
 

Livestock production grew slowly unLil 1960 and meat
 

production actually declined by 3.8% annually between 1960 and 1964,
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Subsequently the
 
while milk production only increased by 2.1% per year. 


Between 0964 and 1970 there was a
 sub-sector became more active. 

From 1970-75 this
 

significant increase in milk and poultry production. 


Beef and pork production, however,
increase exceeded 4.5% per year. 


remained relatively stagnant.
 

i. Beef and Dairying.
 

Cattle are mostly of the Criollo type, but there has
 

been a gradual infussion of Holstein, Brahman, Brown 
Swiss and others
 

In the 1971 Census, cattle proimported principally from the U.S. 


:67 thousand hectares, representing about 50
 duction occupied ovei 


percent of the country's farmland. Composition of the cattle herds has
 

the dual purposes of
 remained fairly constant. They generally serve 

Salvador is only 4.4
 milk and beef. Milk consumption per capita in El 


kilograms per year compared with 8.8 kilograms in Central America.
 

As of January 1, 1976, El Salvador's cattle numbered
 

A further increase of
 1.1 million head, an increase of 3.4% over 1975. 

Beef slaughter in 1976 inapproximately 4.7% is expected for 1977. 


Extraction rate was 16.9%. Total
 creased by 13 thousand head over 1975. 

The building of two
 

beef production was up 13.5% or 29,969 metric tons. 


export slaughter houses and El Salvador's participation 
in the U.S.
 

voluntary quota, 11.4 million pounds in 1975, has 
been a stimulus to the
 

The removal of restrictions for shipping live animals 
to
 

industry. 

forced the beef
 

neighboring countries was a further stimulus in that 
it 


In order to help upgrade herds,
exporters to pay competitive prices. 


the Ministry of Agriculture has intensified its artificial 
insemination
 

The overall annual budget for livestock activities 
has increased
 

program. 

by 400 percent since 1970.
 

ii. Swine.
 

Growth in the swine industry has been somewhat
 

stagnant. Cumulative growth since 1960 has been about 
1.1% per year.
 

Slow growth of the industry reflects low buying power of the majority 
of
 

The industry is a very
people and competition from poultry meat. 


important source of income for thousands of small 
farmers having only a
 

farm waste into saleable
 few animals each. Swine are good converters of 


Total swine numbers amounted to 425 thousand in 1976. Re
protein. 


for less than one I if actual
 gistered slaughter, which may account 


170 thousand head in 1976.
slaughter, amounted to 


iii. Poultry.
 

The poultry industry has expanded rapidly over the
 
per year


past several years. Egg production grew at the rate of 10% 
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between 1970 and 1975. Broiler production increased from 3.1 thousand
 
metric tons in 1960 to 8.5 metric tons in 1975. Poultry has been
 
increasingly substituting for pork and beef in the diets of the people.
 
Covernment policies were a major stimulus to the growth of the industry.
 
In 1961 producers were given an exemption of taxes and import duties for
 
feed concentrates and other inputs. Of the total livestock sub-sector
 
poultry is showing the highest growth rate, perhaps because it is
 
largely in the hands of relatively few efficient producers. In 1976,
 
commercial production was estimated to be about 16 million pounds, about
 
25% more than in 1975. For 1977, producers claim 'roduction could
 
almost double, reaching 30 million pounds. These expectations are in
 
response to higher levels of disposable income throughout the country.
 

iv. Fish.
 

El Salvador's fish production included commercial
 
fishing (mainly shrimp), artisan fishing, and inland fishing in lakes,
 
rivers, canals and ponds. Fish has not been very important to overall
 
CDP during th6 past twenty-five years. The growth rate has not exceeded
 
2% per year and even this growth has been irregular. Fresh shrimp is
 
the most important catch and is mostly exported to the United States.
 
FAO studies indicate that El Salvador does not have any great potential
 
for developing its ocean fisheries industry much beyond domestic con
sumption. Cultivation of oysters under supervision of MAG is becoming
 
commercial. Fishculture in cages is still being developed in salt and
 
brackish water areas.
 

Recent establishment of a viable inland fisheries
 
project in El Salvador was sparked by Auburn University under a USAID
financed contract. In the brief time span from the project's initiation
 
in 1971 until its termination in 1976, it demonstrated that fish pro
duction in fresh water ponds on a commercial basis can be a feasible and
 
profitable enterprise in El Salvador. Anticipating increased emphasis
 
on inland fisheries, MAG elevated the fisheries section to full depart
ment status with its own separate annual operating budget. Personnel
 
have been upgraded, some having advanced degrees. Successful linkages
 
with the extension service have been established for constructing farm
 
ponds and providing technical assistance to farmers producing fish.
 
High production potential fish species have been identified and physical
 
bases for their rapid multiplication have been established. Feeding
 
recommendations utilizing cheap feed sources have been developed.
 
Demonstrated productivity in farm ponds from Tilapia fed on rations
 
containing chicken litter or pig manure exceeds 7000 kilograms per
 
hectare per year. Pesticide spraying of cotton fields has plagued fish
 
culture in certain areas of the country.
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SECTION I PROFILE OF THE RURAL POOR TARGET GROUP. 

A. Health, Nutrition, and Housing Profile of the Rural Target Group.
 

1. Health Status and Access to 
Services of Rural Poor.
 

While morbidity and mortality data in El Salvador are not
disaggregated by socioeconomic groups, it 
can be safely assumed that the
 
poorer groups will have a disproportionate share of mortality, disease
and malnutrition. The poor, especially those in rural areas, have less
 access 
to curative and preventive health services, less understanding in

how to recognize and deal with illness, and less income to purchase
 
health services.
 

The mortality rate in El Salvador has declined from 9.1
deaths/1000 inhabitants in 1970 to 
7.5 deaths per 1000 inhabitants in
1975. 
 The infant mortality rate has also declined from a rate of 66.6
to same time period. However,
 
58.2 deaths per 1000 live births in the 


more than 50%-of the total deaths occur 
among children under 5 years of
 age, while more 
than 25% of the total occur among children less than one
 year of age. Due to a likely under-registration of vital statistics,

the incidence is probably higher than recorded. There are studies
estimating the general mortality rate of 15 deaths/1000 inhabitants, and

the 
rate among children under one year of age at around 120/1000 in
 
rural areas and 85/1000 in urban areas. 
6/
 

Preventable disease caused by infectious and parasitic

disease accounted for 18.5% of the deaths recorded in 1975. 
 However,
28.4% of the deaths are classified as 
"unknown causes" indicating that
 
no medical opinion was available as 
to cause of death.
 

The primary cause of disease continues to be those

infections related to water and fecal born vectors. 
 Communicable
 
disease incidence has decreased due to 
the Ministry of Health vaccination

campaign in 
1973, most notably the incidence of measles. 
 In spite of
vigorous attempts at 
control of malaria, the incidence continues to
rise. 
 Births, abortions, and complications of labor and delivery

account 
for nearly 30% of total hospitalizations.
 

Health facilities and services in the country as 
a whole
have been improving during the past 
few years. The Ministry of Health

and other interested government entities have attempted to diversify

needed services throughout the country. Doctors, other medical per
sonnel and facilities are available in all provincial capitals. 
 It is
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obvious, however, that the majority of rural peopl, 
 because of economic,

location, or other reasons, do not have access 
to adequate health
 
services. A recent health services survey showed that less than two
 
percent of the rural homes surveyed had piped water, only 2.2 percent

had latrines, and only 27 percent of the rural population had access to
 
potable water. (For more detail see the Mission's Health Sector Assessment.)
 

2. Nutritional Status.
 

Although 73.4% of the children under five in El 
Salvador
 
are 
considered malnourished, a fair understanding of what constitutes an
 
adequate diet has been found 
to 
exist among the rural people. _ An

inadequate diet is consumed for lack of economic resources and/or lack

of availability of fresh meat and produce in rural areas. 
 The normal
 
diet of corn tortillas and beans is deficient not 
only in protein and
 
calories, but also in Vitamin A, riboflavin, iodine and iron. More than

25% of the total population is consuming less than 1,900 calories per

day. Table 2 provides data on average and recommended consumption
 
levels for El Salvador.
 

TABLE 2
 

AVERAGE DAILY CONSUMPTION OF FOODS
 

gram/portion
 

Food Product Urban Rural 
 Recommended
 

Milk products, milk 
 237 190 
 250

Eggs 31 10 
 48

Meat 
 77 37 
 90

Legumes 
 52 59 
 75

Fresh Vegetables 
 90 53 
 210

Fruits 
 71 17 
 100
Banana, Plantains 
 49 16 
 150
 
Cereal Products:
 

Rice 
 55 27 
 60

Corn tortillas 
 249 528 
 228
 
Tamal (Corn & Pork) _ 5 -

Wheat Bread 
 66 26 
 114


Sugar 
 - 41 
 50

Fats 
 37 15 
 15
 
Miscellaneous:
 

Cotfee 
 6 7 
 -

Soda Pop 7 -
Other drinks 4 2 
Other 
 4 

Sou:ce: 
 Health Sector Assessment
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Mealtime is not a family oriented activity. There are no
 
specific times for meals; a person eats after the food is prepared and
 
when he is hungry. It is customary to eat three times a day with men
 
and boys served first, and women always last. Breakfast and lunch are
 
generally eaten in the field by the men, and !inner is 
eaten when they
 
return to the house in late afternoon. (For more detail see the Mission's
 
Nutrition Sector Assessment.)
 

3. Rural Housing Profile.
 

Housing is extremely inadequate in rural areas. Most
 
rural housing is thatch roofed and without electricity or adequate water
 
s;upplies. The need for improved ruial dwellings is estimated 
to be more
 
than 350,000, sufficient to house more than 80 percent of the rural
 
population. Water availability is a serious problem for many rural
 
families during the dry season.
 

B. Educational and Cultural Profile of the Rural Poor.
 

1. Educational Attainment and Opportunity of the Rural Poor.
 

i. Rural Educational System.
 

From 1961 to 1971 the rural population of El Salvador
 
rose 38 percent. The rural male population grew 39 percent while the
 
rural female population increased 38 percent during the same time
 
period. The proportion of rural school age population to total rural
 
population is as follows:
 

TABLE 3
 

COMPARISON OF RURAL SCT'OOL AGE POPULATION * 
WITH TOTAL RURAL POPULATION: 1961 to 1971 

Item 1961 1971 Percent Change 

Rural Population, 
Total 1,593,813 2,206,657 38 

Rral School Age
 
Population 662,646 
 930,330 40
 

Sour'e: El Salvador Education Sector Assessment 1973
 

* School Age Population includes ages 7-12.
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Comparison of total primary school-age enrollment to
 

total primary school-age population reveals that from 1961 through 1965
 

the median enrollment was 76 percent. During 1966 through 1970, the
 

median enrollment rose to 86 percent, a rather sharp and substantial
 

increase. The increase in rural areas parallels this experience,
 
though at much lower percentages.
 

The median urban primary enrollment between 1961 and 1970
 

was 148 percent of the primary school-age population. This suggests,
 

possibly, (a) that a sizable number of students enrolled in urban
 

primary schools were of secondary school age, and/or, (b) that many
 

rural childreii were enrolled in urban primary schools while still
 

maintaining their rural place of residence. Table 4 displays these
 

enrollments. During the years 1963 to 1970, the absolute number of
 

persons enrolled in secondary schools doubled in urban areas, while
 

urban enrollment as a percentage of urban school-age population increased
 

27 percent during the same period, while rural secondary enrollment
 

remained constant.
 

A striking feature about the data is the small percentages
 

of the secondary schools. In particular, less than 0.5 percent of the
 

rural secondary school-age children were enrolled in rural secondary
 

schools. The growth in secondary enrollment was almost entirely in
 

urban areas. In connection with the small, almost non-existent rural
 

secondary enrollment figures, Table 4 presents data showing the availability
 

of education at (and, by inference, beyond) various primary grades. As
 

the table shows, in rural areas 55 percent of the rural primary schools
 

offered no more than third grade education. In view of the fact that,
 

nationwide, only 14 of the 863 secondary schools are in rural areas, and
 

in the absence of any data on the capacities of those 14 schools, it
 

appears reasonable to conclude that absence of secondary schools may be
 

one principal reason for the low rural secondary enrollment. (Further
 

detail will be available when the Mission's Education Sector Analysis is
 

completed after this year.)
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TABLE 4
 

PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL ENROLLMENT AS COMPARED WITH 
PRIMARY SCHOOL-AGE POPULATION: 1961-1965, 1970
 

(Thousands)
 

Item 
 1961 1965 1970
 

Primary School-Age Population
 

Total .............. 423 506 609
 

Rural ................... 
 271 323 388

Urban ................... 
 151 183 221
 

Primary School Enrollments 
atid Percent of Population
 

Total ............... 
 317 387 531
 
Percent ............ (75) (76) (87)
 

Rural ... ............... 
 117 119 202
 
P rcent ................. (43) (36) (52)
 
Urban ................... 
 195 268 329
 
Percent ................. (129) (146) (148)
 

Secondary School-Age Population
 

Total .............. 
 313 376 454
 

Urban ................... 
 122 153 192
 
Rural ................... 
 191 223 262
 

Secondary Enrollment 

Total Enrollment ........ 
 (NA) 55 87
 
Percent of total school-age
 

population ......... (NA) 19
(14) 


Urban enrollment ........ 
 (NA) 54 
 86
 
Percent of urban school-age
 

population ......... (NA) (35) (45)

Rtoral enrollment ........ (NA) 1 
 1
 
Percent of rural school-age
 

population ......... (NA) (z) (z)
 

Source: El 
Salvador Education Sector Assessment.
 

NA Not available
 
z Less than half the unit of measurement shown.
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ii. Age and Literacy Profile of Labor on Small Farms.
 

Only 6.3 percent of active laborers on small farms
 

are, under 15 years of age, this proportion varies little by farm size
 

but significantly by region. It would appear that child labor is
 

related to poverty in that the region with the lowest per capita income
 

(East) on small farms employs 100.2 percent more child labor than the
 

higher income areas. Child labor appears therefore to be more related
 

to poverty than the level of labor required since the regions with the
 

highest labor demand per farm are those regions with the higher incomes
 

and lower hired labor proportions. Table 5 outlines the proportion of
 

active laborers under 15 years of age by region.
 

TABLE 5
 

CHILD LABOR ON SMALL FARMS BY REGION
 

Percent of Active Laborers 

Lc _jiofn Under 15 Years of Age 

West Region 	 4.9%
 
5.0%
Central (West) 

3.8%
Central (East) 


East Region 9.1%
 

Source: Annex I
 

Literacy rates appear to be related to farm size and
 

region. The poorest region has a literacy rate 40 percent lower than the
 

wealthiest, and farms under 1 Ha. have a literacy rate 62 percent lower
 

than farms 10-20 Ha. Table 6 provides a literacy profile of small
 

farmers. Literacy rates in the peripheral East Region are under 30
 

percent for the smallest farmers. The literacy patterns have important
 

implications for credit and technical assistance projects which assume
 

that the producer can fill out simple application forms, and absorb
 

simple written materials.
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TABLE 6
 

LITERACY PROFILE OF SMALL FARMERS
 
BY FARM SIZE AND REGION
 

Farm Size and Region Percent Literate
 

.5 to 1 la. 34.4%
 
1 to 2 Ha. 37.9%
 
3 to 4 Ha. 45.8%
 
5 to 10 Ha. 50.3%
 

10 to 20 Ha. 55.4%
 

All Farms 0-20 Ha. 39.0%
 
West Region 46.3%
 
Central (West) 42.2%
 
Central (East) 38.2%
 
East Region 32.9%
 

Source: Annex I
 

2. Cultural Profile.
 

Contemporary Salvadoran rural culture is strikingly
 
unique. The society is different in that there are essentially none of
 
the elements of traditional Indian tribal culture remaining, except its
 
basic technology. 8/ The Salvadoran farmer in most of his personality
 
characteristics and his social institutions is a very modern type of
 
person. Most peasantries contain aspects of their total culture which
 
are more or less traditional (in Latin America, both Indian and Spanish)
 
in all of their institutions, family, religion, values, and social
 
integration, in addition to their techno-economic domain. In El Salvador,
 
this is not true. For various historical reasons the campesino culture
 
here is essentially detraditionalized.
 

As nearly as can be generalized from the limited data it
 
can he said that the rural family is a bilateral nuclear unit as opposed
 
to the extended family common in other Latin American countries. There
 
are no lineage characteristics or vestiges, if such ever existed in the
 
past. q/ The family, however, is extended somewhat to include single
 
daughters who have children or who are pregnant. In many cases in the
 
rural area, a man may live with the woman and attach himself more or 
less permanently, to his father-in-law's household. This man is called
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an arrimado. Thus, the household unit in many instances can easily
 
become a "house of mothers" and have many features of a matricentric
 
family.
 

While there are certainly legitimized, legal and religious
 
marriages in the rural areas, marriage is somewhat 
rare. People say
 
they respect matrimony in the traditional sense, but they do not practice

it. Therefore, the relationship between man and woman is a companionship.
 
In a great number of cases, sexual relationships are fleeting and
 
numerous. The machismo complex certainly promotes this condition.
 
However, most males very frankly and openly say they do not want to 
get
 
married because "they don't want to be bound" or "it is too expensive."

When and if a man becomes more prosperous as a renter or as an owner of
 
property, he may have more than one compafiera (multiple household).

While many of these arrangements are probably temporary, some develop a
 
degree of stability and, then a man may have, in effect, plural "wives"
 
and plural households, sometimes even legitimizing his "other" children
 
legally.
 

It can be readily seen that the problem of defining the
 
family, the household, and family size may be difficult. This is also
 
compounded by the fact that many households will contain secondary
 
relatives, i.e., aged grandparents or grandchildren. Therefore, to know
 
how many children a person has, for example, does not give us a very 
precise knowledge of the size of his household.
 

Religion is of minor significance in the culture of the
 
Salvadoran peasant. His attitudes and perspectives are highly secularized
 
and pragmatic. While most people state that they attend church, organized
 
religion is of little relevance as an integrative institution either
 
structurally or ideologically. Perhaps most remote farmers find it
 
physically impossible to attend services. But more important than that
 
is their lack of concern about religion and, on the other hand, the lack
 
of involvement of religious denomination in the life and problems of the
 
peasant.
 

Again comparing the Salvadoran peasant society with
 
others in various parts of Latin America, it is quite unique in its lack
 
of social integration. In the rural area, the only integrative structure
 
is the autonomous family unit described previously. It is significant
 
that family units are not linked by descent relationships which normally

order mutual aid and recriprocal work or exchange relationships. Of
 
course, in the lower strata, affinal ties (in-laws) are virtually
 
nonexistent, or at least not patterned, due to the acompaiada family
 
system. This family unit is the economic and social unit. Beyond this
 
there is relatively little social, economic, political, or religious
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!;tructuring. Even soccer, so important throughout Latin America in 
promoting comnunity spirit, seems to lack the force to contribute much 
social solidarity within a locality.
 

El Salvador may be among the exceptions in LDC's in that
 
the target group, indeed the population in general, is remarkably
 
homogenous in their ethnic identity, language, religion, family structure
 
and local organization. It is possible to define some of the basic
 
value and cognitive orientation of the rural people of El Salvador by
 
means of direct questions and through spontaneous discussions in interviews.
 
There dominant values emerge with total regularity; a value for land, a
 
value for education, and a critical value for subsistence security.
 
Economic and material goals appear to be far more important than other
 
types of rewards or prestige (social, ceremonial, or altruistic).
 
Wealth and ownership of land are readily expressed as things to be
 
respected and valued. The first thing that the peasant wants is enough
 
land for subsistence. When asked what else he wants, it is always more
 
land--for cash rops and thus self-improvement. All this points to the
 
Salvadoran farmer as an enterpriser--or a potential enterpriser. He is
 
nn entrepreneur.
 

3. Role of Women in Agriculture and Agroindustry.
 

Of the total work-age femenine population (1,462,193
 
females) 370,449 (25.3 percent) are economically active. Of the rural
 
female work-age population of (79i.613 females) 100,162 (12.7 percent)
 
are economically active and 89,349 (11.3 percent) are actually employed.
 
Of the working age female population, 11.7 percent are identified as
 
heads of households; 14.7 percent in urban and 9.2 percent in rural
 
areas. Twenty-five percent of the rural women heads of households are
 
actually employed.
 

Rural economically active women are about evenly divided
 
as follows: one third work in agriculture, one third in industry and
 
services, and one third in commerce. Unfortunately the data available
 
does not allow any further breakdown in occupational groups. However,
 
of the entire female economically active population, one third are self
 
employed, 20 percent are salaried employees and another 20 percent are
 
employed in domestic services.10/
 

The activity of women as workers in agroindustry varies
 
widely by subsector. Women comprise 71 percent of all workers in the
 
clothing industry, and more than half in baking, candy and fruit and
 
vegetable processing. Women are concentrated in particular occupational
 
categories in different sectors, there are no overall strong patterns
 
which cross sectoral lines. On the average there is a slight concentration
 

http:services.10
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il owner/partner and unskilled production categories, and a slight lack
 
of access to administrative, technical and skilled production jobs.
 

These trends however vary so widely by subsector that any generalization
 

is questionable. The industries in which large numbers of women are
 

employed are interestingly those industries closely identified with
 
home-making skills (baking, clothing, candy, fruit and vegetable pro

ce.ssing) and might support the hypothesis that women's employment :
 

opportunities are strongly limited by cultural views of appropriateness.
 

There are important exceptions to this trend since the other important
 

sectors employing large numbers of women are alcoholic drinks, tobacco,
 
shoes, textiles and fishing.
 

TABLE 7
 

WOMEN IN AGROINDUSTRY: OCCUPATIONAL CONCENTRATION INDICES
 
BY SUBSECTOR AND OCCUPATIONAL TYPE
 

No. of % Owners Admin. Skilled Unskilled
 

Subsector Women Women Partners Office Prod. Prod.
 

Ttr-tiles 4,037 36.8 % 0.4 .4 1.1 1.1 

Food 2,648 18.4 1.0 1.3 1.4 0.6 

Clothing 2,284 71.0 0.5 0.4 1.1 1.2 

Shoes 562 28.1 0.4 0.9 0.2 1.7 

Coffee 522 40.3 2.0 0.5 0.5 0.8 

Tobacco 416 31.1 0.4 0.4 1.2 1.1 

Fishing 414 41.6 0.0 0.3 0.0 1.3 

Drinks 311 20.5 1.7 0.5 0.7 2.4 
1.8 0.5 1.3
Leather 81 12.0 0.7 


0.4 0.1
Furniture 70 4.6 1.6 6.8 

0.6 0.3
Wood Prod. 29 5.0 1.3 5.9 


Food and Beverage by Detailed Subsector
 

Baking 1,667 55.5% 1.0 0.6 1.1 0.9 

Candy 319 61.6 0.4 0.8 1.1 1.1
 

Liquor 223 42.0 0.8 0.6 0.6 1.4
 
2.1
Meat Prod. 179 16.8 2.5 0.4 0.2 


Milk Prod. 125 16.0 1.3 0.9 0.8 
 1.7
 

Fruit & Veg. 115 62.8 0.0 0.3 1.0 1.1
 

Source: Annex II
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TABLE 8
 

OCCUPATIONAL ROLE CONCENTRATION BY WOMEN
 

IN AGROINDUSTRY BY SCALE OF OPERATION
 

Percent of Percent of Women Occupational
 

Industries Concentration Occuring in:
 
Favoring
 

Occupational Role Women Smaller Scale Larger Scale
 

Owner/Partner 38 % 80 % 20 %
 

100 0
Manager/Supervisor 4 

50
Office 38 50 


Technicians 
 0 0 0
 
50
Skilled Production 28 	 50 


40 60
Unskilled Prod. 34 


Source: Annek II
 

Women tend to concentrate in favored occupational roles
 

more often in the smaller scale ndustries, while their position in
 

larger scale industries tends mo a often to be as unskilled workers. In
 

general, however, women do not 'btain their share (as determined by
 
occutheir overall proportion of workers) in the majority of fa',nred 


Their almost total absence in technical and managerial
pational roles. 

roles is evidence of their lack of participation into non-traditional
 

roles in agroindustry. Their role as owner/partner is the most important
 

of favored occupational roles.
 

C. Economic Resources and Use Patterns Among the Rural Poor.
 

1. Land Availability, Distribution, and Tenure.
 

Farms under ten hectares represent 92.4 percent of all
 

The profile of economic and production characteristics on small
farms. 

The farms from 10 to 20
farms concentrates on this target group. 


the tables for comparison purposes. Instead
hectares have been added to 


of presenting statistics on all of the seven size groupings given in 
the
 

1-2 Ha., 3-4

Census for farms under ten hectares, four groups (.5-1 Ha., 


Ila., and 5-10 Ha.) were selected as representative of the total small
 

farm population.
 

Farms in the 2 to 10 hectares range have roughly the same
 

proportion of land that they represent in the population of farms, while
 

the farm group over 20 hectares have ten times as high a proportion of
 

the usable land as their proportionate share in the farm population.
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TABLE 9
 

THE DISTRIBUTION OF USABLE AGRICULTURAL 'AND
 
BY FARM SIZE
 

Farm Size 
 # Farms 
 % of Farms Arable Ha. 
 % of Arable Ha.
 
0 to 2 Ha. 191,527 
 70.7% 
 131,336 
 20.1%
2 to 10 Ha. 59,012 21.7% 
 155,138 
 23.8%10 to 20 Ha. 9,164 

Over 20 Ha. 

3.4% 8.1%56,988

11,165 
 4.J% 
 308,473 
 47.3%
 

To ta 1 
 270,868 
 99.9 651,938 99.9%
 

Source: Based on 
the 1971 El Salvador Agriculture Census.
 

The tenure pattern in El Salvador varies significantly by
farm size. Farms less than 2 Ha. in size rent more than half of their
land. 
The propoytion of land rented on these farms is four times as
high as the average for all farms. 
 Table 10 prese-nts a national summary
of land tenure patterns by farm size.
 

TABLE 10
 

LAND TENURE PATTERNS ON SMALL FARMS 

Percent 
 Percent 
 Percent of 
 Percent of
o0 
 of 
 Land
Farm Size Land in
Land Owned 
 Land Rented Share Cropped Other Forms
 

5 to 1 Ha. 27.8% 
 53.0% 
 8.6% 
 10.6%
1 to 2 Ha. 40.3 
 46.3 
 3.4 
 10.0
3 to 5 Ha. 69.4 
 25.0 
 0.0 
 5.6
5 to 10 Ha. 84.9 
 11.0 
 0.0 
 3.6
 
10 to 20 Ha. 90.8 
 6.6 
 0.0 
 2.5 

Source: Annex I 

2. Land Use and Productivity.
 

With one of the highest population burdens per agricultural
hectare in the world, the efficiency of land use in El 
Salvador is a
vita] issue. As would be expected, the smaller farms use their availableland much more intensively than larger ones. 
From Table 11 it 
can be
seen that on both the crop type and land use measures, farms under 5 Ha.
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cultivate about one third more intensively than the national average,
the trend in declining intensity with farm size is a consistenc one.
While both crop type and land use intensities are higher, the small
farms perform slightly better in the cultivation of their arable land
(i.e. land upe intensity) than they do in cultivating intensive crops.
 

TABLE 11
 

LAND USE INTENSITY INDICES BY FARM SIZE
 
AS A PERCENT OF THE NATIONAL AVERAGE
 

Crop Type * Land Use
Intensity 
 Intensity
Farm Size Composite Land Use
Index 
 Index 
 and Crop Type Index
 

(National average for all farms= 100)
 
.5 to 1 Ha. 
 132 
 134 
 133
1 to 2 Ha. 
 129 
 131 
 130
3 to 4 Ha. 
 11 
 115 
 112
5 to 10 Ila. 98 
 98 98
 

10 to 20 Ha. 93 
 87 
 90
 

Source: Annex I 

* The crop type intensity index is computed by dividing area cultivated

in intensive crops (pineapple, tobacco, coffee, and cereals in
association) by total area cropped and then converting to an index
by setting the national average equal to 100.
 

From Table 12 it is clear that small 
farms make much more
complete use of their land, and that there is no room for increasing
production on farms under 2 Ha. by increasing their cropped area. 
 For
farms from 2-10 Ha. it would appear that they could increase cropped
are~a 
by 30-50 percent. 
 The fact that farms under 2 Ha. rent a significant portion of their land may account for 
some of their intensity
(they are unlikely to pay rental on 
land they do not crop). Even
discounting for rental, the cultivation intensity of the smallest farms,
and the significant land slack on 
farms 2-10 Ha., 
has important policy

imp]ications.
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TABLE 12
 

CULTIVATION INTENSITY OR (LAND SLACK) INDICATORS
 
FOR SMALL FARMS BY FARM SIZE
 

Recently Cultivated Land Natural Pasture
 
Now Idle as a % of all as a % of all
Farm Size 
 Land In Farm 
 Land in Farm
 

.5 to I Ha. 
 1.8 % 
 1.2 %
 
I to 2 Ha. 
 4.3 
 3.6
 
3 to 4 Ha. 
 16.0 
 14.7
 
5 to 10 Ha. 
 28.9 
 27.2
 

10 to 20 Ha. 
 38.8 
 33.9
 

Source: Annex I
 

Table 13 presents land slack indicators for all farm
 
sizes (including farms not classed as small) in order to illustrate
 
the clear pattern of decreasing land use intensity by farm size. 
 For
 
El 
Salvador, with such limited agricultural land, this tendency to
 
intensity on smaller holdings should be seen as 
a principal potential

source of increased output focusing attention on drawing the idle land
 
on larger holdings into cultivation by small land holders (or landless
 
workers) through rental, purchase, or land reform.
 



- 33 -

TABLE 13
 

CULTIVATION INTENSITY OR (LAND SLACK) INDICES
 
FOR ALL FARMS BY FARM SIZE
 

Area 	Cropped as a % of All
Farm 	Size 
 Land 	in Farm
 

0-.49 Ha. 
 83.6 	%
 
•5-.99 Ha. 
 87.9

1-1.99 Ha. 
 85.9
 
2-2.99 Ha. 
 78.8
 
3-3.99 Ha. 
 72.3
 
4-4.99 Ha. 
 66.2
5--9.99 Ha. 58.1
 
10-19.99 Ha. 
 50.6
 
20-49.99 Ha. 
 44.4
 
50-99.9 Ha. 
 44.7
 
100-199.99 Ha. 
 43.3

200-499.99 Ha. 
 44.1
 
500-999.99 Ha. 
 45.8

1000-2499.99 Ha. 
 41.8

2500-and Over 
 38.8
 

Average for all Sizes 52.7 	* 

Source: Annex I
 

• 	 The national average was weighed by the number of farms rather
 
than area for computational convenience. 
 If calculated by area

the average would be somewhat lower, but not enough to alter
 
conclusions drawn from the table.
 

Three general types of crops have been used to explore
the use of cropland on small farms, land in annual crops, land in
permanent crops, and land in improved pasture. 
Table 14 presents these
 uses 	as a percent of total land. 
The decreasing importance of annual
 crops as farm size increases, and the complementary increase in permanent
crops is clearly seen in Table 14. 
 This 	means that while land is
increasingly scarce, and labor more abundant on smaller holdings, the
genera] cropping patterns tend in the opposite direction, that is small
farm crop mix tends to be more concentrated in land extensive annual
 crops which also utilize relatively little labor. 
 It would appear that
the small farm is selecting a cropping pattern ill suited to its relative

endowment of land and labor. 

http:1000-2499.99
http:500-999.99
http:200-499.99
http:100-199.99
http:20-49.99
http:10-19.99
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TABLE 14 

USE OF CROP LAND IN SMALL FARMS 

Percent of Land 
 Percent of Land in
Farm Size in Annual Crops Percent of Land i,
Permanent Crops 
 Improved Pasture' 
.5 to 1 Ila. 81.9% 
 5.29%
1 to 2 Ha. 0.08%
75.9 
 6.12
3 to 4 Ha. 0.29
52.0 
 9.01
5 to 10 Ha. 1.42
32.1 
 9.85 
 3.19
 
10 to 20 Ha. 
 20.6 
 11.08 
 5.71
 

Source: 
 Annex I
 

highest on 
Table 15 indicates that total land productivity is
thesmallest farms, and decreases steadily as
increases. farm size
The value of output per hectare on the smallest farms is 50%
higher than on the 10-20 hectare farms. 
The general trend is reversed
in the West region where value of output actually increases as
increases due to the percent of land in coffee as 

farm size
 
farm size increases.
 

TABLE 15
 

LAND PRODUCTIVITYONSMALL FARMS
(Value of Output per 
Hectare in the Farm)
 
(Colones per Hectare)
 

Value of Output 
 Value of Output
per Ha. (Col./Ha.)
Farm Size National Average 
per Ha. (Col./Ha.)

West Region
 

.5 to 1 Ha. 
 1,209
1 to 2 Ha. 1,393

1,169
3 to 4 Ha. 1,498

1,008
5 to 10 Ha. 1,444

880 
 1,551
10 to 20 Ha. 
 854 
 1,739
 

Source: Annex I
 

In summary, target group farms as a whole crop twice as
 much of their land as do larger farms. Of the total 250,512 target group
farms, 216,884, or 87 percent have no 
significant unutilized land, and
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33,628, or 13 percent have between 30-50 percent land slack. It appears
 
that the smallest farms have higher land productivity only because they
 
make fuller use of their land. They have been unable to capture the
 
significant potential of high value zrops to increase their productivity,
 
and their individual crop yields are on the average slightly inferior.
 

3. Credit Demand, Access, and Use on Small Farms.
 

The small farmer in El Salvador is essentially without
 
access to agricultural credit. This lack of access may explain the
 
paradoxical choice of crop mix discussed above, as well as many other
 
financial and economic characteristics of small farms. To say that
 
credit access is skewed in the direction of the larger farms is to
 
understate the severity of the pattern outlined in Table 16. The major
 
jump in credit access takes place at the 20 Ha. farm size. All farms
 
over 20 Ha. have 200 colones or more of credit per cropped hectare, but
 
even among farms under 20 Ha. the difference in access is dramatic.
 
Farms under 1 Ha. (49 percent of all farms in the country) have one
 
tenth as much credit per cropped hectare as farms from 10-20 Ha. This
 
implies that the lowest 50% of farms have only about 4 percent of their
 
fair share of agricultural credit based on the amount of land they crop.
 
Only 6.7 percent of all small farms (including farms from 10-20 Ha.)
 
received agricultural credit in 1971.
 

TABLE 16
 

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT DISTRIBUTION
 
VALUE OF CREDIT PER CROPPED HECTARE FOR ALL FARMS
 

(Colones per Hectare) 

Credit per Cropped 
Credit per Cropped Ha. as a % of the 

Farm Size Ha. (Col./Ha.) National Average 

0-.49 Ha. 7.53 Col./Ha. 4.3 % 
.5-.99 Ha. 7.78 4.6 
1-1.99 Ha. 14.25 8.2 
2-2.99 Ha. 21.31 12.2 
3-3.99 Ha. 26.48 15.1 
4-4.99 Ha. 34.99 20.0 
5-9.99 Ha. 48.10 27.5 
10-19.99 Ha. 73.24 41.9 
20-49.99 Ha. 195.21 111.7 
50-99.99 Ha. 396.82 227.0 
100-199.99 Ha. 344.25 196.9 
200-499.99 Ha. 275.45 157.6 
500-999.99 Ha. 350.05 200.2 
1,000-2,499 Ha. 237.58 135.9 
2,500 Ha. and Over- 383.12 219.2 

Average for all Farms- 174.82 100.0 

Source: Annex I 
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Table 17 illustrates the insignificance of the commercial
 
banks as a credit source for target grPup farmers. Commercial inter
mediaries and product purchasers are the most important source for the
 
smallest farms and supply more than 20 percent of credit to all target
 
group farms. The possible role of financial intermediaries and product
 
purchasers as retailers of small farm credit should be explored. Public
 
credit institutions are the most important suppliers of credit to the
 
target group in general.
 

TABLE 17
 
0 

CREDIT SOURCES FOR SMALL FARMS
 
(Percent of Agricultural Credit by Source)
 

Percent of Credit by Source Category
 
Commercial
 
Intermediaries
 

Farm Size Commercial and Product Public Credit
 
(Selected) Banks Purchasers Institutions
 

0 to .5 Ha. 0.9% 32.8% 31.0% 
.5 to 1 Ha. 2.3 23.4 34.9 
I to 2 Ha. 1.8 20.0 53.9 
2 to 3 Ha. 3.5 21.1 49.8 
3 to 4 Ila. 2.4 27.4 50.6 
5 to 10 Ha. 6.5 19.3 56.3 

10 to 20 Ha. 12.2 20.3 51.7
 
LO to 50 Ha. 20.3 16.2 51.3
 
50 to 100 Ha. 59.9 12.8 19.7
 
100 to 200 Ha. 66.7 8.0 20.0
 

2500 and Over 77.6 3.4 2.7
 

All Sizes 66.6% 10.1% 16.7%
 

Source: Annex I
 

There is a rather clear pattern of credit dependance by
 
small farms in the peripheral regions (East and West) on commercial
 
intermediaries and product purchasers. As is illustrated in Table 18 it
 
appears that those small farmers located the closest to the capital are
 
the ones best able to capture public bank and other sources of credit.
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TABLE 18
 

THE ORIGIN OF SMALL FARMER CREDIT BY REGION AND SOURCE
 
(Percent of Credit by Source for Farms Under 20 Ha.)
 

Percent of All Credit Received from Each Source
 

Commercial
 
Commercial Public Intermediaries & Other
 

Reion Banks Banks Product Purchasers Sources
 

West 	Region 6.1% 37.3% 34.2% 22.4%
 
Central (West) 1.9 46.4 9.9 	 41.8
 

Central (East) 2.1 68.7 9.3 	 20.0
 

East 	Region 6.7 45.7 24.1 23.4
 

Source: Annex I
 

4. ' Marketing and Transportation Systems and Subsistence
 

Patterns.
 

Small farms may be divided into three groups from a
 
marketing system point of view:
 

i. 	 Farms marketing their produce at the farm gate
 
to a truck drive: or other product purchaser.
 

ii. 	 Farms serving their own marketing function and
 
transporting the produce at their own cost.
 

iii. 	Farms which consume the large majority of theit
 
produce and hence enter no marketing system.
 

In El Salvador slightly more than one half of all small
 
farms (50.4 percent) serve as their own marketing agent and transport
 
their produce at their own cost to the nearest market town. Only 12.9
 

percent of small farms a:e classed as totally (subsistence), meaning
 
that they consumed their own produce and did not therefore enter the
 
marketing system. A larger number of small farms are mixed subsistence
 
and market oriented, but over 80% of all small farms market some of
 
their produce.
 

For those small farms marketing their own produce, the
 
predominant mode of transportation is by cart or wagon, some of which
 
may be drawn by tractors but most of which are animal drawn. Forty
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pircent of all small farms marketing produce use this mode of transport.

Road infrastructure is very poor for many small farms.
 

D. Production Patterns on Small Farms.
 

1. Crop Mix and Livestock Enterprise.
 

The proportionate share of annual crops, permanent crops,

and livestock products in total farm value varies widely by farm size
 
and region. Table 19 presents these three . classes and their
 
relative shares of small farm value of production by farm size. The
 
proportion of value originating in annual crops drops from nearly half
 
of total value on farms under 2 Ha., to less than one fourth on farms
 
10-20 Ha. Surprisingly, livestock share of total value on 
farms under 2
 
Ila. is over one third and drops steadily to 22.5% on 10-20 Ha. farms.
 
All of this shift out of annupls and livestock is compensated by a
 
dramatic increase in the share of value accounted for by permanent crops
 
like coffee. .
 

TABLE 19
 

THE SHARE OF ANNUAL CROP, PERMANENT CROP, AND LIVESTOCK
 
PRODUCTS OF TOTAL VALUE OF PRODUCTION ON SMALL FARMS
 

Percent of Total Value of Farm Production
 

Farm Size 
Annual 
Crops 

Permanent Crops 
Total Coffee Livestock 

.5 to 1 Ha. 47.8% 15.0% 9.2% 37.0% 
1 to 2 Ha. 49.3 16.5 11.3 32.7 
3 to 4 Ha. 41.5 27.4 20.9 28.0 
5 to 10 Ha. 33.5 38.0 30.8 25.3 

10 to 20 Ha. 24.2 50.5 42.6 22.5 

A]] Small Farms 45.3 20.4 14.5 33.0 

Source: Annex I 

These findings imply that almost all of the productivity

disadvantage of the small farmer is due not 
to the yields in different
 
crops, but in the proportion of permanent crops in his crop mix.
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2. Yield Patterns on Small Farms.
 

Of the four most important crops, yields on small farms
 
are only consistently below the national average yield level in coffee.
 
Corn yields are significantly below the national average if both hybrid
 
and national corn are added together, yet for hybrids, small farms are
 
more frequently above the average than below it. The inferior corn
 
yield when both types are together is due to the fact that small farms
 
have a higher proportion of corn in the low yielding national variety
 
than in the hybrid variety.
 

The most disappointing finding is the yield pattern on
 
small farms in coffee. Yields in the West Region where coffee is
 
concentrated, increase as farm size increases from a low on the .5-1 Ha.
 
farms of 616 Kg/Ha. (72 percent of the national average) to 870 Kg/Ha.
 
on the iU-"0 Ha. farms (102 percent of the national average). The
 
percentages fail to reflect the even worse comparative performance of
 
the West Region small farms when compared with the average for all farms
 
in the West where average coffee yields are substantially above the
 
national average. The factors which have resulted in this yield gap on
 
small farms should be studied with care to ascertain what can be done to
 
improve them. This crop is of vital importance to small farmer incomes
 
in all but the Central East region and substantial income increases
 
would be associated with cost effective yield increases.
 

3. Technological Patterns on Small Farms.
 

Approximately half of the farms under 2 Ha. use fertilizer,
 
and two thirds of the farms from 2-20 Ha. This implies that the use
 
frequency levels off at about 2 Ha. while the use intensity (quantity
 
applied) continues to grow as farm size increases.
 

Irrigation would appear to be an important area in which
 
small farm access is significantly lower than larger farms. The data in
 
the census would support deeper analysis of the relationship between
 
irrigation, crop mix, and yields, but which is outside the scope of this
 
paper.
 

E. Employment Profile on Target Group Farms.
 

In 1975, 60 percent of the population of El Salvador lived in
 
rural areas, and the large majority of this population depends on
 
agriculture for employment. Of the total rural population of 2,444,690,
 
approximately 676,677 are economically active (either working part of
 
the year or seeking work). This implies that for every active laborer
 
there are 2.6 inactives who must be supported.
 

1. The Structure of Labor Supply on Small Farms.
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Part of the extended family on small farms may be re-


One out of every e..ght farms under 1 Ha. has a permanent
munerated. 

remunerated laborer. Probably a part of an extended family who receives
 

some kind of cash or in kind payment for his labor. The supply of
 

family and permanent hired labor per hectare cultivated, declines
 
even if the temporary
significantly as farm size increases. This is true 


hired labor on larger farms is included in the labor supply. Table 20
 

outlines labor land ratios by farm size.
 

TABLE 20
 

LABOR LAND RATIOS ON SMALL FARMS
 

Man Days of Labor Available Per Hectare Cultivated
 

Family Hired Permanent Total
 
Laborers
Farm Size Laborers Laborers 


632
34
.5 to 1 Ha. 598 

30 
 393
1 to 2 Ha. 363 

36 
 234


3 to 4 Ha. 198 

34 162
5 to 10 Ha. 127 


116
37
10 to 20 Ha. 79 


Source: Annex I
 

The magnitude of the employment problem on small farms is
 

there are no feasible crop
clear from the data in Tables 20 and 21, 


combinations which could utilize the 400-600 man days available per
 
The group of farms with
cultivated hectare on the farms under 2 Ha. 


over 400 man days of available labor per cultivated hectare numbers 191
 

thousand farms, 76.5 percent of the target group farms and 70 percent 
of
 

all farms in El Salvador. The problem of a large and growing supply of
 

labor is characteristic of almost three out of every four farms in El
 

Salvador. To illustrate the infeasibility of absorbing this labor on
 

the farm in labor intensive crop mixes, Table 21 presents the labor
 

demand for a wide range of crops in El Salvador.
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TABLE 21
 

LABOR REQUIREMENTS BY CROP AND TECHNOLOGICAL LEVEL
 

Man Days of Labor Required Per Cultivated Hectare
 
Per Year
 

Crop 	 High Level Mid Level Low Level
 

Pineapple 	 384 
 285 203
 
Tobacco 290 255 238
 
Coffee 188 
 138 84
 
Coconut 188 
 94 10
 
Bananas 145 92 83
 
Corn & Beans 129 140 139
 
Corn & Sorghum 118 
 116 107
 
Sisal 153 77 38
 
Sugar Cane 
 99 108 125
 
Cotton 96 
 108 83
 
Sesame 80 71 55
 
Oranges 80 - -

Beans 70 
 63 62
 
Sorghum 59 
 59 48
 
Corn 56 83 75
 
Rice 23 
 83 	 66
 

Source: 	 Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganader-a, El Empleo en El Salvador,
 
San Salvador, 1975, Tables 15, 16 and 17.
 

Even in pineapple or in double cropping or interplanting

activities the labor dema.id is substantially less than the small farm
 
supply per cultivated hectare. The labor supply situation changes

rapidly as farm size increases even inside the general class of small
 
farms. The supply of labor on 5-10 Ha. farms is one 
fourth that on .5-1
 
Ha. farms. 
 It would appear from a review of labor demand per hectare of
 
representative crops that 
farms over 5 Ha. have a reasonable chance of
 
intensifying their agricultural activities enough to reach nearly full
 
employment if we set aside seasonal variation. It is important to note
 
that the crops which utilize higher levels of farm labor usually also
 
reqtnire higher off farm labor for marketing and processing.
 

2. Employment Patterns on Target Group Farms.
 

Employment is a difficult subject to analyze because of
 
the differences in concept about what is meant by employment which are
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frequently used in analysis of underdeveloped economies. For the
 
purposes of this paper the definition by the ILO for underutilization

will be used as the measure of unemployment. According to this definition total underutilization means 
...percentage difference between

demand and supply of labor; therefore it includes open unemployment and

the open-unemployment equivalence of all forms of underemployment. 1i/
 

Since it is difficult to elaborate measures in practice

which capture all of the scurces of labor demand on small farms these
 
estimates probably over-estimate unemployment or underutilization.
 
Normal precautions have been taken to include not just direct crop labor

but also more general supervisory and management tasks in the labor
 
demand figures to minimize this underestimation bias.
 

According to the recent study by the ILO cited above, El
Ialvador has t1'e highest rate of labor underutilization in Latin America;

L)iey estimate that 47 percent of the available agricultural labor is not
utilized. 
Table 22 outlines comparisons drawn from this study to
 
highlight the-apparent seriousness of the problem. 
Based on more recent
data the Ministry of Agriculture estimated a total agricultural labor
demand of 363,160 man years which implies a 46 percent unemployment rate.
 
12/
 

TABLE 22
 

UNDER-UTILIZATION OF LABOR IN AGRICULTURE
 
COMPARISONS WITH OTHER LATIN AMERICAN COUNTRIES
 

Total Underutilization of Agricultural
 
Labor as a Percent of Rural
 
Economically Active Population
 

El Salvador 
 47 %
 
Mexico 
 46 %
 
Paraguay 
 35 %
 
Peru 
 31 %
 
Brazil 
 30 %
 
Colombia 
 25 %
 
Panama 
 24 %
 
Chile 
 20 %
 
Venezuela 
 19 %
 
Costa Rica 
 18 %
 
Argentina 
 10 %
 
Uruguay 
 9 %
 

Source: International Labor Office, The Employment Problem in Latin
 
America: Facts, Outlooks and Policies, Santiago 1976,
 
Table 6 (estimates circa 1970).
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It would be expected that the small farm population and
 
the landless rural poor would account for most of this unemployment.
 
Table 23 outlines the unemployment findings for small farms. It would
 
appear that for farms over 10 Ha. the employment rate is about 80
 
percent. The national employment average for farms under 20 Ha. is 35
 
percent (an underutilization rate of 65 percent) but that average varies
 
widely by region. In the West and Central West regions, 30 percent of
 
available labor is utilized on the farm, in the Central East and East
 
the employment rate is substantially higher at 40 and 38 percent respectively.
 

TABLE 23
 

SEASONAL AND STRUCTURAL UNEMPLOYMENT ON SMALL FARMS
 

Labor Underutilization %
 
Seasonal
 
as a % of
 

Farm Size Total Seasonal Structural Total
 

.5 to 1 Ha. 76.6% 13.9% 62.7% 18%
 
I to 2 Ha. 67.4 16.3 51.1 24
 
3 to 4 Ha. 53.3 22.9 30.4 43
 
5 to 10 Ha. 39.0 28.5 10.5 73
 

10 to 20 Ha. 20.4 20.4 0.0 100%
 

Source: Annex I
 

While the magnitudes vary somewhat among regions, the
 
seasonal patterns are similar. March is always the lowest labor utilization
 
month, and there is no single month which stands out as a peak labor
 
demand month. Four months, June, July, November and December are the
 
highest labor utilization months.
 

TABLE 24
 

SEASONAL PROFILE OF ON FARM LABOR UTILIZATION RATES
 
ON SMALL FARMS BY REGION
 

Percent of On Farm Labor Utilized On Farm
 

January March April June August November 

Region 
February May July Sept. 

Oct. 
December 

West Region 17% 8% 33% 41% 28% 46% 
Central (West) 13 10 31 43 29 44 
Central (East) 18 15 41 58 39 57 
East Region 17 11 41 55 33 58 

All Regions 17 11 37 50 32 53 

Source: Annex I 
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3. Off Farm Employment.
 

It would be expected that a large proportion of slack
labor on small farms would be employed on off-farm activities, either in

neighboring farms or in non-agricultural activities. 
 The agriculture
 
ce isus itself does not provide direct measures of off-farm employment or
income, and other sources have been sought to indicate at least rough

orders of magnitude.
 

Two employment estimates for the rural sector were used,
first the ILO estimates of 47 percent underutilization for 1971. 13/

The Ministry of Agriculture estimated agricultural unemployment in 1971
 at 48.87 percent. 14/ Depending which of these rates are used the total
 
employment rate in the rural sector is between 51-53 percent. 
If we
 assume the small farmer to be at the least employed end of this range,

with an on farm employment rate of 35 percent, the average rate of off

farm employment would be 16 percent. 
For the farms under 2 Ha., the off
farm employment rate would be 23 percent, and the 2-5 Ha. farm families
 
about 4 percent. 
Above 5 Ha. it would appear that little off-farm

employment occurs. Using the Henriquez figures, 15/ 
the 0-2 Ha. families
 
work 39 percent off-farm, and the 2-10 Ha. farms 4 percent.
 

F. An Income Profile of the Rural Poor in El Salvador.
 

1. Income Definition of the Target Group.
 

AID/W in its reply to the Congressional Mandate established
 
US$150 per capita in 1969 dollars as a reasonable upper limit for
 
incomes of those defined as among the rural poor target group. 
A series
of other benchmarks were established, including infant mortality,

nutritional intake, etc. 
 The purpose of the following paragraphs is to

outline a reasonable income definition of the rural poor in El Salvador
 
which may be measured.
 

Two definitions might be suggested, the first is a farm
size measure, and a second definition would be a direct net income per

capita measure. 
While a direct net income estimate may appear to be

conceptually superior, in practice it is difficult to use for program

implementation since the net income of project beneficiaries cannot
 
always be ascertained before they are selected for inclusion in the
project. 
Simpler measures like farm size may be the only reasonable

alternative. 
An important issue is therefore how well the proxy (farm

size) represents the desired income measure.
 

Since all income figures in Annex I are in 1976 Colones,
and since the exchange rate has been stable, all that is needed to make
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them comparable is to inflate the 1969 dollar figure to roughly 1976
 
terms. An annual inflation rate of 6 percent is assumed between 1969

and 1976 giving a 1976 value of US$ 225 per capita as the upper limit or
 
target group incomes.
 

TABLE 25
 

RURAL POOR TARGET GROUP: EXTENDED FARM FAMILIES
 
AND LANDLESS RURAL WORKERS
 

Number of 
 Farm Family Landless
 
Region Farms 
 Population Population
 

West Region 
 47,979 275,623
 
Central (West) 
 62,565 356,025
 
Central (East) 36,664 
 213,272
 
East Region 77,348 
 475,079
 

All Regions 224,556 1,320,099 720,508
 

Total Target Group Population (Farm and Landless) = 2,040,607
 

Source: Annex I
 

The rural poor target group includes 2,040,607 people or

83.5 percent of the rural population. Sixty five percent of the target

group are members of extended farm families residing permanently on
 
farms. 
The other third are landless farm worker families.
 

Thirty six percent of the farm resident target sub-group

are concentrated in the East which is the poorest region. 
Table 26
 
outlines the farm sizes whose residents fall within the target group

income range. Farm size is not a very good proxy for income on a national
 
basis; in the West a 2.5 Ha. farm on the average would support its
 
extended family at incorm. levels above the target group limit, and a 8
 
hla. farm in the East would not. If, however, the regional farm size

limits noted in Table 26 are used most of the error should be removed.
 
A few checks were made to see if a Department level list of farm size
 
limits would be significantly better than a regional list, with the

conlusion that it would not. 
 In the West Region a single criteria based
 
on the area in coffee would probably be a more accurate, and just as

practicable target group definition. 
 Based on the income and crop mix
 
information available, the dividing line should be about 
.5 Ha. of
 
coffee.
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TABLE 26
 

FARM SIZES OF RESIDENT FAMILIES WHOSE INCOME IS LESS
 
THAN THE TARGET GROUP LIMIT OF US$225 PER CAPITA
 

Farm Sizes Included in
 
Region the Target Group
 

West Region 0-2 Ha.
 
Central (West) 0-4 Ha.
 
Central (East) 0-3.8 Ha.
 
East Region 0-8 Ha.
 

Source: Annex I
 

2. Farm Income.
 

The direct increase in net per capita incomes as farm
 

sizes increase'emphasizes the over burden of population on the smaller
 
holdings. The more intensive agriculture in the West produces net per
 
capita incomes almost double the averages for all of the other regions,
 
but most of the advantage is in the farms over 5 Ha. where coffee is
 
most important. The income in the East rises only ten fold from the
 
smallest to the largest farms included, while in the West it rises 30
 
fold.
 

TABLE 27
 

NET FARM INCOME PER CAPITA BY FARM SIZE AND REGION
 

Net Farm Income Per Capita in US$
 

Farm Size West Region Cent. West Cent. East East Region
 

.5 to 1 Ha. $ 67 $ 58 $ 57 $ 51 
1 to 2 Ha. 125 101 75 74 
3 to 4 Ha. 293 183 195 141 
5 to 10 Ha. 725 303 303 242 

10 to 20 Ha. 1,739 552 497 348
 

All Farms 0-20 Ha. 223 128 116 107
 

Source: Annex I
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Two consistent patterns emerge in Table 28, first that-as
 
farm sizes and incomes increase, the percent share contributed by
 
permanent and specialty crops increases, and secondly that basic grains

reduces almost proportionately. Livestock products (except in the West
 
Region where they decrease sharply) have a curious pattern of decreasing

importance from 0 to 3 Ha. and then increasing again from 3 to 20 Ha.
 
farms. This is due in large part to 
a changing composition of livestock
 
products, on 
the less than 3 Ha. farms swine and poultry predominate, as
 
farm size increases these products become less important, then beginning

with the 3-20 Ha. farms as land becomes less constraining, beef and milk
 
become important.
 

TABLE 28
 

THE SOURCES OF NET INCOME ON SMALL FARMS
 
BY REGION AND FARM SIZE
 

Percentage of Net Income by Source
 

Basic Grains Permanent
 
Farm Size Net Income Sugar Cane & Specialty Livestock
 
& Region US$/Farm Cotton Crops Products
 

.5 to J.Ha.
 
West Region $ 323 41.4 % 27.0 % 31.5 %
 
Cent. West 291 45.6 
 24.3 30.0
 
Cent. East 259 43.2 16.3 
 40.3
 
East Region 253 46.2 12.7 
 41.0
 

1 to 2 Ha.
 
West Region 669 39.0 37.9 22.9
 
Cent. West 524 45.9 27.2 26.8
 
Cent. East 479 46.0 
 17.1 36.7
 
East Region 426 45.0 18.0 
 36.9
 

3 to 4 Ha.
 
West Region 1,705 22.6 63.9 13.3
 
Cent. West 1,113 36.1 
 37.9 25.9
 
Cent. East 1,117 42.9 
 29.5 27.5
 
East Region 959 38.2 31.7 
 29.9
 

5 to 10 Ha.
 
West Region 3,965 11.1 80.2 8.6
 
Cent. West 1,858 29.7 40.8 29.3
 
Cent. East 1,751 36.6 
 35.3 27.9
 
East Region 1,714 32.0
37.1 30.8
 

Source: Annex I
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3. Net Income Productivity of Land.
 

The net income productivity of land decreases significantly
 
as farm size increases, with the exceptiun of those farms in the best
 
coffee areas. In the Central West net income per hectare drops from
 
$403 and $478 per Ha. on less than 2 Ha. farms to $237 per Ha. on 10-20
 
Ila. farms. Net income per hectare drops from $355 to $210 in the
 
Central East and from $343 to $179 in the East from farms under 1 Ha. to
 
farms 10-20 Ha. This implies that the income efficiency of land use is
 
substantially higher in smaller farms. In land scarce El Salvador this
 
implies that except for the West region, smaller farms are more efficient.
 
It appears that the superiority comes from increased land use intensity
 
(less fallow and uncultivated pasture, more interplanting), and increased
 
importance of non-land based livestock products. These two fa-tors
 
overcome the negative influence of a lower value crop mix, and lower
 
physical yields on thc smaller farms.
 

TABLE 29
 

A PROFILE OF LAND PROFITABILITY ON SMALL FARMS
 
Net Income* per Hectare in the Farm
 

Net Income (US$) per Hectare in the Farm
 
Farm Size West Reg. Cent. West Cent. East East Reg.
 

.5 to 1 Ha. $ 450 $ 403 $ 355 $ 343
 
1 to 2 Ha. 492 479 252 308
 
3 to 4 Ha. 494 320 323 276
 
5 to 10 Ha. 554 264 248 242
 

10 to 20 Ha. 637 237 210 179
 

All Small Farms $ 482 $ 404 $ 298 $ 303
 
(0-20 Ha.)
 

Source: Annex I
 

* Net Returns to Land, Capital, and Family Labor. 

The strong influence of increased proportion of land
 
cultivated, and non-land based livestock products, as contributing
 
factors to the superior land profitability may be seen by comparing the
 
results in Table 29 with those in Table 30, where net CROP income is
 
divided by hectares cropped to indicate the profitability of cropped
 
land.
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TABLE 30
 

NET INCOME PROFITABILITY OF CROPPED LAND IN SMALL FARMS
 

Net Income From Crops (US$) per Hectare Cropped

Farm Size West Reg. Cent. West Cent. East East Reg.
 

.5 to 1 Ha. $ 505 $ 478 $ 418 $ 376
 
1 to 2 Ha. 566 510 320 380
 
3 to 4 Ha. 720 567 
 501 464
 
5 to 10 Ha. 1,049 675 
 587 581
 

10 to 20 Ha. 1,400 819 675 602
 

All Small Farms 617 530 414 422
 
(0-20 Ha.) 

Sou;coe: Annex I 

The pattern in crop profitability is almost the exact

mirror image of total land profitability. As farm size increases, the
 
net crop income per hectare cropped increases rignificantly, in approximatel

the same magnitudes as net income per hectare in the farm decreased in
 
Table 29. This implies that while cost minimization may play some role
 
in the increased land profitability on small farms, land use intensity

(increased proportion cultivated, interplanting, etc.) and the importance

of non-land based livestock products are the principal explanatory
 
factors.
 

Permanent and speciality crops produce approximately five
 
times as much net income per hectare cropped as do the other crops. The
 
fact that income in basic grains is as high as it is is due in large

part to widespread small farm practice of interplanting corn with beans,
 
and corn with sorghum. The figure used for area cropped in Table 33
 
counts only the actual area of land cropped, that in one hectare planted
 
to corn with beans would be counted only as one (cropped) hectare.
 

TABLE 31
 

CROP PROFITABILITY ON SMALL FAMS BY CROP TYPE AND REGION
 

Net Farm Income per Cropped Hectare (US$)

Basic Grains Permanent and
 

Ron Cotton and Sugar Cane Specialty Crops
 

West Region 
 $ 253 $ 1,356

Central (West) 248 
 1,075
 
Central (East) 210 
 1,072
 
East Region 200 
 923
 

Source: Annex I
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An average target group family on a less than 2 Ha. farm
 
would have enough on-farm income to be above the target group limit if
 
they cultivated 1.1 Ha. of a permanent or speciality crop. To achieve
 
the small income in Basic Grains would require six cultivated hectares,
 
4.3 of those six hectares would have to be interplanted to two grains at
 
the same time. Since the less than 2 Ha. farm on the average has only
 
.97 Ila. of cropland, even the most intensive crops will not lift the
 
family out of the target group, but it would accomplish 90 percent of
 
the task and increase incomes by more than 300 percent. Only a small
 
residual income would be required from off-farm sources to provide
 
significantly over $225 per capita incomes.
 

4. Labor Profitability.
 

The average rural wage rate varies from US$1.20-1.75 per
 
day depending on the region and the crop. It is important to note that
 
the net return to labor and land on small farms per day worked is from
 
two to five times as high as the average rural wage. A small farm owner
 
(even after discounting for land value) should be able to obtain at
 
least twice as much net return from his labor as a landless laborer.
 

5. Non-Farm Income.
 

The figures in Table 32 are the ones which were used to
 
determine the size of the target group. (See Section II, Part F.) The
 
reader should be reminded that while the other data in this report are
 
based on a large and statistically sound agricultural census, the
 
adjustments to include off-farm incot
1,e originate in a dangerously small
 
sample and are likely to contain a very large error factor. The adjusted
 
income figures should be used with considerable caution. It should be
 
remembered that the value of home consumed product is already included
 
in the net farm income figure, the adjustment affects only off-farm
 
employment income.
 

TABLE 32
 

ADJUSTED FAMILY INCOME TO ACCOUNT FOR OFF-FARM
 
INCOME FOR SMALL FARM RESIDENT FAMILIES
 

Farm Income Plus Estimated Off-Farm Income
 
In US$ per Capita
 

Farm Size West Reg. Cent. West Cent. East East Reg.
 

.5 to 1 Ha. $ 129 $ 116 $ 112 $ 95
 
1 to 2 Ha. 188 161 114 113
 
3 to 4 Ha. 367 240 248 181
 
5 to 10 Ha. 840 370 367 
 291
 

Source: Annex I
 

http:US$1.20-1.75
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G. Agroindustrial Profile.
 

Those industries which process farm products have important
 

impacts on ruial employment and income, a part of which accrues to the
 

rural poor. The objective of this section is to attempt to understand
 

the current impact of agroindustrial activity on the rural poor and to
 

explore the potential of agroindustry to make additional contributions
 

to target group income and employment. The discussion explores three
 

principal ways in which agroindustry impacts on the welfare of the
 
target group:
 

As a direct employer of surplus rural labor.
 
Stimulating farm production of raw material.
 
Creating institutional links to the small farm.
 

1. Product Structure of Agroindustry in El Salvador.
 

. Medium and large scale agroindustrial establishments (5+
 

workers) number 2,023 and account for 76 percent of all medium and large
 

scale industrial plants. Almost half of the medium and large scale
 

ngroindustrial plants are relatively small scale panela and sugar
 

extraction establishments using crude trapiche equipment, and having an
 

average of 7 workers. Setting aside these small scale (because they are
 

over 5 workers they fall technically into the medium size category)
 

(panela) producers, there are 1,045 agroindustrial plants of medium and
 

large scale in El Salvador, which accounts for about two thirds of all
 

industrial plants of similar size.
 

In importance, textiles (spining, weaving and finishing)
 

and food processing predominate both agroindustry and all of manufacturing;
 

52 percent of all manufacturing value added is concentrated in these two
 

sectors. Drinks, tobacco, clothing, and shoes make up an additional
 

15.5 percent. These five industrial groups account for more than two
 

thirds of all manufacturing value added in El Salvador.
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TABLE 33
 

EMPLOYMENT, VALUE ADDED, AND NUMBER OF PLANTS FOR MEDIUM
 
AND LARGE SCALE AGROINDUSTRIES BY SUBSECTOR
 

% of all 
Value Manuf. % to Total 

No. of Added Value No. of Industrial 
Subsector Plants 000 Added Workers Employment 

Fishing 9 6,491 1.77 994 1.81% 
Food Processing 
Coffee & Misc. 

1,337 
55 

59,486 
9,601 

16.24 
2.62 

14,423 
1,294 

26.35 
2.36 

Drinks 27 19,583 5.34 1,516 2.77 
Tobacco 109 15,896 4.34 1,339 2.44 
Textiles 127 103,364 28.23 10,981 20.06 
Clothing Products 127 10,246 2.79 3,218 5.88 
Leather (Not Shoes) 24 3,381 0.92 672 1.22 
Leather Shoes 94 11,148 3.04 2,002 3.65 
Wood Products 54 1,017 0.27 578 1.05 
Wood Furniture 60 5,078 1.38 1,509 2.75 
Agroindustry Sub-Total 2,023 245,741 67.13 38,810 70.92 

All Manufacturing 2,669 366,086 100.00% 54,725 100.00% 

Source: Annex II 

TABLE 34
 

SHARE OF VALUE ADDED BY DETAILED FOOD PROCESSING
 
SUBSECTOR FOR MEDIUM AND LARGE SCALE PLANTS
 

No. of Value Added Value Added as a
 
Subsector Plants 
 q 000 % of all Manuf. 

Meat Products 69 12,586 3.43%
 
Milk Products 30 6,692 
 1.82
 
Fruit & Vegetables 6 814 0.22
 
Fish Products 
 3 940 0.25 
Edible Oils 7 11,631 3.17
 
Milling 14 6,050 1.65
 
Baking 204 10,942 
 2.98
 
Sugar/Panela 988 7,485 
 2.04
 
Choc./Candy 16 2,343 0.64
 
Coffee 6 2,657 0.72
 
Animal Feeds 6 4,367 1.19
 
Liquors 20 7,293 
 1.99 
Beer 1 6,597 1.80 
Soft Drinks 4 5,481 1.49 
Tobacco 109 15,896 4.34
 

Source: Annex II
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Meat slaughter and processing is the largest of the food 

industries, with 3.43 percent of all manufacturing, and 21 percent of 

all food processing. Edible oils and baking account for 20 and 18 

percent of food processing and with meat represent 59 percent of the 

food industry. By adding the sugar, milk and milling industries, 93
 

percent of food processing value added is included.
 

2. Employment Profile of Agroindustry.
 

Almost half of all medium and large scale industrial
 

workers in El Salvador are employed in the food processing and textiles
 

(spining, weaving and finishing) subsectors. Thirty-nine percent of all
 

industrial workers are employed in small scale (1-4 workers) establishments
 

Employment in these small scale establishments is concentrated more
 

heavily in agroindustries than for the medium and large scale industry.
 

Wl'i]e agroindustries account for 71 percent of medium and large scale
 

employment, in small scale they account for 87.8 percent with 30,638
 

workers.
 

The two textile industries switch positions in employment
 

importance but the textiles category as a whole remains almost equally
 
it was for the medium and large scale.
significant in the small scale as 


rextiles (spining, weaving and finishing) accounted for 20 percent of
 

all medium and large scale industrial employment, and clothing 5.9
 

percent. For small scale industry the pattern is almost the exact mirror
 

image, textiles (spinning, weaving, and finishing) account for only 4.9
 
Coffee
percent of all employment, and clothing for 19.6 percent. 


processing and miscellaneous food products category become very important
 

in the small scale category. For medium and large scale employment,
 

coffee and others accounted for only 2.36 percent of employment; for
 

small scale industry, it accounts for 18.4 percent. This is due in part
 

to the small scrle nature of much of coffee hulling.
 

As would be expected, small scale agroindustry tends to
 

le more geographicall) iisperse than medium and large scale, resulting
 

in a much larger proportion of employment of the rural poor. The
 

agroindustrial group of industries are almost twice as labor intensive
 

This average, I-owever, masks the wide differences
as all industry. 

which exist between the various agroindustries. Many of the industry
 

grotups are significantly below the manufacturing average in labor
 

intensity. Using the national manufacturing average as the median,
 

Table 35 groups the agroindustries into labor intensity categories.
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TABLE 35
 

LABOR INTENSITY RANKINGS FOR AGROINDUSTRIES
 
(Based on Direct Production Labor)
 

(All Manufacturing = 100)
 

Very High High Labor Median Low Labor
 
Labor Intensity Intensity Labor Intensity Intensity
 

Sugar/Panela 712 Fruit & Veg. 170 Textiles 93 Edible Oils 39
 
Wood Prod. 317 Shoes 143 Fishing 78 Cereals Milling 38
 
Clothing 276 Candy Prod. 130 Tobacco 68 Drinks 22
 
Furniture 242 
 Meat Prod. 66
 
Baking 204 Coffee 65
 

Fish Prod. 62
 
Milk 59
 

Source: Annex II
 

Clothing, food, and wood products are very labor intensive
 
when compared with both the national average for all manufacturing and
 
the labor intensity of other agroindustries. The potential of agro
industry to increase employment among the rural target group will be
 
affected directly by the mix of commodities produced. If agroindustrial

expansion is looked 
to as an employment generating alternative, care
 
must be taken to assure that the industrial subsectors chosen for
 
iTnvolvement are among the high employment industries. 
 Six times as much
 
employment would result from an expansion of $100,000 of output of the
 
food industry as would result from an equal size expansion in the drinks
 
industry.
 

The influence of scale on labor intensity is obvious for
 
most agroindustries. For all manufacturing, the largest scale is only

15 percent as labor intensive as the 5-9 worker scale. Those industries
 
found to be most labor intensive on the average in Table 35 also show a
 
significant decrease in labor intensity as scale increases. The importance

of scale in employment intensity is most marked in the food processing
 
industry where the number of workers per $1000 value added drops from
 
2.8 for the 5-9 worker plants to .22 for the 100 + worker plants. This
 
implies that more than ten times as much employment would result from a
 
similar sized expansion in the small scale industries.
 

3. Profitability.
 

The average rate of return on total investment in all
 
manufacturing in El Salvador in 1971 was 
8.05 percent if weighed by the
 
number of establishments, and 7.98 percent if weighed by the value of
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out put. Agroindustry as a whole (with almost double the labor intensity 
of all manufacturing) has an average net rate of return of 34.7 percent,
 
four times as high as all industry. From this overall average it would
 
appear that more labor intensive industries are more profitable.
 

It would appear that the industries with the most expansion

potenuiai, from the point of view of current profitability are the same
 
suhscct:,rs which would generate the most employment for unskilled rural
 
worker. That is to say there is no apparent trade-off or inherent
 
conflict between efficiency (profitability) and equity (labor intensity)
 
in alroindustry. 
 It would appear that smaller scale establishments
 
could be expanded without compromising to efficiency or profitability.
 

4. Capacity Utilization in Agroindustries.
 

The largest underutilization is in the food industry

which is one of the most labor intensive. If the food, industry were to
 
absorb the 20 percent under-utilized capacity, the total employment in
 
agroindustry would increase by 13,853 man-years, or 
an increase of 35.7%
 
in agroindustrial employment. An investment of US$1,000,000 in agro
industry wo-ild generate only 143 jobs if invested in the high capital
 
cost agroindustries (coffee, textiles, fish, oils and flour); 432 jobs

if invested in medium capital cost agroindustries (drinks, tobacco,
 
shoes, milk and candy), and more than 1700 if invested in the low
 
capital cost agroindustries (clothing, fruit and vegetables, baking, and

sugar/panela). 
 Since capital is severely limited in El Salvador, and
 
since population pressure is acute, it is important to allocate the
 
limited capital in such a way as to generate the maximum possible
 
productive jobs.
 

TABLE 36
 

CAPACITY UTILIZATION RATES FOR AGROINDUSTRIES
 

Maximum Actual 

Sector 
Probable 
Utilization 

Utilization 
Rate 

Expansion 
Potential 

Food & Drinks 87 % 67 % 20 % 
Textiles 91 83 8 
Shoes & Clothing 90 75 15 
I.eather 90 80 10 

Source: "Factibilidad del Desarrollo Industrial de El Salvador,"
 
Facultad de Ingenier'a y Arquitectura, Universidad de El
 
Salvador, 1969.
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5. Credit and Financial Requirements.
 

With profit rates as high as they are for most agro
industries, it would appear that they co,id expand substantially before
 
reaching the point at which their rate of internal return approximated

the rates they might have to pay for credit. Either primary product
 
shortages or credit shortages are the most likely bottlenecks to ex
pansion. In some cases, such as flour milling, local supply of raw
 
material may present an important constraint. The supply of credit is
 
probably a more important bottleneck on the expansion of output.

Particularly in the 
case of the small scale agroindustry. This sector
 
employs 44 percent of all agroindustrial workers, yet received less than
 
a 27 percent share of the credit supply in 1973. 16/ 
 The burden of
 
autofinancing in these small firms must be severe, and their informal
 
credit alternatives may be very high cost. It is possible thiat one of
 
the reasons small scale industries are not e:panding at a faster rate is
 
that the cost of informal borrowing exceeds even their very high internal
 
rate of returnwhich averages 35 percent.
 

6. The Indirect Impact of Agroindustry on the Employment and
 
Income of Target Group Farmers.
 

The position of agroindustry in the marketing chain for
 
smll farm products is an important one, one fifth of all small farm
 
production value passes completely to the agroindustrial sector for
 
processing before it can be marketed. 
Another 34.4 percent is largely

processed. Based on these estimates it appears that about half of small
 
farm products face agroindustries as their initial market.
 

The stimulation of agroindustrial output would directly

expand the demand for small farm products. The food and textiles
 
subsectors account for 78 percent of all raw farm product demanded from
 
the agricultural sector. 
The small farm share of the backward link in
 
textiles is minimal since cotton is only 1.3 percent of small farm value
 
of production, and only about 8 percent of all cotton and sisal are
 
produced on 
small farms. It is only in the food industry that the
 
backward link to small and poor farmers is important. Since the textiles
 
industry is so labor intensive itself, its poor backward link to small
 
farmers does not diminish the important role textiles can have in providing

employment opportunities to landless rural laborers, and surplus small
 
farm family labor.
 

Small farmers produce only 14 percent of all of the 
raw
 
farm product consumed by agroindustry. The balance is produced by large

farmers, or imported. Selecting agroir 
istry to stimulate production on
 
small 
farms is complicated; it is much isier to make agroindustrial
 
investment choices to create rural empl~yment.
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7. Small Scale Agroindustry as an On-Farm Production Alternative.
 

One way to make certain that agroindustrial benefits flow
 

intact to the target group is to foment small scale agroindustry which
 
.can take place on small farms. Honey and cheese processing are already
 

common farm level agroindustries in El Salvador. Many other industries
 
are undertaken at a scale which would permit rural families on small
 
holdings to enter production. Small scale ruril agroindustries capable
 
b being installed witl very little capital account for forty-two
 
percent of all agroineustrial employment. The sectors in which these
 
small scale industriej are important are panela, a wide variety of food
 
processing industries, coffee processing, and clothing manufacture.
 

These small scale cottage type irdustries have on the
 

average only 1.87 workers. There are 18,632 of them n El Salvador,
 
scattered in all parts of the country. They are relatively efficient
 

husinesses, supporting their improvement and expansion in selected
 
product types would have important target group impacts.
 

TABLE 37
 

NET INCOME PER CAPITA IMPACTS OF AGROINDUSTRY BY SCALE
 

Net Income Per Capita
 
Medium & Large Scale Net Income Per Capita
 

US$ Small Scale
 
Subsector (Return to Workers) US$
 

Food ProcessinE $ 347 $ 229
 

Coffee Processing 271 215
 
288
Drinks 412 

89
Tobacco 189 


144
Textiles 221 

CIothing 156 175
 

232
Leather 300 

Shoes 192 323
 
Wood Products 122 75
 
FIurniture 2712 230 

All Agroindustry 212 190
 

Source: Annex II
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SECTION II] FACTORS WHICH CONSTRAIN IMPROVEMENT IN TARGET GROUP WELFARE
 

The 1978-1982 Preliminary Agricultural Development Plan of El

Salvador outlines three principal goals for the sector: Increased and
 
redistributed income, and employment creation. 
The general strategy

calls for a dramatic increase in the intensity of cultivation and the
 
consequent development of a large agroindustrial complex dependant on
 
the intensive crop patterns. 
 The purpose of this section is to examine
 
the findings of the first two sections to identify constraints to the
 
achievement of these increased income and employment objectives on
 
target group farms.
 

Two basic kinds of alternatives face the small farmer as he tries
 
to increase his income, he 
can increase the resources he is using, or
 
rearrange the way they are used. 
 Small farm systems are complex businesses,

and their income production processes may be very delicate. Changes

which appear individually positive may have a negative overall impact 
on
 
net income because of alterations caused in some other part of the small
 
farm system. Improvements may be blocked by individual factors or
 
combinations of factors and it 
is difficult without rather complete
 
data, and even experimental evidence, to be certain that the 
true
 
limiting factors have been identified. 
 Even inside El Salvador, where
 
climatic and regional differences are less pronounced than in most
 
countries, there are sizeable differences between different sub-groups
 
of target group farmers.
 

A. Farm Level Constraints to Increased Income and Employment
 

The analytical process to be followed in this section is 
to
 
review the resource endownment and use patterns of small farms to 
see if
 
there are obvious factors which are blocking income increases. The
 
first part is limited to a discussion of farm level constraints, latter
 
parts will explore the role of market, policy, and institutional constraints.
 

Farm level constraints have b.!en divided into 
two categories:
 

- Resource Use Constraints
 
- Resource Availability Constraints
 

REsource use constraints refer to 
factors limiting improvement

in the use of land, increasing yields, changing product mix, or reducing
 
per unit costs. Resource availability const. ,.ints are limits on land,

capital, and labor resources on small farms. 
 -ne interrelationships

between these different factors is unavoidable because the small farm is
 
an interrelated system. The discussions wh>:h follow do not 
fit neatly
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tinder separate headings, credit while discussed as a resource availability

constraint has obvious implications for intensifying land use.
 

1. Resource Use Constraints
 

i. Constraints to Increased Yields and Improved Technology
 

Yields on small farms in El Salvador are surprisingly

close to the national average in most crops. 
 (Th? exception is coffee

which due to its importance as a constraint on small farm income will be

discussed separately.) 
 To say that small farms are in a similar yield

situation to larger farms is not to say that there is little potential

for yield increases. The national average yields in most crops are 
low

by technical standards, and significant yield improvements could obviously

make important contributions to small and large farm incomes alike, if

the costs of yield improvement do not erode the net income benefits.
 

It is essentially the feasibility of yield increases

which is open to question when large and small farms perform so 
uniformly.

Small holders are much more numerous, less well endowed with credit,

access to modern inputs, less aware of technological possibilities, and
less willing to take the risks attendant to yield improving technology

than large farms. If with all of these factors in their favor, larger

farms have not achieved significantly higher yields, it is much more
 
unlikely that sma'l farms would. 
Even in basic grains (where small farm

production predoninates) farms over 
ten Ha. produced their 22% of the
 
output at yields equal to the small farms.
 

There is one more aspect of yield increases which
 
reduces their potential for the small farmer. 
 Net income per hectare

from mostly interplanted grains on small farms is less than US$ 100-150.

In the balance of crops, which can be loosely characterized as more
 
intensive and higher value, 
the net income per hectare is over US$ 1,000

or five times as high. 
The yield increasing technologies available are
 
mostly concentrated in the basic grains. 
Even if increases can be
achieved, they are not likely to be of sufficient magnitude to generate

net 
income per hectare of the order of the more intensive crops.
 

All of what has been said so far about the potential
of yield increases in general is untrue of a vital small farm commodity,

roffee. 
Coffee is high value, labor intensive and in all respects

economically tailored for small farmers, it is in almost all respects a
 
prototype of the ideal small farm commodity. In addition, there are

high yield possibilities which have been proven in large segments of the
El Salvador farming population. The yields on small farms for all
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regions are 25-35 percent below the national average. In the West, the
 
major small farm constraint is not coffee yields but a lack of coffee
 
cultivation. Low coffee yield on small farms is a first priority constraint
 
in all but the West region. Even though coffee is of lesser importance
 
to small farm income outside the West region it is still one of the four
 
principal small farn, income sources in all regions and with proper
 
varieties could be more widely grown.
 

Preliminary data indicates that lack of fertilizer
 
may be a constraint on small farmer income; however, crop by crop
 
analysis would be necessary to determine to what extent this is true.
 

Another technological factor which may act as a
 
constraint on small farmer income is the use of improved seeds and
 
varieties. The data allow this issue to be addressed for the most
 
important small farm crop, corn. Small farms have adopted hybrid

varieties with 87 percent of the frequency of the national average.
 
Yields in hybrid corn are almost exactly double the yields of the local
 
varieties but it is difficult to estimate the net income implication of
 
adoption since hybrid corn is very seldom interplanted with any other
 
crop. Since 63-72 percent of cereals are interplanted on omall farms
 
and the joint production from local corn and beans or sorghum exceed the
 
value of the hybrid corn, it is difficult to decide without a detailed
 
analysis of the costs of ing, whether the hybrid corn has a
 
favorable net income impact.
 

ii, Land Use Constraints 

a. Increasing the Area Cropped in Small Farms
 

For 59 percent of all target group farms under
 
1 Ha., there is no potential for expanding the area cropped. Less than
 
3 percent of the total land in the farm is potentially tillable land not
 
being cropped. For an additional third of the target group farms there
 
is only about 10 percent margin for expanding cultivation. Only for the
 
8 percent of target farms over 3 Ha. does the expansion of cultivation
 
hold potential. For this 8 percent, the potential is significant, 30
 
percent of the potential crop land on farms 3-5 Ha. in size is not
 
utilized, and 56 percent on farms from 5-10 Ha. Even though the number
 
farms is small, the amount of land is significant, and in addition, the
 
employment benefits from the expanded cultivation would probably include
 
many landless rural workers. The lack of adequate land use is therefore
 
an important income constraint on target group farms from 3-10 Ha.
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Based on the income and employment patterns of
 

the farms over 3 Ha., it would appear that if they could overcome the
 

factors which limit their utilization of this potential crop land that
 

the total unemployment rate would be reduced from 53 to 23 percent on 3

5 Ha. farms and from 39 to 28.5 percent on 5-10 Ha. target farms.
 

Eliminating the constraints to increased area cultivated on these farms
 

would result in an increase in net income per capita on 3-5 Ha. farms
 
from US$ 173 to $230. This change alone would remove the 3-5 Ha. farm
 
families from the target group. For the 5-10 Ha. farms in the target
 

group from the East region, this change would increase their net incomes
 

at their current technology from approximately US$ 202 per capital to
 

about US$ 300 per capita. For both farm sizes where this is an important
 

potential, the result of the change would be enough to remove them from
 

the target group.
 

The factors which prevent the farmers in these
 

categories from utilizing a larger proportion of their land are not
 

clear. It may be lack of credit, Annex I estimated that 83-89 percent of
 

the credit demand of this group of farmers is unsatisfied. On the 3-5
 

Ha. farms it is not labor supply, since all of the increased labor
 

demand could be met out of the structural unemployment of the farm
 

family. Many other factors may be important, more information is needed.
 

On the 5-10 Ha. farms labor could be a part of the problem, but at least
 
a 10 percent expansion could be undertaken with family laborers before a
 

labor constraint was encountered. Beyond that point, the 5-10 Ha. farms
 
would have to hire labor, unless the crops expanded had seasonal patterns
 
which would draw on seasonally unemloyed family labor. Given the size
 
of the landless labor pool, labor availability is not likely to be a
 

constraint. Since the profitability rates of the current technology are
 

relatively high, there would not appear to be binding technological
 
constraints which would make the expansion uneconomic. The residual of
 

potentially lim:'ting factors are that markets are not available.
 

b. Cultivation Intensity.
 

The second way in which land use may be a
 

constraint is if the fnrm is not multiple cropping as much as possible.
 

It is relatively easy to estimate which portions of the target group are
 
not utilizing these intensive land use practices as much as appears
 
feasible, but it is difficult from the data available to estimate the
 

income and employment impact of increasing this intensity.
 

Interplanting is principally limited in practice
 

to corn, beans and sorghum and in this context it appears to have little
 
potential. Were it to be extended to a wide variety of other higher
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value crops it could have significant income and employment impacts.
 
Unfortunately the extension of the practice to other crops will be a
 

rather long term process which will have to be preceeded by considerable
 
research and experimentation. A large multiple cropping project aimed
 
at this problem is currently underway.
 

Continuous cropping is an issue separate from
 
interplanting, with considerable potential for the small farmer. Most
 
often the lack of seasonally distributed rainfall or irrigation are the
 
factors which constrain the expansion of continuous cropping practices
 

if they are in irrigable areas and if water were available.
 

ii. Changing the Commodity Mix on Small Farms.
 

The net income potential of shifts in commodity mix
 
implies in all target group cases a diminishing role for basic grains.
 
Very small farms are devoted largely to the production of basic grains.
 
This is just the opposite situation from that which exists in most Latin
 
American countries where small farms cultivate their land in a higher
 
proportion of high value and labor intensive crops. The extensive
 
nature of the commodity mix on the smallest farms (under 3 Ha.) is
 
probably their most importart income and employment constraint. Almost
 
half of the value of farm production on farms under 3 Ha. comes from
 
extensive annual crops, on 5-10 Ha. farms it drops to one third.
 

The potential of shifts in commodity mix for small
 
farm income and employment aie substantial. Net income per hectare in
 
the more intensive crop types averages US$ 1,176 and $214 in the exten
sive crops on farms under 1 Ha. It should be remembered that these
 
profitability figures are at current small farm techological levels, no
 
change in crop technology or yields are implied by changing commodity
 
mix. A small farm can obtain 5.5 times as much net income from a land
 
unit in an intensive crop. If we compare the potential of a crop mix
 
shift with yield improvement in basic grains we can see that the net
 
income resulting from the basic grain crop would have to increase five
 
fold to equal the net income impact of a shift of the same land area
 
into an intensive crop at current technological levels.
 

The employment impact of these more intensive crops
 
is two fold, first the total amount of labor required per land unit is
 
three to five times as high, and almost as important, the seasonal
 
patterns of labor requirements tend to minimize seasonal unemployment.
 
Basic grains provide no employment in the low labor months of January-

March, permanent and specialty crops, provide 38 percent of farm employ
ment during this period, and swine and poultry 51 percent. The intensive
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crops would have the effect of increasing the total employment per land

unit by 300-500 percent, and reducing by more than half the seasonal
 
flunctuations in employment.
 

a. Coffee.
 

The lack of concentration of small farmers in

coffee is the most unfortunate of the crop mix constraints. The factors
 
which have constrained small farms from entering more coffee production,

even in the West 
are not obvious from the data available. The coffee

problem on small farms is two fold, first there is the problem of low
 
yields on small farms, and secondly the small proportion of land which
is cultivated in coffee. 
 The yield issue has already been discussed,

but it is worth noting that even 
if yields cannot be increased, the
current profitability is so high compared with basic grains that sub
stantial income benefits would result from shifting into more coffee for
the smallest farms. 
 Coffee ought to be the subject of a special study

to determine what institutional, financial, or market factors have
constrained increased cultivation on 
small farms. Institutional factors
 
are more likely 
to have played an important role as a constraint in

coffee than in the other intensive crops since this crop is subject to
 
more institutional control than almost any other. 
An important factor
 
may have been the lack of land ownership which may have limited small
 
farmers' willingness to make long term investments.
 

b. Permanent and Minor Fruit and Vegetable Crops.
 

The constraints which limit the entry of small
farmers into these commodities are likely co be more intimately as
sociated with marketing, processing and deaand than is the case in

coffee. The market connections tend to be more sensitive and the small

farmer may have more difficulty in making them. 
 The lack of agroindustrial

links may be important constraints to small farmer entry.
 

c. 
 Swine and Poultry Products.
 

Swine and poultry products can be essentially

non-land based commodities on small farms. 
 Feed may be purchased or
 
grown on the farm. 
 In either case they are labor intensive ways of

increasing farm income. 
 If feed is grown on the farm these products can
be visualized as a way of increasing the labor intensity and income of

the cereals crops grown for feed by transforming the feed into a higher
value and higher labor product before it leaves the farm. 
Small farms
 
appear to have been successful in making impressive use of these product

types. The fact that these products allow for farm level capital

formation in livestock, and require little outside cyclical credit may
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account for the ability of the small farmer to make such impressive
 
entry into these products. Seasonal credit requirements in the other
 

intensive commodities are more rigid and much higher in absolute terms.
 

The credit constraint so binding for all small farms will have less
 

influence on swine and poultry than on coffee or other intensive crops.
 

Since most swine production is not currently grain fed, further in

formation is needed on its potential profitability given current grain
 
prices.
 

2. Resource Availability Constraints.
 

This part explores the resource limitations which con
strain the improvement of small farmer income and employment. Three
 
resource types will be discussed, land, labor and credit/capital. Labor
 

availability is not a constraint. Even in the cases where the farm
 
family cannot provide all of the labor required in certain seasons, the
 
constraint is not labor since therq is an abundant labor supply from
 
landless families, the constraint would be financial, in that what is
 
required is money to hire the labor. By contrast, it appears that all
 
of the other resource limits are important constraints on small farmer
 
income.
 

i. Credit and Capital Constraints on Small Farms.
 

The credit discussion in Section II demonstrated the
 
seriousness of the small farmer credit constraint. Small farmers
 
receive from institutional and money lender sources only a small fraction
 
of their apparent current needs, and even less of the needs they would
 
have if they were to alter their production patterns to achieve acceptable
 
incomes. It is very difficult to track the influence of credit on the
 
pattern of farm production, income and employment. Without detailed fatm
 
level surveys it is impossible to suggest how increased credit supply
 

would change the complexion of the small farm. Credit could change any
 

of the other constraint situations which have been discussed. Increased
 

intensity will be constrained if the farmer cannot finance the expan
sions, continuous cropping will be impossible, even if the water is
 
available if the farmer cannot finance the second and third crop. If
 
land markets were flexible, the land constraint could be loosened if the
 
farmer had liquidity to use for rental or purchase.
 

While the usefulness of credit for loosening
 
constraints is obvious it is not true that all of these factors con
strain because of lack of credit supply. Small farms have demonstrated
 
an unusual ability to autofinance and to accumulate capital. On balance
 
it appears that credit is in very short supply on small farms, and that
 
most of the critical factors which appear to constrain income and'
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employment imply substantial increases in both the institutional, money
 
lender, and farm sources of liquidity. Further study of the credit
 
constraint is needed to investigate these requirements at the farm
 
level, and how they interact with the other resource and resource use
 
constraints.
 

ii. Land Resource Constraints
 

Land is currently constraining on 59% of target
 
group farms. From one fifth to one third of all land on target group
 
farms from 3-10 Ha. is tillable land not currently cropped. Another 15
30 percent is in partially tillab:e natural grassland. Therefore on
 
target group farms from 3-10 Ha. land is not currently a constraint. On
 
the 25,000 target group farms from 2-3 Ha. land is only partially
 
constraining in that there is apparent slack which would allow for the
 
expansion of cultivation of about 10 percent.
 

In the rural sector as a whole, while there is a
 
very high man/land ratio, there is substantial unutilized land. Small
 
farmers could probably loosen their land constraint if given the necessary
 
financing for either rental or purchase. This would however require
 
increasing the flexibility of land markets. For small farms under 2
 
Ha., which comprise 59 percent of the target group, land is currently a
 
s rious constraint. Without added land the only avenues to increased
 
income are through a more intensive crop mix, increased coffee yields,
 
and off farm employment. The factors which constrain more access to
 
land by small farmers may be any or a combination of the following:
 

- Unprofitable land use which would render market
 
price land transfers uneconomic.
 

- Inflexible land markets resulting from rigid rural
 
tenure patterns, non-existant land market mechanisms
 
or counter productive government intervention.
 

- Lack of farmer access to long term financing for
 
land purchase, or short term financing for land
 
rental.
 

Small farmer land use is profitable. More study of
 
the rural land markets are needed before any reliable conclusions are
 
made about their interactions. Based on the limited data reviewed it
 
would appear that massive land transfers of idle land to small land
 
holders would be economically justified and would therefore probably
 
take place if long term financing were available on reasonable terms tc
 
small farmers, and if sales were unregulated. It is clear that without
 
substantial additions of liquidity into the land market3, the current
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uneconomic distribution of land with its attendant land wastage will
 

continue.
 

B. 	 Agroindustrial Constraints.
 

1. Agroindustry and the Samll Farmer Credit Constraint.
 

Where small farmers sell their product to an agroindustry,
 

and if the transaction does not pass through intermediaries, there is a
 

significant potential for extending credit to the small producer via the
 

processor. This is common practice in some industries. From the data
 

available it is difficult to estimate with precision how much of the
 

small farmer's credit comes through agroindustrial channels. The credit
 

data in the census classified product purchasers and financial intermediaries
 

without indication as to whether the product purchaser is a processor or
 

not. It is impossible therefore to separate credit providing product
 

purchasers between those who are processors and those who are not. What
 

can be said is that the category (product purchasers and intermediaries)
 

as a whole is an important source of credit for the smallest farms.
 

While this category supplies only 10 percent of credit to all farms, it
 

supplies 38 percent of the credit on the smallest half of target group
 

farms, and 20 percent on the rest. It is probable that much of this
 

credit is from local money lenders, and not from processors.
 

2. 	 Marketing and Risk Constraints on Small Farmers.
 

A review of many of the high income small farm crops
 
While some of
indicates that many of them are also high risk crops. 


this risk is from weather phenomenon, the largest portion of it is
 

market risk. Market risk involves price fluctuations which may be
 

difficult to predict, as well as the marketing risk of being able to
 

move delicate products in a timely fashion to markets. In many cases
 

markets for high value crops are export markets where the marketing
 

problems are serious.
 

Many of these factors combine to severely reduce the
 

willingness of the small farmer to enter the production of high value
 

crops. The added factor of credit scarcity implies that the small
 

farmer has no constant financial source to see him through the bad years
 

in order to take advantage of the good ones. His inability to project
 

prices, to access distant markets, and to sustain unusual losses even if
 

there are long term gains involved, make the small farmer an unlikely
 

grower for high value crops. In many of these commodities, the pro

cessor can play an important role which insulates the small producer
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from all of these difficulties to a large enough extent to draw him into
 

production of high value crops. The processor does not normally donat
 

this service without exacting his price, yet the result is often in the
 

small farmer's interest.
 

3. Agroindustry and Technical Assistance Constraints on the 
Small Farmer. 

High value crops with potential for small farmers may not 
be individually large enough to allow for efficient public technical
 
assistance systems. Individual cereals and livestock commodities are
 
important enough to justify large research and technical assistance
 
efforts. Corn accounts for one fourth of all small farm production. It
 

is unlikely that any single high value fruit or vegetable crop would
 
ever represent such a large percentage, yet as a group they could be
 

very important. Many high value products are processed, and in many
 
cases the processor in his own interest disseminates seeds, and provides
 
Lvchnical supervision of production. This link could be expanded with
 
direct public subsidies to increase the volume of technical assistance
 
to small farmers from processors.
 

One of the principal bottlenecks to the expansion of
 
small scale agroindustry may be the lack of credit. Only the Fondo de
 
Financiamiento y Garantla para la Pequefa Empresa extends significant
 
amounts of credit to small scale agroindustries. The apparent credit
 

shortage among small scale industries is emphasized in the PREALC 17/
 
study in the following form. (Como puede apreciarse la participaci6n de
 
la pequefia industria (en el cr'dito) es muy inferior a la capacidad
 
productiva de la misma lo que la obliga a un enorme sacrificio de
 

autofinanciamiento o de elevados costos financieros, si debe acudir al
 
prestamista local.)
 

C. Institutional and Policy Constraints.
 

El Salvador's policy makers are confronted with a difficult
 
array of constraints and opportunities. Short run political or economic
 
considerations can have far-reaching consequences. Sound, well-thought
 
through policy commitments could help avoid soie very serious future
 
pitfalls. For example, El Salvador's rather abundant human resources
 
can be the key element in helping the country deal with land and cli

matic constraints. It is true that the long (6 month) dry season limits
 
year-round production of annual crops. The dry season does not, however,
 
severely limit production of a wide range of perennial or tree crops.
 
People will plant trees at subsistence wages in high unemployment
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situation such as presently exists, if they can be assured of the
 
benefits of the harvest. Institution of irrigation, drainage and land
 
reclamation projects can also contribute toward easing of the land
 
constraint. The earliest possible investment in a wide range of acti
vities or projects in these areas is critical not only to protect the
 
present land base from further deterioration, but also to meet the
 
demands for the increasing population.
 

The only tax on land in El Salvador is the Net Worth Tax
 
imposed annually against all real and personal property located in the
 
country with some specific exemptions. No tax is levied against the
 
first $10,000 of net worth so the tax, as now administered, probably
 
does not affect the target group directly. Indirectly, however, the tax
 
may adversely affect target group farmers since it does not encourage
 
larger landowners to farm their land intensively.
 

1. Infrastructure.
 

The quality of rural infrastructure may be directly
 
equated to quality of life. The poor quality of, or total lack of basic
 
infrastructure in a large percentage of the areas where the rural poor
 
are located is a major constraint. This contributes to rural-urban
 
migration and rual unrest. In many areas, penetration or access roads
 
are impassible throughout much of the year or else do not exist at all.
 
This lack of access impedes delivery of inputs, marketing of produce,
 
delivery of technical assistance, delivery of health facilities and
 
makes qualified teachers relactant to work in remote areas. Poor roads
 
also increase transport costs by as much as 100 percent per ton/km. over
 
highway costs. A large portion of the more productive lands, primarily
 
owned by larger farmers, is serviced by an adequate network of primary
 
and secondary roads. Thus the problem of poor access falls principally
 
on the target group farmer who lives on the poorer lands.
 

The country is favored with abundant potential for cheap
 
energy from water power and thermal sources. Yet, there is scant
 
evidence of any extensive rural electrification programs in poorly
 
accessible areas. Health services and educational opportunities in
 
rural areas are improving but, slowly. Lack of access to schools,
 
medical facilities, and modern technical information, whether due to
 
poor roads, lack of radios or other causes, is a serious constraint to
 
improving the quality of life for target group families. The lack of
 
potable water, or any water at all in the dry season, is also a serious
 
problem in many rural areas.
 

The only land intensification practice likely to increase
 
the incomes of the land constrained farmers under 3 Ha. is multiple
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cropping. The most important constraint on multiple cropping (setting
 
aside credit) is the lck of available rainfall. Irrigation is the only
 
way to loosen these constraints on small farms. The lack of irrigation
 
on small farms is demonstrated in Section II; small farms have much less
 
than their share of irrigated land.
 

2. Institutional Structure.
 

The organization of and provision for inter-action among
 

public sector agencies is fairly good and is not considered to be a
 
constraint. Relative emphasis on solving key sector problems, as
 
expressed by the allocation of money and of qualified personnel, is a
 
constraint. The planning office of the Ministry of Agriculture (OSPA)
 
has the principal responsibility for planning within the agricultural
 
sector. Sector plans prepared in the Ministry of Agriculture are
 
submitted to the Ministry of Planning for review and funding. The
 
Ministry of Planning functions very much like an office of management
 
and budget.
 

Well prepared, sound agricultural programs subm ited by
 
OSPA have had an exceptionally good record of receiving funding. The
 
constraint within the planning system appears to be OSPA's limited
 
capability to analyze pertinent agricultural information and data and to
 
convert the results into meaningful agriciltural programs. Consequently,
 
the agricultural sector planning process has an insufficient influence
 
on national development policies relating to the agricultural sector.
 
In order to overcome its constraints OSPA will require both additional
 
equipment and trained personnel.
 

In general, the greatest constraint in public sector
 
agricultural institutions is the lack of qualified personnel. Usually
 
only the top level personnel are well-trained dedicated people. Low
 
government salaries and a consequent loss of good technicians to the
 
higher paying private sector is the major cause of the shortage of
 
trained people. Public sector agencies lack depth in trained and
 
experienced manpower at all levels of training. The most important link
 
in the chain, the technicians that deal directly with the target group,
 
is also the weakest link. Poor delivery systems for improved technology
 
and credit is a serious constraint. Educational and vocational in
stitutions have been inadequate in supplying the quality and quantity of
 
trained technicians needed. As previously stated, the organizational
 
structure of public sector agencies appears to be basically sound. The
 

principal constraint is the lack of depth in the availability of trained
 
personnel.
 

Institutional services, either public or private, effectively
 
reach only a small percentage of the target group farmers. Many government
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agencies and a number of cooperatives and other private sector entities
 
are providing important services to limited numbers of target farmers.
 
The private sector has also demonstrated its willingness to expand its
 
role in assisting the target group to improve its economic and social
 
position. 
Leadership in this area has been shown by Parcelaciones
 
Rurales and Uni6n Comunal Salvadorefia (UCS). These private sector
 
organizations have assisted small farm renters or 
landless rural workers
 
to become owners by assisting with land purchase and financing and by
 
providing technical and marketing assistance. Increased support, public
 
or private, could greatly accelerate such programs. As with the public
 
sector, private institutional services are limited primarily by finan
ces, personnel, poor access tc many rural areas, etc. and not parti
cularly by the lack or inadequate structure of the institutions serving
 
the agricultural sector.
 

3. Labor.
 

As discussed in Section IIA above, labor availability

within the farm unit is not a constraint. Present levels of unemploy
ment and underemployment, estimated to be as much as 47 percent, indicate
 
a surplus of unskilled labor. Employment in agriculture is highly
 
seasonal, however, and for Lhe 
sector as a whole, the availability of
 
labor varies widely with relatively low unemployment during the coffee,
 
cotton, and sugarcane harvest months of November, December and January.
 
The highest rate of unemployment is in March. The problem of unemploy
ment is being aggravated by the addition of more than 48,000 new workers
 
annually to the labor force.
 

A number of government agencies are involved in tLE
 
implementation of policies designed to bring short and long-term relief
 
to the problem. Family planning efforts have helped to reduce popu
lation growth to 3.0 percent per year. Labor saving machinery imports
 
are discouraged and some, such as 
cotton pickers, are prohibited.
 
Government efforts in industrial promotion give top priority to labor
 
intensive industries. Minimum wages have been established by the
 
government for workers harvesting coffee, cotton and sugarcane. These
 
wage rates are established on the basis of market prices for the com
modities. The minimum wage increase in 1976 over 
1975 of 53 percent for
 
coffee, 33 percent for cotton and none for sugarcane reflects the
 
government's desire for unskilled labor to benefit from higher world
 
market prices.
 

Despite high unemployment levels there is a shortage, in
 
many areas, of skilled workers. This paucity of skilled labor in 
some
 
fields may be a constraint to changing agricultural production and
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agricultural processing to more desirable commodities. A very high
 

priority is being placed on education, especially in rural areas, and
 
more than a million children are currently attending school. This is
 

indicative of the government's strong commitment to improving the
 
quality of the labor force. Additional resources are also being alloca
ted to trade schools and to higher education.
 

4. Marketing.
 

Tb marketing system is well developed and relatively
 
efficient only for export crops and two or three specialty products. For
 

most proiucers, and especially those in the target group, marketing is a
 

serious constraint. Marketing losses are high. Transportation costs
 
are excessively high in most areas. Small farmers do nct have access to
 

reliable price infor!--ion and they are not well informed with respect
 
to good marketing pracices.
 

The marketing system per se is deficient in many respects.
 
The limited availability of transport equipment, warehouse and storage
 
facilities, and adequate regional wholesale or distribution facilities
 
constraints the entire system and increases marketing costs. Whole
salers and retailers are generally undercaplualized and do not have
 
access to sufficient credit at reasonable prices.
 

The agroindustrial base, excepr for a few commodities, is
 
inadequate to meet the needs of agricultural sector development if
 
sufficient emphasis is given to the increased production of the high
 
value commodities for which El Salvador has superior potential.
 

Several important policy decisions are being implemented
 
by marketing entities to improve some aspects of the market system. A
 

new central retail market and three satellite retail markets have been
 

completed in San Salvador, and a new wholesale market is under con

struction. The marketing of basic grains should be significantly
 
improved with the completion of fourteen new drying and storage facilities
 

being constructed with AID assistance. The latter is very important to
 
the target group as most small farmers are primarily producers of these
 
commodities in the short run. Over the long term however, this con
centration of public sector support to basic grains production will tend
 
to encourage small farmers to continue production of low value, exten
sive crops and delay the change to higher value commodities. Unless
 
c'omparable assistance and encouragement is provided to help target group
 
f:rmers to change to more profitable enterprises, the short-run ad
vantages of the price support and storage program for basic grains will
 
contribute more to the small farmer problem than to the solution in the
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long term. The country's dogmatic efforts to maintain self-sufficiency
 
in basic grains and maintain present volume of traditional exports has
 
seemingly blinded policy makers and planners to the very high potential
 
that El Salvador has for promoting the production and export of a wide
 
range of high value commodities that could provide increased income and
 
employment and further diversification of export earnings.
 

As El Salvador's population continues to grow, more and
 
more pressure is being placed on the fixed land base. Marketing losses
 
become increasingly important, especially to small farmers and the urban
 
poor, in terms of the availability and cost of food and in terms of
 
income to small producers. Marketing problems become more costly and
 
are often considerably more difficult as producers move to higher value
 
and higher risk commodities. Production is also more difficult but the
 
move must be made to higher value production if the increasing numbers
 
of people are to be supported from this same limited base. The lack of
 
strong, determined leadership on the part of key leaders who could play
 
a catalytic role in moving to the production and marketing of additional
 
high value commodities is a constraint to this change.
 

5. Reverse Constraints on Basic Grains.
 

While basic grains are clearly not appropriate small farm
 
commodities, there are a number of incentives which are often provided
 
which encourage small farmers not to diversify out of them, and in some
 
cases to actually increase their cereals dependence level. The result
 
i.; to maintain and even expand a crop mix pattern whicha is both un
ec(onomic from an income point of view, and which aggravates both the
 
total and seasonal unemployment problem in rural areas. Four sets of
 
these artificial incentive systems in El Salvador may be having a
 
significant counter-effective result on crop mix. In a sense these
 
incentive systems act as constrains on an improved crop mix on small
 
farms by discouraging intensity.
 

The first and most important of these incentive systems
 
is the price support system. If prices in pineapple and tomatoes, etc.
 
were supported as well as basic grains there would not be any counterproductive
 
bias in the system. Unfortunately those products most often supported
 
are the very ones which small farmers need to reduce in their crop mix,
 
i.e. basic grains. If prices were to drop seasonally, and structurally
 
to international levels it is unlikely that small farmers would maintain
 
these crops in their production at the current level of importance.
 
Small farmers are price sensitive and one could expect them to maintain
 
an unecobomic level of cereals production if the cereals price itself is
 
set uneconomically high. The anomaly is that policy makers often maintain
 
these supports with the mistaken view that they result in a long term
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benefit for the poor small farmer. There 
is of course some short term
 

benefit, but the long run effect is to tie the small farmer 
more deeply
 

to a commodity mix which can never (even under 
the highest support
 

prices imaginable) lift his income out of the 
target group category.
 

The second policy which has a direct impact 
on encouraging
 

cereals dependance is related to price supports, but indirectly through
 

if the public sector intervenes
 
interventions in marketing and storage. 


support prices in basic grains, it very often uses improved 
storage
 

to 
a massive expansion of grain storage
The result of
as -, mechanism. 

small as El Salvador, while making no comfa. llities in a country as 


pa :ible investment in marketing and storage infrastructure 
in other 

crops is to distort the marketing system in favor -f grains, and it 

should be little surprise that small farmers 
can count with less risk on 

grain markets than on other products where 
wide and unpredictable price
 

swings continue undiminished by improved 
marketing and storage. What is
 

needed is the reverse, improvement in the 
marketing chain and public
 

intervention to support and stabilize products 
which have some hope of
 

At a
 
providing acceptable incomes and employment 

of the target group. 


bare minimum, if positive policies are not 
feasible, negative ones
 

whotild be discontinued.
 

The third counter intensity factor is research 
and
 

Almost all public research and technical assistance
 technical assistance. 

If a small farmer receives
 is concentrated in basic grains and beef. 


usable technical advice it will likely be in 
these products. While these
 

programs may have little negative effect on 
crop mix because they have
 

little effect at all, it is still true that 
what effect they do have
 

will tend to accentuate the dependance of 
small farmers on extensive
 

crops.
 

effect than even
 The fourth factor which may have more 


counter productive policies is the credit access 
of small farmers. The
 

We have seen
 
crops which require the least credit are the 

basic grains. 


farmers have access to extremely low levels 
of credit. Even
 

that smaill 

if credit were not prejudicially extended 

for cereals, small farmers
 

operating under severe credit shortage cor'itions 
may be forced into
 

cereals crops because they lack the liquidity 
to undertake the large
 

long term financing) required for the
 input purchases (and in many cases 


intensive crops. Credit scarcity will tend to force crop mix 
away from
 

crops requiring heavy financing.
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SECTION IV. A.I.D. SECTORAL STRATEGY
 

A. Most Serious Constraints for the Target Group
 

1. Small land base and low quality of land of the target
 
farmer.
 

2. The land tenure situation which prevents target group
 
renters from moving into perennial crops.
 

3. Lack of employment opportunities.
 

4. Lack of inputs (credit, fertilizer, seed, etc.) at the
 
small farm level. This is primarily a problem of delivery systems
 
(personnel, roads, institutions, communication).
 

5. Low level of technology of target farmers with respect to
 
high value commodities (production and marketing).
 

6. The inefficiency of the marketing system, especially for
 
most high value commodities. This is particularly serious for export
 
markets (except coffee).
 

7. Policy makers have not recognized the seriousness and the
 
future implications of the key constraints to agricultural development,
 
,specially of the land and land tenure constraints.
 

8. Neither have policy makers recognized the adverse impact
 
that some of the present policies will have on the target group and on
 
long-term development, e.g. the curr 'nt basic grains policy. (Government
 
policies must encourage the more intensive utilization of the limited
 
quantity of Class I-IV land. This would dictate the need to diversify
 
agricultural exports due to the limited domestic and Central American
 
market for high value agricultural products.)
 

9. Due to the large number of landless rural families, the
 
rapidly growing labor force, the already existing land constraint on
 
target farms and the limited amount of tillable land in the country,
 
policy makers must recognize that increasing numbers of rural people
 
will have to find employment off the farm.
 

10. Present land use patterns on a large proportion of the
 
steep lands (Classes IV through VII) are contributing to the rapid,
 
irreversible deterioration of a high percentage of the land base.
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B. Program Possibilities for Consideration.
 

1. Provide long-term credit for land purchase by small and
 
medium farmers. This will require the developiment of an effective
 
mechanism or delivery system to assure that this credit reaches the
 
target farmer. A pre-condition of such a program would be a government
 
policy encouraging the unrestricted buying aad selling of land.
 

2. A coordinated program to significantly increase the
 
plantings of perennials on small farms. This should include medium and
 
long-term credit, seed, and planting material availability and technical
 
assistance where required. A follow-on program should provide marketing
 
assistance for these commodities when production begins. Priority should
 
be given under this program to increasing the plantings of rust-tolerant
 
varieties of coffee on small farms in suitable areas.
 

3. A high priority should be given to the initiation of a
 
program designed to increase the production and marketing of fresh and
 
processed fruits and vegetables for the external market. Such an effort
 
will require financial and technical assistance in both production and
 
marketing.
 

4. The long dry season and the limited land base, coupled
 
with the rapid growth in population, dictate the need for the increased
 
use of irrigation. Development of irrigation capabiliL? in selected
 
areas would facilitate the move to higher value, more labor intensive
 
crops during the dry season when these crops are in high demand in the
 
external market. Irrigation projects should make the maximum use that
 
is feasible of hand labor.
 

5. For the small farmer, poor access not only means higher 
in-put costs but also lower prices (through higher marketing costs) for 
the commodity sold. Rural and access roads in much of the country are 
inadequate. Significant improvement in these roads could be made at 
minimal ,ost using low cost pick and shovel labor that is so abundant in 
the rural areas. AID has financed a number of successful projects of 
this type in other :ountries. 

6. If El Salvador is to maintain the present productivity of
 
the limited land base, immediate steps must be taken to change production
 
patterns on steep lands. A large proportion of the land area is suitable
 
only for forestry, tree crops or permanent pasture. Thk high level of
 
forest product imports and the potential for the development of a wood
 
products industry in a labor surplus situation would appear to make the
 
improvement of the forest resource base an attractive development opportunity
 
for the long term. Such an improvement program could be implemented
 
primarily using hand labor.
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C. Review of Present Mission Activities in the Sector.
 

AID supported programs in this sector have enjoyed relatively
favorable results. Under the agricultural development project (recently
terminated) grant-financed technicians, in collaboration with their
counterparts, produced a preliminary set of multi-cropping recommendations

which (luring two growing seasons constituted a major component of El
Salvador's extension activities. 
A $4.0 million loan (which terminated
in June, 1977) for the construction of improved facilities for El Salvador's
agricultural research and extension agency (CENTA), will provide the
most 
modern, best equipped physical facility for research and extension
in Central America. 
 In further support of these two programs, a threeyear grant was authorized in FY 1976, 
to provide CENTA with technical
services and training in agricultural research and extension on 
intensive
sinal1 
 farm management systems (multiple cropping). 
 A fourth project, a
$6.5 million grain marketing loan was amended to reflect the Government's
increased contribution to the working capital fund, and the loan funds
originally programmed to finance working capital were transferred to
facility construction, equipment, and technical assistance. 
 This project

is currently scheduled to terminate in November, 1978.
 

D. SectoralFL'ogram Strategy Parameters.
 

1. Host Government Goals and Policies.
 

The GOES 1978-82 pre-plan lists the following objectives

for the agriculture sector.
 

a. 
 Increase the income generated by the sector and

improve the distribution.
 

b. Expand agriculture sector employment.
 

c. 
 Achieve greati'r dynamism in both traditional
 
and non-traditional exports.
 

d. Promote import sibstitution, principally in

basir food commodities.
 

e. 
 Promote sorial mobil.'ty among the various rural
sector groups in order that they ight contribu e to solving existing

problems.
 

f. Conserve and develop renewable natural resources.
 

g. Promote a balanced development among the various
regions of the country.
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The 1977 sector assessment supports these objectives
 

with one exception. The pre-plan goes on to explain that (d), promotion
 

of import substitution, principally in basic food commodities, means
 

b;sic grains. The assessment points out that in order to fully pursue
 

increased income objective, one would have to abandon the basic grains
 

objective. This is the only real issue which the Mission has with
 
The Mission, of
regard to the agriculture sector policy guidelines. 


course, does not agree with the GOES policy of subsidized interest
 

rates. This policy, however, is not sector specific.
 

The current draft of the agriculture sector five

year plan (1978-82) calls for a total investment by the GOES in the
 

sector of more than $240 million. This compares wtih actual investment
 

of about $40 million during the five year period 1971-75 (the last five
 

years for which data is available). This plan has not yet been approved
 

by the new administration and is probably over optimistic. However, it
 

seem to indicate that the GOES planners see the agriculture sector
would 

playing an important role in the economic development of the country.
 

The Government of El Salvador has been engaged in
 

the following activities designed to serve the sector objectives:
 

The Ministry of Agriculture (MAG) Center for Research,
 

Extension, and Education (CENTA) was internally reorganized and a
 

separate Center for Agricultural. Education (CENCAP) was created. This
 

separation of agricultural education from research and extension gave
 

CENCAP a higher priority and greater budgetary strength vis-a-vis other
 

MAG activities. Moreover, the reorganization resulted in the establishment
 

of seed technology as a division equal in priority to the research and
 

extension divisions. Production of improved seed for basic grains by
 

the seed technology division was increased by approximately 1,000 tons
 

in 1976. Independently, the MAG upgraded the salaries for CENTA sharply
 

reducing the high rate of personnel turnover which previously plagued
 

that organization.
 

Although not sufficient to meet demand, the Agriculturz
 

Development Bank is providing credit, in increasing amounts, for productior
 

costs of basic grains to small and medium farmers, especially those who
 

are members of cooperatives. The Bank is also providing special lines
 

of credit to farmers who follow approved soil conservation practices and
 

who have demonstrated an interest in developing fish farming in small
 

farm ponds.
 

The government of El Salvador has also implemented
 

the following programs related to the specific sefinar objectives:
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-Establishment of a price incentives program under
 

the government's semi-autonomous Price Stabilization Institute (IRA) to
 

encourage increased production of basic grains;
 

-Construction of grain storage facilities under IRA
 

to accommodate the sharply increased production anticipated in response
 

to the price incentives;
 

-Construction of three large seed storage and proces

sing facilities under CENTA to accommodate the volume of seed that will
 

hb handled in the program of classifying, processing, storing, and
 

distributing improved seed varieties to small farmers; and
 

-Construction and supervision of several small-scale
 

irrigation facilities under the government's semi-autonomous community
 

development organization (FOCCO) to permit dry season production by
 

groups of small farmers.
 

In June 1975, the Government of El Salvador pa;ssed a
 

law creating the Salvadoran Institute of Agrarian Transformatior (ISTA).
 

Its aim was to improve the social and economic conditions of the rural
 

poor, primarily by establishing more equitable and secure land tenure
 

rights for lower income agricultural families. However, when ISTA
 

announced its first project which included expropriation of approximately
 

280 farms (56,000 hectares) in the country's cotton and livestock area,
 

the private sector launched a massive opposition campaign. The Government
 

received little or no support from any influential sector of the society
 

and thus negotiated with the private sector and sent an amended law to
 

the legislature, which was rapidly passed. ISTA will continue to function,
 
but on a much reduced scale; it cannot unilaterally expropriate cultivated
 

lands. ISTA's program is now restricted to cash payments and relies on
 

the voluntary sales and confiscation of farms which do not comply with
 

the government's social betterment and maximum productivity requirements.
 

2. Other Donor Activities.
 

There are several other donor programs presently being
 

implemented in El Salvador in support of the Government's objectives in
 

the agriculture sector. The Inter-American Development Bank (IDB) is
 

financing projects in rural rorad construction, irrigation in Atiocoyo,
 
fisheries development, production credit to the Agriculture Development
 

Bank, and research and extension in basic grains. The United Nations is
 

supporting forestation and livestock feeding programs. The Central
 

American Bank for Economic Integration (CABEI) is complementing the AID

funded grain marketing project by financing the construction of additional
 

terminal grain storage facilities. Other countries including Canada,
 

Israel, Taiwan, West Germany, and Britain, are financing various activities
 



- 79 

including technical assistance in rice and cotton production, irrigation,
 
entomology, livestock, artisan fisheries development, and veterinary
 
services.
 

E. The Program Strategy and Estimated Costs.
 

The Mission's agriculture sector strategy is aimed at increasing
 
production, productivity and income and employment of the target group.
 
This will be accomplished by implementing a series of projects directed
 
at the most serious constraints listed in part A of this section.
 

1. Those projects which will be carried out during FY 1978
 
are:
 

a. The Intensive Small Farm Management Project, carried
 
out with the Government'L agricultural research and extension organization
 
(CENTA), will continue in FY 1978. This project, however, was funded
 
through FY 78 with FY 77 funds. It provides training grants and advisory
 
personnel under university contract for the development of intensive
 
cropping systems and a national demonstration/ extension program to
 
encourage adoption of the cropping systems by large numbers of small
 
farmers. The systems developed are highly labor and land intensive,
 
they emphasize basic food crops, and are designed to maximize production
 
and income from small plots.
 

b. The Small Farm Irrigation Systems Project is designed
 
to provide loan funds to the Government of El Salvador to help the lower
 
income farmers construct small irrigation systems. The project beneficiaries
 
will provide the self-help labor. The project will extend the growing
 
season and thus encourage two crops in some areas where only one is
 
grown at present. The project will provide participating small farmers
 
with construction materials, equipment, and technical assistance in
 
water use.
 

c. The Small Farmer Credit Project will develop and
 
expand sources of institutional credit for small farmers who have had
 
little or no prior access to such credit. The project will provide
 
funds for technical assistance and training directed at improving the
 
credit delivery institutions as well as resources for production loans
 
to small farmers. (This project may be combined within the Small Farmer
 
Development project proposed in the 5Y 1979 ABS).
 

2. The projects proposed for FY 79 will address the specific
 
constraints of small farmer access to land; market system inefficiencies
 
for high value, labor and land intensive crops; technology for high
 
value crops; and institutional "ottlenecks related to training and
 
sector planning. The following projects are proposed for Y 79 funding:
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a. The Small Farmer Development Project will
 
create new and improve existing GOES agricultural delivery systems for
 
providing services to small farmers. More specifically the project will
 
consist of the following components:
 

i. The creation of a credit fund within an existing
 
Institution (e.g., the Central Bank or Banco Hipotecario) which will provide 
rescurces to various intermediate credit institutions (ICIs). These 
ICIs would relend to small farmers who desire to purchase and farm 
agricultural land and, as necessary, to build appropriate housing. The 
national level institution will rediscount the paper of these institutions
 
which will mortgage agriculture land for small farmers under terms and
 
conditions to be established during project preparation. If possible,
 
Housing Investment Guarantee (HIG) funds will be used as seed capital,
 
and AID funds will finance technical assistance to the participating
 
ICIs and, if needed, to the national level banking institutions.
 

ii. The continuation of Mission funded multi
cropping activities. As mentioned above, the Intensive Small Farm
 
Management project focuses on the problem of expanding multi-cropping,
 
with special emphasis on small farmers. This project is assisting CENTA
 
to develop cropping systems which are highly labor intensive, emphasize
 
hasic food crops, and maximize production and income from small plots.
 
Progress to date indicates that this grant project is accomplishing that
 
objective. As the results of the project become available, one of the
 
principal tasks of CENTA will be to deliver the systems and technology
 
developed to increasing numbers of small farmers. However, the number
 
and capability of CENTA's filed extension agents, who will deliver the
 
new technology, must be improved. The proposed loan project intends to
 
address this need as described in item v. of this section.
 

iii. The expansion of permanent crops production.
 
The CENTA would also play a crucial role in this component of the project.
 
It will promote the planting of permanent crops, assist in locating
 
credit, and provide extension assistance to the target group. These
 
activities will give emphasis to the mountainous northern portion of the
 
country. AID funds will be used to obtain improved plant material for
 
planting on target group farms as well as for research and multiplication
 
needs. The most likely crops to be included are, inter alia, masaceous,
 
citrus, cashew, almond, avocados, mango, pineapple, and grapes.
 

iv. The creation of minor species livestock reproduction
 
centers. These will be developed at the 5 existing regional centers of
 
the MAG's General Directorate of Livestock and will be responsible for
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producing improved stock for the small farmers in the area surrounding
 

each center. AL the same time, each center will provide demonstrations,
 

train personnel, and undertake some adaptive research. The species
 

currently being considered for the program are goats, rabbits, and
 

poultry. Each of the centers will function as the focal point for the
 
AID funds
livestock extension effort which will be part of the project. 


would be used to provide pure or improved breeding stock and equipment
 

for the centers, technical assistance, and training.
 

v. The establishment of a school for extension
 

training within the National Center for Agricultural Training (CENCAP)
 

which will include a home economics curriculum. Since most of CENTA's
 

extension agents are from low level institutions (e.g., from the secondary
 

agricultural vocational school), the primary function of the extension
 

training school will be to upgrade and expand the capabilities of presently
 

employed extension agents as well as future extension personnel. The
 

school will be operated from existing MAG buildings; however, AID funds
 

will be required for some equipment, training of staff, and contract
 

faculty to assist in developing the curriculum and teaching at the
 

school while Salvadoran technicians are being trained. An integral part
 

of the curriculum will be training in family planning.
 

b. The agroindustrial Development Project will expand
 

labor-intensive agroindustries by providing additional credit and tech

nical services to 1CIs and ISCE (the Export Promotion bAgency) which
 

exist for that purpose. These ICls will make three specific types of
 

sub-loans:
 

i. The first type of qub-loan will be for labor

intensive fruit and vegetable proKIction, processing, and marketing,
 

primarily for export. Product~in of vegetables would be during the dry
 

season under irrigated condit¢cmns, and would be aimed at the U.S. fresh
 

produce market in the months of Decsuaber-February. Surplus production
 

would be canned or frozen f.r home consumption and export. The processing
 

would be vertically intcgrated with with production and marketing in
 

order to ensure the agroindustries will receive the supply of products
 
financing technical assistance
when required. AID funds would be used fet 


to both the lICls and the firms engaged in the production, processing and
 

marketing operations.
 

ii. The second type of sub-loan would be for small

scale agroindustrial enterprises with emphasis on clothing, panela, food
 

products, and leather products. These are highly labor-intensive agro

industries and as such would gEnerate significant employment. AID funds
 

would be used to strengthen the labor-intensive agroindustries through
 

the provision of technical assistance and credit funds.
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iii. The third type of sub-loan will be for integrated
 

production and processing of products primarily for local consumption.
 

An example of this would be oil palm, which would substitute for edible
 

oils now being imported to supply 50% of El Salvador's needs. Again AID
 

hunds would be used for technical assistance as well as investment
 

capital.
 

3. Projects currently being considered for beyond FY 79
 

include the following:
 

a. Rural Infrastructure Developn,2nt
 

This project-would likely address such needs as farm

to-market access roads, rural electrification, medium-scale irrigation
 

and soil conservation works.
 

b. National Crop Insurance Project.
 

Various people in both the GOES and the private
 

sector have expressed interest in a national crop insurance program. The
 

Mission plans to assist the GOES with some feasibility studies and if it
 

proves feasible will propose a project to implement an insurance program.
 

The insurance program would be aimed at reducing the farmer's risk due
 

to weather. Some TDY assistance from LA/DR/RD has already been obtained
 

and efforts are being made to coordinate this project with LA Regional
 

Crop Insurance Project.
 

c. Marketing Program.
 

As a follow-on program to the Small Farmer Develop

ment Project outlined above, a project aimed at removing the bottlenecks
 

Lo marketing the increased production which will be forthcoming is
 

proposed.
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INVESTMENT SbU1ARY
 
(Millions of Dollars)
 

FY'78 FY'79 
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3.8 4.0 


............
 

1.5 4.0 


5.3 8.0 


6.0 5.0 


10.0 


6.0 15.0 


11.3 23.0 
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5.5 6.6 15.0 5.0 

5.5 6.0 -- 5.0 

11.0 12.6 15.0 10.0 

11.1 13.0 15.0 10.0 

0.2 0.2 0.1 

........ 

11.1 13.2 15.2 10.1 

22.1 25.8 30.2 20.1 
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F. Future Analysis and Information Needs.
 

The intent of the following is to outline the kind of information
 
which would be required to expand the current assessment to meet the
 
requirements of the new agriculture sector assessment guidelines, as
 
well as to support the contemplated project papers, monitoring and
 
evaluation of sector activities. This section is kept brief to allow
 
for LA/DR input before the ideas are developed in detail.
 

Basically the following information is needed:
 

1. Analytical Description of the Agricultural Sector.
 

The MINAG Diagn6stico and supporting material already
 
developed meet the requirements of the expanded guidelines. No additional
 
data or analysis would be needed.
 

2. Target Group Profile and Constraint Analysis.
 

A series of imporant gaps exist in current data and
 
analysis. In many cases these gaps could be narrowed with additional
 
analysis of existing original data, but in some cases new :ata must be gathered.
 
There is a trade-off between using the existing data and developing new
 
information. The existing data, although satisfactory for the assessment
 
in its present form, is now partially dated and is not detailed enough
 
to address the issues raised in the constraints section of the new
 
guidelines. New data, on the other hand, is expensive and troublesome
 
to gather and edit; and it would be impossible to think of gathecing new
 
information with the same breadth and geographic coverage as the existing
 
data sets.
 

One way of approaching this problem would be to use the
 
existing data to complete the tprks of target group selection and profile,
 
and then to undertake reduced, bt in depth sample surveys, to meet the
 
requirements of the constraints ection.
 

This approach assumes AID would receive permission from
 
the COES census department allowing AID access to the original agricultural
 
census data in order to get at the data in its completely disaggregated
 
form. In its disaggregated form this data would permit analysis in
 
considerable depth, while in its processed form it is much more limited.
 
Similar permission would be required to look at small-scale agroindustrial
 
censiis data.
 

The most troublesome da--a gaps for target group selection
 
and profile purposes relate to the landless rural poor, and the off-farm
 
labor activities of the farming population. The household data available
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may provide considerable illumination in this regard if it can be obtained
in its original form. 
As it is currently processed it is impossible to
integrate with the other data sets. 
The extent to which the household
survey efforts could go in completing the profile of the landless rural
population, and completing the off-farm employment account for farm
families is unclear. It is likely that a small sample of landless and
farming families would be required to complete the profile section.
While only limited new survey work would be required to complete the
target group profile section, the original data sources would have to be
sub-sampled, processed and anayzed in considerable detail to meet the
conceptual interests of the new guidelines.
 

The data requirements of the constraints analysis section are much
more difficult to secure from existing sources. 
 Small, but in depth
surveys would be required of the target groups to determine their use of
technology, and the alternatives which they face. 
 Detailed examination
of their income and employment possibilities are required. 
 It is unlikely
that the general census and brief household data would support this type
of analysis even if they were not outdated. 
 The size of these samples

could be very samll land regionally targeted.
 

3. Specific Sub-Topics
 

Inside the general categories outlined above are a variety
of sub-topics needing additional attention. 
These min-studies could
draw on the data bases outlined above, but would require special processing

and analysis.
 

a. Irrigation
 

The roleof irrigation in small farer income
is of considerable importance 
 This mini-study might be divided into two
phases. 
The first would be a national profile of irrigation and its
relationship to income, employment, and multiple cropping on small
farms. 
The census data if available in its original state could be used
for this purpose. it would be possible to see if, and to what degree,
irrigation is associated with increased yields, more intensive land use,
increased multiple cropping, higher value crop mixes, etc.
 

b. Small Scale Rural Industry
 

There appears to be considerable potential in smallscale rural industry for increasing the income and employment of the
target group. 
The industrial census has detailed information on more
thatn 18,000 of these establishments in all regions of the country. 
A
careful examination of the role and possibilities of these enterprises
could contribute significantly to the assessment Ij providing an understanding of the economic possibilities of landless families, who have
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been largely ignored in most assessments because of a lack of serious
 
data.
 

c. Income and Employment Possibilities for Rural
 
Women. 

Rural women in El Salvador are deeply involved
 
in both small-scale and medium-scale rural industry. There appears to
 
be considerable potential for improving the welfare of rural women and
 
the populations they support through selective programs in these rural
 
industries. A special study of this topic could be undertaken in considerable
 
detail based on the c:isting industrial census data sets for both small
scale and medium/large-scale rural industry.
 

d. Participation of the Target Group.
 

The target group may be involved in programs to 
improve their welfare in a variety of ways. Their participation may 
come in local decision making, savings, labor, and in the contribution 
of ideas. A mini-study based on a few questions in the surveys could 
provide more information. Both landless and farming groups could be 
asked what their ideas are about solutions to their problems. Existing 
,;tudies of the small farmer have indicated that he is a remarkably 
efficient businessman given his resources and constraints. If this is 
true, it would logically follow that he might have very useful ideas 
aboult self-improvement. A portion of the detailed rural surveys could 
be harnessed to explore both these small farmer ideas and to design 
programs with built-in mechanisms to involve the target group more 
deeply in their own development. 

e. Marketing and Demand Constraints.
 

Separate treatment of these two issues is vital to
 
understanding limits on product mix for the small farm. While the
 
objective of this mini-study is easy to state, it is much more difficult
 
to outline a procedure for implementing the analysis. Few studies of
 
this type have been successful in providing the kind of guidance needed.
 
Even the large empirical efforts which have been undertaken with large
 
budgets and long-time frames have shed little additional light beyond
 
the short and reasonably inexpensive ones. That is not to say that the
 
short ones are satisfactory, but just that both types are inadequate. 
The topic is of such importance for target group improvement that some 
special attention must be given. This study would have to estimate 
mirket possibilities for high potential small-farm and small-scale rural 
industry products in domestic and export markets.
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f. Effectiveness of Technical Assistance
 

The role and impact of technical assistance on small
 

farmers needs to be examined as a separate issue. Data in the census
 
will allow some initial examination of its impact in coffee. Some
 

information on the number and purpose of TA visits would need to be
 

gathered for the constraints analysis survey.
 

g. Credit.
 

The census has a unique set of credit data which has
 

been only partially utilized in the current assessment. The importance
 

of credit as a constraint is emphasized in the current document, and its
 

extremely biased distribution in El Salvador highlight the importance of
 

fielding and mini-study on this topic. Such a study could begin with a
 

sub-sample of the rather complete census credit information and follow
 

up with analysis of credit information from the detailed constraints.
 

4. Information Requirements for Project Development Implementa
tion and Evaluation.
 

a. Oil Palm Feasibility Study.
 

b. Fruit and Vegetable Production Feasibility
 

c. Credit Delivery Mechanisms.
 

d. Crop Insurance Feasibility.
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INTRODUCTION 

The two papers included in this document are working papers to provide a basis for an assessment of the 
agriculture sector in El Salvador. The focus of the papers and the assessment which will follow is on the poor
majorily of the rural population. 

The first paper summarizes and interprets the statistical material presented in the second. The statistics are 
computations based on basic data gathered in the 1971 Agriculture Census and a variety of other sources. The
methodology used in these computations is outlined in Appendix A of the first paper, and the basic data source 
in Appendix A of the second paper. 

These papers are much narrower in scope than the final sector assessment. The assessment will contain an 
overview of the sector, a socio-cultural profile of the rural poor, an outline of institutional constraints, and a 
proposed Al Dstrategy. 

Readers are reminded that these papers are only an inputt into the AID documentation process, they do not 
represent or imply a position on the part of the AID Mission to El Salvador. The responsibility for the contents 
rests solely with the authors. 
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Section A. 
Economic Resource Endowment and Use Patterns
 

A Profile of Small Farms
 

I. LAND AVAILABILITY. DISTRIBUTION AND TENURE PATTERNS 

'mparison 
with other countries El Salvador has a very heavy population to support with its usable agricultural area. Table 1 
indicales that the support burden of arable land in El Salvador is one of the heaviest in the world, more than double 
Ihe Latin America average, and higher than such countries as India and Taiwan. The arable hectare in El Salvador 
must support ten times as many people as an amble hectare in Canada and almost five times as -any people as 
an American hectare. 

In 1971 there were 270,868 farms in El Salvador with a total of 1,451,894 hectares of k.r. . a 

Table 1
 
Comparisons of Population Carrying Burden of Agricultural
 

Land for Selected Countries
 
(Population per Arable Hectare)
 

Japan 7.78
 
Israel 6.68
 
El Salvador 4.98
 
Taiwan 4.96
 
Guatemala 3.25
 
India 3.20
 
Latin America Ave. 2.19
 
Mexico 1.98
 
Brazil 1.96
 
United States 1.09
 
USSR 1.06
 
Argentina 0.72
 
Canada 0.48
 
Australia 0.03
 

SOURCE: Calculations based on FAO Production Yearbook, Vol. 23, Rome, 1970. 

The rate of growth of population since 1970 has been significantly higher than Japan and Israel with the result 

trat El Salvador today is even closer to their population densities The distribution of usable agricultural land is 
skewed in El Salvador strongly in favor of the larger landholders. The seventy percent of farms which have less than 
two hectares of total land have only twenty percent of the arable land. 

Table 2
 
El Salvador
 

Land Tenure Patterns on Small Farms
 
National Summary
 

Farm Size Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of 
Land Owned Land Rented Land Land in 

Colonized Other Forms 

5 to I Ila 27.8 53.0 8.6 10.6 
I to 2 ia. 40.3 46.3 3.4 10.0 
. to 5 Ha. 69.4 25.0 0.0 5.6 
.5to 10 Ila 84.9 11.0 0.0 3.6 
10 to 20 lIla. 90.8 6.6 0.0 2.5 

SOURCE- Samuel Daires & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalvsis of theRuralPoorTarget Group, Table 45. 



The proportion of land rented on farms less than 2 Ea. is four times as high as the a,c-.age or ,:.. . .rn'.s. .:e 
rental intensity on small farms is evidence of the severely limited access they have to owner1-', c.' aa'r,' ..'_
tural land. The apparent flexibility of the land markets in 1971 may imply that increasin- -;heac,-e:;s ot he sr,',i
farmer to land may be dealt with inside the structure of the land market system as it exist. ir. :-7 wit., haacia;
and diect market interventions as distinct from traditional land reform measures. As we shall see, tae sn allest 
farmers are essentially without access to the financial markets which could be their source of acctts to 1aw.d 
through purchase or rental. Some public intervention would appear to be needed to give t'ese farmne, mo:e laud 
accesq, but it might be done through the rural land market and financial system if those mrke:s are as weE 
developed as the rental patterns indicate. 

Table 3 
El Salvador 

The Distribution of Usable Agricultural Land 
by Farm Size 

Farm Size * Farms %of Farms Arable Ha. Vcof Arabie 

0to 2 Ha. 191,527 70.7 131,336
2to 10 Ha. 59,012 21 7 155,138 .
10 to 20 Ha. 9,164 3.4 56,988
Over 20 Ha. 11,165 4 1 308,473 47.3 

Total 270,868 99.9 651,938 99. 

SOURCE: Based on the 1971 El Salvador Agriculture Census. 

Farms under ten hectares represent 92.4 percent of all farms. The profile of economic and production ch.-..
acteristics on small farms concentrates on this group. The farms from 10 to 20 hectares have been added to the 
tables for comparison purposes. Instead of presenting statistics on all of the seven size grot.igS given in Jhe
Census for farms under ten hectares, four groups (.5-1 H., -1.2 Ha., 3-4 Ha., and 5-10 Ha.) were seiecer. as rep:.e
wntatives of the total small farm population. As the tables are read it should be remembered that orly 63.5 per
cent (165 thousand out of 259 thousand) of all small farms are included in the tables. 

a. TENURE PATTERNS ON SMALL FARMS 

The tenure pattern in El Salvador varies significantly by farm size. Most small farmers rent more tan one 
half of their land, but most land in small farms is owned. This paradox results from the initial high imortance of 
renting among the numerous farms with less than 2 Ha., and the rapid drop in the importanceof rental for the 
small farms from 2-10 Ha. which are less numerous but hold most of the small farm land. Table 2 presents a 
national summary of land tenure patterns by farm size. 

2. LAND USE AND PRODUCTIVITY 

With one of the highest population burdens per agricultural hectare in the world, the efficiency of land use 
in El Salvador is a vital issue. This subsection deals with the land use and productivity patterns on small farms. 

a. CULIIVATION INTENSITY AND LAND SLACK 

Two measures are used here to estimate the relative intensity of land use in small fsrms. The first 
isa neasure of apparent Iland slack], that is land which has been or might be cropped but which is not 
being currently utilized. The second is a measure of the proportion of cropped land which is utilized in 
high value and high labor crops. Table 4 compares the estimates of these two indices for small farms with 
the national average for all farms. 
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Table 4
 
Land Use Intensity Indices by Farm Size
 

as a Percent of the National Average
 

Farm Size Crop Type Land Use Composite Land Use
 
Intensity Intensity and Crop Type
 
Index Index Index
 

(National average for all farms = 100) 

5 to I Ila. 132 134 133 
I to 2 lIIa. 129 131 130 
. to 4IHa 1i 115 112 
5 to 10 lia. 98 98 98 

10 to 20 Ila: 93 87 90 

SOURCE: Samuel Daiaes & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysis of the Rural Poor TargetGroup, Table 7. 

As would be expected, the smaller farms use their available land much more intensively than larger ones. From 
'rable 4 it can be seen that on both the crop type and land use measures, farms under 5 Ha. cultivate about one
third more intensively than the nafional average; the trend in declining intensity with farm size is a consistent one. 
While both crop type and land use intensities are higher, the small farms perform slightly better in the cultivation 
of their arbk land than they do in cultivating intensive crops. 

iignific t regional differences occur in land use intensity as is illustrated in Table 5. 

Table 5
 
El Salvador
 

Regional Patterns in Land Use Intensity
 
on Small Farms
 

Region Crop Type Land Use Composite Crop Type
 
IFarms from Intensity Intensity and Land Use
 
0 to 20 1:1) Index Index Intensity Index 

(National average for all farms = 100) 

West Region 134 129 131 
Central (Wet) 108 125 115 
Central (Iast) 116 126 120 
Fast Region 131 124 128 

All Regions 124 126 125 

SOURCF: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysis of theRuralPoorTargetGroup, Table 7. 

The two central regions have 10 to 20 percent less intensive crop mix on small farms than the West and East 
areas, while the proportion of agricultural land in use shows little variation between regions. 

b. CROP TYPE 

The Icrop type] intensity index is made up of two separate factors, one related to the manner in 
which crops are grown (to reflect interplanting and mutiple cropping), the other related to the valuc nf pro
duction per land unit of different crops. Table 6 presents these two components of the crop type intensity 
index by farm size. 

'A map showing the regions may be seen at page 50. 
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Table 6 
El Salvador 

Crop Type Intensity on Small Farms 

Farm Size Interplanting Intensity 
M of Cereals 
lnterplanted) 

High Value Crop tensity 
(High Visue Crops as a % 

of all Crops) 

.5 to I Ha. 
I to 2 Ha. 

72.0
7.9 58.959.9 

3 to 4 Ha. 64.8 58.3 
5 to 10 Ha. 62.3 60.1 

10 to 20 Ha. 62.0 61.3 
SOURCE: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysis of theRuralPoor Target Group, Thbie 8. 

While the smaller farms interplant a larger proportion of their cereal crors, there is even a slight increase in theintensity of the crops cultivated as farm size increases. These two factors combine to give a composite crop typeindex in which intensity is almost neutral to size of farm. 

There are significant regional differences in both crop nix and the frcquency of interpianting as is illustrated 
in Table 7. 

Table 7
 
El Salvador


Cropping Intensity Indices: Interplanting and Crop Type

for Small Farms by Region 

Region Percent of Cereals High Value Crops as a % 
Interplanted of all Crops 

West Region 72.9 65.6Central (West) 53.0 48.0Central I i-ast) 62.6 54.4East Regio.n 77.1 64.9 
All Regions 69.7 59.5 
SOURCE: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysis of theRuralPoor Target Group, Table 8. 

Small farms in all regions interplant a large proportion of their cereals, but those in the Central (West)region interplant only half while those in the other regions interplant from 63-77 percent. The intensity of the 
crop mix follows the same regional pattern, 

CULTIVATION INTENSITY OF AVAILABLE LAND 

Small farmers cultivate a higher proportion of their land than do larger farms. This 'cultivation intensi-y'part of the overall land use intensity index is composed of three separate measures. The first is a measure of theamount of land which has been recently cultivated (last five years) but which is now idle. Ir is felt that this Lndrepresents unnecessarily idle areas and is therefore a component of land slack in the farm. It might be arguedthat a certain amount of fallow land is inevitable in even the most careful cultivation plan, since the cropping andcultivation cycle will leave certain areas idle during some seasons. The data would appear to support the hypothesisthat almost all of this fallow land is unnecessarily idle since the smallest farms, which operate with the most landconserving cultivation practices, function with only 1-3 percent of their land in fallow. 



The second component of thie cultivation intensity (or land slack) index is a measure of the proportion of the 
lnd in tie farm which is in uncultivated natural pasture. Natural pasture is a broad category in the questionnaire, 
and iprobably included much land which could not be cultivated, or would require substantial investment hi clear
ing, drainage, etc It also includes almost all of that land which could be brought under cultivation. While the 
exact magnitude of the tillable land which is in natural pasture is impossible to measure from the data available, 
the hypothesis that the higher the proportions of natural pasture in the farm imply a larger potential for increas
ing cult ivated area is a safe generalization. Table 8 presents both of these land slack indicators by farm size. 

Table 8 
El Salvador 

Cultivation Intensity or [Land Slack] Indicators 
for Small Farms by Farm Size 

Iarm Size Recently Cultivated Land Natural Pasture
 
Now Idle as a % of asa % of All
 

Land in Farm Land in Farm
 

ito I Ila 1.8 1.2 
I to 2 Ia 43 3.6 
. to 4 tia 16.0 14.7 
S Io 1I Ilta 289 27.2 

10 to 20 Ila 388 33.9 

SOUR(I Samuel Daires & Dwight Steen, SratisticalAnalysisof theRuralPoor Target Group, Tab!e 8. 

The cultivation intensity difference by farm size is dramatic; it isclear that small farms make much i-re com
plete use of their land, and that there is no room for increasing production on farms ,,nder 2 Ha. by increa, rg their 
cultivated area For farms from 2-10 Ha it would appear that they could increase cultivation by 30-50 percent. The 
Iact halt farms tinder 2 Ha. rent a significant portion of their land may account for some of their intensity (they are 
unlikely to pay rental on land they do not cultivate). Even discounting for rental, the cultivation intensity of the 
.snialcst farms,and the significant land slack on farms of 2-10 Ha., has important policy implications, 

lable ) pl'esents land slack indimtors for all farm sizes (including farms not classed as small in order to 
illustrate the clear pattern of decreasing land use intensity by farm size area. For El Salvador, with such limited 
agricul! ural land, this tendency to intensity on smaller holdings should be seen as a principal potential source of 
increised output Programs could draw the idle land on larger holdings into cultivation by small land holders (or 
landless workers) through rental, purchas&,, or land reform. 

In summary, target group farms as a wkole crop twice as much of their land as do larger farms. This differ
ence cannot be explained by differences in the quality of land since much of the land in the unutilized category 
is recently cultivated land in fallow Target group farms must be divided between those without significant land 
slack (less than 2 Ha. farms) and target group farms where substantial increased cultivation appears possible 
(2.10 a ) Of the total 250.512 target group farms, 216,884, or 87 percent, have no significant unutilized land, 
and 33.628, or 13 percent, have between 30-50 percent land slack. 

d PRINCIPAL LAND USE CA TEGORIES 

Three general types of land use in crops have been used to explore the use of cropland on small farms, land 
in annual cTops, land in permanent crops, and land in improved pasture. Table 10 presents these uses as a percent
of total land 

The decreasing importance of annual crops as farm size increases, and the complementary increase in per
nmanent crops isclearly seen in Table 10 This means that while land isincreasingly scarce, and labor more
 



6 
Table 9 

El Salvador
Cultivation Intensity or "Land Slack" Indices for 

All Farms by Farm Size 

Farm Size Area Cropped as a %of All Land in Farm 

0 to .49 Ha. 836.5 to .99 lIla 87.9
It o 1.99 Ila. 8592 to 299 Ha. 7883to 3 99 Ha. 72.34 to 4 99 Ila. 66.25 to 9 99 Ila 58110 to 19.99 Ha. 506
20 to 49 99 Ha. 44.450 to 99 99 Ha 447100 to l99.99 Ha 43.3200 to 499 99 Ha. 44.1500 to 999 99 Ha. 45.81000 to 2499.99 Ha. 41.82500 a nd Over 38.8
 
Average for All Sizes 
 52.7*
 
SOURCE 
 Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatistwalAnalisis of the Rural Poor Target Group, 'able 4
 
*The national average is weighted by the number of farms.
 

abundant on smaller holdings, the general cropping patterns tend in the opposite direction, that is, in small farmscrop mix tends to be more concentrated in extensive annual crops which also utilize relatively little labor. It would appear that the small farm is selecting a cropping pattern ill suited to its relative endowment of land and labor. 

Table 10 
El Salvador 

Use of Crop Land in Small Farms 

Farm Size Percent of Land in Percent of Land in Percent of Land in
Annual Crops Permanent Crops Improved Pasture 

.5 to I Ha 81 9 5.29 0.08Ilto 2 la. 75 9 612 0.29; to 4 Ila. 52.0 9.01 1.425 to 10 Ila. 32.1 985 3.19
 
10 to 20 Ila 20.6 1108 
 5.71 
SOURCE Samuel Daimes & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysis of the RuralPoor Target Group, Table 6. 

(' l'r examination of the statistical basis for Table 10 reveals that the decrease in the importance of annual crops as farm size increases is a trend characteristic of all regions. The trend of increasing importance of permanentcrops as farm size increases, while consistent for all regions, is much more marked in the West region. as is indicated 
in Table I I 

This is a most unfortunate trend for the small farmer who is thereby prevented from overcoming his landshortage by intensifying his crop mix, and from utilizing his abundant labor by cultivating high labor-requiringcrops, In essence Ihis trend implies a product mix exactly opposite to that dictated by the natural abundance and
scarcities of factors on the small farm 
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Table I I
 
El Salvador
 

Cropland in Permanent and Annual Crops on Small
 
Farms in the West Region
 

Farm Size Percent of Land in Annual Crops Percent of Land in Permanent Crops 

.5 to I Ila 80.3 9.1 
I to 2 ia. 72.8 13.2 
3 to 4 Ha 44.6 23.7 
5 to 10 Ha 23.2 29.8 

I0 to 20 Ila. 12.3 33.0 

SOUIRCi. Samuel Dairies & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysisof the Rural Poor Target Group, Table 6. 

e. LAND PRODUCTIVITY 

Productivity ratios are helpful guides to efficiency of resource use if the resource in the ratio is scrce. Since 
laud is relatively scarce in El Salvador, land productivity, or output per land unit, is a useful measure of efficiency. 
Physical outputs per land unit are only useful when done individually for each crop since physical quantities of 
different commodities lose their meaning if they are simply added. Individual crop measures of land productivity
will be presentcei in section B in the subsection dealing with yields. For this section on general land productivity 
the phsical quantities of various commodities have been given monetary values (farm gate prices) to allow their 
aggregation. 

Table 12 indicates that total land productivity is highest on the smallest farms, and decreases steadily as 
farm size increases. The value of output per Ha. on the smallest farms is 50%higher than on the 10-20 Ha. farms. 

Table 12
 
Land Productivity on Small Farms
 

(Value of Output per Hectare in the Farm)
 
(Colones per Hectare)
 

Farm Size Value of Output per Ha. (Col./Ha.) Value of Output per Ha. (Col./Ha.) 
National Average West Region 

5 to I Ila 1,209 1,393 
I to 2 Ila. 1,169 1,498 
. to 4 Ila 1,008 1,444 
5 to 10 Ila 880 1,551 
10 to 20 Ila. 854 1,739 

SOURC!E- Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysis of the Rural Poor Target Group, Table 3. 

'he general trend is reversed in the West region where value of output actually increases as farm size increases 
due to the influence of an increase in the percent of land in coffee as farm size increases. 

The superiority of smaller farms in land productivity is due to a combination of factors, the most important 
being that they cultivate a larger proportion of their land. This factor overcomes in importance the value 
of production which is obtained per hectare cultivated which is superior on the larger farms. 

Lnd productivity might be thought of as the result of three interacting casual factors:
 

I Proportion of land cropped
 
2 Proportion of high value crops in the crop mix.
 
3. Yield levels in individual crops. 
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As we have already observed, the proportion of land cropped is very high on the smallest farms and drops 
steadily as farm size increases. 

In an earlier table we saw that the area cultivated in high value crops appeared to be neutral to the influence 
of farm size. When the actual value of production for each of the various higher value crops is taken into account, 
there is a noticeable trend to higher value crops as farm size increases to 20 la 

The farm size trend in yields varies from crop to crop. but on balance there is a trend of increasing yields as 
farm size increases. 

The fact that total land productivity decreases as farm size increases indicates that the magnitude of factor 1 
(proportion cropped) overcomes the opposite effects of the other two factors (crop mix, and yields), 

Regional differences in land productivity are important as Table 13 indicates. 

Table 13 
El Salvador 

Land Productivity on Small Farms by Region 

Region Value of Output per Ha in Farm Colones per Ha. 

West Region 1,457 
Central (West) 1,169 
Central (F--'t 1 946 
East Region 944 

All Regions (Small Farms Only) 1,131 

SOURCE' Samuel Daines & l)sight Steen, StatisticalA lvviv of the RuralPoorTarget Group, Table 3 

lhese regional differences are due mostly to coffee. The value of production on the 5.20 1-a farms in the 
Central iast and East Regions are significantly lower than smaller farms which draws the overall average down even 
though there islittle variation regionally in the productivity of the 0-5 Ha. farms 

In summary it appears that the smallest farms have higher land productivity only because they make fuller 
use of their Lnd. They have been unable to capture the significant potential of high value crops to increase their 
productivity, and their individual crop yields are on the average slightly inferior

3. CRH)ITDEMAND. A(('ESS, AND USE ON SMALL FARMS 

The small farmer in El Salvador isessentially without access to agricultural credit This lack of access may 
explain the paradoxical choice of crop mix discussed in the last section, as well as many other financial and 
economic characteristics of small farms This section attempts to quantify the credit situation of small farmers 
as it existed in 1971. First the actual distribution of credit will be explored, by farm size and region; second, 
demand will be estimated;and third, the use to which credit isput will be examined 

The supply of agricultural credit in El Salvador per arable hectare of land was USS 83.62 in 1971. This 

compares favorably with most other Latin American countries as is illustrated in Table 14. 

Inorder to obtain a clear picture of the access of the small farmer to credit, a measure which approximates 
credit need isrequired. Total credit per farm is unrealistic since larger farms may require more credit due simply 
to their size. Credit per farm would overstate the seriousness of the credit shortage on small farms. Credit per 
cropped hectare isused in Table I S as a way of fairly representing the credit supply of farms which will allow 
reasonable comparisons between farm sizes If credit were equally distributed, then credit per cropped hectare 
should bei nearly even by farm size 
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Table 14
 
Agricultural Credit Supply per Arable Hectare
 

for Selected Latin American Countries
 
(US$ per Ha. for years between 1968-71)
 

Country 	 US$ of Agricultural Credit per Arable Hectare 

Costa Rica 	 $167 
Venezuela 	 86 
El Salvador 	 84 
Colombia 	 77 
Mexico 	 67 
Peru 	 61 
Chile 	 42 
Guatemala 	 3S 
Ecuador 	 19 
Bolivia 	 I 

SOURCES: 	 FAO ProductionYearbook, 1970; Dale Adams, AgriculturalOedit inLatin America, Ohio State University,
1969; Agriculture Census, El Salvador, 1971. 

Table I5 
Agricultural Credit Distribution 

Value of Credit per Cropped Hectare for AU Farms 
(Colones per Hectare) 

Farm Size Credit per Cropped Ha. (Col./Hs) Credit per Cropped Ha. 
as a %of the National 

Average 

0 to .49 Ha. 	 7.53 Col./Ha. 4.3 
.5 to .99 Ha. 7.78 	 4.6 
I to 1.99 Ha. 14.25 	 8.2 
2 to 2.99 Ha. 21.31 	 12.2 
3 to 3.99 Ha. 26.48 	 15.1 
4 to 4.99 Ha. 34.99 	 20.0 
5 to 9.99 Ha. 48.10 	 27.5 
10 to 19.99 	Ha. 73.24 41.9 
20 to 49.99 	Ha. 195.21 111.7 
50 to 99.99 	Ha. 396.82 227.0 
100 to 199.99 Ha. 344.25 	 196.9 
200 to 499.99 Ha. 275.45 	 157.6 
500 to 999.99 Ha. 350.05 	 200.2 
1,000 to 2,499 Ha. 237.58 	 135.9 
2,500 Ha. and Over 383.12 	 219.2 

A-erage for 	All Farms 174.82 100.0 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAmlysis of the RualPoorTarget Group, Tables 37 and 39. 

To say that credit access is skewed in the direction of the larger farms is to understate the severity of the 
pattern outlined in Table 15. The major jump in credit access takes placeat the 20 Ha. farm size. All farms over 
20 Ha. have Col. 200 or more of credit per cropped hectare, but even among farms under 20 Ha. the difference in 
access is dramatic. Farms under I Ha. (49 percent of all farms in the country) have one4enth as much credit per 
cropped hectare as farms from 10-20 Ha. This implies that the lowest 50 percent of farms have only about 4 per
cent of their fair share of agricultural credit based on the amount of land they crop. 

Only 6.7 percent of all small farms (including farms from 10-20 Ha.) received agricultural credit in 1971. 
Small farmers in the two central regions, even though they are less intensive and therefore have lower credit 



10 
demand, had significantly more access to credit. Only 6.7 percent of small farmers in the extreme West regionhad access, while 9.5 percent in the central west received credit. likewise about 50 percent more small farmers
had access in the central East region than in the extreme East 

Small farmers with access to credit represented 6 8 percent of all small farmers. Less than 3 percent of

farms tinder I Ha. (representing more than half of all target group farms) had access to credit. 
 Only about 10 per
cent of the Target group farms from 2-10 Ha. had access to credit.
 

a. DEMAND FOR AGRICULTUR4L CREDIT ON SMALL FARMS 
Estimrating demand for credit is difficult in large part because of the differences in what is meant bythe term "credit demand." A variety of approaches are possible. The small farmer might be simply asked

how much added credit he would be interested in borrowing. His answer may vary widely depending on
the terms on which credit is offered. Another approach would be to calculate the internal rate of return
to total capital (fixed and operating) and then project the quantity of additional capital required to drive that 
rate down to the prevailing interest rate for credit. The additional capital in this case would be credit demand. 
Neither of these two alternatives are possible with the data available in El Salvador. 

The method used to produce the estimates of credit demand presented in the following paragraphs is based on 'he assumption that one hectare of a given crop producing a similar yield will require approximately the same
amount of credit on a small farm as it would on a large one. Implicit in this assumption is the assumption that
the small farm and the Large one would be expected to have roughly the same ratio of autofinance, that is be ableto supply approximately the same proportion of their liquidity needs from inside the farm. While large farms may
have larger proportional liquidity needs because they will have to hire a larger proportion of their labor, this maybe offset by the fact that even family labor must be fed and clothed monthly, which will require liquidity in the case of El Salvador since only a very small proportion of even the smallest farms produce what they consume. The
Larger absolute liquidity base of the Larger operation should more than offset any opposite factors and result in a 
net bias in the demand indicators which would cause !hzm to understate the demand on small holdings. 

l)engud for credit per cropped hectare is seen as determined by (a function of) the type of crops grown(higher value ,rops require more credit), and the yields obtaincd (higher yields assumed to be related tohigher levels of parchased inputs). While these assumptions are useful in arriving at reasonable estimates ofcredit densid, they lock in cropping and yield patterns which the expansion of credit may very well have as an explicit objective to change. For example. small farmers cultivate a much higher percentage of lower valuecereals LTops than do Larger (and credit abundant) larger farms. If we assume that the small farm requires lessa-edit becau.e they cultivate lower value crops we have entered a vicious circle. It may be that one reasonthe small larnier cultivates low value crops is because of his lack of access to credit. It may be that he isuinable to finance the higher total costs of higher value crops, or may sense the danger in cultivating higherrisk crops without the necessary financial base to see him through a bad year. In the same fashion, locking thefarmer into his current consumption level of inputs is circular in that lie hould not require additional credit topurchase exactly the same inputs he purchased last year without credit. In order to adjust for this circular 
paradox. two estimates of credit demand will be calculated, a more conservative one which locks the smallfarmer into his less efficient cropping and yield pattern, and a more realistic demand which is based on credit
requirements of a more adequate cropping and yield pattern exhibited by the credit abundant farms. 

A third estimate is based on the credit intensity of the very few small farms which do have access to 
credit 

."Eirget group farmers under I Ha. (53 percent of the target group) received an average of USSI.39 per
farm in credit. The additional or unsatisfied demand for credit in the target group is probably between 25-50 
million USS. 
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Table 16 
Credit De-mand an Small Farms 

Estimates Based on Credit Use on Credit Farms
Alternative A = Based on Small Farms with Credit 

Alternative B = Based on Locked Crop Mix and Yields 
Alternative C = Based on Average Credit Farm Patterns 

Farm Size Percent of Current Additional Demand Percent of all Credit 
Target Supply for Credit Demand Unsupplied
Farms A B C in Alternative B 

(in millions of US$) 

0 to I ita. 53 $0.2 $5.8 $6.7 $7.9 97.6
I to 3 Ha. 34 0.8 9.2 12.4 14.8 93.53 to 5 Ila. 7 0.6 3.9 5.0 6.0 89.35 to 10 Ha. 6 1.2 7.7 6.0 7.3 82.9 

Total Target Group 2.8 26.5 30.0 36.0 91.4 

SOURCE: For Alternative A, Daines &Steen, Table 43. 
Fot Alternative B, Crop Mix Adjustment from Daines & Steen, Table 2; for Yields Adjutment from 

Daines & Steen, Tables 9-30. 
For Alternative C, Daines & Steen, Table 39. 

b. SOURCES OF CREDIT 

In 1971 commercial banks supplied 66 percent of all agricultural credit to all farms in El Salvador, com
mercial intermediaries and product purchasers 10 percert and public banks 17 percent. The patterns of credit
supply for the target group aie very different from the national average, and are presented in Table 17. 

Table 17 
El Salvador 

Credit Sources for Small Farms 
(Percent Agricultural Credit by Source) 

Farm Size Percent of Credit by Source Category

Commercial Commercial 
 Public Banks 

Banks Intermediaries 
and Product 
Purchasers 

0 to .5 Ha. 0.9 32.8 31.0.5 to I Ha. 2.3 23.4 34.9
I to 2 Ha. 1.8 20.0 53.9
2 to 3 Ha. 3.5 21.1 49.83 to 4 Ha. 2.4 27.4 50.65 to 10 Ha. 6.5 19.3 56.3 

I0 to 20 Ha. 12.2 20.3 51.720 to 50 Ha. 20.3 16.2 51.350 to 100 Ha. 59.9 12.8 19.7100 to 200 Ila. 66.7 8.0 20.0 

2,500 and Over 77.6 3.4 2.7 
All Sizes 66.6 10.1 16.7 
SOURCE: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisicalA mlysis of theRuralPoorTarget Group, Table 37. 
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Table 16 illustrates the insignificance of the commercial banks as a credit source for target group farmers. 
Comnmercial intermediaries and product purchasers are the most important source for the smallest farms and 
supply more than 20 percent of credit to all target group farms. The possible role of financial intermediaries 
and product purchasers as retailers of small farm credit should be explored. 

Public credit institutions are the most important supplier of small farm credit to the target group. The 
rstructuring of the public sector credit institutions since 1971 makes it difficult to suggest what the current 
situation is. 

c. CREDIT USE ON SMALL FARMS 

Credit use by category is outlined in Table 18. It is difficult to make airtight categories, and there is 
considerable overlap in the classification used here. Much of the credit which is associated with a particular 
crop ay have been spent on fertilizer or seeds. The fact that there is a separate category for fertilizer and 
seed credit is a result of loans for inputs which did not specify the crop destination of the inputs. 

Table 18 
Credit Use Categories on Small Farms 

Use Category Percent of All Agicultural Credit by Use and Farm Size 
.5 to I Ha. Ito2Ha. 5to 10Ha. 

Cereals & Legumes 43.9 39.7 19.6
Cotton 1.6 34 15.8
Sugar Cane 1.1 2.4 0.4
Coffee 11.5 74 11.1
lobacco 0.2 0.2 2.0
Cattle 0.1 1.6 3.3
Fertilizer & Seeds 9.2 7.8 3.8 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StaristicalAnalysis of theRural Poor Target Group, Tables 40 and 42. 

Only cereals and legumes account for a large proportion of crop specific credit. Coffee, cotton, and input
tied credit are also important. The largest proportion of credit was used in unclassified uses, highlighting the dif
ficulty of obtaining useful data on credit utilization on small farms. 

d REGIONAL DIFFERENCES IN CREDIT DISTRIBUTION 

Large differences are evident in the amount of credit received, the distribution of credit by source, and 
the uses of small farmer credit between the four regions. The difference in the numbes of small farmers already
have been mentioned. Table 19 presents the differences between region in the proportion of credit originating 
in different credit sources. 

There is a rather clear pattern of credit dependence by small farms in the peripheral regions (East and 
Wet) on commercial intermediaries and product purchasers. There is also a noticeable increase in the credit 
atikity among small farms of the commercial banks, but the volume is very low and a closer examination of 
the underlying data reveals that this activity is concentrated in the 10-20 Ha. small farms which are outside the 
target group. 

It appears that those small farmers located the closest to the capital are the ones best able to capture pub
lic bank and other sources of credit. This is an unfortunate situation in El Salvador where distances are small 
and the penetration of public credit systems appears to be highly centralized. This is doubly surprising since 
the small farm agriculture in the extreme West is the most intensive and productive and would require the 
heaviest credit input. 
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Table 19 
The Origin of SmaRi Farmer Credit by Region and Source 

(Percent of Credit by Source for Farms Under 20 Ha.) 

Percent of All Credit Received from Each SourceRegion 
Commercial Intermediaries & OtherCommercial Public 

Product Purchasers SourcesBanks Banks 

34.2 22.4West Region 6.1 37.3 
Central (West) 1.9 46.4 9.9 41.8 

9.3 20.0Central (East) 2.1 68.7 
24.1 23.4East Region 6.7 45.7 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysisof the Rural Poor Target Group, Table 41. 

There are important regional differences in the farm level use of credit between regions, which roughly corres

pond to the limited crop specialization between different areas. Table 20 presents credit use by region for small 

farms. 

Table 20 
El Salvador 

Credit Use on Small Farms by Region 
(Percent of All Credit Obtained for Specific Uses) 

Perent of Agricultural redit by UseRegion 
Cotton Coffee Cattle Fertilizer & SeedsCereals & Legumes 

0.0 31.5 0.4 3.9
West Region 29.0 

1.1 11.2Central (West) 50.5 0.1 3.0 
10.9
Central (East) 47.1 0.9 1.5 4.0 


3.8
East Region 29.6 13.3 4.9 13.5 

All Regions 37.5 4.6 9.7 1.9 8.0 

SOURCE: Samuel Daires & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysis of the RuralPoorTarget Group. Tables 40 and 42. 

The East region has important credit in cattle and cotton, the West in coffee, and the two central zones con-

These patterns correspond very closely to the actual crop mix differences on small farms
centrated in basic grains. 

between regions.
 

4. CAPITAL GOODS IN THE PRODUCTION PROCESS OF SMALL FARMS 

Capital utilized on small farms may be in a variety of forms: 

a. Animal and mechanical power sources. 
Animal stock held for production of milk, eggs, wool, or reproduction of meat producing stock.b. 

c. Trees. 
d. Fixed improvements on the land, irrigation, fences, buildings, etc. 

e. Cash assets held as operating capital to finance variable coI inputs. 

Tbe purpose of this section is to explore capital endowment and use patterns on small farms as far as the
 

a'.ailable data will permit.
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a. PO1ER SOURCES ON SMALL FARMS 

Sixty-three percent of all small farms in El Salvador use only human labor as a power source. Thirty percentsupplement labor with animal power, and 6 percent use a mix of mechanical and animal power. Table 21 presentsan outline of power source by farm size and a summary of all small farms by region. 

Table 21 
El SalvadorPower Sources on Small Farms by Farm Size and Region 

l-arm Size and Percent of Small Farms UsingOnl-vi-ftiiiman Labor LaWior & Animal Power Labor, Animal &Mechanical Power 

5 to I [Ia. 708 24.6 4.4I to 2 Ila. 62.8 
; to 4 Ila. 49.9 

31.2 5.8
40.65 to410 Ila 9.351.7 38.5 9.4 

10 to 20 II.: 51.0 38.3 10.2 

All Small I';irms 638 30.0 6.0 
West Region 14.5Ceeitral (West) 

81 4 3 7 
29.7('entral (East) 

61 3 6.855 2 46.3 8.9Latkl Region 60.2 34.0 5.7 
SOIJRCI." Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysis of theRuralPoor Target Group, Table 33. 

The smallest farms (under 3 Ha.) are notably more dependent on labor as the only source of power, but thetrend to animal power and mechanization and animal power as farm size increases levels off at about 3 Ha. and showslittle difference from 3 to 20 Ha. Approximately one half of small farms in the 3-20 Ha. range are still dependenton only labour for power. It is interesting to note that almost all farms using mechanical power also use animal 
power, there are very few small farms that depend only on mechanical power. 

ilie most important differences in Table 21 are regional. There isa strong concentration of labor dependentsinall farnms in the West region where over 80 percent of all small farms have no other power source. The Westregion small farmers have less than one half the national small farm average animal and mechanical power. TheCentral (List) region is at the other end of the spectrum with the lowest labor dependency rate, and the highestavailability of animal and mechanical power. Before assuming that mechanical and animal power are steps forward insnll farm technology, it should be remembered that the highest land productivity is achieved in smallfar nis in t lie West region where human labor is almost the sole source of farm power. As will be discussed below,this is ini lrge part due to capital of another type, trees, which complement the labor input and result in relativelyhigh levels of output and income. This is simply a reminder that it is important to capture all aspects of capital'orrnitioi on small holdings before drawing conclusions about the role of capital in productivity. 
An aspect of capital formation important to development on small farms is the degree to which capital substitutes and displaces the labor input. While it has been most often assumed that mechanical and animal powersources displace labor, there are many situations in which added mechanical power increases the demand for laborby permitting double or even triple cropping where it would not have been possible with just labor alone. An important issue in El Salvador is the degree to which different types of capital displace farm labor and contribute toboth unemployment, and a shifting of the incidence of income from the labor factor to the owners of capital. 

As a first step in examining the role of capital in income distribution and labor displacement, Table 22 outhilies t lie ownership patterns of mechanical power used on small farms. In reviewing these data it is important to 
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recall that on the smallest farms, rental is a very important tenure form, explaining in large part the prevalence of 
landlord owned machinery. 

Table 22
 
Ownership Patterns and Mechanical Intensity on Small
 

Farms by Farm Size and Region
 

Farm Size and Region 	 Mechanical PowL. by Ownership as a Percent of All 
Mechanical Power Used on Small Farms 

Siiiall Farmer Owned Landlord Owned Contractor Owned 

.5 to I Ia 	 1.1 11.0 68.7 
I to 2 Ila. 	 1 3 9.9 68.9 
3 to 4 Ila. 	 2.6 4.6 7 .5 
5 to 10 [Ia. 	 67 3.2 69.5 

10 to 20 Ila 	 13.6 2.9 67.5 

West Region 3.6 25.0 52.4
 
Central (West) 2.8 21.8 59.4
 
Central (Last ) 9.0 3.6 63.0
 
Eist Region 7.3 4.5 47.9
 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysis of the Rural Poor Target Group, Table 34. 

It would appear that mechanical power on small farms is seldom owned by the small farmer; as farm size in
creases from 0-20 Ha , the percent of power used which is owned increases ten-fold. At the same time, the role of 
the landlord as an owner of power decreases five-fold. In comparison to private contractors, both owner and land
lord provide insignificant amounts of mechanical power; more than two-thirds is supplied to all farm sizes from 
machinery rental services. Since the proportion of contractor services varies little with farm size or mechanical 
intensity, it can be suggested that most mechanical power increases on small farms will be from rental services. The 
degree to which contractor rates are set monopsonistically will determine whether farmers or outsiders capture the 
largest share of income benefits from mechanization. In the absence of monopsonistic pricing, the contractor pro
vision of tractor, harvester, and other mobil mechanical power should lead to more efficient and low cost mechani
cal power services to small holdings, than private ownership Care should be given in the design of small farmer 
rrograms to encourage financing of capital services, as opposed to capital accumulation on small farms, and 
ostering competition in machinery contracting to prevent monopsonistic pricing. 

It is interesting to note that ownership patterns vary widely by region. Landlord ownership is most important 
where mechanical intensity is the lowest and contracting where mechanical intensity is the highest. 

b. 	 LABOR SUBSTITUTION AND CAPITAL FORMATION ON SMALL FARMS 

It is po-,-ible to classify tie types of capital on small farms into labor substitution categories based on the
 
logical chance that they will displace or substitute for labor, and then attempt to explore from the data if the
 
proffered logic fits with the actual small farm situation in El Salvador.
 

a. 	 Capital Types Likely to be Neutral to Labor
 
- Buildings and fixed improvements
 
-(.Osh held for operating capital
 

h. 	 Capital Types Likely to Increase Labor Demand 
•Tres or capital in permanent crop stands
 

--Livestock held for production or reproduction
 
c. 	 Capital Types Likely to Displace Labor
 

Mechanical Power
 
Animal Power
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Capital in aninal and trees should be complementary to labor for two reasons. First, the capital itself can

he predominantly embodied small farmer labor in the sense that the principal inputs to capital formation are
(or may be) family labor. By contrast, tractors must be produced in factories, and cannot be simply produced with 
farm family labor. The second sense in which trees and certain types of production livestock are complementary
to labor is that in many cases they actually increase the absolute quantity of labor required per hectare or per
unit of output value above the level of other (non.tree or non.livestock) production alternatives. Only certain 
types of livestock products have this second effect. Those livestock enterprises which ate based on extensive 
pasture (sheep, goats, and beef) have the opposite effect of lowering labor demand per Ha. below the level of basic
grainsand other cropping alternatives. lit order to get a rough idea of how tree and livestock intensity relates to 
labor displacement, Table 23 compares a labor intensity index with indices for tree capital and livestock capital.
The intent 	is to see if areas or farm types with higher labor intensity also have more livestock and tree capital. 

Table 23 
El Salvador 

Labor Displacement and Small Farm Capital in the Form 
of Animal and Tree Stock 

Region and 	Farm Size Labor Use Intensity Index Animal Capital Index Tree Capital Index 

West Region 57 4 27 0
Central IWest) 53.6 31 7 

33.0 
21.1

Central (East) 14 7 39 3
East Region 12 8 41 6 

13.1 
8.8 

SOJR('I': 	 Labor Use Intensity from l)aines &Steen, Table 66; Animal and Tree Capital from Daines & Steen,
Table 5 1. 

It would appear from Table 23 that the classification of livestock capital as Labor complementing appears not 
to hold for FI Salvador, but that tree capital does complement labor 

Ilie almr intensity index used in Table 23 is an indicator of the rate at which families hire additional labor
on all small farms. This is thought to be a better index of labor intensity of use than a total labor supply index 
which inay include substantial under and unemployment in the calculation 

Table 24 addresses the issue of the labor displacement impact of capital in the form of mechanical and animal 
power. 

Table 24
 
El Salvador


Labor Displacement by Mechanization and Animal Power
 
on Small Farms in El Salvador
 

Region 	 Index of Labor Index of Mechanization Index of Animal Power 

West Regiotn 	 57.4 63 5 	 51.8
Central I West) 53 6 1164 	 106.3
Central (Fast) 14 7 152.5 	 163.6
East Region 	 12.8 97 4 	 121,7 

SOURCE: 	 Samuel Daiies & )wight Steen, StatisticalAnalysis ofthe Rural Poor Target Group, Tables 33, 34, and 66. 

The consistency of the negative association between labor intensity and the combination of mechanical
intensity and animal power w-as tested in a preliminary multiple linear regression with mechanical and animal power
intensity as the independent variables. A fuller statistical analysis will be made of this issue in the employment 



17 

document which would explore the multi-colinearity between the two dependent variables. It appears from the 
preliminary analysis that 98 percent of the variation in labor intensity can be explained by changes in the levels 
of mechanization and animal power (Coef. of Deter. = .98581) and the confidence level isgood (F =34.7 or 
99.87 percent, standard error of the estimate is 4.98). It would therefore appear that in El Salvador mechaniza
tion and increased use of animal power isessentially labor displacing on small farms. 

In summary it appears that capital accumulation in tree form has been substantial in the coffee regions of 
the West, and that animal capital isimportant inthe East. The negative impact of livestock accumulation and the 
positive influence of tree capital on labor are both significant. Mechanization is as yet insignificant on small farms, 
but to the degree that it expands it will probably be based on rental services, and will result in significant labor 
displacement. 

5 MARKETING SYSTEMS AND SUBSISTENCE PATTERNS 

Small farms may be divided into three groups from a marketing system point of view: 

a. Farms marketing their produce at the farm gate to a truck driver or other product purchaser 
b. Farms serving their own marketing function and transporting the produce at their own cost. 
c. Farms which consume the large majority of their produce and hence enter no marketing system. 

serve as their own marketingIn El Salvador slightly more than one half of all small farms (50.4 percent) 
Only 12.9 percent of mallagents and transport their produce at their own cost to the nearest market town. 


farms are classed as subsistence, meaning that they consumed their own prodw.e and did not therefore enter any
 

marketing system. Table 25 outlines the farm size differences which are appeaent in the marketing systems of
 

small farms.
 

Table 25 
El Salvador 

Marketing and Subsistence Patterns on Small Farms by Farm Size 

Percent of All Small Farms by Predominant Marketing SystemFarm Size 
Subsistence Farms Transported Produce to MarketSold Produce in Farm 

.5 to I Ha. 
1to 2Ha. 
3 to 4 Ha. 
5 to 10 Ha. 

20.6 
8.6 
5.7 
4.9 

37.5 
38.3 
32.2 
31.9 

41.9 
53.1 
62.1 
60.0 

10 to 20 Na. 3.6 31.0 65.4 

All Small Farms 12.9 36.6 50.4 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysi of the Rural Poor Target Group, Table 68. 

Subsistence farms are concentrated in the less than I. lh. group where one-fifth of all farms are subsistence. 
The mar-The number of other small farms in the subsistence category isvery small, in most cases under 10 percent. 

ket involvement of small farmers issignificant, more than half of them performed their own marketing function 

and only about one.third sold inside the farm to commercial intermediaries. 

Table 26 outlines the regional differences in marketing patterns on small farms. 

Subsistence decreases significantly from the West to the East regions. Almost two-thirds of the small farms 
in the West region market their own produce. The relatively short distances in El Salvador and the significant 
direct involvement of small farmers inthe marketing role, indicate that marketing isnot likely to be a critical 
constraint on small farmer development. 



Table 26
 
El Salvador


Regional Patterns in Marketing for Small Farms
 

Region Percent of Small Farms §y Marketing Cateory_Sub tnccFarms . Sol Prodlc in Farn Transported- Produce to Market 

West Region 21 9 14 I 64.0Central (West) 14 2 37 0 48.8Central (East) 15.1 47 0 37.9East Region 6.6 45 3 48.1
 
SOURCE: 
 Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAtal),ss ofthe Rural Poor Target Group, Table 68. 

6. TRANSPORTA TION SYSTEMS ON SMALL FARMS 
For those small farms marketing their own produce the predominant n.' de of transportation is by cart orwagon, some of which may be drawn by tractors but most of which are animal drawn. Forty percent of all smallfarms marketing produce tre this mode of transport Table 27 presents the transportation patterns on small farms

by farm size and iegion. 

Table 27 
El Salvador 

Transportation Patterns for Small F-rms 
by Farm Size and Region 

Farms Tiansporting Product to Market by Each Mode of Transportation as aPercent of All Small Fav-ns TransortiTheir Own ProduceBy Haild By Animal By Wagon By Truck By Truck, Wagon & Othe, 

.5 to I Ila. 11.9 II 9 36.3 38.5 51.7I to 2 lla. 6.6 31 7 42.2 17.7 61.8I to 4 Ila 3" 22 9 43 2 28.6 73.45 to 10 1la 4.0 22.5 37.7 34.3 73.410 to 20 Ia. 4.2 201 31 4 433 75.8 
All Small Farms 8.3 31.6 39.6 18.7 60.1 
West Region 6.4 37.2 35 0 19 8 56.4Central (West) 12.4 37.8 34 0 13.1Central (East) 14.1 43.0 34.3 

49.9 
7.5 43.0East Region 5.9 21.2 478 23.5 72.8 

SOURCE- Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, Statistical Analysiv of theRural Poor Target Group, Table 68. 

The number of small farms using trucks issurprisingly low, particularly in the more developed market networksof the central regions; only 13 percent of farms in the capital region transported by truck, and only 7.5 percentin the adjacent Certral (East) region. As would be expected, the larger farms utilize more modern transport modes;on the average, the 10-20 Ha. farms utilize trucks four times as much as the under I Ha. farms. The importance ofanimal (without carts) transportation is a sign of much less developed marketing systems than one would suppose
based on other indicators. 
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Section B.
 
Production Patterns on Small Farms
 

I. CROP AND LIVESTOCK PRODUCTMIX ON SMALL FARMS 

The analysi of product mix on small farms will focus on three aspects: 

a. Product share in the total value of production
 
b Comparisons of the value of production per Ha.
 
c Product share of cropped land in the farm
 

a. GENERAL PRODUCT CLASSES 

i. Share in Total Farm Value of Production 

The proportionate share of annual crops, permanent crops, and livestock products in total farm value varies 
widely by farm %ze and region. Table 28 presents these three product classes and their relative shares of small farm 
value of production by farm size. 

Table 28
 
El Salvador
 

The Share of Annual Crop, Permanent Crop, and Livestock Products
 
of Total Value of Production on Small Farms
 

Farm Size Percent of Total Yalue of Farm Production 
Annual Crops Permanent Crops LivestoclP 

Total CoWee 

15.0 37.0.5 to I Ila 47 8 9 2 
16.5 32.7I to 2 Ila 49.3 Ii 3 

.1to 4 Ila 41.5 27.4 209 28.0 
5to 10 lilt 33 5 38.0 308 25.3 

10 to 20 Ila 24 2 50.5 42.6 22.5 

All Small Farms 45 3 20,4 14 5 33.0 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines& Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysis of the RuralPoor Target Group, Table 51. 

The proportion of value originating in annual crops drops from nearly half of total value on farms under 2
 
th. to less than one-fourth on farms of 10-20 Ha, Surprisingly, livestock share of total value on farms under 2 Ha.
 
is over one-third and drops steadily to 22 5 percent on 10-20 Ha. farms. All of this shift o't of annuals and live-


It is reasonably,sock is compensated by a dramatic increase in the share of value accounted for by permanent crops. 
,mfe to suggest that both income and employment will be determined by these major mix trends. That is, small 
farms are likely to have much lower income and employment than their potential because they have been unable 

to cultivate a larger proportion of permanent crops. The reasons underlying their lack of ability to do this are 
probably the principal determinants of their income and employment dilemma. 

What is most unfortunate about this pattern isthat there are no obvious reasons in the technology or market
ing structure of the high value permanent crops like coffee which prevent small farmers from being very competi-

Their abundant labor is in most coffee countries a significant comparative advantage w' ch allows them totive 
be competitive with larger producers The lack of small farm [access] to coffee may be in some respects an 
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institutional issue relating to the way production is managed, or it may be due to the severe lack of credit access 
for tree formation. 

The explanation most often proffered to account for small farmer lack of cultivation of intensive crops is 
that the attendant risks are simply too high Coffee is not a high risk crop for small farmers, other reasons must 
be sought for the lack of penetration of the smaller target group farms into coffee production. Tenure 
insecurity may be an imrortant factor 

Table 29 illustrates this lack of penetration in the principal coffee region 

Table 29
 
El Salvador
 

Coffee Share of Total Farm Value of Production on
 
Small Farms in the West Region
 

Farm Size Coffee as a Percent of Total Farm Value of Production 

5 to I H-a. 174 
I to 2 Ha. 25 5 
3 to 4 Ha. 46.9 
5 to 10 Ha. 680 

lOo 20Ia 793 

SOtIR ('IF Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatistimlAnal.v sof the Rural Poor Target Group 

ii. Value per Hectare Cropped 

Ihe value of production in permanent ci ps is 4-5 times as highper cropped hectare as annual crops for small 
farms in El Salvador There isa marked increase in the productivity o land in annual crops (value per M. 
cropped) as farm size increases. In permanent crops there is only 10 percent difference between the most pro
ductive farm sizes (.5-1 Ha. and 10-20 Ha ) and the least productive (34 Ha .). It would appear, therefore, that 
smaller farms are less productive in annual crops when compared with larger ones: Table 30 presents land pro
ductivity in value terms for permanent and annual crops by farm size and region 

Table 30
 
El Salvador
 

Comparison of Land Productivity in Annual and Permanent Crops
 
on Small Farms by Farm Size and Region Value of Production
 

in Colones per Hectare Cropped
 

Farm Size and Region Value of Productionper Hectare Cropped (Col)

Permanent Crops Annual Crops
 

.5 to I Ila Col 3,438 Col. 712 
I to 2 Ila 3,146 758
3to 4 Ila 3,060 805
5 to I0 Ha 3,392 919 
I0 to 20 Ila 3,890 998 
All Farms 0 to 20 Ha. 3,332 769 
West Region 3,516 881 
Central (West) 3,253 849 
Central (East) 3,940 617 
West Region 2,671 652 
SOURCE- Samuel DaMines & Dwight Steen. StatisticalAnalysts of theRural Poor, Table 3. 
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From Table 30 it can be observed that the average value of output per hectare in annual crops rises 40 per

cent from the smallest farms (.5-1 Ha ) to the 10-20 Ha. farms. Value per Ha. cropped in permanent crops rises

only 13 percent. With these two productivity differences in mind it is surprising to find that the total value of 
crop production per hectare cropped rises by 236 percent from the .5-1 lb. farm to the 10-20 Ha. farm. Table
 
31 outlines this marked difference in the productivity of cropped land by farm size.
 

Table 31
 
El Salvador
 

Land Productivity of Cropped Land in Small Farms by

Farm Size (Colones per Hectare Cropped)
 

Farm Size Value of Crop Production in Colones As a Percent 
per Hectare Cropped .5 to I Ha Farms 

.5 to I Ila. 881 Col/Ha. 100I to 2 Hla 957 109
3 to 4 [ia 1,190 1355 to 10 Ila. 1,569 178 
10 to 20 Ila 2,083 236 
SOURC :' Sanuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysisoftheRuralPoor, Table 3. 

The predominant explanation of the dramatic difference in the productivity of cropped land is the differ
ence in the proportion of land in permanent crops. The statistical consistency, and reliability of this explanation 
was tested in a simple linear regression in which the productivity of land cropped (value per Ha. cropped) was
hypothesized to be a function of the proportion of land in permanent crops. Eighty-four percent of the differ
ences (variation) in crop productivity were found to be explained by differences in the proportion of the farm
which was planted in permanent crops This explanation was over 99 percent statistically reliable (F = 94.3).
The nragnitude of the relationship isalso interesting; a I percent change in the percent of land seeded to perma
nnt crops .mu.sesan I I percent increase in the productivity of cropped land (degression coefficient of 
tw independent variable = 70.5, and the intercept = 636.8). 

Iexc findings imply that almost all of the productivity disadvantage of the small farmer is due not to the

yields in different crops, but in the proportin of permanent crops in his crop mix What is more surprising is
 
that in (,uateniala, Costa Rica, Colombia, and Chile, where this author is familiar, the trend is just tb? opposite
of th t identified in El Salvador. In the other countries mentioned, the proportion of land cropped in in
tensiie pernuanent crops DECREASES as farm size increases. In these other countries, while yields in any given
crop increase as farm size increases, the intensive mix on small farms overcomeF this disadvantage and on balance
the small farm has a substantially higher productivity of cropland. In El Salvador both factors work against the 
small farmer While coffee is the most important contributor to this tendency, the pattern continues with other 
high value permanent crops in regions where coffee is not a significant crop 

b INDIVIDUAL CROPS AND LIVESTOCK PRODUCT SHARES IN FARM PRODUCTION 

Table 32 outlines the share of major products in total farm value of production for three selected 
small farm sizes. 

lable 32 constitutes a checklist of crop importance by farm size which may be used to measure the rele
vance of commodity specific programs to the small farmer. The first important conclusion from Table 32 is that
the small farmer crop mix isa complex one; it is definitely not a monoculture situation Three products (corn,
coffee and swine) account for 52 6 percent of production, and three more (beef, beans, and sorghum) must be
added to get to 75 percent. In order to cover 90 percent of all small farm production, five products in addition 
to tIhow already mentioned must be included (eggs, milk, oranges, sugar cane, and rice). 
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Table 32 
El Salvador

The Percentage Share of Specific Crop and Livestock 
Products in Total Value of Farm Production 

Product 	 .5 to I Ha. 5 to 10 Ha. 	 All Farms 0-20 Ha. 

Corn 	 28 6, 134% 24 4%Coffee 9.2 30.8 	 14.5Swine 	 17.4 5.5 13.7Beef 8 1 10.7 	 8.9Beans 	 7.5 3.5 6 5Sorghum 	 7.8 2.7 6.5.ggs 	 6.4 2.6 5.0Milk 4 2 6.2 	 4.8Oranges 	 3.0 3.3 2.8Sugar Cane 0.7 	 3.7 1.8Rice 	 10 2.2 	 1.6Bananas 	 1.5 1.3 	 1.4Cotton 	 0.4 4.6 	 1.3lPoultry Meat 	 0.9 0.3 	 0.7Plantain 	 0.3 0.9
Sistl 0,2 	

0.4 
0.7 	 04'inea pple 	 0.2 0.5 	 0.3Minor Crops 	 2 4 6 1 	 4.6 

All Products 99.6% 
SOURCE: 	 Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, Statistical Analysis of theRural Poor Target Group, Tables 48, 49, 50,


and 51.
 

Specialization in different regions and by different farm types may reduce somewhat this product nux complexity. Even so the complexity of product mix on the small El Salvadoran farm isan important characteristic.
The average small farmer mnages a complex business made up of many products with a wide range of value per
hectare, length of productive life, and very different factor requirements. 

Iniportant regional differences in crop production are revealed in Table 33, First it should be noted that
the complexity of product mix appears to be highest in the lowest productivity. This would appear to contradict the hypothesis that increased product diversity leads to higher productivity and would lend some support
to the hypothesis that crop specialization leads to higher productivity. 

2. YIELD PATTERNS ON SMALL FARMS 

Of tie four most important crops. yields on small farms are only consistently below the national average
yield level in coffee. Corn yields are significantly below the national average if both hybrid and national corn are added together, yet if they are separated, small farms are more frequently above the average than below it.The inferior corn yield when both types are together is due to the fact that small farms have a higher proportion
of corn in the low yielding national variety than in the hybrid variety. 

Table 34 outlines yield patterns in corn, coffee, beans and sorghum. 

National corn yields are less than one half of hybrid corn yields on small farms. On the average, a smallfarnier harvests 1.23 MT per Ha. in national corn, and 3.13 MT from a Ha. of hybrid corn. Three important observations can be made about corn yields on small farms. The first is that the farmer performs well with the
improved technology in corn; that is, his yields when hybrid corn is grown are slighly above the national averageyields in hybrid corn. In addition, there appears to be little variation in these yields; by region and farm size the 
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Table 33 
El Salvador 

Product Share in Total Value of Farm Production 
for Small Farms by Region

(includes farms from .S-20 Ha.) 

Product 	 West Region Central West Central East East Region 

Corn 	 23.7% 27.5% 21.1% 24.0%Coffee 	 28.0 10.4 	 6.9 6.8Swine 	 10.5 13.1 	 17.3Subtotal (62.2) (51.0) 	
17.0 

(45.3) 	 (47.8) 

Beef 	 6.6 8.7 10.7 	 12.1Beans 	 10.4 8.1 	 6.7 2.1Sorghum 	 4.7 4.8 	 8.2 10.1Eggs 	 4.3 4.6 	 5.7 5.8Milk 	 4.9 4.5 4.8 5.9Oranges 	 2.1 6.0 2.6 	 1.0Sugar Cane 	 0.1 2.0 	 4.3 1.3Rice 	 0.8 1.7 	 3.7 1.2Subtotal (33.9) (40.4) (46.7) 	 (39.5) 
First I i Crops (96.1%) (91.5%) (92.0%) 	 (87.3%) 
SOURCE: 	 Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StaristicalAnalysis of the Rural Poor Target Group, Tzbles 48, 49, 50,


and 51.
 

Table 34

El Salvador
 

Yield Patterns in Corn, Coffee, Beans and Sorghum on Small
 
Farms as a Percent of the National Average
 

Farm Size and Region National Corn Hybrid Corn Coffee Sorghum Beans 

.5 to I Ha. 83% 100% 65% 89% 103%1 to 2 Ha. 98 102 	 11465 	 97
2to 4 Ha. 	 104 102 67 104 965to 10 Ha. 	 105 
 102 75 104 
 98
 

10 to 20 Ha 	 105 98 86 104 96 

All Farms (.5 to 20 Ha.) 96 101 77 103 98
West Region 	 123 97 92 109 115
Central (West) 	 110 105 60 107 97Central (East) 	 94 100 61 124 86East Region 	 90 101 63 133 84 
SOURCI: 	 Samuel Daines& Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalyisof the RuralPoor Target Group, Tables 13, 15, 22, 23, 

and 31.
 

small farmer isable to obtain a consistently high yield from the improved technology. it would appear, therefore,
that the small farmer is able to adopt with yield success new technologies. 

The second observation is that the proportion of hybrid corn which is interplanted is low; that is, when grown on small farms it is almost always grown alone. This may lead us to understand why the smail farmer con
tinues to grow the national variety even though it has less than one half the yield. 
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•he third observation is that corn yields are significantly higher on small farms in the two West regions when 
interplanted with beans or sorghum than when seeded alone. In addition, it can be seen in Table 14 of Daines & 
Steen that 85-95 percent of corn is interplanted. When all of these factors are combined it is obvious that the 
influence of yields on farmer choices in basic grains must be analyzed in total for all of the crops which are corn
moly grown in association. It is impossible to talk about corn or bean yields as separate phenomena since they 
are intimately linked to the complex land use choices of interplanting and multiple cropping which are the pre
dominant patterns on small farm%in El Salvador. 

In order to capture the interaction of these interrelated yield phenomena, careful land use analysis linking 
crop amd technology choice with land use alternatives (interplanting, multiple cropping, and crop substitution) 
would be required. Such analysis is beyond the scope of this paper. 

The most unfortunate yiell finding is the yield pattern on small farms in coffee. Yields in the West Region, 
where coffee is concentrated, increase as farm size increases from a low on the 5-1 Ha. farms of 616 Kg/Ha. (72 
pi.rcent of the na-donal average) to 870 Kg/Ha. on the 10-20 I-la. farms (102 percent of the national average). The 
percentages fail to reflect the even worse comparative performance of the West Region small farms when com
pared with the average for all farms in the West where average coffee yields are substantially above the national 
average 'Ihe factors which have resulted in this yield gap on small farms should be studied with care to ascertain 
what can be( done to improve them. This crop is of ital importance to small farmer incomes in all but the Central 
East region and substantial income increases would be associated with zost effective yield increases. 

In the other important small farm crops (bans, sorghum, sugar cane, and rice) yield patterns for small farms 
are very itear the national average, except for sorghum where small farm yields are consistently higher. There is 
no consistent regional or farm size trend in these yield patterns which would distinguish the small farmer from 
tle large ones in anything but the absolute size of the crop. 

Rteaders with more interest in yields for specific crops are referred to Tables 9-30 in Daines & Steen. Statisti
cal Analysis of the Rural Poor Target Group, where farm size and regional yield patterns are presented for all 
unjir crops 

3. I'EIilNOLOGICAl. PATTERNS ON SMALL FARMS 

a. 1.' 7111ZIER USE PATTERNS ON SMALL FARMS 

lht. use of fertilizer on small farms clearly distinguishes them from larger farms. Table 
35 indicates ilte intensity of fertilizer use on small farms in physical quanities and as a percent of the national 
average use intensity. 

1le most important implication of Table 35 is that while small farms use 50 percent as much fer
tilizer as the national average their yields in almost all crops (except coffee) are approximately equal to the 
i,'tional avcrage yields. This finding needs to be explored on a crop-by-crop and region-by-region basis. 

Approximately half of the farms under 2 Ha use fertilizer, and two-thirds of the farms from 2-20 Ha. 
This implies that the use frequency levels off at about 2 Ha., while the use intensity (quantity applied) 
continue%to grow as farm size increases. 

"iheme are important regional differences in fertilizer intensity. Fertilizer use in the East Region is only
about 00 pi-rcent of fertilizer use intensity in the West Region, with the central regions falling in between. 
The frequency of use is, however, relatively constant, implying that fertilizer use is about as common in all 
regions, hut the quantity applied varies substantially, Much of these differences can be explained by the 
difference in crop mix in that the more intensive crops grown with more frequency in the West are 
commonly fertilized more heavily. Thus the difference in quantity applied is probably less a result of 
differewcevs in technological level than of differences in crop composition. 
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Table 35
 
El Salvador
 

Fertilizer Use on Small Fatms
 

Fertilizer Use as a Percent
Fertilizer Use

Farm Size and Region of National Average(Kg /Ha.Cropped) 

497144 IS,---
.5 to IIla. 46135I to 2 Ha. 561643to 4 Ila 58170
5to I Ha. 

66193
l0 to 20 la. 

so147All Farms 5 to 20 Ha. 62180West Region 56162Central (West) 54157Central (East) 35101
East Region 


Samuel l)aines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysis of theRtralPoor Target Group, Table 30.
 
SOJRCE: 

ON SMALL FARMS
b IRRI(;ATION PATTERNS 

to smail farms is their access to production assets. Three 
One of the important issues with reference 

to good agricultural land, to 
have already been discussed; first, their access 

kinds of production assets 
credit, and to modern technological inputs (machinery and fertilizer). 

to arable land. To say 
farm is small it has been discriminated against ini its access 

By definition if a With reference to credit, the 
that small farms have less than their fair share of arable land is tautological. 

per cropped
 
small farm has dramatically less than its fair share, if fair share is defined as an equal amount 


hectare
 

Another important productive asset in El Salvador is water, and it is useful to explore if small farmers 

We will define the irrigation share in terms of the percent of arable 
have their fair share of irrigated land. 

From the data available it is impossible to estimate the security of the water supply or 
land which is irrigated 
the quantity of water used. 

The small farmer has a significantly lower snare of the irripated land than would appear to be his fair 

that he has his fair share of the arable land. The small farms under 10 Ha. have less 
share even if we assume There are largeone-third. 
than one-fifth their share of irrigated land, and farms from 10-20 Ha. abou 

to the climatic need for irrigation, 
regional differences in irrigation intensity which roughly correspond 

would appear to be an important area in which small farm access is significantly lower than 
cropIrrigation deeper analysis of the relationship between irrigation, 

The data in the census would suppor,larger farms 
mix, and yields, but is outside the scope of this paper. 
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Table 36
 
El Salvador
 

Irrigation on Small Farms
 

Farm Size and Region Percent of Farms Percent of Cropped Percent of Cropped Land Irrigated

Land Irrigated as a Percent of National Average
 

.5 to I Ha. 0.7 0.5 17.8
I to 2 la 0.7 0.5 16.7
3 to 4 Ila. 1.1 0.5 17.6
5 t) 10 Ila. 1.3 0.7 22.1 

10 to 20 Ha. 1.7 1.1 35.3 

All Farm%from .5 to 20 Ha. 0.8 0.6 18.8
West Region 1.6 0.8 26.7
(eoiral (West) 0.8 0.7 23.1
Central (East) 0.8 0.6 19.1 
Fast Region 0.5 0.3 9.6 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines& Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysisof theRuralPoor Target Group, Table 35. 

Section C, 
Employment Profile on Target Group Farms 

I. IlE STRUCTURE OF LABOR SUPPLY ON SMALL FARMS 

a. ECONOMICALLY ACTIVE FAMILY LABORERS 

In 1975 60 percent of the population of El Salvador lived in rural areas, and the large majority of this popula
tion depends on agriculture for employment. Of the total rural population of 2,444,690, approximately 676,677 
are econoinically active (either working part of the year or seeking work). This implies that for every active 
Liaborer there are 2.6 inactives who must be supported. 

"'lic number of active family laborers per farm increases only 23 percent from the less than I b. farms to 
the 10-20 Ha. farms. On farms under 20 lb. the average number of active family members is 1.5 per farm; on 
Iess than I Hb., 1.36;and on 10-20 Ha. farms, 1.76. 

Part of the extended family on small farms may be remunerated. One out of every eight farms under I Ha. 
hn,; a permanent remunerated laborer, probably a part of an extended family who receives some kind of cash 
or in kind payment for his labor. The structure of the active labor force on small farms is outlined in Table 37. 

The proportion of the permanent labor supply which is hired grows significantly with farm size as family
size is stable after 2 Ha. The smallest farms hire only 5.4 percent of their labor, while the 10-20 Ha. faims hire
32 percent of their permanent labor. In the months of June, July, November, and December, the 10-20 Ha. 
farms supplement their hired permanent labor with temporary hired labor adding another 16,8 percent to their 
hired labor bill. When the permanent and temporary hired labor proportions are added, the 10-20 Ha. farms 
appear to he hiring about 38 percent of their labor. 

The proportion of labor hired varies widely by region as is illustrated in Table 38. The hired proportion is higher
in the West region which would be expected from the prevalence of coffee in this region and the otherwise more 
intensive rop mix there. 
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Table 3"7
 
El Salvador
 

The Structure of the Active Labor Force on
 
Small Farms by Farm Size
 

Farm Size Active Family Laborers 
per Farm 

Permanent Hired 
Laborers 

Percent of Permanent 
Labor Hired 

.5 to I Ha. 
I to 2 Ha. 
3 to 4 Ha. 
5 to 10 Ila. 

1.36 
1.52 
1.74 
1.77 

0.07 
0.12 
0.31 
0.47 

5.4% 
7.6 

15.4 
21.2 

10 to 20 Ila. 1.76 0.83 32.1 

All Farms 0 to 20 Ha. 1.50 0.18 9.8 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnlysisof the RuralPoorTarget Group, Tables 65 and 66. 

Table 38
 
El Salvador
 

Regional Differences in the Proportion of Labor
 
Hired on Small Farms
 

Region Percent of Total Permanent Labor Supply Which is Hired 

15.8West Region 
12.4Central (West) 
5.3Central (East) 
4.9East Region 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysisof the RuralPoor Target Group, Table 65. 

TIree times as much labor is hired on small farms in the West Regions as in the East. Increased hiring activity 
in the East is due mostly to coffee farms over 5 Ha. and given the large labor surplus on even the smallest farms, 
little added hiring would be expected from even substantial added agricultural activity. 

b. AGE AND LITERACY PROFILE OF LABOR ON SMALL FARMS 

Only 6.3 percent of active laborers on small farms are under 15 years of age; this proportion varies little by 
farm size but significantly by region. It would appear that child labor is related to poverty in that the region with 

the lowest per capita income (East) on small farms employs 100.2 percent more child labor than the higher 

income areas. Child labor appears therefore to be more related to poverty than the level of labor required, since 
the regions with the highest labor demand per farm ate those regions with the higher incomes and lower child 
labor proportions. Table 39 outlines the proportion of active laborers under 15 years of age by region. 

The poorest region has a literacy rate 40 percentLiteracy rates appear to be related to farm size and region. 
lower than the wealthiest, and farms under 1 Ha. have a literacy rate 62 percent lower than farms of 10-20 Ha. 
Table 40 profiles literacy on small farms. 

Literacy rates in the peripheral East Region are under 30 percent for the smallest farmers. The literacy 
patterns have important implications for credit and technical assistance projects which assume that the producer 
can fill out simple application forms, and absorb simple written materials. 
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Table 39 
El Salvador 

Child Labor on Small Farms by Region 

Region Percent of Active Laborers Under 15 Years of Age 

West Region 4.9
 
Central (West) 5.0

Central (East) 3.8

East Region 9.1
 

SOURCE: Samuei Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysisof the RuralPoor Target Group. Table 65. 

Table 40
El Salvador 

Literacy Profile of Small Farmers by Farm Size and Region 

Farm Size and Region Percent Literate 

.5 to I Ha. 34.4
I to 2 Ha. 37.9
3 to 4 Ha. 45.8
5 to 10 Ha. 50.3 

I0 to 20 Ha. 55.4 

All Farms 0-20 Ha. 39.0
West Region 46.3 
Central (West) 42.2 
Central (East) 38,2
East Region 32.9 

iOURCE: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysisoftheRuralPoorTarget Group, Table 66. 

c. LABOR SUPPLY PRESSURE ON AVAILABLE LAND 

The supply of labor per hectare cultivated declines significantly as farm size increases. This is true even if
the temporary hired labor on larger farms is included in the labor supply. Table 41 outlines labor land ratios by
farm size. 

Table 41
 
El Salvador
 

Labor Land Ratios on Small Farms
 

Farm Size Man Days of Labor Available per Hectare Cultivated 
Family Laborers Hired Permanent Laborers Total Laborers 

.5 to I Ila. 598 34 632
1 to 2 Ila 363 30 393
3 to 4 Ila. 198 36 234
5 lo10 Ha. 34127 162 
10 to 20 Ita. 79 37 J16 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnmlysis of theRuralPoorTarget Group, Table 66. 
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The dramatic drop in labor pressure on the land as farm size increases isexpected, and though it has the 

most policy importance it isthe least surprising result in the table The surprising fact in Table 41 isthat the 

amount of labor hired per hectare cultivated stays essentially stable over the range of farm sizes included and 

does not appear to vary with the amount of family labor available. This is a rather difficult phenomenon to ex

plain. 

The magnitude of the employment problem on small farms is clear from the data in Table 41 :there are no 

feasible crop combinations which could utilize the 400-600 man days available per cultivated hectare on the 

farms under 2 Ha. The group of farms with over 400 man days per cultivated hectare available labor numbers 191 

thousand farms, 76.5 percent of the target group farms and 70 percent of all farms in El Salvador The problem 

of serious oversupply of labor is characteristic of almost three out of every four farms in El Salvador, To illustrate 

the infeasibility of absorbing this labor on the farm in labor intensive crop mixes, Table 42 presents the labor 
demand for a wide range of crops in El Salvador. 

Table 42 
El Salvador 

Labor Requirements by Crop and Technological Level 

Man Days of Labor Required per Cultivated Hectare per YearCrop 
High Level Mid Level 	 Low Level 

Pineapple 	 384 285 203 
238Tobacco 290 255 


Coffee 
 188 138 	 84 
10188 	 94Coconut* 83
145 	 92
Bananas 
 139Corn & Beans** 129 140 


Corn & Sorghum* 118 116 107
 
153 77 	 38
Sisal 

Sugar Cane 	 99 108 125 
96 108 	 83Cotton 55Sesa me 	 80 71 

-Oranges 80 

Beans 
 70 63 	 62 

48Sorghum 	 59 59 
7556 	 83Cori 6623 	 83Rice 

SOURCE: 	 Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderia, El Empleo en El Salvador, San Salvador, 1975, Tables 15, 16, 
and 17. 

It isimportant to note that those crops which utilize more direct labor also generate more secondary labor 

in marketing. Even in pineapple or in double cropping or interplanting activities, the labor demand is substantially 

less than the small farm supply per cultivated hectare. The surplus labor situation changes rapidly as farm size 
The supply of labor on 5-10 Ha. farms is one-fourth thatincreases even inside the general class of small farms, 

It would appear from a review of labor demands per hectare of representative crops that farms on 5-1 Ha. farms. 

over 5 H. have a reasonable chance of intensifying their agricultural activities enough to reach nearly full
 

employment if we set aside seasonal variation.
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2 EM'LOYMENT PATTERNS ON TARGET GROUP FARMS 

a. UNDERUTILIZA TION OF RURAL LABOR 

Emphloyment isa difficult subject to analyze because of the differences in concept about what ismeant byemployment which are frequently used in analysis of underdeveloped economies. For the purposes of this paperthe definition by the ILO for underutilization will be used as the measure of unemployment. According to thisdefinition. "total underutilization means ...percentage difference between demand and supply of labour; therefore it includes open unemployment and the open-unemployment equivalence of all forms of underemployment."(International Labor Office, The Employment Problem in Latin America, Santiago, 1976) 
Since it is difficult to elaborate measures in practice which capture all of the sources of labor demand onsmall farms, these estimates probably over-estimate unemployment or underutilization. Normal precautionshave been taken to include not just direct crop labor but also more general supervisory and management tasks inthe labor demand figures to minimize this underestimation bias. 
Acording to the recent study by the ILO cited above, El Salvador has the highest rate of labor underutilization inLatin America; they estimate that 47 percent of the available agricultural labor isnot utilized.
Table 43 outlines comparisons drawn from this study to highlight the apparent seriousness of the problem. 

Table 43Underutilization of Labor in Agriculture Comparisons with 
Other Latin American Countries 

Total Underutilization of Agricultural Labor as a Percent of 
Rural Economically Active Population 

!lSalvador 47
Mexico 
 46Paraguay 35Peru 31Brazil 30Cohlombia 
 25Panama 
 24(hil 
 20Veniezuela 19('h.ta Rica 18Argentina 10Uruguai y 9 

SOU RI.: 	 International Labor Office, The Employment Problem in LatinAmerica: Facts,Outlooks andPolicies,Santiago, 1976, Table 6 (estimates circa 1970). 

Based on more recent data the Ministry of Agricultue estimated a total agricultural labor demand of363,160 man years, which implies a 46 percent unemployment rate (Ministerio de Agricultura y Ganaderia, ElEmpL4o Agroprecuario en El Salvador, 1975, Table 66). 
It would he expected that the small farm population and the landless rural poor would account for mostof this unemployment. Table 44 outlines the utilization findings of this study for small farms. 
'lMe on-farm employment rate on an annual basis for small farms varies from 24-47 percent. It would appearthat over 10 Ha. the employment rate is 80 percent. The national employment average for farms under 20 Ha.is 35 percent (an underutilization rate of 65 percent), but that average varies widely by region. In the West andCentral West regions, 30 percent of available labor is utilized on the farm; in the Central East and East, the employment rate is substantially higher at 40 and 38 percent, respectively. 
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Table 44
 
El Salvador
 

On-Farm Employment (Utilization) Rates for Small Farms by Farm Size
 

Form Size On Farm Labor Utilized as a Percent of Farm Labor Available 

.5 to I Ha. 238 
I to 2 Ha. 326 
3 to 4 Ha. 46.7 
5 to 10 Ha. 610 

10 to 20 Ha. 79.6 

SOURCE: Samuel Dairies &Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnmlysis of the RuralPoor Target Group, Table 71. 

b. SEASONAL PATTERNS OF UNEMPLOYMENT 

Most agricultural unemployment is usually due to seasonal fluctuations in demand. It is therefore useful to 
distinguish between two kinds of unemployment; that type which isdue to seasonal fluctuations in demand 
(seasonal unemployment) and unemployment which isa result of labor supply exceeding demand even in peak 
labor months (structural unemployment), The total underutilization on farms under 20 Ha. is 65 percent, of 
which 47 percent is structural and the balance, 18 percent, is seasonal, 'Ihe fact that less than one-third of small 
farm unemployment is seasonal highlights the seriousness of the oversupply of labor on small farms. Table 45 
divides t he total unemployment into seasonal and structural components for small farms by size category. 

Table 45
 
El Salvador
 

Seasonal and Structural Unemployment on Small Farms
 

Farm Size Labor Underutilization Percent 
Total Seasonal Structural Seasonal as a Percent of Total 

.5to I H. 766 139 62.7 18 
1 to 2 Ha. 67.4 16 3 51.1 24 
3 to 4 Ha. 53.3 229 30.4 43 
5 to 10 Ha. 39.0 28.5 10.5 73 

10 to 20 Ha. 20.4 204 0.0 100 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, Statistical AnalYsis of the RuralPoorTarget Group, Table 71. 

Table 45 reveals an important and consistent pattern in unemployment on small farms While the overall 
unemployment decreases significantly as farm size increases, the proportion of that unemployment which is 
seasonal increases until for farms over 10 Ha all unemployment isseasonal, This leads us to the conclusion that 
for the large majority of the target group farms, seasonality isa small part of the employment problem; most of 
the unemployment is caused by two interacting and contributing factors, first an oversupply of labor on the 
smallest farms (under 2 Ha ) and an insufficiently intensive crop mix on the farms of 2 to 10 H6. 

Table 46 outlines a profile of seasonal labor utilization rates for small farms by region. 

While the magnitudes vary somewhat between regions. the seasonal patterns are similar between regions. 
March is always the lowest labor utilization month, and there is no single month which stands out as a peak labor 
demand month Foue months, June, July. November, and December, are the highest labor utilization months. 
The contribution of crop and livestock products to this pattern will be discussed in the next section. 



Table 46 
El Salvador 

Seasonal Profile of On Farm Labor Utilization Rates on Small Farms by Region 

Region Percent of On Farm Labor Utilized On-Farm 
January 
February 

March April 
May 

June 
July 

August 
September 

November 
December 

October 

West Region 
Central (West) 
Central East) 

17 
13 
18 

8 
10 
15 

33 
31 
41 

41 
43 
58 

28 
29 
39 

46 
44 
57 

Fast Region 17 11 41 55 33 58 

All Regions 17 II 37 50 32 53 

SOUPCE: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnmlysisof the Rural PoorTarget Group, Table 71. 

c. EMPLOYMENT CONTRIBUTION OF CROP AND LIVESTOCK ACTIVITIES 

i. Empioyment Contribution of Basic Grains 

Basic grains are the principal source of small farm production and are also the principal sotrce of on 
farm employment. Table 47 presents the contribution of basic grains to small farm employment. 

Tab , 47
The Contribution of Basic Grain,, to Employment on Small Farms 

Farmi Size Basic Grains Employment as a Percent of All On-Farm Employment
Annual Low Labor Months High Labor Months 

January-March June-December 

5 to I Ila 77 0.0 83
I to 2 Ila 71 0.0 78 
. to 4 Ila. 62 0.0 70
5 to 10 Ita 50 0.0 60 

10 to 20 Iha. 38 0.0 47 

SOURCE- Samuel Daimes & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAmlysis of the Rival Poor, Table 73. 

Basic grains contribute an insignificant amount of employment in the critical labor period from January to 
March, and hence present no real potential for reducing seasonal unemployment; in fact, the predominance of 
basic grains is a cause of the seasonal low. Their contribution to the elimination of the structural unemployment
depends in large part on the potential of interplanting and multiple cropping since when cropped alone they are 
the poorest employment generating activities available to small farms, 

The decreasing importance of basic grains as farm size increases shows up in Table 47 where the employment
share of lbasic grains likewise decreases significantly. The smallest farms obtain 77 percent of their employment
from basic grains, while the 10-20 Ha. farms obtain only 38 percent. 
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ii Coffee Contribution to On-Farm Employment 

Inthe important coffee areas (West and Central West Regions) the contribution of coffee to small farms em
ployment isdisappointingly small. While coffee accounts for 55 percent of employment )n 10-20 El. farms in the 
West Region, it contributes only 5-8 percent on farms under 2 Ha. which comprise more than nine-tenths of the 
target group in this area. Even though the annual contribution is small, almost half of the employment in low 
labor months in the West Regions iscontributed by coffee. The off-farm employment of coffee is also substantial. 

Coffee expansion on small farms would result in substantial increases in both seasonal and structural employ
ment. Most coffee labor isin the harvest. This characteristic implies that increases in coffee technology resulting 
in higher yields would result in substantial increases in employment. In most basic grains the trend is mixed. Min
istry of \griculture costs of production and employment figures already cited indicate the sizeable magnitudes of 
increased employment which would come from increasing coffee yields and technological level on small farms, 
Most small farms currently cultivate coffee at what the Ministr: cl ifies as low technology levels, usng about 
84 man days per year per hectare. If the technology level could be ,qised to mid-technology levels (at which most 
other small farm crops are grown), the labor demand would int-eas.. 64 percent to 138 man days. An important 
component of a program to attack the employment problem of small farms should be directed at increasing the 
technological level and yields in coffee. 

iii. 	The Employment Contributionof the Other Export Crops, Cotton and Sugar Cane, on Small 
Farms 

Less than 2 percent of on-farm employment in the target group comes from cotton and sugar cane. Both 
of these crops make contributions in excess of their general importance to employme,,t in the low labor 
months (8percent in January-February and 4 percent in March). 

i'. All Specialty Crops and Coffee 

If basic grains, cotton, and sugar cane are removed, the remaining specialty crops and coffee account for 10 
percent of small farm employment. These crops include tobacco, sisal, oranges, bananas, plantain, pineapple, and 
other fruit and vegetable crops. These are the high labor crops with long-run potential for making serious inroads 
on the employment problem. It is unfortnate that they are of such limited importance on small farms, The 
Statistical Analyis Document Table 76 indicates how the employment importance of these crops grows with 
farm size fro in the smallest farms, 4 6 percent, to 10-20 Ha. farms at 29 percent. These crops contribute much 
of their employment in the seasonal low periods which make them doubly attractive in El Salvador. Even though 
they account for only 10 percent of total employment, they account for 38 and 24 percent of the low labor 

ason employment on small farms. 

v.Beef and Milk Employment on Small Farms 

Beef and milk employment on small farms is surprisingly high. Their importance, however, grows rapidly
 
as farm size increases from a low of 5 percent for the smallest farms to 18 percent on 10-20 Ha. farms. On the
 
smaller farms nost of this employment isfrom milk production. The nonseasonal nature of beef and milk em
ployment is its only advantage since its land employment intensity is very low. 

vi 	 Employment in Swine, Poultry, and Other Livestock Products 

Pasture-baed livestock (beef and milk) have a low labor intensity per land unit occupied, but non-land-based 
livestock products like poultry, swine, honey bees, etc., are the most inteusive of all because they are essentially 
non-land-based. While feed must come from land-based cereals crops, the ftal can be grown on less land con
srained farins These non-land-based livestock products account for an inaresing amount of small farm labor as 
farm size decreises, indicating that the land constrained holdings have naturally moved into these products. On 
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farms under 2 Ha., 11-17 percent o! employment comes from these products. Almost half of the low labor season 
employment on these same farms comes from these non-land-based livestock products. 

vii. Summary of the Originof On-FarmEmployment by Commodity 

Table 49 presents the origin of employment by crop and livestock product categories by farm size. 

Table 49
 
El Salvador
 

On-Farm Employment Profile for Small Farms
 
Percent of Employment Originating in Each Commodity
 

Commodity Type 
.5 to I Ha. I to 2 Ha. 

Farm Size 
3 to 4 Ha. 4 to 10 Ha. 10 to 20 Ha. 

Basic Grains 
Coffee 

77% 
3 

71% 
4 

62% 
8 

50% 
13 

38% 
20 

Cotton & Sugar
Olher Crops 

1 
2 

1 
5 

3 
7 

6 
9 

9 
9 

All Crops 83 81 80 60 76 

Beef& Milk 
Swine, Poultry 

5 
13 

7 
12 

10 
10 

14 
8 

18 
7 

All Livestock 18 19 20 22 25 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysis of the RuralPoor Target Group, Tables 75, 76, 77, 78. 

Three important characteristics should be drawn from Table 49. First, milk, swine and poultry are surpris
ingly important sources of small farm employment; second, the more intensive specialty crops and coffee play an 
unfortunately reduced role in the smallest farm's on-farm employment; and third, the predominance of basic 
grains locks the amall farm into both a low total and an accentuated seasonal employment pattern. 

3. OFF-FARM EMPLOYMENT 

Sixty-five percent of the available family labor on t' smallest farm is unemployed in farm activity. It 
would be expected that a large proportion of this slack labor would be employed on off-farm activities, either in 
neighboring farms or in nonagricultural activities. The agriculture census itself does not provide direct measures of 
off-farm employment or income, and other sources have been sought to indicate at least rough orders of magnitude. 

Two separate approaches have been used to estimate off-farm employment. Both of these methods involve 
combining the detailed results by farm size and region reported in the Statistical Analysis Document with the basic 
data generated in other studies. This combination is difficult and fraught with possibility for error, since the 
sources are not really compatible. The first method is to use the information on off-farm employment generated
directly by a small survey of 34 farms under 10 Ha. (Carlos Humberto Henriquez, Tesis de Guado, Medidas para 
resolver el problema de minifundio en El Salvador, 1972). The Henriquez coefficients are modified by the farm 
size employment differentials derived from the census data. The second method is based on two separate 
estimates of the total rural employment rate. The on-farm employment rates calculated from the census are then 
subtracted from the overall employment rate to derive an off-farm rate. 

The Henriquez data gave results similar in magnitude but more difficult to interpret than the indirect second 
method, hence only the latter will be presented. 
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Two employment estimates for the rural sector were used, first, the ILO estimates of 47 percent under
utilization (op cit ) and of 45.1 percent under-utilization for 1971 (OIT Situacion y Perspectivas del Empleo en 
El Salvador, Tomo I Cuadro VII, 1975). The Ministry of Agriculture estimated agricultural unemployment in 
1971 at 48.87 percent (Ministerio de Agricultura y Canaderia, El Empleo Agropecuario en El Salvador, 1975, 
Cuadro 71 ). Depending on which of these rates is used, the total employment rate in the rural sector is between 
51 and 55 percent. If we assume the small farmer to be at the least employed end of this range, with an on-farm 
employment rate of 35 percent, the average rate of off-farm employment would be 16 percent. For the farms 
under 2 [Ia., the off-farm employment rate would be 23 percent, and the 2-5 Ha. farm families about 4 percent. 
Above 5 la. it would appear that little off-farm employment occurs. 

Using the Henriquez figures, the 0-2 Ha. families work 39 percent off-farm, and the 2-10 Ha. farms 4 percent, 
Even when off-farm employment is added, either based on the OIT or Ministry of Agriculture total employment 
figures. the smallest farms are employed only slightly more than one-half of their available time. 

Section D. 
An Income Profile of the RuralPoor in El Salvador 

1. INCOMI DEFINITION OF THE TARGET GROUP 

This study estimates that 83 percent of all farms and 84 percent of the rural landless population is
 

poor by AII)'s income standard. The rural target group benchmark set by AID in its reply to the Con

gressional Mandate established US$150 per capita in 1969 S as a reasonable upper limit for incomes of those
 
A series of other benchmarks were established, including infantdefined as among the rural poor target group, 

mortality, nutritional intake, etc. The purpose of the following paragraphs is to outline a re-asonable income 

definition of the rural poor in El Salvador which may be measured. 

Two definitions might be suggested. The fkst is a farm size measure; a tentative one was used as a basis 
A secondfor the Statistical Analysis paper which included farms under 10 Ha. asa part of the target group. 

While a direct net income estimate may appear to bedefinition would be a direct net income per capita measure. 
conceptually superior, in practice it is difficult to use for program implementation, since the net income of 

Simplerproject beneficiaries cannot always be ascertained before they are selected for inclusion in the project. 


measures like farm size may be the only reasonable alternative. An important issue is therefore how well the proxy
 

(farm size) represents the desired income measure.
 

50 per capita (1969 USS) will be used as the standard in elaborating an in'lhe All) benchmark of USS 
come definition of the target group. Since all income figures in the Statistical Analysis document are in 1976 

Colones, and since the exchange rate has been stable, all that is needed to make them comparable is to inflate the 

1969 dollar figure to roughly 1976 terms. An annual inflation rate of 6 percent is assumed between 1969 and 
per capita as the upper limit on target group incomes,1976, giving a 1976 value of US$225 

Using US$225 per capita as the target group definition, the structure of the rural poor target group is
 

indicated in Table 50.
 

The rural poor target group includes 2,040,607 people, or 83.5 percent of the rural population. Sixty-five 

percent of the target group are members of extended farm families residing permanently on farms. The other 

third are landless farm worker families. 

Thirty-six percent of the farm resident target subgroup are concentrated in the East, which is the poorest
 

region. Table 51 outlines the farm sizes whose residents fall within the target group income range.
 

Farm size is not a very good proxy for income on a national basis; in the West a 2.5 Ha. farm on the average 

would support its extended family at income levels above the target group limit, and an 8 Ha, farm in the East 

would not. If, however, the regional farm size limits noted in Table 51 are used, most of the error should be 
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Table 50 
El Salvador 

Rural Poor Target Group: Extended Farm Families 
and Landless Rural Workers 

Region Number of Farms Farm Family Population Landless Population 

West Region 
Central (West) 

47,979 
62,565 

275,623 
356,025 

Central (East) 36,664 213,272 
East Region 77,348 475,079 

All Regions 224,556 1,320,099 720,508 

Total Target Group Population (Farm & Landless) = 2,040,607 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysisof theRuralPoorTarget Group, Tables 50-80.
NOTES: Farm sizes in Table 50 were taken as the upper limits of size allowed under the income definition. 

Smaller farms not represented in Table 50 are included here. The size of the extended family includes 
those permanent workers living on the farm during the year of the census. Extended family sizes are 
West, 5.74; Central (West), 5.69; Central (East), 5.82; East, 6.14. The size of the landless target group 
was computed by subtracting the resident farming population (number of farms, 270,868 X average
extended family size, 6.069 = 1,644,125) from the total rural population (2,444,690), resulting in a 
landless population of 800,565. Even if fully employed at daily wages between Col. 2.8-4.5, the per
capita income would be less than US$225. It was assumed, therefore, that almost all landless families 
are in the target group; arbitrarily, 90 percent were included. 

Table 51 
El Salvador 

Farm Sizes of Resident Families Whose Income is Less Than 
the Target Group Limit of US$225 per Capita 

Region Farm Sizes Included in the Target Group 

West Region 0-2 Ha. 
Central (West) 0-4 Ha. 
Central (East) 0-3.8 Ha. 
East Region 0.8 Ha. 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysis of theRaral Poor Target Group, Table 80. 

removed. A few checks were made to see if a Department level list of farm size limits would be significantly better 
than a regional list, with the conclusion that it would not. 

There is one area in which the farm size table of target group limits may not function as well. In the West 
Region, coffee is probably not evenly distributed. Since the income limits are based on Department level averages
for each farm size, it is possible that the averages fail to capture the strong and discontinuous influence of coffee. 
For example, while 2 Ha. is the dividing line on the average between target group and superior incomes, a 5 Ha. 
farm in this region with a lower than average amount of coffee may still be below the income dividing line. Like
wise, a 1.8 Ha. farm with more than an average amount of coffee would probably be over the limit. The presence 
and amount of coffee is likely to be a better proxy for income in the West than farm size. In the West Region a 
single criteria based on the area in coffee would probably be a more accurate, and just as practicable target group
definition. Based on the income and crop mix information available, the dividing line should be about .4 Ha. of 
coffee. 
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. FARM INCOME 

1. FARM SIZE AND REGIONAL PROFILE OF NET PER CAPITA FARM INCOME 

Table 52 outlines the net per capita farm income by farm size and region. 

Table 52
El Salvador 

Net Farm Income per Capita by Farm Size and Region on Small Farms 

Farm Size Net Farm Income per Capita in US$ 
West Region Central West Central East East Region 

.S to I Ha. S 67 S 58 $ 57 $ 51 
I to 2 Ha. 125 101 75 74 
3 to 4 Ha. 293 183 195 141 
5 to l0 Ha. 725 303 303 242 

l0 1o 20 Ha. 1,739 552 497 348 

All Farms 0-20 Ha. $ 223 $128 $116 $107 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnmlysisof theRuralPoor Target Group,Table 83, 

The direct increase in net incomes as farm sizes increase emphasizes the overburden of population on the 
smaller holdings. The more intensive agriculture in the West produces net per capita incomes almost double the 
averages for all of the other regions on the average, but most of the advantage is in the farms over 5 Ha. where 
coffee is most important. The income in the East rises only ten-fold from the smallest to the largest farms included, 
while in the West it rises thirty-fold. 

b. CROP AND LIVESTOCK SOURCES OF NET FARM INCOME ON SMALL FARMS 

Table 53 outlines the crop and livestock sources of net farm Income by product category. Livestock con
tributes a significantly larger share to farm income in the two poorest regions in the East, where permanent and 
specialty crops are of less importance. Basic grains, cotton, and sugar cane as a group remain rather stable across 
the regions. 

Table 53 
El Salvador 

Net Farm Income by Principal Source Categories 

Region Net Farm Income Percent of Farm Income by Source
 
US$/Farm Basic Grains, Sugar Permanent and Livestock
 

Cane and Cotton Specialty Crops Products
 

West Region $1,173 35.8 39.0 25.1 
Central (West) 712 42.6 28.6 28.7 
Central (East) 659 43.2 20.1 36.5 
East Region 678 43.1 19.7 37.0 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAmlysis of theRuralPoorTzrget Group,Table 81. 
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The proportionate shares contributed by the different product types show significant regional variation.share of permanent and specialty crops is twice as high in the West as in the East. 

The 
More important, however, thanthe regional differences, are the differences which are apparent between farm sizes. Table 54 outlines the net

income sources by farm size and region. 

Table 54
El SalvadorThe Sources of Net Income on Small Farms by Region and Farm Size 

Farm Si/e & Region Net Income per Farm Percentage of Net Income by SourceUS$/Farm Basic Grains, Sugar Permanent and Livestock 
Cane and Cotton Specialty Crops Products 

.5 to I Ila.West Region $ 323 41.4 27.0Central (West) 291 31.5
45.6 24.3(entral (East) 259 43.2 

30.0 
16.3 40.3Easi Region 253 46.2 12.7 41.0 

ItoWest2 IlaRegion 669 39.0 37.9Central (West) 524 22.9
45.9 27.2Central (East) 479 26.8
46.0 17.1lial Region 426 45.0 

36.7 
18.0 36.9 

.3
toWest4 IlaRegion 1,705 22.6 63.9 13.3Central (West) 1,113 36.1 37.9Central (East) 1,117 25.9
42.9 29.5East Region 959 27.5
38.2 31.7 29.9 

S toWestI0 Ila.Region 3,965 11.1 80.2Central (West) 1,858 8.6
29.7 40.8 29.3(cnIral (East) 1,751 36.6 35.3 27.9East Region 1,714 37.1 32.0 30.8 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysis of theRuralPoor Target Group, Table 81. 

Two consistent patterns emerge in Table 54; first, that as farm sizes and incomes increase, the percent sharecontributed by permanent and specialty crops increases, and secondly, that basic grains reduces almost proportionately. Livestock products (except in the West Region where they decrease sharply) havea curious pattern ofdecreasing importance from 0 to 3 Ha. and then increasing again from 3 to 20 Ha. farms. This is due in large partto a changing composition of livestock products; on the less than 3 Ha. farms, swine and poultry predominate;as farm size increases these products become less important; then, beginning with the 3-20 Ha. farms as landbecomes less constraining, beef and milk become important. 

3. NE IN(OME PRODUCTIVITY OF LAND 

a. NET INCOME PER HECTARE 

Since land is so sarce, the issue of the net income produced per land unit is of vital importance for the smallfarm target group. Two measures of land are used to estimate the profitability of land in small farms. The firstis a measure of net income per hectare cultivated, the second is a measure of net income per hectare of land in thefarm. The first may be thought of as a measure of the profitability and efficiency of land which is currently in use,the second is a broader measure aimed at the efficiency of land use including land which is not used. The 
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profitability patterns on small farms vary widely both by region and farm size. Table 55 presents these land 
profitability comparisons. 

Table 55 
El Salvador 

AProfile of Land Profitability on Small Farms 
Net Income* per Hectare in the Farm 

Farm Size Net Income (US$) per Hectare in the Farm
 
West Region Central (West) Central (East) East Region
 

.5 to I Ha. $450 $403 $355 $343 
I to 2 Ila. 492 479 252 308 
3 to 4 Ha. 494 320 323 276 
5 to 10 Ila. 554 264 249 242 

237 17910 to 20 lIla. 637 210 

All Small Farms (0-20 Ha) $482 $404 $298 $303 

SOURCE: Samuel Dairies &Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysfsofthe RwalPoor Target Group, Table 83. 
*Net returns to land, capital, and family labor 

The net income productivity of land decreases significantly as farm size increases, with the exception of those 
farms in the best coffee areas. In the Central West net income per hectare drops from $403 and $478 per Ha. on 
less than 2 Ha. farms to $237 per Ha. on 10-20 Ha. farms Net income per hectare drops from $355 to $210 in 

This impliesthe Central East and from $343 to $179 in the East from farms under 1 Ia. to farms of 10-20 Ha. 

that the income efficiency of land use is substantially higher in smaller farms. In land scarce El Salvador, this
 
implies that except for the West region, smaller farms are more efficient.
 

The reduced profitability of farms from 2-5 Ha. and 5-10 Ha. opens the possibility that increased land
 
profitability, achieved in ways similar to that already demonstrated by the under 2 Ha. farms, could lead to sig
nificant increases in net income The sources of the net income superiority per land unit on smaller farms will be 
distussed in section E (Viable Small Farm Production Alternatives). It appears that the superiority comes from 
increased land use intensity (less fallow and uncultivated pasture, more interplanting), and increased importance 
of mon-land-hosed ,ivestock products. These three factors overcome the negative influence of a lower value crfp 
mix, and lower physical yields on the smaller farms. 

The strong influence of increased proportion of land cultivated, and non-land-based livestock products, 
as contributing factors to the superior land profitability may be seen by comparing the results in Table 55 with those 

in Table 56, where net CROP income is divided by hectares cropped to indicate the profitability of cropped land. 

The pattern in crop profitability isalmost the exact mirror image of total land profitability. As farm size 
increases, the net crop income per hectare cropped increases significantly, in approximately the same magnitudes 
as net income per hectare in the farm decreased in Table 55. This implies that while cost minimization may play 

,iome role in the increased land profitability on small farms, land use intensity (increased proportion cultivated, 
interplanting, etc.) and the importance of non-land-based livestock products are the principal explanatory factors. 

4. LABOR PROFITABILITY 

The net income produced per labor unit gives us some idea of the profitability of labor use on small farms. 

Labor productivity and profitability ratios are difficult to interpret in situations where there issubstantial unem
ployment. Since labor is not scarce, a ratio indicating income per scarce resource unit has less meaning than a 

Land or capital productivity ratio An additional disadvantage of the labor profitability ratios presented below is
 
that they are average and not marginal net revenue product ratios.
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Table 56 
El Salvador 

Net Income Profitability of Cropped Land in Small Farms 
by Region and Farm Size 

Farm Size Net Income from Crops (US$) per Hectare Cropped
West Region Central (West) Central (East) East Region 

.5 to I Ia. $ 505 $478 $418 $376 
1 to 2 Ha 566 510 320 380
3 to 4 Ha. 720 567 501 464
5 to 10 Ha. 1,049 675 587 581 
10 to 20 Ila. 1,400 819 675 602 

All Small Farms (0.20 Ha.) 617 530 414 422 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysis of theRuralPoorTarget Group,Table 83. 

Table 57 
El Salvador 

Net Farm Income per Man Day Utilized on Small Farms 

Farm Size Net Farm Income (US$) per Man Day Utilized
West Region Central (West) Central (East) East Region 

.5 to I Ila. $ 3.68 $3.68 $3.11 $2.67 
I to 2 Hla 4.18 3.273.82 2.64 
3 to 4 [ia. 5.91 4.70 3.98 3.25 
5 to 10 Ila. 9.16 5.21 4.41 4.00 

10 to 20 I1a. 13.04 5.86 4.72 3.87 
All Farms (0-20 Ha.) $ 4.78 $4.04 $3.42 $2.93 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysis of theRural Poor Target Group, Table 83. 

The average rural wage rate varies from US$1.20-1.75 per day, depending on the region and the crop. It is 
important to note that the net return to labor and land on small firms per day worked is from two to five times 
as high as the average rural wage. A small farm owner (even after discounting for land value) should be able to 
obtain at least twice as much net return from his labor as a landless laborer. 

Labor profitability rises substantially as farm size increases. If true, this would be an encouraging finding,
and would hold out hope for substantial increases in net welfare and employment through crop mix change. 

There are significant differences in the profitability of the labor factor between regions. The Central East and 
East show surprisingly low labor products. 

.5. CROP PROFITABILITY 

This section explores the profitability of different crop types on small farms. Crops have been grouped into 
two basic types: 

http:US$1.20-1.75


41 

I. Basic Grains, Cotton and Sugar Cane 
-Corn 
-Beans 
-Sorghum 
-Rice 
-Sesa me 
-Cotton 
-Sugar Cane 

2. Permanent and Specialty Crops 
-Coffee 
-Tobacco 
-Sisal 
-Oranges 
-Bananas 
-Plantain 
-Pineapple 
-Minor Crops 

Table 58 indicates that the permanent and specialty crops have significantly higher profitability per land unit. 

Table 58
El Salvador 

Crop Profitability on Small Farms by Crop Type and Region 

Region Net Farm Income per Cropped Hectare (US)
Basic Grains, Cotton, and Sugar Cane Permanent and Specialty Crops 

West Region 
Central (West)
Central (East)
East Region 

$253 
248 
210 
200 

$1,356 
1,075 
1,072 

923 

E:SO [JR E Samuel Daimes & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysisof theRwalPoor,Table 83. 

Pernanent and specialty crops produce approximately five times as much net income per hectare cropped as 
do the ot her crops. The fact that income in basic grains is as high as it is is due in large part to the widespread small 
farm practice of interplanting corn with beans, and corn with sorghum. The figure used for area cropped hi Table 
58 counts only the actual area of land cropped; that is,one hectare planted to corn with beans would be counted 
only as one cropped hectare. 

The profitability of specialty crops decreases as farm size increases in all but the West (coffee) region. It 
would appear from profitability and resource endowment considerations (abundant labor, scarce land) that these 
crops would be very competitive on small holdings. Unfortunately, these higher value crops also require sub
stantial amounts of circulating (and in some cases long term) capital in the form of credit. In the earlier discussion 
of the distribution of credit it was discovered that the small holdings have extremely limited credit access. It may
be Ilit while the land and labor resources are in the right proportions to encouage this kind of crop mix, the 
lack of available credit prevents the small farmer from taking advantage of the income potential of these highly
profitable crops. Risk isan important element which nay discourage small farmers from growing high value crops.
Astable base of credit access can help to rednce the financial chaos created by an unusually bad year. 

An average target group family on a less than 2 la. farm would have enough on-farm income to be above 
the target group limit if they cultivated 1.1 Ha. of a permanent or specialty crop. To achieve the same income in 
Basic Grains would require six cultivated hectares; 4.3 of those six hectares would have to be interplanted to two 
grains at the same time. Since the less than 2 lb. farm on the average has only .97 Ha. of cropland, even the most 
intensive crops will not lift the family out of the target group, but it would accomplish 90 percent of the task 
and increase incomes by more than 300 percent. Only asmall residual income would be required from off-farm 
sources to provide significantly over $225 per capita incomes. 
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6. NON-FARM INCOME
 

There are no direct measurements in the Agriculture Census which would indicate the sources and quan
tities of non-farm income which small farm families earn as paid workers on other farms or in non-agricultural
employment. It is necessary, therefore, to look to other information sources. The National Household Survey
(Encuesta lahcionxl de Mano de Obra y Aspectos Demographicos) was reviewed carefully as a possible source of 
off-farm income. The original data in the survey may be adequate, but the processed tables available at the time 
of this study were insufficient to provide the needed data. In the futire, it is possible that these surveys will pro.
vide the necessary data base for off-farm and landless worker incomes. At the current time the only adequate

data identified are in a small sample (already referenced in the discussion of off-farm employment) of 34 farms
 
under 10 Ha. known as the Henriquez study (Carlos Humberto Henriquez, Medidas par resolver el problema del
 
minifundio en El Salvador, Tesis de Grado, Universidad de El Salvador, 1972).
 

This study indicated the income from off-farm sources for three regions. Since the employment rates vary
substantially inside the 0-10 Ha. range comprehended by the Henriquez data, the off-farm proportion of total 
income was further adjusted to account for the availability of surplus labor for off-farm employment. For
example, the 5-10 Ha. farm families (based on the census data) are employed on their farms 60-80 percent of their 
available time, while the .5-1 Ha. families are employed only 19-24 percent. The off-farm proportions of income
 
were therefore adjusted from the Henriquez data by the proportion of labor available for off-farm employment

for each farm size and region.
 

'rhe results ut! ,is computation are presented in Table 59. 

Table 59
El Salvador 

Adjusted Family Income to Account for Off-Farm 
Income for Small Farm Resident Families 

Farm Size Farm Income Plus Estimated Off-Farm Income in US$ per Capita
West Region Central (West) Central (East) East Region 

.5 to I Ha. $129 $116 $112 S 95
I to 2 Hla. 188 161 114 113
3to 4 Ha. 367 240 
 248 181
5 to 10 Ha. 840 370 367 291 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines & Dwight Steen, StatisticalAnalysis of the RuralPoor Target Group, Table 80. 

The figures in Table 59 are the ones which were used to determine the size of the target group at the first of 
this section. The reader should be reminded that while the data in the renuinder of this report are based on a large
and statistically sound agricultural census, the adjustments to include off-farm income originates in a dangerously
small sample and are likely to contain a very large error factor. The adjusted income figures should be used with 
considerable caution. 

It should be remembered that the value of home-consumed product is already included in the net farm in
come figure;the adjustment affects only off-farm employment income. 

The patterns noted in Table 59 are simply the product of the interaction of the on-farm employment income 
patterns and the Henriquez study off-farm income proportions, which have already been discussed. 

This section highlights the inadequacy of current data to estimate off-farm income and to profile the income
and employment situation of the approximately 750,000 landless poor. New data gathering and analysis will be 
required to close this gap. 
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Appendix A.
 
MethodologicalNotes on the Calculation of Employment
 

andIncome from the AgriculturalCensus
 

1. EMPLOYMENT 

The methodology used in estimating employment patterns on small farms is described in the next few para
graphs. The data used in the estimation were drawn principally from two sources. The first source of informa
tion was the agriculture census, and the second was costs of production and employment coefficients resulting 
from national sample surveys taken by the Ministry of Agriculture. 

The census provided information on areas cultivated, and yields obtained in each crop by farm size and 
region. The Ministry of Agriculture costs of production and employment data are given by region and technology 
level. The two data sets were combined by assigning each farm size inside each department to a technology level 

That is,beans in Ahuachapan on farms from 1-2 Ha. might be assigned semitecnificado andfor each of its crops. 

coffee on the same farms (no tecnificado) based on the range in yields actually achieved in that department, on
 

that farm size in the particular crop.
 

The selection of a technology level for a given crop, in a given Department, and for a given farm size, allowed 

the employment estimates to be based upon the Ministry of Agriculture month by month labor requirements data 
This study indicated according to technologicalcontained in the study (El Empleo Agropecuario en El Salvador). 


level the number of man days required for each crop in each month. The crop area fo; each crop was then multi

plied for January by the labor requirements of that crop at the selected technological level, and then the monthly
 

requirements of all crops and livestock activities were summed to produce a monthly labor demand account for
 

each department and each farm size inside each department.
 

These labor demands were then compared with the active labor supply for each farm as given in the census 
Active laborers were assumed to have 24 work days per month available.to compute employment rates. 

Labor requirements for livestock activities were based on unpublished data on costs of production from a 

national survey taken by the Ministry of Agriculture in 1975;the materials are titled Insumos Agropecuarios. 

2. INCOME IMPUTATION 

The methodology for calculating the net farm income on small farms utilized the same two data sets as the 

employment calculations, but was supplemented by a wide variety of other data sources and utilized a methodology 

requiring increased computational complexity. 

a. ESTIMATION OF THE GROSS VALUE OF PRODUCTION 

the farm gate value of production forThe first step in computing net farm income was to estimate 
The census data contained physical volumes of production for each cropeach farm size and department. 


and livestock commodity produced. These quantities included that production which was held for on-farm
 
production in the census was

consumption or to be used as seed or feed. The indusion of home consumed 
a significant advantage and allowed for the direct inclusion in the value of production of subsistence income. 

was valued at farm pte prices for 1976 derived in large
Both marketed and home-consumed produce 

part from the Ministry of Agriculture publication (Situacion del Mercado de los Principales Prodactos Agro

pecuarios), San Salvador, 1976.
 

b. NET INCOME DEFINITION 

Net income isdefined as gross value of output minus purchased inputs and hired labor. It might be better
 

described as the net return to land and family unremunerated labor.
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c. COSTS OF PRODUCTION 

The census itself contains information on certain inputs but fails to include others. The costs of production
therefore must be divided between those which are directly taken from the census (and which are the most 
reliable since they are direct measurements and not imputations) and those which are imputed from the Ministry 
costs of production surveys. 

It is fortunate that the census contains direct measurements of these important costs, hired labor and fer
tilizer. The census also contains limited information on animal and mechanical power. Unfortunately, the form 
in which the animal and mechanical power data were gathered nude it difficult to use directly, and therefore a 
combination of census and survey data was used to arrive at estimates of the costs of mechanical and animal 
power. Costs not included in the census included non-fertilizer chemical inputs (pesticides, herbicides), seed 
and animal feeds. 

d. LABOR COSTS 

While the census contained direct measurement of part of the hired labor cost, it was not complete. The 
censu:s included hired laborers who were classified as permanent remunerated residents inside the farm. This does 
not cover temporary seasonal labor which might be required in crop production. The first component of the 
hired labor bill is the directly measured resident remunerated laborers. In order to capture the seasonal labor 
costs, a monthly labor supply and demand model was constructed for each representative farm type (five farm 
sizes for each department). The labor demands of each and livestoc activity was estimated by month. From that 
demand was subtracted the labor supply of the active family laborers plus the hired resident labor. If the demand 
in any month exceeded the supply of labor from these two sources, then an additional cost for hired labor was 
added. In the process of estimating these monthly models, it was observed that the only requirement for hired 
seasonal labor occurred in farms over 10 Ha. and consequently outside the target group. 

Hired resident labor was valued at Col. 2.815 per day. 

e. FERTILIZER COSTS 

Fertilizer quantities are given in the census. They are valued at prices for organic and inorganic fertilizers 
based on an average of fertilizer types from the Ministry of Agriculture (Situacion de Mercado) study. 

f. SEEI")S 

The cost of seed was imputed based on the quantities taken from the Ministry of Agriculture (Insumos) 
which corresponded to the region and technological level assigned for each particular crop. The price of seeds was 
obtained for most crops from a separate Ministry publication (Estructura de los Costos Reales Promedio de 
Produccion), 1974, and inflated to 1976 prices. Other seed prices were obtained from the S&tuacion del Mercado 
study. 

g. MEClHANICAL AND ANIMAL POWER 

Mechanical and animal power was costed at rates for rental given in the Estructura study; the quantities re
quired for each crop, region, and technology level were obtained from the Insumos survey. This imputation will 
result in overestimation of costs and result in an underestimation of net income on farms owning their own draft 
animals or machinery. After attempting to utilize the census information in this regard, it was decided to 
utilize the Insumos data in order to assure at least a comparable basis for estimation. The census information fails 
to capture rental of either power source and would have been difficult to interpret. 
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OBJECTIVE OF THE STATISTICAL PROFILE OF REPRESENTATIVE FARMS
 

These tables were prepared with the intent of providing a profile of the principal economic characteristics of small 

farms in El Salvador as a prior step to the elaboration of assessment of the situation and potential of the rural poor. 

'lhe dimensions included in these tables include the following: 

I. Land availability and distribution 
2. Land use and productivity patterns 
3. Yield patterns
 
.1. Technological indicators (fertilizer use, mechanization, irrigation)
 

5. Credit access and use 
6. Ltind tenure patterns 
7. Crop and product composition of output 
I. Employment Patterns 
9. Income Patterns 

IIis expected that only a small part of these indicators and other measures will find their way into the final sector
 

assessment documentation.
 

The tables have been structured such that a national average for each of the farmsizes can be obtained by identifying
 

5" which is the nation as a whole.
the farmsize in "Region 

NUMBER OF FARMS (OBSERVATIONS) 
In most tables the first column indicates the number of farms inc':,ded in the computation. The total number of farms 

are in tht small farm categories included in this statistical 
in El Salvador is approximately 270,000 of which 164,937 

profile.
 

wEIarml) AVERAGES 
Almost all of the tables included display weighted averages for the characteristics or indicators. These averages are 

In the cases having
weighted according to the factor which appears in the first column (usually the number of farms). 


something other than number of farms in the first column, the factor is only a weighting factor and should not be
 

Most of the yield tables, for example, are weighted according to the area in the crop

treated as a separate concept. 

studied.
 

COMPARISONS WITH NATIONAL AVERAGES 
In order to make the results more useful in the sector assessment, a wide variety of characteristics and indicators are 

In these cases the number displayed is a percent of the national 
compared with the national average for all farms. 


or may be thought of as an index with the national average base being set at 100.
 
average, 

CENSUS QUESTIONNAIRE 
The ce ,sus questionnaire from which this data was extracted provides the interested reader with a clearer idea of the 

origin of the statistics and is included as an appendix to this document. 

TABLES SELECTED FOR REPRODUCTION 
Only certain tables produced were drawn upon by the final documents and referenced. In order to conserve space in 

in the analytical papers are reproduced. A complete listing of the 
final reproduction only those tables referenced 


tables is contained below.
 

The statistical tables contained in this document were generated based on data contained in the 1971 El Salvador 

Agriculture Census. 

The data are arranged by farmsize, region, and in some cases on a national basis. 
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FARMSIZES 
Five farmsizes were chosen for inclusion in the study to represent a broad range of small farmers. The farmsizes
 
chosen are as follows:
 

Farm size 1. 0.5 to 1.0 Hectares 
2. 1 to 2 Hectares 
3. 3 to 4 Hectares 
4. 5 to 10 Hectares 
5. 10to 20 HectaresWhen reading the tables it should be remembered that the tables do not include all farm sizes, and hence the averag,are only representative for these selected small farm groups. 

REGIONS 
Ell Salvador is divided into the four regions used currently by the Ministry of Agriculture. These regions and thenumbers associated with the departments which comprise them are indicated in the map below. 

21 

III ........ 

IV 

Map of Regionalization El Salvador 
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EL SALVADOR 

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS OF THE RURAL POOR TARGET GROUP 

LIST OF TABLES BASED ON THE 1971 AGRICULTURE CENSUS 

1. Land Availability and Distribution 

1. Land Per Farm 
2. Cultivation Intensity and Land Slack Indices 

2. Land use Patterns (intensity, crop types, etc.) 

3. Land Productivity 
4. National Land Use Patterns by Farm Size 
5. Generai Land Use Patterns 
6. Land Use as a Percent of Total Land 
7. Composite Intensity 
8. Land U.e Intensity Indices 

3, Yields 

9. Yield Patterns in Rice 
10. Yield Patterns Sugar Cane 
It. Yield Patterns in Sesame 
12. Yield Patterns in Tobacco 
13. Yield Patterns in Sorghum 
14. Yield of Basic Grains 
15. Yield Patterns in Beans 
16. Yield Patterns in Coffee 
17. Yield Patterns in Pineapple 
18. Yield Patterns in Bananas 
19. Yield Patterns in Oranges 
20. Yield Patterns in Plaintain 
21. Yield Patterns in Coffee 
22. Yield Patterns in Hybrid Corn 
23. Yield Patterns in Coffee 
24. Yield Patterns in Oranges 
25. Yield Patterns in Bananas 
26. Yield Patterns in Plaintain 
27. Yield Patterns in Pineapple 
28. Yield of Basic Grains as a Percent of National Average 
29. Sugar Cane Yield Patterns 
30. Yield Patterns in National Corn by Region and Farmsize
 
30A. Yield Patterns in Cotton
 
30B. Yield Patterns in Sisal
 

4, Technological Patterns (fertilizer use, mechanization, irrigation) 

31. Technological Levels. Fertilizer 
32. Technological Level - General 
33. Energy Use by Farm Size 
34. Ownership Pattern and Use Intensity of Tractors 
35. Technological Level - Irrigation 
36. Animal Power Use Patterns 
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5. Credit Acce:s and Use 

37. Credit Distribution: Credit per Cropped Ha. ks a Percent of the National Average
38. Amount of Credit per Head of Cattle 
39. Credit per Cropped Ila. by Farm Size 
40. Credit Utilization in Other Major Uses 
41. Credit by Source 
42. Credit Utilization-Cereals, Legumes, Cotton, Cane 
43. Value Distribution and Access to Agricultural Credit by Farm Size and Region
44. Distribution of Agricultural Credit by Source 

6. Tenure Patterns 

45. land Tenure Patterns 

7, Crop and Product Mix 

46. Value of Crop Product ion- 'pci lrm 
47. Value of Crop Production per Farm 
48. Value of Crop Production as a Percent of Total Value of Farm Production 
49. Value of Crop Production as a Percent of Total Value of Farm Production 
50. Value of Livestock Products as a Percent of Total Value of Farm Production 
51. Production Categories as a Percent of All Farm Production 
52. Total Value of Farm Production per Farm 
53. Value of Crop Production (and Tobacco) 
54. Area in Crops per Farm 
55. Value of Annual Crop Production-,per Farm 
56. Livestock Production Summary 
57. Annual Crop Mix Categories as a Percent of All Land 
58. Annual Crop Mix Patterns 
59. Value of Livestock Production- per Farm 
60. Livestock Products as a Percent of Total Value of Livestock 
61. )istribution of Livestock per Farm by Region and Farm Size 
62. Land Area per Farm by Use Catergory 
63. Livestock per Farm 
64. Area in Annual Crops per Farm 

8. Employment Patterns 

65. Labor Patterns and Subsistence 
66. Labor Supply Patterns 
67. Labor Supply per Farm 
71. Annual On-Farm Employment Patterns 
72. On Farm Employment Rate by Month (January-June and July-December) 
73. Employment in Basic Grains 
74. Employment in Cotton and Sugar Cane 
75. Employment in Coffee 
76. Employment in Minor Crops and Coffee 
77. Employment in Beef and Milk 
78. Employment in Swine, Poultry and Other Livestock 

9. Income Patterns 

80. 	 Adjusted Family Income 
- I.. ncome per Farm in US$ 
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82. Net Income Per Farm in Colones 
83. Net Farm Income or Profitability Ratios 



MISSI NG PAGE
 
NO. __ 
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Table 3
 

El Salvador
 
Statistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Target Group
 

Land Productivity
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e, 0.5 88.01 3 9 U0.90 . 

0einISz157O No. ,3, 3,573 0,06.0. 0,38.0 EJ0 
.1 0367 

WiAv.l4.I3.77 0 ,572 10804 81.0 2,1.20 .. 5.6 13. 6 

Region 1 Size I 1, 7b4.00 1,393.21 1,563.21 818.94 3,386.16 54,191.80 1,062.80 
Region I Size 2 10,564.00 1,498.13 1,721.10 911.52 3,546.19 17,460.49 1,289.94 
legion I Size 3 1,535.00 1,443.49 2,069.43 944.24 3,334.59 2,072.72 1,762.12 

egon I Si:eleio 1 SLz 4S 2,335.001,577.00 1551.421,738.64 2,834.153,557.33 1,042.511,036.45 
3,851.44
4,378.02 

820.14 
538.91 

2,607.94
3,467.33 

Wgt. Ave. Reg. 1 32,775.00 1,457.29 1,824.30 881.04 3,516.20 33,528.66 1,394.54 

Region
eion 

2 Size 
2 Size 

1 
2 

19,670.00 
15,457.00 

1,248.08 
1,253.75 

1,478.53 
1,567.91 

788.01 
868.13 

3,260.92 
3,252.86 

43,754.59 
9,745.83 

1,011.60 
1129.46 

Region 
Region 

2 Size 
2 Size 

3 
4 

2,607.00 
3,963.00 

981.18 
814.84 

1,692.77 
1,907.06 

901.16 
97.29 

2,973.12 
3,240.15 

1,649.07 
726.01 

1,243.98 
1,417.78 

Region 2 Size 5 2,191.00 725.71 1,988.87 988.65 3,534.58 467.05 1,634.01 

Ugt. Ave. Reg. 2 43,888.00 1,169.03 1,586.91 849.42 3,252.77 23,229.44 1,134.66 

Region 3 Size 1 11,951.00 1,134.86 1,334.00 632.13 4,957.56 40,750.98 771.28 
lesion J Size 2 10,657.00 799.45 1,007.53 485.89 3,145.18 7,772.00 612.80 
Region 
legion 
Region 

3 Size 
3 Size 
3 Size 

3 
4 
5 

1,728.00 
2,561.00 
1,388.00 

1,003.70 
782.72 
682.93 

1,545.40 
1,794.90 
2,011.21 

778.78 
825.96 
914.57 

3,199.77 
3,356.90 
3,289.36 

1,934.47 
731.86 
538.59 

1,084.42 
1,257.70 
1,413.51 

Wgt. Ave. Reg. 3 28,285.00 946.41 1,298.87 617.40 3,940.53 20,357.29 806.26 

Region 4 Size 1 22,822.00 1.050.81 1,151.44 556.50 ,992.01 54,197.38 639.15 
Region . Size 2 22,365.00 959.00 1,174.25 598.71 2,355.66 12,195.61 702.18 
Region 4 Size 3 4,035.00 875.54 1,427.55 720.77 3,396.60 1,921.00 955.70 
legion 4 Size 
legion 4 Size 

4 
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6.739.00 
4,008.00 

770.64 
612.84 

1,728.51 
1,633.37 

939.14 
935.38 

2,429.75 
2,287.11 

760.14 
472.60 

1,222.74 
1,281.21 

Wgt. Ave. Reg. 4 59,939.00 944.02 1,275.55 .651.60 2,67. .,.ao :2 

Region 
Region 

5 Size 
5 Size 

1 
2 

71,207.00 
59,063.00 

1,208.82 
1,169.35 

1,398.14 
1,417.19 

712.03 
757.48 

3,431.60 
3:14J.88 

34,005.96 
9,794.94 

881.28 
957.16 

Regon izxRegion 5 Sit 
Region 5 Size 

34 
5 

9,905.00
15,598.00 
9.164.00) 

1.007.89
879.94 
853.86 

1,615.28
1,5.2 
2,279.09 

804.64 
918. 45 
998:.' 

31602 
3,392.06 
3,890.24 

1,4.4 
731.38 
485.11 

1189.82 
1,568.93 
2,083.21 

Wgt. Ave. Reg. 5 164,937.00 1,131.80 1,519.16 769.29 3,331.75 18,389.75 1,058.79 

Source: Samuel R. Daines and Dwight Steen computations based on data contained in the El Salvador Agriculture
 
Census, 1971.
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Table 4 

El Salvador
 
Statistical Analysis of the Rural Poo, Taret Group
 

National Land Use Pattei-ns by Farm Size
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kegior 2 Size 28.20 87.96
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Sour(e: 
 Samuel P. Daines and Dwioht Steen computations base-1 on data contained in the P] Salvador Agriculture Censs. 197
 

http:1.103.0u
http:2,238.00
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http:9,1b4.0U
http:15,598.oo
http:8,125.0U
http:25,357.OU
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Table 6 
El Salvador
 

Statistical Analysis of the Rural Poor larget Group
 

Lind Use as a Percent of lotal Lano
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 0.73 8.25
1egioaI Size 2 10. 5b~. 00 89.10 75.88 13.22 2.06 0.26 1.69 6.66
 
leiOn I Size 3 1,575.00 76.72 53.04 23.68 10.04 1.32 5.03 6.67Iioa I Size 4 2,335.00 63.46 33.64 29.82 19.01 2.17 9.0 6.10
1e48oD 1 Size 5 1,577.00 55.66 22.47 32.97 26.77 6.02 10.65 6.90 

Wgt. Ave. Reg. 1 32.775.00 85.61 71.64 13.76 6.07 0.55 2.34 7.42 

:eion 2 Slat 1 19.670.00 86.73 79.99 6.74 1.61 0.08 1.81 9.74

01.1Oo 2 Size 2 16,354.70 83.82 75.48 
 8.33 4.38 O.34 3.17 8.26
 

Region 2 Size 3 2,607.00 65.97 56.18 9.79 15.26 1.70 8.10 6.73
legion 2 Sixe 4 3,963.00 50.53 61.62 8.90 28.77 3.50 11.09 6.08
 
leSIOn 2 Size 5 2,191.00 39.56 30.29 9.26 36.69 6.76 
 12.42 4.76
 

Wgt. Ave. leg. 2 66,785.70 78.95 71.13 7.81 7.53 0.90 6.01 6.66
 

Region 3 Site 1 11,951.00 86.10 82.99 3.11 1.26 0.08 1.06 11.50

&@@too 3 Size 2 7,957.00 82.33 77.89 6.43 
 6.06 0.22 2.53 10.85

letion 3 Size 3 1,728.G 72.09 66.65 5.63 16.96 0.53 5.30 7.09

legion 3 Slae 2,561.00 52.63 67.25 5.38 30.53 1.51 
 9.07 5.91

legton 3 Siae 3 1,386.00 62.83 
 37.68 5.16 38.21 2.97 11.25 4.72
 

Vgt. Ave. Seg. 3 25,585.00 78.28 74.25 6.03 8.01 0.65 3o15 10008
 

legion 6 Size 1 22,822.00 93.78 91.23 2.56 1.26 
 0.07 0.76 10.05

leglon 6 Size 2 22.385.00 85.76 82.82 2.92 3.79 0.32 1.66 
 8.48
legion 6 Sizg 3 6,035.00 71.36 66.96 6.60 15.33 1.65 6.86 6.81
legion 6 Slae 4 6,760.00 55.50 50.30 5.19 27.66 2.95 7.84 5.00
legion 4 Size 5 6.008.00 64.36 38.92 5.46 36.66 6.76 10.09 6.12
 

Wgt. Ave. leg. 6 9,990.00 51.67 78.37 
 3.30 8.35 1.06 2.78 8.28
 

legion 5 Site 1 71,207.00 87.81 82.52 5.29 1.22 0.08 1.07 9.18

*Sgion 5 Sile 2 59,063.00 65.66 79.51 6.12 3.60 0.29 
 2.09 8.35
 
legion 5 Size 3 9.905.00 70.88 61.87 9.01 16.73 1.62 
 5.81 7.14
 
lt8on 5 Sixe 6 15,593.00 56.93 65.08 9.85 27.18 
 3.19 9.10 5.57
 

lion 5 Size 5 9,166.00 46.88 33.80 11.08 33.93 5.71 10.96 6.50
 

:St. Ave. leg. 5 166.937.00 80.52 73.95 
 6.56 7.16 0.86 3.03 8.42 

Source: Samuel R. Daires and Dwigh: Steen computations based on data contained in the El Salvador Cens'-. 1971.
 

http:166.937.00
http:9,166.00
http:15,593.00
http:9.905.00
http:59,063.00
http:71,207.00
http:9,990.00
http:6.008.00
http:6,760.00
http:6,035.00
http:22.385.00
http:22,822.00
http:25,585.00
http:1,386.00
http:2,561.00
http:7,957.00
http:11,951.00
http:66,785.70
http:2,191.00
http:3,963.00
http:2,607.00
http:16,354.70
http:19.670.00
http:32.775.00
http:1,577.00
http:2,335.00
http:1,575.00
http:16.764.00
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Table 7 
E1 Salvador
 

Statistical Analvsis of the Pural Poor 7arqe: Grour
 

Comoosite Intensitv Intensity
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Ralan I Size I IG76b.O0 84.32 74.58 98.92 15.25 135.81 134.42 
Region I Site 2 1U.564.00 83. 8b 74.89 97.36 134.49 135.95 134'. 31 
Region I Slat 3 1,535.00 78.32 72,40 87.21 124.63 125.91 116.71Region I Size 4 2.335.00 70.55 67.48 75.15 112.12 116.50 102.57
Region 1 Size 5 1.577.00 65.51 65.67 
 65.26 104.56 114.61 89.46
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 73.65 94.56 151.39 133.26 126.57
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Region 2 Size 4 3,963.00 55.15 44.92 70.51 86.16 79.69 95.85

Region 2 Slat 5 2,191.00 49.67 42.29 60.74 
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 81.04 69.30 98.65 129.55 126.56 134.C3
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 95.92 124.46 120.58 130.32
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Region 3 Size 4 2.561.00 58.44 48.89 91.23
72.75 86.35 96.56

Region 3 Size 5 1.388.00 52.13 44.00 64.33 80.93 76.75 67.20
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 63.98 92.51 119.99 116.221 125.64
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Region 5 Site 2 59,063.00 81.07 71.09 96.04 129.59 128.99 130.51
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Wgt. Ave. Reg. 5 164,937.00 78.16 68.71 92.34 
 124.69 124.16 125.49
 

ource! Samitel R. Dailies and fOwinht Steen cementations based on data contained in the El Salvacor An-iculture
ensu%. 1971.
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http:2.561.00
http:1,728.00
http:7.957.00
http:11,951.00
http:44.785.70
http:2,191.00
http:3,963.00
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Table 8 
E! alvador
 

Statistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Target Group
 

Land Use Intensity Indexes
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16,354.70
2,607.00 
3,963.00 
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26.77 
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legion 3 Size 
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legion 3 Size 
legion 3 Size 

1 
2 
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4 
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11,951.00 
7.957.OU 
1,728.00 
2,561.00 
1,388.00 

66.98 
66.21 
52.69 
32.14 
48.42 

1.45 
4.09 
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23.65 
33.11 
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79.43 
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2 
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4 
5 
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22,385.00 
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27.66 
34.66 
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9,905.00 

15.,598.00 
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1.75 
4.31 

16.01 
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Wgt. Ave. leg. 5 166,937.00 69.71 6.15 76.96 59.46 7.16 

Sourte Samuel R. Daines and Dwiqht Steen computations based on data contafnet in the El Salvador
 

Aqriculture Census, 1971.
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Table 13
 
El Salvador
 

Statitical Analysis of the Rural Poor Target Group
 

Yield Patterns in Sorghum by Reqion and Farmsize
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E 2. 
C, C E 

L. ta 

0 

ON C M" 

Ha.. M.% a 

ALeon I Size 1 3 999.3U1 Total He. 1.138 per Ila. 115 Z 0.2738 Ha./Fers 

Re ton I Size 2 4:294.00 Total He. 1.089 per la. ll0 0.4398 He. /Farc
Region I Size 3 1.035.50 Total He. 1 020 per la. 103 0.7294 Ha./Farv
Region I Size 4 Total Fa. 1.023 per la. 103 Z 
 0.6474 Ha./Farm
 

Rgion I Size 5 
 85d.>u Total He. I.U15 per nae. 102 : 0.5879 Ha./Fern
 
Wit. Ave. 11.481.20Hga.Total He. 1.087 per Us. 109 Z 0.4426 1e./Fars
 

R:5Ion 2 Size 1 4,251.40 Total He. 1.090 per lia. 110 Z 0.2798 Ha./Fars

legIon 2 Size 2 5,727.80 Total Ha. 1.07 per lia. 108 Z 0.4627 Ha./Faro

Region 2 Size 3 1,192.20 Total Ila. 1.010 per Ia. 102 . 0.867 oa./Faru
 
e ion 2 Size 4 1,994.10 Total He. 1.011 per Ha. 102 % 0.6193 Ha./Faru

legion I Lsi 5 134.50 Total Ma. 1.001 
per Ila. 101 0.6960 Va./Farz
 

Wit. Ave. Reg. 2 14,480.00 Total Ha. 1.059 per Ila. 107 Z 0.4619 Ka./Farm
 

legion 3 Size 1 3,252.60 Total He. 1.260 per He. 127 1 0.3476 Ha./Far

lesion 3 Size 2 5,720.70 Total Ha. 1.232 per Ila. 12 Z 0.5593 Ha./Farm

leion 3 Size 3 1.230.90 Total He. 1.262 per He. 127 % 0.7922 Ma./Faru

Region 3 Size 6 2,030.10 Total Me. 1.181 per Ia. 119 % 0.8538 Ha./Farn

logioo 3 Size 5 1,1.10 Total Ha. 1.222 per la. 123 % 1.0110 Ha./Faru
 

Wit. Ave. Reg. 3 13,645.80 Total Me. 1.234 per He. 124 Z 0.6079 Ma./aru
 

lesion 3 Size 1 8,909.60 Total Ma. 1.105 per He. 127 2 0.398d Ha./Far.

Lesion 4 Size 2 5,805.90 Total Ha. 1.041 per lie. 10 % 0.6763 a./Faru


legion 4 Size 3 3,830.20 Total Ha. 1.20 per la. 101 0.9860 Ha./Faro

Region 3 Size 4 7,13.60 Total lia. 2.58 per Ha. 28 Z 1.0858 Ila./Farm

Region 3 Size 5 1,998.10 Total Ha. 0.998 per Ha. 100 : 1.2773 ila./Farm
 

Wgt. Ave. Reg. 3 39,73.80 Total He. 1.320 per Ha. 133 Z 0.7935 Ma./Farm
 

Region 5 Size 1 260873.80 Total He. 0 5 per Ha. 89 Z 0.377 Ha./Faru

lesion 5 Size 2 29,15.70 Total He. 1,15 per He. 105 X 0.6912 Iia./Farm

lesion 5 Size 3 7,32.80 Total Ma. 1.037 per He. 104 Z 0.7396 Ma./Fara

Region 5 Size 12 ,72.10 Total Ha. 2 029 per Ha. 258 Z 0.7995 Ha./Farn

legion 5 Size 5 8,932.60 Total He. 034 per Ha. 100 2 0.9201 Ha./Farn
 

Wit. Ave. leg. 5 8,120.00 Total He. 1.019 per Ha. 103 X 0.5652 Ua./Yar
 

Source: Samuel R. Dene and wght Steen computations based on data c 1ntained
in t7 E Salvador
 

Agriculture Census, 1971.
 

http:8,120.00
http:8,932.60
http:29,15.70
http:260873.80
http:39,73.80
http:1,998.10
http:3,830.20
http:5,805.90
http:8,909.60
http:13,645.80
http:2,030.10
http:1.230.90
http:5,720.70
http:3,252.60
http:14,480.00
http:1,994.10
http:1,192.20
http:5,727.80
http:4,251.40
http:11.481.20
http:1.035.50
http:4:294.00
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Table 15
 

El Salvador
 
Statistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Target Group
 

Yield Patterns in Beans by Region and Farmsize
 

COC 

UU 

Ha.1 CLC •Ha CO 

CL 0 
CC C L 

W-I- JU0 > C 

Ha. Mt. Ha. 

leion I Size 
legion 1 SIe

Legiou I Size 
legion 1 Sias 
legion I Size 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

3,028.90 Total He. 
3,707.70 Total Mla. 
69b.00 Total Ila. 

1,4U7.40 Total Ua. 
839.20 Total Be. 

0.871 per He. 
0.859 per He. 
0.850 per He. 
0.875 per He. 
0.923 per He. 

115 Z 
114 Z 
113 Z 
116 Z 
122 Z 

0.2294 la.lFart 
0.4239 Ha/Far.
0.5275 Ha/Farm 
0.6290 UM.a/Faru 
0.5633 a.1fara 

Vt. Ave. Res. 1 9,679.20 Total Ma. 0.870 per Ha. 115 Z 0.4124 Ha./Far 

Region 2 Size 
eLon 2 Size 
1egion 2 Size 
legion 2 Size 
Region 2 Sis 
gWgt.Ave. leg. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
2 

2,745.70 Total He. 
3,895.50 Total He. 
1,Obl.3U Total Ma. 
2,044.20 Total Ma. 
1,182.40 Total Ms. 

10,929.10 Total Ua. 

0.737 per He. 
0.729 per He. 
0.716 par He. 
0.749 per He. 
0.703 per Me. 

0.730 per He. 

98 % 
96 Z 
95 2 
99 % 
93 Z 

97 Z 

0.1668 Ma,/Farm 
0.2927 Ha./Fatm 
0.4690 /a.aFar: 
0.6279 M.IFars 
0.6752 Ma./Farn 

0.3823 Ha./Fars 

legion 3 Size 
legion 3 Size 
Region 3 Size 
Region 3 Size 
Region 3 Size 

1 
2 
3 
4 
S 

1,082.80 Total He. 
2,688.80 Total Ha. 

730.70 Total lia. 
l,250.40 Total HI. 
810.50 Total Ha. 

0.696 per He. 
0.594 er Ha. 
0.691 per He. 
0.684 per He. 
0.691 per Ila. 

92 
79 
91 
91 
91 

Z 0.1061 Ha./Faru 
0.3082 Ma/Farm
0.4941 HI./Far. 
0.5572 Us./Farm 
0.6726 Ha./Farm 

Wit. Ave. leg. 3 6,571.20 Total He. 0.051 per Ila. 86 0.3883 Ha./Fara 

legion 4 Size 
Regiou 4 Size 
lgIon 4 Size 
legion 4 Size 
Region 4 Size 

I 
2 
3 
4 
S 

695.20 Total Ila. 
1,384.10 Total lie. 
542.40 Total He. 

l,17.9U Total Ila. 
870.00 Total HIa. 

Ob.l per I. 
0.052 per Ha. 
0.624 per Ia. 
00626 per lie. 
0.594 per He. 

90 Z 
86 
83 Z 
83 
79 X 

0.0332 Ha./Farm 
0.0667 Ha./Frn
0.1394 H ./Farm 
0.1617 Ha./Farm 
0.2346 Ha./Farm 

Wgt. Ave. Reg. 4 4.649.b0 Total He. 0.636 per He. 84 0.1302 Ra./Farm 

Regin S Size 
Legion 3 Size 

legion 5 Size 
legion i Size 
Region j Size 

I 
2 
3 
4 
5 

7;559.b0 Total Ua. 
11,676.10 Total He. 
3,030.60 Total Us. 
5,859.90 Total Ia. 
3,710.10 Total Ma. 

0.779 per Ila. 
0.730 per Il. 
0.724 per He. 
0.741 per Ua. 
0.725 per Ile. 

103 
97 
96 1 
98 Z 
96 2 

0.1061 Ha./Farm 
0.1976 ia./Fare 
0.3059 H:./Far. 
0.3756 Ha./faru 
0.4048 Ma./Farm 

Wgt. Ave. leg. 5 31,836.30 Total Ile. 0.742 per He. 98 2 0.2431 H./Faru 

R. Daines and Dwight Steen computations based on data contained in the El Salvador
 

Agriculture Census, 1971.
 
Source: aIamuel 
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Table 16
 
El Salvador
 

Statistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Target Group
 

Yield Patterns in Coffee by Technical Assistance Class
 
GD. 

U UW1 G.D 

C 

o I- . U 

O .0 640. d.6 . 
* -c ~ % UL IO 

ie 
2 
3 

166.0 
,300 

a., 
4. ceun1c/e4 .2 

CeOD13 

.S3. * 
0 -' 

3 lauCO 737 
6702 

2CDD
ln 

4. 4.4 
6.13. 

3.
C 

*e~uISze$ 6991-e00 10.648002M.~ 
98.4608 0.$W-31OCM 

-2. 
_____ __________ ___E_ - 4-11 

Se 946.70 73.00 51.73
RegionRegion 11 &et~SEbi.re 1 	 1.88
 
3 1,663.006300 43.92 	 5.78
2 	 584 6600273.74 3.54


legion I Six* 3 1,139.00 43.92 67.25 4.13 

Region II SizeSize 4 4620.90 89.86 93.30 7.d6aegion 5 6,9d9.10 103.43 98.46 11.71 

lit. Ave. leg. 1 15,378.70 86.5b 89.02 8.49 
legion 2 Size 1 608.00 56.40 44.56 2.43 
egion 2 Size 2 1,068.10 53.88 53.56 3.55 

66.02 5.79
Region 3 633.90 58.43
Resion22 SizeSize 4 1,785.00 58.02 65.05 8.58
leglon 2 Sise 5 2,176.00: 60.35 91.12 15.40
 

lst. Ave. Reg. 2 6,271.00' 58.01 70.25 9.23 

Region 	 3 Sir. 1 180.90 68.49 0.00 0.38 
lelon 	3 Sie 2 378.00 57.82 44.02 0.71 
e ioa 3 Size 3 250.40 58.32 0.00 0.75
legion 	3 Size 4 772.90 63.33 
 52.23 2.52
legion 	3 Size 5 782.90 59.37 
 74.77 13.22 

Vgt. Ave. leg. 3 2,365.10 61.00 48.85 5.42 
legion 	4 Size 1 323.20 60.36 31.23 0.43 
e:on 4 Size 2 680.60 5.47 23.19 0.76 

47.37 2.98
legion 44 SizeSizeonegon3 475.10 61.70
4 2,047.50 61.56 66.63 6.4.7
legion 4 Size 5 2,578.60 62.86 77.55 12.25
 

Wgt. Ave. leg. 4 6,105.00 61.71 63.03 7.68
 
legion 5 Sime I. 2,05a.80 65,47 66.17 1.77

legion 	5 Sird 2 3,809.70 65.C9 74.27 2.77
Leou J 	r 4e 3 2,498.40 67.0# 76.12 3.99
:99ic= ize 4 9,226.30 75.15 83.10 7.24legion Ise 5 12.526.70 84.94 9.1-.35 
 12.55 

Vgt. Ave. leg. 5 30.119.90 76.62 84.93 8.24 

Source: 	 Samuel R. Daines and Dwight Steen computations based'on data 
contained inW~e El Salvador Agriculture Census. 1971. 

http:30.119.90
http:12.526.70
http:9,226.30
http:2,498.40
http:3,809.70
http:2,05a.80
http:6,105.00
http:2,578.60
http:2,047.50
http:2,365.10
http:6,271.00
http:2,176.00
http:1,785.00
http:1,068.10
http:15,378.70
http:6,9d9.10
http:1,139.00
http:1,663.00
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Table 17
 

El Salvador
 
Statistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Target Group
 

Yield Patterns in Pineapple by Farmsize and Region
 

4 *t-'CLu0I-

-o.-0 	 C

5; 

Ha. 	 Fruit % Ha.
 

0.0005 Ha./Fars

Size I Region 1 8.60 Total Ila. 71.744 per Ila. 114 ; 


,; O..J13 b la..'FartSilz I Region 2 46.bU Total Ha. b3.706 per .,4. 
112 0.0031 Ha./Farm
Site I Relion 3 1o.Ju Total Ha. 70.245 per Ha. 


0.0008 Ha./FarsSize I Region 4 5.b0 Total Ha. 77.678 per Ha. 124 ' 

107 0.001U Hae/Farm
Sixo I Region 5 7b.3U Total Ha. 66.867 per Ha. 


0.0023 Ila./Fara
Sil 2 Reulon I .J.U Total Ila. 67.922 per Its. 10 

91 % 0.0092 Ha./Far,six: 2 kenon 2 9,).JU Total He. 57.l!b per Ila. 

egLon 	3 37.JU Total Ha. 69.142 per He. 110 ; 0.0085 Ha./Fars
s 

61.004 per Ila. 97 2 	 0.0024 Ha./Farm
Slag 4 Region 4 21.90 Total Ha. 


Ila. 98 Z 0.0030 Ha,/Fars

Site 2 Region > 171.bU Total Ha. 61.548 per 


per Ila. 132 Z 0.011b 	Ia./Farm
82.834 

0.0226 Iia./Farm


hiss 3 Region 1 12.70 Total HI. 
52.339 per la. 83 2 


Sla 	 3 eboo 3 Z0.3U Total Ha. 


0.0100 Ua.IFarm
 

Size J Rsgion Z 43.oo Total Ila. 
76.159 per Ha. 121 ; 	 0.0349 Ha./Farm 

72.019 	per Ha. 115 2 

0.0104 Ha./Farm


Size 3 Region 4 U.OU Total Ha. 


Size Region j 103.41) Total Ha. b6.102 per Ha. 105 % 


0.0279 Ua./Farm
48.50 Total Ha. 66.600 per Ha. 10b

Sze 4 ReLon I 56.031 per Ur 89 	 0.0369 Ila./Farm

S 4 RegIonSae 2 J.40 Total Ha. 


96 . 0.027b Ba./Farm

40.90 	Total da. 60.28 pet 0%.


Size 4 Region 3 

per Ha. 104 2 0.014b 	Ha./FatU
b7.30 	Total Ha. 65.289
Size 4 Region 4 


61.499 per Ha. 98 	 0.0133 Ha./Farm
Size 4 Region 5 240.1U Total Hs. 

Ha. 129 2 0.0381 Ha./Fars
54.10 Total Ha. 80.912 per 

Sil 5 Rlon 2 67.20 Total Ha. 63.005 per Ha. 100 % 0.0449 Ha./Farm
5lae 5 Region I 


97 '4 0.0351 Hia./Form
2..10 	Total Ha. 60.956 per Ha. 

Total Its. 66.088 per Ila. 105 . 0.0183 Ha.jFatm 
Size 5 Reloo 3 

Size 5 ResIon S1.9U5 


0.0217 Ha./Fars
68.482 per Ha. 109 Z

Siae 3 Region 5 199.00 Total .ia. 


Source: Samuel R. Daines and Dwight Steen computations based on data containo' the El Salvador
 

Agriculture Census, '971.
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Table 22
 

El Salvador

Statistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Target ;roup
 

Yield Patterns in Hybrid Corn by Reqion and Farmsi'e
 

0CC 2 

0 M L 

Ha, 
 M ./Ha.
KegLon I Size 1 2.492.30 Total He. 2.941 
Ha.
 

per la. 95 Z 0.625 Ha./Farm
 
K Ilon I Size 2 
 2.719.60 Total He. 
 2.990 per Ila. 96 :
Region 0.2 728 Hla./Farm
I Size 3 584.20 Total He. 3.077 per Ila. 99 :
Region I Size 0.3849 la./Farm
4 1.074.6Ul Total He. 
 3.107 per Ilia.
Region I Site 5 100 0 40675 11a./Farm
772.90 Total He. 
 3.X50 per He. 101 
 0:4936 Usi./Form
 
Wat. Avg. Reg. 1 7.643.60 Total Ila. 
 1.013 per He. 97 Z 
 0.2951 la./Fars
 

R@22on 2 Size 1 
 3.271.90 Total Usa. 
 3.220 per He. 104 Z
Region 2 Size 0 .1973 Ila./Farm
2 4 396.20 Total He. 
 3.272 per Ila.
R lion 2 Size 105 Z 0.3448 Ho./Farn
3 1401.30 Total Ila. 
 3.207 per Ila.
Reston I Size 103 '. 0.7109 Ha. IFarm
4 2,d22.24) Total Ila. 
 3.278 per la. 105 
Z 0.6985 Ha.IFa
Region 2 Stan 5 
 1739.20 Total Ho. 
 3.380 per He. 109 :1 
 1.0435 fla./Farm
 
Wgt. Ave. Reg. 2 13.632.80 Total Ila. 
 3.2b8 per Us. 105 
 0.5508 Ha./Farm
 

Region 
3 SiZe 1 898.60 Total He. 
 3.248 per la. 104
Region 3 Size 0.0956 Ha./Farn
2 1.257.4u Total Ila. 
 3.208 per He.
Region 3 Size 3 103 % 0.1603 flo./Farm
495.24) Total Ila. 
 3.190 per Ila. 103
Rea 0 .38l61 Hla./Farm
goa 3 Size 4 1,1180.0U) Total Ili. 20903 per He.
Region 3 Size 5 93 O .b3ld Ha./Farm
997.20 Total Ila. 3.092 per [is. 99 Z 
 1.0123 Usa./Farm
 
Wgt. Ave. Reg 3 4,628.0U Total 11".
. 3.115 per Ha. 100 % 
 0.4626 fla./Farm
 
Region 4 Size 
 I bl5.Z0 Total Hea. 
 3.133 per He.
Region 4 Size 2 101 % 0.0638 Hae./Parm
1,053.30 Total Us. 
 3.091 par Ila. 99 2
Region 4 Size 3 0.1273 Ha./Farm
580.60 Total Ila. 
 3.165 per Ila.
Region 4 Size 102 . 0.4304 Hla./Farn
4 1,382.20 Total Ila. 
 3.168 per Hea.
Region 4 Size 5 102 2 0.6815 Ha./Fara
1.081.20 Total He. 
 3.108 per Ila. 100 
. 0.839b fla./Farm
 
Wgt. Ave. Reg. 4 4.712.50 Total Ila. 
 3.132 per He. 101 
Z 0o4823 11a./Farm
 

Region 5 Size 1 7 279.00 Total He. 3.120 per Ila. 
 100 0.1022 Ba./Faxm
Rion 5 Size 2 9,428.50 Total He. 
 3 1b2 per Illa. 102
eao Sze 0.1596 fla./Farm
3 3063.7U Total fla. 
 3:1 9 per Ila.
Region 5 "Lze 4 102 0.3093 fan./rarm
b:458l.90 Total He. 
 3.158 per He.
Rgion 5 Size 102 0.4140 Hla./Farm
5 4.590.50 Total Msa. 
 3.062 per Hea. 
 98 0.5009 fla./Fars
 
Wet. Ave. Rg. 5 30.820.b0 Total Iea. 
 3.137 per He. 101 
 0.2651 Us./Farm
 
Source: 
 Samuel R. Daines and Dwight Steen computations based on data contained in the El 
Salvador
 

Agriculture Census, 1971.
 

http:30.820.b0
http:4.590.50
http:b:458l.90
http:9,428.50
http:4.712.50
http:1.081.20
http:1,382.20
http:1,053.30
http:4,628.0U
http:1,1180.0U
http:1.257.4u
http:13.632.80
http:2,d22.24
http:3.271.90
http:7.643.60
http:2.719.60
http:2.492.30
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Table 23
 

El Salvador
 
Stdtistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Target Group
 

Yield Patterns in Coffee by Region and Farmsize
 

o 	 EJo 

1-4- 4- .4-
U 	 C -004 

Ca it. 	 Ha.
 

Region 1 1 946. 70 Total Ila. O~ble per He. 72 Z 0.057o; Ha./Farm
geRaluo I SizeSize 2 1,6d3.00 Total He. 0.b47 por Its. 76 0.191 ":,,/Farm
 

Region 1 Size 3 1.139.OU Lw."!, He. 0 . 45 per He. 7b 0.7821 Ha.!fara
 
Region L Size 4 4,bZQ.VU Total Ha. 0.7b3 ptr Hal. 90 1.9910 !Ia./,Faro
 
Region L Size 5) *,189.10 Total He. 0.870 petr Ila. 102 , 4.4bl9 tdo./Farm
 

Witt. Ave. Reg. I 15,378.7U Tot&) Us. 0.781 per Usm. 92 2.7049 Hia./Fars,
 

bold .O Total Ha. 0.483 per He. 57 X 0.0467 Ha./Farm
,tigio I Size I

tIeo I Sige 2 lOb .10 Total He. 0.030 per tis. 54 X 0.1147 Ila./Farm
 

Reie~on 2 Size 3 633. O Total tHe. 0:501 per Ha. 59 0.396b He./farm
 
Region 2 Size 4 1.785.00 Total He. 0..!01 per Ilae. 59 0.7b4l Hla./Faroz
 
Region I Size 5 2,17o.00 Total Us. 0.558 per doe. 66 % 2.1507 Ha./Faru.
 

Wllt. Ave. Rngl. 2 6,271.00 Total He. 0.512 per Ha. 60 Z 1.028G Ht ./Farm
 

Regilon J Size I ldU.io Total Ila. 0.53b per He. 63 * 0.0234 lla./Farw
 
kegion 3 Site 2 Vao UU Total He. 0.494 par He. 58 2 0.0616 11a.lFarm
 
Region 3 Size 3 Z5U. LUTotal No. 0.495 per Ila. 58 :; 0.251!i tia./Far~m
 
ikagion 3 Size 4 712'.9u Total He. 0 538 per He. 63 Z 0.4999 Ha./¥arm
 
Asolion 3 Size 5 782.96 Total Ila. 0.516 per Ila. 60 Z 1.0104 lHa./Farm
 

W~t. Ave. Reg;. 3 2,3b5.10 Total Us. 0.519 per Ila. 61 Z 0.5361 tia./Farm,
 

Regi[on 4 Size I 32J.20 Total Hie. 0.519 per He. bl 2 0.0221 Hal./Farm
 
&*St~un 4 Size 2 680.b0 Total No. 0,49b per Hie. 58 . 0.0473 Lin./Fari,

Region 4 Size 3 475.IU Total Us. 0.24 per Ila. 62 X 0.1729 Hia./F,,.
 
R~egion 4 Size 4 2.047. 0 Total He. 0.52b pelia. 62 :' 0.5700 Ila./Farm
 
Region 4 Size 5 2.578.6U Total He. 0.552 per Ila. 65 X 1.3454 Ha./Farm
 

Wdgt. Ave. Reg. 4 6,105.0U Total Ila. 0.533 per tHn. 63 0.7794 Ua./Farm
 

Region 5 Size 1 2,058.80 Total Ha. 0.554 per Ila. 65 . 0.0289 lia./Farm
 
Region 5 Site 2 3.809.IU Total He. 0.:553 per He. 65 Z O.0b45 ila./Farm
 
Region 5 Size 3 2.49td.40 Total He. 0. 571 per He. 67 Z. 0.2522 tia./Fara


"
 
RuKto, Size 4 9,226.3U Total He. 0.740 per Ilia. 75 X 0.591J Hia./Far:
 
Reg~ion 5Size l2,!o b.1U Total He. 0.728 per He. 86 Z 1.3o69 ia./Faris
 

W;Kt. Ave. keg. Lo 30.119.9u Total Us. 0.054 per Ila. 77 Xz 0.7807 !la./Farm
 

r:~l+¢' 	"a.td
+ 

W. [;liviw, anid |)wiqht Steefn computations based on d]ata contained in the E'lSalvador 
Ai0' Censu. 1971 Cl-ture 

http:30.119.9u
http:9,226.3U
http:2.49td.40
http:3.809.IU
http:6,105.0U
http:2.578.6U
http:2,3b5.10
http:6,271.00
http:2,17o.00
http:1.785.00
http:15,378.7U
http:4,bZQ.VU
http:1.139.OU
http:1,6d3.00
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Table 36
 

El Salvador
 
Statistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Target Group
 

Yield Patterns in National 
Corn by Region and Farmsize
 

Co C 0 CL 
o 0 

cc i 

rJ X c LZ 

LC 1-6 

Ha. mt. Ha. 
legion 1 Size 
Resion I Size 
aesion Size 
legiou I Size 
eion I Size 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

6,858.10 
7,350.60 
1,52b.40 
2,265.20 
1.472.o0 

1.30 
1.b0 
1.84 
1.87 
2.00 

101.11 
124.37 
143.22 
145.51 
155.22 

0.41 
0.70 
1.00 
1.00 
0.94 

Wst. Ave. Reg. I 19,474.90 1.58 122.45 0.67 
Region 2 Size 
lesion 2 Size 
SLegou 2 Size 
legion 2 Size 
lesion 2 Size 

1 
2 
3 
4 
S 

b,989.VU -
8,346.60 
1,756.20 
3,088.30 
1,477.90 

1.32 
1.39 
1.51 
1.52 
1.54 

102.59 
108.27 
117.10 
118.36 
119.32 

0.37 
0.57 
0.72 
0.80 
0.89 

Wgt. Ave. Reg. 2 22.058.90 1.41 109.53 0.58 
Region 3 Size 
legion 3 Size 
lsalon 3 Size 
leSion 3 Size 
Region 3 Size 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

5,018.70 
69922.10 
1.65o.80 
2,769.50 
1:759.40 

1.18 
1.17 
1.24 
1.30 
1.29 

91.52 
90.96 
96.22 

100.70 
100.25 

0.42 
0.66 
0.98 
1.09 
1.29 

8t . Ave. Reg. 3 18.12o.50 1.21 93.99 0.75 
egion 4 Size 
legIon 4 Stz. 
ReSion 4 Sizo 
legion 4 Size 
legion 4 Size 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

13,796.00 
22,256.00 
6,238.5U 

11,409.30 
7,675.90 

1.15 
1.11 
1.20 
1.21 
1.19 

89.26 
86.34 
93.01 
94.04 
92.i7 

0.b1 
1.01 
1.61 
1675 
A.95 

Wg:. Ave. Reg. 4 61.375.70 1.16 89.88 1.24 

Region 5 Size 
lesion 5 Size 
legion 5 Size 
legion 5 Size 
legion 5 Size 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

38,703.60 
44,875.30 
11,179.90 
19,528.bU 
12,785.80 

1.07 
1.26 
1.34 
1.35 
1.35 

83.31 
97.78 

104.11 
104082 
104.77 

0.54 
0.75 
1.12 
1.25 
1.39 

WVg. Ave. Reg. 5 127,073.20 1.23 95.72 0.86 
Source: 
 Samuel R. Danes and Dight Steen computations based on data
 

contained in the El Salvador Agriculture Census, 1971.
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Table
 
El Salvador
 

Statistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Tarnet Group
 

Technoloqical tevel% Fertilizer
 

a
 

Ha- . w a.L :1 03 
SC 

0.. - ON,:f I-In N-3L7 

3,CUQ-. C L 

2C0. 	 U.LI 
13.0 109.1 	 016
leinI00e 4 	 37 0190226 


Ha. Ha.
 

11, 20 16 78 6.1 2ie 82
Pc~~~~ton~~~ 	 151.09 6.81@sgon 1 1age 1 16,764.00 47.34 51.65 

Retoo Sie 2 10,564.00 59.14 57.99 169.63 7.43
 
Resion 86 LCQ.86 0I.90 L.6
I SiX* 3 1,535.00 63.38 60.32 176.46 7.20
 

teLn2 .9.0
ie

:*&toe 3 Size 4 2,335.00 63.72 109.12 319.22 11.62 
legion I Size 5 1,577.00 65.94 122.55 358.50 24.42 

VSg. Ave. Reg. 1 32077".0= 9.04 61.60 160.21 8.22
 

peqion 2 Site 1 19 ,822.0o 31.66 57.87 169.31 8.24
 
5.83
162.34
60.45 55.49 


u 2 6354.70 70.08 58.30 170.55 8.04
1eionReion 2 SizeSize 3 2,607.00 

8e:!on 2 Size 4 3,963.00 69.99 52.27 152.90 6.95
 
Region 2 Size 5 2,191.00 68.69 35.86 104.90 5.60
 

Wgt. Ave. Aeg. 2 44,785.70 58.40 55.46 162.23 7.10
 

eion 3 Size 1 11,951.00 43.67 62.10 181.66 3.70
 
Region 3 Site 2 7,957.00 74.61 43.50 127.26 7.83
 

7.63
139.78
47.78
66.84
Size 3 172.00 70.59 144.94 7.02
 
Region 3 Size 5 1,368.00 71.10 52.93 154.83 9.30
Regionegon 33 Site 4 2,561.00 	 49.54 


Wg. Ave. Reg. 3 25.585.00 59.04 53.59 156.78 5.89
 

3.08
30.64 89.65 

legion 	4 Size 2 22385.0c 50.34 33.84 


Ron 4 S1ie 3 4,035.u 60.37 40.68 119.01 2.05
 
Region 4 Sixe 1 22,822.00 40.89 	

98.99 2.08
 

1egio0 4 Si. 4 6,740.uC 60.29 39...j 114.39 3.67
 
Region 4 Size 5 4,008.00 62.77 44.27 129.51 6.96
 

Vgt. Ave. Reg. 4 59,990.00 49.37 34.37 100.55 2.96 

143.52 5.46

1 	71,207.00 45.85 49.06
aLon 5 Siae 59,063.00 56.45 46.27 135.36 5.15
legi1on 5 Siae 2 


55.96 163.71 5.42
 
legion 5 siz 3 9,905.00 64.53 	 6.79Regi~on 5 Siz 4 15598.00 64.96 56.21 170.29 

legion $ Size 5 9,164.00 65.99 65.94 192.90 10.85
 

Witt. Ave. Reg. 5 164,937.00 53.69 50.28 147.09 5.77 

Source: Samuel R. Daine, and flwint -:eev computations baiseJ nn data :ortLl Wj 

th'-El Salvador Agriculture Census, 197'..
 

http:164,937.00
http:9,164.00
http:15598.00
http:9,905.00
http:59,063.00
http:71,207.00
http:59,990.00
http:4,008.00
http:6,740.uC
http:22,822.00
http:22385.0c
http:25.585.00
http:2,561.00
http:1,368.00
http:7,957.00
http:11,951.00
http:44,785.70
http:2,191.00
http:3,963.00
http:2,607.00
http:1,577.00
http:2,335.00
http:1,535.00
http:10,564.00
http:16,764.00
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Table 33 

[l Salvador
 
Statistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Taroet Group
 

Energy Use by Farm Size
 

L C 

aC a, - r1 ?C 
e. 0 W. 8 5 6., , ,
 

C',, 

___EIt W =M UrEe,
 

a ion Sit* 1iltion II SIR: 2 
Nelion I Sia 3 

Iegion1 5its 4 
legion 1 Site 5 

W8t. AVG. 1@&. 1 

16,764.00Iu564.00 
1,535.00 
2,335.00 
1,577.00 

32,775.00 

11.7016.46 
26.38 
17.64 
16.71 

14.49 

1.491.80 
2.14 
2.26 
2.15 

1.71 

15.4278.86 
67.03 
74.34 
79.32 

81.36 

2.444.01 
5.99 
6.93 
5.32 

3.63 

1.362.86 
4.42 
5.69 
3.67 

2.42 

161.63
58.64 
'.31 
.3.07 
52.59 

$1.60 

129.33
119.4G 
101.49 
112.56 
120.10 

123.19 
leeion 2 Sle 
leSon 2 Site 
legion 1 $i.e 
legion 2 8iee 
leiO 2 Sag 

1 
2 
3 

S 

19,670.00 
14,354.70 
2,607.00 
3,963.00 
2,191.00 

24.15 
31.26 
39.61 
39.64 
38.56 

1.24 
1.35 
1.22 
1.53 
2.05 

70.10 
56.23 
S0.28 
51.24 
50.93 

5.60 
6.84 
9.70 
8.27 
10.22 

4.49 
5.68 
.66 

7.36 
8.26 

86.3, 
111.65 
142.33 
142.43 
137.86 

106.13 
85.14 
76.13 
77.59 
77.11 

Vg. Ave. Reg. 

Raltes 3 Size 
eglon 3 Size 

lI&$on 3 Site 
ke8ion 3 Site 
legioo 3 SiSO 

2 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

44,783.70 

11,951.00 
7,937.00 
1,728.00 
2,561.00 
1,363.00 

29.74 

36.39 
54.94 
54.45 
53.29 
55.25 

1.34 

1.19 
1.06 
0.66 
0.93 
1.22 

61.27 

56.93 
68.90 
33.62 
33.77 
25.31 

6.75 

6.04 
9.87 

11.97 
12.69 
16.21 

5.61 

4.97 
9.01 

11.05 
11.98 
15.20 

106.34 

131.86 
196.421 
194.67 
190.53 
197.54 

9Z0, 

86.19 
104.33 
50.90 
31.13 
42.86 

gt. Ave. leg. 3 25,585.00 46.33 1.11 55.21 8.85 7.89 165.62 83.59 
legion 4 SIi@ 1 22,822.00 28.17 0.16legoon 4 Site 2 22,385.00 32.23 0.17o Size 3 4,035.00 60.99 4.93le 4 Si:. 4 6,740.00 39.26 0.51h1lon 4 Size 3 4,008.00 41.54 0.79 

W$L. Ave. leg. 4 59,990.00 34.03 0.57 

legion 5 Sie 1 71,207.00 24.64 0.94leaion 5 Size 2 59,043.00 31.21 0.90leagon Slite 3 9,905.00 40.62 0.09les:io5 SiR 15,598.00 38.49 1.10leoin 5 Size 5 9,164.00 36.29 1.39 
Vgt. Ave. al. 5 164,937.00 30.02 0.97 
Source: Samuel R. Daines and Dwight Steer computations based 

67.97 3.80 
62.62 4.90 
29.6 9.09 
50.93 9.71 
47.82 10.15 

60.21 5.65 

70.81 4.40 
62.77 5.80 
49.65 9.27 
51.70 9.44 
51.03 10.21 

63.77 5.99 

on data contained in the E 

3.68 100.71 102.92 
4.76 115.22 95.12
29.49 216.03 44.87 
9.24 1&0.41 77.11 
9.83 168.50 72.41 

4.85 121.67 91.17 

3.56 56.11 107.22 
5.10 111.56 95.06 
8.62 145.23 75.46 
8.68 137.60 78.28 
9.20 136.66 77.21 

5.22 107.33 96.55 

Salvador Agriculture Census. 1;7' 
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Table 34 
EI alvIador
 

Statisticai Analysis o' the Rural Poor !arget Grou
 

Ownership Pattern and Use Intensity of Ira:tors 

L. L' 

L.. 0 - .. 
.w.O~LCCr-11C C T- . - - - ! u 

u S7 . amu.$ u6 1 

. . 'eC9 i2. c. 6 '.t 2 
eu 


= C = C = C2.8 It$6.066 T6
2r0 ~ 10-Vt& C 
8esloo~ 


-63t7 20.8 -92 wt=l .60 CX O.-sis.C
 

63.52
52.00 18.9I
5.62 2.97 69..11
85o. SLils. 1 2,775.00 2.$3 26.95 56.45 16.67
be¥Sm. 1~w Sla 2 10,566.00 
121 11.16 59.5 12.63 29.9122.68 103.21
 z1 1a 3 1,55.00 2.15 29.16 6S.20
BellOI...2 $its 1 19,670.00
IleLos 21.55 119.17
7.22 210 6.05 16.11 117.51
27,335.00 20.25
Ea8le. 1 Slaew 2 16:,64.00 0.6at.a 2 M 16.5
59.42 15.97 91.72
21.93 6.130 22.431.36 106.2144,765.70 17.53 5.92 65.552 1,577.00 2.63 11.0UesionWgI. 1 Slam 3 16.14
AVG. as. 22,607.00
aeloW 2 S1m 16.52
0.59 2152
7.22 6.1
astoo 2 SOe 4 a 33.00 

5.92 5.53 16.20 176.02
 
Be. o ISe2 5 1917.00 17.07 

106.172.16 75.6 6.6 
lesio. 3 Sta 1 19670.00 2.13 

170.16
3.65 5.26

gls 3 $Siam 2 7,65.00 0.56 2.0 

:12..3 
8egltO 3 S@ e 2, 6107.00 1.164 11.4 .00 6.9 

12.511.04 64.79 17.3
2 19,03.00 26.61
tegon 3 Slam 176.356
E .agle. log1.2 4,006.00 2.13 31.23 42.42 15972 


63.01 2.50 152.51 
Boston La S 3 5,96.00 1.00 3.61 

57.30 7.0 26.27&8 
est.~ 3e Sl 3 19,726.00 2.03 3.70 

3.62 397.6 2.5 167.35 
eOU 6 Site 5 1,7.00 2.07 


2.93 67.52 16.02 175.8
NSatow 3 Sse 5 9,16.00 13.16 


9.03 63.96 9.54 103.32Wt. LAv.Is&. 3 166,937.00 2.51 

P. Damnes and Dwiaht Steen compu~a~'o-s based or data contained in the £".Sah ad 

Ariculture Lensus. 1971. 
'ouru'" Sorjel 


http:166,937.00
http:19,726.00
http:4,006.00
http:19,03.00
http:22,607.00
http:1,577.00
http:44,765.70
http:16:,64.00
http:27,335.00
http:19,670.00
http:10,566.00
http:2,775.00
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Table 35 
11Salvaor
Statistical Analysit of the Rural Poor larget Group
 

Technologcal Level 
- Irrigation 

J~ 

3. .. 

If L &~ C 1C 

Steen computations bsed on data contained in the El Salvador Agriculture Censis. 

oles~eI Size 
L os~e I Size 

i
le~eSa 

11:8,1:: 

1 16,764.00
2 10:$64.00 

2,35.004sSs1$335.001 
t 23.0 
3 1,577.00 

139.32 
164 63 

201.87300115 
30.6 
386.04 

123 
1.53 

.82 
3.61 

0.68
0 7 
07 
1.16 
2.44 

22016 

2o83.38 
37076 
79:32 

606165
49.96 Is&15403 6, 0 
49.23 166,332.63
67.0 340 ISS, 68 
10980 53.919.32 

2322.37 

.91732 
22.61 

45.17 
Ave. log. 1 

alM: 2 3ose 1
tobies 2 51.s 2 

2 5eBlO.See 3 

eses:BO3te 2 also *5 

37t.31.71S.00 

19,670.00 
16,354.70 
2:607000 

2:963.002.1910 

173.60 

79.66 
14.17 
131.77 

14:37131019 

1.61 

0.74 
0.69 
1.22 

130 

0.82 

0.62 
005 
0.60 
0:69S6 

26.70 

16.95 
26.13 
22.37 

52.92 215,511.02 

42.761. 3.z 
33.62 154.730.00 
i9.28 15140.04 
35.69 154:625:0815.00166 

21.83 

25.65 
19.14 
21057 
16.15 

Vat. Ave. log. 2 

le lO 3 SIX@ 1 
Re:Ies 3 Sle 2: 
ltoo 3 Size 3 
lS18e9 3 SIX@ 4 
3estem 3 SI.. 5 
Vit. Ave. leg. 3 

olesI A SIX. 1 
1:SI 2 

e 6.SAi 3
Ali6on 6 SIX@ 4
hese 4 I~e 5 

Vat. Ave. geg. 4 

Pulem 5 Se 1
le91o8 SIXe 2 

toosem5 SI.. 3 
eee S Sloe 4 

13gF,. 5 61.. 5 

44.7j5.70 

11.951.00 
7,957.00 
1,726.00 
2,561.00 
1,366.00 

25,585.00 

22,622.00
22,365.00 
6,035.00 
6,740.00
'.006.00 

59,990.00 

71,207.00 
59,06300 
9,905.00 

15,396.00 
9,164.00 

$9.89 

46.50 
106.3 
136.66 
125.76 
193.36 

36.11 

31.04 
40.76 
69.17 
61.23 

120.53 

48.65 

72.67 
79.79 

116.14 
137.65 
165.10 

0.63 

0.43 
0.99 
1.27 
1.17 
1.80 

0.62 

0.26 
0.37 
0.64 
0.75 
1.12 

0.45 

0.70.5 
0.74 
1.10 
1.28 
1.72 

0.71 

0.37 
0.78 
0.76 
0.70 
00.93 

0.56 

0.30 
0.20 
0.20 
0.36 
0.69 

0.29 

0.51 
0.54 
0.67 
1.08 

1.0 
23.08 

12.03 
25.43 
24.71 
22.61 
30.20 

19.13 

10.01 
6.77 
6.66 

11.94 
22.62 

9064 

17.76 
16.74 
17.61 
22.06 
33.26 

10.80 1161.63 
44.35 189,777.44 

25.6 173,019.11
6492 286155.01 
56.66 261,602.77

207,746.63 
4660 250,$63.69 
43.35 221,664.18 

10.22 63,6.6
22.36 669661.92 
32.55 606,631.55
42.36 565325,15
670;2 762,893.96 

31.29 722,325.53 

36.20 212,306.44
36.19 198,235.55
31.67 192,152.10
37.90 222,641.26
53.47 340.673,81 

10.69 
21.55 

15.76 
27.43 
23.14

.6.5917.00 

21.14 
20.31 

14.53 
1,27 
7.22 
9.97 

17.00 

1l.36 

20.62 
17.67 
15.36 
17.52 
11S.64 

V29¢. Ave. AI. 5 164,937.00 
Source: Samuel R. Daines and Dwight 

90.36 0.864 0.57 16.76 37.03 214,186.70 1i.22 
191r.
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Table 37 
El Salvador
 

Statisticla Analysis of the Rural Poor Taroet Group 

Credit Distribution: Credit ter CroDDed Ha. as a Percent of the National Average
 

64 
_ o_ - - . 

WU -U M 17- tj . V 6 .u.s0..2., O.O 2.2. 
201 6707 98.w 5- 6 1.23 6e6 o S 1.6 - 

it-loo I se 1 20.00 1 .02 10..0 0.6 66. 21 90 1.6 

l0ot 2 $s*t 1 41.30 12.Os 6289 1.9 23.102 20.26 31.75 31.0
 
Los 2 i~ts@ 41.06 1 0.37 10 25g2.76 319
o 2 3.6 126.56 

ie too 2 Size 30 22.19 222.3 722 10.17 279.92 66.71 2.04 53.8
 

°too 2 Six*e 1 126.191 0.62 31..89 25.45 147.17 7.50 21.10 0.8
 
Ieon 2 Size 12 157.14 08.55 46.02 108.99 4918 
 2.03 21.35 50.
 

3esgo Site° 20 .01 97.1 5386
539.55 27.25 23.36 .
 oo 22 Slag 12 .015.$ 21.962533 5.9 380.2910.3 60.52 19.33 56.3
 
L:os 2 Sizae 7 213.0 52.02 165.01 220.18 83.00 612.17 20.6 516
 e 6.15h 2omu7 contine 
:ou 2 ize 11 196.91 2225.2 15.89 19.3 14.57 75.61 1.02 9.7 

Souce SamueIl R. an 0.22n .aio o9 1a.17 inteE53lao 1.61 giulueCnu.6T 

1 . 0 16. 0
 
. 00 10. 06 61. 6 


125. 0 1 0. 1 10 

! Ion 2 S ize 14 1 0. 0 

http:giulueCnu.6T
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Table 39 
Fl Salvador
Statistical 
Analysis of the Rural Poor Taroet Group
 

Credit Per Cropped Ha. 
By Fam Size
 

UU
 

C = 

a 

C.a C/Haa./Ha 

1 764,671.60 
 116.46 
 29.12 
 17.67 
 11.56 
 174.82
 

*e8lom 2 Sle 1 15,404.00 0.06
*olion2 Size 2.33 2.46
2 45,590.30 2.66 7.53
0.17
@tion 2 Size 2.71 1.82
3 69,644.8u 3.07 7.78
0.25
lIlo 2 Sliz A 4,237.80 0.74 
7.68 2.85 3.46 14.25eglo. 2 Size 10.61 4.49
5 24,846.10 5.45 21.310.64 
 13.40
e151n 2 Size 7.24
6 24,089.30 5.19 26.48
19.71
elion 2 $is* 7 64,216.90 

2.28 6.76 6.225.85 34.99
*Sion 2 Size 8 64,239.40 24.8b 9.74 ?.i314.83 46.10
37.54
legion 2 Silz 11.83 9.02
9 95,735.20 73.24
116.89
legion 31.542 Size 9 68,964.60 264.78 24.92 14.85 195.2179.33
l*Sion 2 Size 31.94
9 65,870.00 20.76 396.82:eglo 259.61 33.742 Slie 0 84,180.00 34.52
220.46 16.36 344.25
IegIon 2 Size 24.74 19.lb43,498.90 11.08 275.45
261.45
iegion 28.4682 Sige 30,915.00 145.94 30.11 10.00 350.05
eion 2 Ste 42.95 3.97
0 19,239.30 9.70 237.58
297.36 
 10.39 
 12.99 
 62.37 
 383.12
 
Iource: 
 Samuel R. faines And fwinht rteen computations Uased on date contained in the Eliriculture Census. 1971. Salvador
 

http:19,239.30
http:30,915.00
http:43,498.90
http:84,180.00
http:65,870.00
http:68,964.60
http:95,735.20
http:64,239.40
http:64,216.90
http:24,089.30
http:24,846.10
http:4,237.80
http:69,644.8u
http:45,590.30
http:15,404.00
http:764,671.60
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Table 40 
El Salvador
 

Statistical Analysis of h Rural Poor Taroet GrouD
 

Credit Utilizatior. in nther Major Uses 

CC
 I..
 

a- T C.Ic1 

!C. C 

leg8ion 1 Si:. 1 2u, 4u. UU 3t,.47 0.00 4.32 C." 
legion 1 Size 10.Obi. 17.77 1.07 4.63 0.01 
Mugion I Slag 3 1, 35.OLi 27.09 0.52 1.73 0.00 
legion 1 Sine 4 1,J33.00 36.40 O.Ou 1.12 1.37 
legion I She* 5 1, 77.u0 55.42 2.27 0.13 

Wit, Ave. Meg. 1 3n,:)1.00 31.45 0.43 3.91 0.3c 
~leion 2 Site 1 1,lo91.00 3.72 0.00 13.14 0.0 

legiOn 2 Slse 2 13,437.0, 1.54 0.15 12.13 0.:2 
le8ion 2 Site 3 2,007.00 b.26 1.42 7.79 3.23 
legIon 2 Slag ' 3,9n3.00 1.96 3.1o 7.30 4.94 
legion 2 Sine S 2,191.00 4.20 12.10 1.82 2.13 

U8L. Ave. leg. 2 4u,412.00 3.03 1.11 11.22 0.92
 

leion 3 SIae 1 11,9u1.00 1.23 0.00 11.18 0.00 
legion 3 Siae 2 1O.m 7.U0 1.33 6.11 12.7n C.O0 
legion 3 Size 3 1,728.00 3.13 4.15 9.19 0.00 
legion 3 SIze & 2,Sbl. OU 2.25 9.15 6.11 1.10 
Megian 3 Size S 1,3b. uO 0." 11.55 4.26 0.00 

W8 . Ave. Meg. 3 2b,285.00 1.40 3.95 10.b5 0.19 

legion 6 Sime 1 22,822.00 5.58 0.88 4.84 0.21 
lehion SIze 2 22,) .Ou 4.96 23.47 4.56 0.00 
legion 4 Size 3 4,035.00 1.07 21.75 1.09 0.00 
lesIon Size 4 b,739.00 5.51 14.64 1.50 0.00 
legion Sise 5 4,008.00 3.18 11.99 0.50 0.00 

Ugi. Ave. leg. 4 59,9b9.00 4.92 13.47 3.82 0.08 

legion S Sise 1 71,207.00 11.9 0.13 9.23 0.19 

lellon 3 Size 2 59,003.00 7.3o 1.60 7.03 0.20legion I Sihe 3 9,90.00 10.9 2.91 4.05 1.58 
legion I Size : 15, 9.00 11.05 3.30 3.75 1.95 
%egion I Site 5 9,1b4.00 6.73 13.27 10.89 0.00 

git. Ave. leg. 5 164,937.00 9.67 1.86 7.99 6.43
 

Dwioht 0he data containedSotrce: Saitel R. Dames an Steen comoutations base on in 

E SSIv&dOr Anrculture Census. 1971. 

http:164,937.00
http:9,1b4.00
http:59,003.00
http:71,207.00
http:59,9b9.00
http:4,008.00
http:b,739.00
http:4,035.00
http:22,822.00
http:2b,285.00
http:1,728.00
http:11,9u1.00
http:4u,412.00
http:2,191.00
http:3,9n3.00
http:2,007.00
http:1,lo91.00
http:3n,:)1.00
http:1,J33.00
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Table 41 
El Salvador


Statistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Taroet 'rout
 

Credit by Source
 

r~e C 

C C 

ICL, 4 L CL. . U 
NO. ' 4; L -

No.
 
lesion 1 $s 1 4.65 31.36
20,240.00 36. 0 
 2706

Region I Site 
 2 10,S64.90 
 3.79 41.79 3o.30
hgion is.I0I Size 3 1,535.00

1egion 2.10 40.71 45.20
1 Sie 4 2,335.00 11.97
9.48
Lueon 32.74 43.58I Size 5 1.577.00 16.1638.78 
 15.03 
 32.34 13.82
 
WIt. Ave. Re$. I 36.251.0o 
 b.09 
 37.27 
 34.22 
 22.41
 
e&Lon 2 Site 1 10,194.0U0 0.32 30.91aW1oo 2 Sis 9.92 58.79
2 15,457.00

1eglon 2 Sic. 3 2,607.00 
1.48 58.57 6.16 33.76 

E6.10
seg1on 2 Slag 4 3,9b3.00 
1.00 16.29 34.59
4.38 48.67Iegton 20.76 25.952 stag 5 2,191.00 13.47 
 67.55 
 b.62 
 10.34
 

Wgt. Ave. Re&. 2 4u,412.00 
 1.92 4b.36 
 9.69 41.6:
 
Region 3 Site 
 1 11,951.00

Legion 3 Size 1.19 u8.33 10.15
2 10,6b7.00 20.31
0.61 
 67.28
Aeon 3 Size 9.413 1,728.00 22.69
5.41 63.93eion 3 size 4 2,5.1.00 6.62 

9.97 2G.o7 
77.04
Legion 3 $S. 5 5.46 12.8t1,366.00 
 12.03 
 72.39 
 7.b 
 7.92
 

Wae. Ave. ges. 3 
 28,285.O0 2.07 
 68.65 
 9.31 19.95 
Region 4 site 1 22,822.00

aegion 4 Siag 

7.07 19.51 38.26
2 22,3d5.0o 3.69 35.14 
Regioa 4 Si1. 3 4,035.00 3.58 

55:42 16.21 22.06 
S739. 6g 64.38 16.96 13.0615.51 69:4468gio 4 SIX* 5 10.32 4.714,Ou.00 10.21 81.53 5.22 
 3.01 

W t. Ave . l e . 4 39. 0. . 73 3 4 1 46 24 1 "3
.&4 
;evirce: camopl 40.nxfl- P"A "wiht steen comcutations based or 
a*h rnntainedl Salvador Aariculture Census. 1971. in the 

http:22,3d5.0o
http:22,822.00
http:28,285.O0
http:1,366.00
http:2,5.1.00
http:1,728.00
http:10,6b7.00
http:11,951.00
http:4u,412.00
http:2,191.00
http:3,9b3.00
http:2,607.00
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Table 42 
[E Salvador
 

Statistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Taroet GrouL
 

Crelit UtillZtion.--ereals, LeGumes, Cotton. Cone
 

0 

L t ~ ~ LC 6; CV 

L. C L.C 

&::Lo I size 1 20,260.OU 33.81 0.00 0.00 
lesion I Sic, 2 IU,So4.00 26.35 0.00 0.00 

too 1 Si 3 1,S3.00 20.76 0.00 0.00
 
lesion I Sio. 4 2,335.OU 13.23 0.00 0.00
 
legion I 61o S 1,577.00 3.i0 0.00 0.00
 

W&L. Ave. let. 1 36,251.00 29.03 0.00 0.00 

liston 2 $iLo 1 16,194.00 53.93 0.00 2.29
 
NaLao 2 Sloe 2 15,i57.00 52.49 0.00 3.10
 
alion 2 Size 3 2,607.00 47.28 0.00 0.00
 
R& too 2 Size 4 3,963.00 41.25 0.67 0.36
 
legion 2 Sian 5 2,191.00 32.39 0.00 0.57
 

w8t. Avg. leg. 2 40,412.00 50.56 0.06 2.17 

lSton 3 Site 1 11,951.00 52.2b 0.00 0.00 
leSien 3 Sle 2 10,657.00 51.20 0.00 0.31 
&:Sioo 3 Siae 3 1,726.00 62.18 0.00 0.00 
I6tgo 3 Site 4 2,361.00 Zt.'V 4.29 1.97 
leion 3 Sliz 5 1,386.00 16.16 11.16 1.00 

Mgt. Ave. Reg. 3 28,285.00 47.08 0.93 0.34
 

leSion A Sla 1 22,622.00 43.86 13.24 0.00 
lesion 4 Sie 2 22,385.00 26.e6 9.10 0.23 
legion 6 Size 3 4,035.00 25.17 13.40 0.00 
&eLon 4 Slae 4 6,739.00 8.43 19.74 0.06 
lesion A Sis 5 4,005.00 5.01 25.91 0.00 

Vgt. Ave. let. 4 59,99.00 29.62 13.29 0.09 

legion 5 Sine 1 71,207.00 63.79 1.64 1.11 
lesion 5 Sian 2 5900i3.00 39.66 3.36 2.36 
lesIon $ SLa 3 9,905.00 31.03 6.67 0.00 
leon 5 Szle 4 15,598.00 19.$6 15.86 0.40 
leSion 5 Sie 5 9,164.00 11.33 14.12 4.93 

W$m. Ave. &*S. 5 164,937.00 37.40 4.59 1.64 

%ource: 	 Sumuel R. Doings and Owiaht Steen computations based on the 
data contained in the El Salvador Aoriculture Census, 1971. 

http:164,937.00
http:9,164.00
http:15,598.00
http:9,905.00
http:5900i3.00
http:71,207.00
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Table 43 
El Salvador
 

Statistical Analysis of the Rural 
Poor Taroet Group
 
Value Dis, 
 :*ion an, Access to Aaricultural Credit by Farm Size end Reaion
 

N.CL. !4U . L - .U12C - LI 

0. C .c 

No. 
 C
Region I Size I 20,240.0o 167.91 301.171eion I Sle 2 1OSoi.Oo 289.04 0.45 11.85 17.67 24.56
237.96 3.6
lelion 0.56
1 Slt 3 1,53.00 678.2v 29.65 55.80 33.15
228.55 12.17
Region 1 SIze 4 2,33 .00 0.45 39.53 86.44 28.53
1,501.9i 329.45 27.51
legion I SLIX 5 5.56 45.93 122.361-577.00 4,252.10 362.98 86.26 2b.9623.06 
 1$ 75 160.80 102.58 &4.85
UgI. Ave. At&. 1 36,231.00 503.02 292.89 1.75 21.59 41.66 
 33.19 11.2L
Region 2 Sle 
 5:o,194.00 162.67 
 255.57
leilon 2 5ize 2 15,457.00 0.05 15.00 7.90 62.53235.41 203.01 7.29
h~giOn 2 Size 3 2,007.00 502.46 213.93 0.20 45.23 7.34 56.97lei5 0.26 11.6Z
2 Size 3,963.00 1,094.67 67.32 40.77 86.25286.71 17.65
tegion2 Size 2.19 73.923 2,191-.00 2.451..1 361.77 52.56 100.50 25.75
6.4 102.46 45.69 90.13 
 33.17 
Wit. Ave. leg. 2 50,512.00 427.53 262.36 
 0.78 38.38 16.18 66.&2
lgon 3 12.94Site 1 11,951.00 117.03 187.23
sleion 3 SLie 2 10,637.00 172.89 150.10 

0.03 11.55 3.52 9.53 1.951e8o1 J Slie 3 1,726.00 333.20 131.61 
0.03 20.28 5.80 17.82 5.07Iegion 4
3 Sile 2,561.00 852.58 230.29 
1.17 36.57 10.25 28.221.3. 9.76
lion 3 Size 5 1,36.00 2,003.72 311.06 

7.19 10.33 29.85 17.92
6.15 123.99 30.11 56.96 31.55
Wlt. Ave. Res. 3 28,28.00 313.27 
 179.82 
 0.52 27.74 
 6.46 19.76 
 6.93
Reion 4 Slze 
 1 22,822.00 153.00 237.90
lo 4 Size 0.07 3.00 8.952 22.385.00 293.57 230.52 11.53 2.20
leAion 0.195 Sie 3 5,033.00 693.32 280.80 
16.1 12.76 15.52 4.91leilon 5 Site 4 5,739.00 1,726.10 412.90 

0.82 46.40 26.19 30.59 11.9,lgon 5 Size 5 5,006.00 7.11 97.78 39.423,221.85 5'1.91 36.65 27.43
11.03 166.82 
 35.5 52.33 42.06
Ut. Ave. les. A 59,989.00 624.31 279.25 
 1.69 31.92 16.66 19.81
Resion 5 Site 1 71,207.00 158.22 
9.43 

247.13 0.16 9.41
Neston 5 Size 10.37
2 59,063.00 230.29 26.67 5.49
leion 5 Sile 212.263 9,90.00 0.23 26.42
Region 558.39 222.60 0.56 16.20 30.02 6.165 Slze 4 15.398.00 1,..2.90 46.13 41.07 43.32Region . Size 5 36.10 5.02 85.4b 15.209,155.00 3,012.71 55.22
529.77 66.11 27.54
12.75 129.00 66.97 
 93.33 42.91
Wgt. Ave. leg. 5 1.937.00 593.61 252.68 1.37 31.53 21.69Ou-c 36.42 10.77'.ir'u,. Deinet anj Dwaht Steen comutations Dased on dat contained in the [' Salvador Aqric,lture Census, 199
 

http:1.937.00
http:3,012.71
http:9,155.00
http:15.398.00
http:59,063.00
http:71,207.00
http:59,989.00
http:3,221.85
http:5,006.00
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Table 45
 

El Salvador
 
Statistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Target Group
 

Land Tenure Patterns
 

ON 

33 -03 2 C 
-I .J00 U..0 b 

4 	
0 
0.1.
 

SIX, 1 II12.028.3G 22.87 50.29 19.40 7.42 	 5743.79 410.11 0.71
 

BeEion I $ISO 2 14 369.30 35.82 47.22 10.02 6.92 3: 710. 67 385.10 1.36 
ae LOD I ESe 3 5:300.80 3.90 83946 84.59 7.1465.64 29.57 	 4.77 519.91 241.19 3.45
 
1e8 Ion I SIe 4 16,693.70 85.72 10.37 0.000.00 


R gIon 1 51~ 5 22,109.40 93.95 4.33 0.00 1.71 598.98 35.35 14.02
 

Wet. Ave. Reg. 1 70.501.30 65.90 24.24 5.35 6.49 2.161.95 197.71 6.74
 

Iselon 2 Stas 1 14,225.10 33.77 53.18 
 7.04 5.99 5,117.93 433.69 0.72
 

a Lion I Size 2 19,533.40 40.33 49.39 3.43 5048 4:314.57 402.76 1.28
 
8ej11on 2 Sias 3 9,:068.10 73.25 23.42 3.32 690.13 190.97 7.06
3.47
83.13 13.52 0.000.00 3.33 1,131.70 110.32
oston 2 Sze 4 28 004.60 


teloo2 Siasn 3 30276.50 90.94 6.55 0.00 2.50 731.27 53.41 13.82
 

V~t. Ave. e. 2 101,107.70 69 .1 2.83 1.6$ 387 2,17.93 202.1 6,75
 

3,:991.49 473.51 0.72
 
a Lon 3$L1, 1 ,720.70 29.73 58.06 6.62 5.57 


4:o 3 Sase 2 1"6,674.40 40.02 51.73 2.41 5.81 2,918.93 421.86 4.13
 
A::Lnn 3 else 3 5 974.80 68.65 27.73 0.00 3.0 58:5.50 226.18 3.45
 
A LtOD 3 Sias 6 18:061.70 86.47 11.04 0.00 2.47 878.57 90.08 7.05
 
Region 3 Sias 5 19,236.70 90.86 7.50 0.00 1.62 471.76 61.23 13.85
 

Vit. Ave. Reg. 3 66.668.30 68.49 26.62 L.39 3.47 1,591.22 217.14 7.22
 

n e 0:t 25.38 52.17 3.16 19.27 6182.59 425.46 0.74
 
t b867.60 


U1.9 5838.36 356.19

It%8Ion 4 SL e 2 30888.60 38.62 43.68 0.89 	 1.37
 

8.20 1,:018.17 189.02 

: oBOe 4 M:s 3 14 017.60 68.61 23.18 0.00 	 3.47
 

0.000 4.37 1729.13 86.90 7.07

i oa:4 Sin 4 47711.80 84.96 10.65 


1eio4 1Las 5 55,352.00 89.54 7.25 0.00 3.20 1,058.71 59.13 13.81
 

Vgt. Ave. Rot. A 164,857.60 70.32 21.01 0.49 8.16 2,669.71 17L.40 7.31
 

10.58 71 207.00 432.24

aeLon 5 %Lxe 1 51861.70 Z7.83 53.00 8.57 	 0.72
 
1:891ea 5 Sias 2 81,035.80 40.34 46.26 3.38 10.00 59,063.00 377.25 1.37
 

Le8on5 SLSU 3 34,3bl.30 69.38 25.02 0.00 5.58 9 905.00 204.04 3.46
 
1:8sLon 3 Sias 4 11,471.80 817.21 109.84 0.00 35092 15:598.00 895.69 0.73
 
&@&toon 5 $10 5 126,974.60 90.84 6.61 0000 2.53 9,166.00 53.95 13.85
 

Wet. Ave. Rot. 5 305.M0.20 91.61 30o93 2.3S 7.47 331241.47 252.28 6.65
 

Source: Samuel R. Oaines and Dwight Steen computations based on data contained in the El Salvador Census, 1971.
 

http:331241.47
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http:47711.80
http:1,:018.17
http:30888.60
http:1,591.22
http:66.668.30
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Table 43
 
El Salvador
Statistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Tarqet Group
 

Value of CroD Production as a Percent of Total Value of Farm Production
 
0 

0 
- - o 

CC 
Ca 

o e. 0. 0.0 U 4.. -00~ . Z, L"UNo.2 00 00o00 0 Z O L. Z 4,0
4.1-c 0001-Q. L.1Q.o4o ..
 00
w .0 .0.4 E 1 . 6 C00 0C0 

0 J U 
,J.U6.y 
 oein1Sz
..10 X 
 .0 
 1. i-.c4Z 
 2.1 
 00
0. ,'a"ow0Qo0

.00
S Av .27.09
S. 32 770.46 
 O 000 Z 2 082 Z 
 0 8355 
 .70 0.'8-O.AD 10 won 0e,6.0.0 Q. 0,05'A: .6 0Q. , 0 ,.2 
 2%
Resion I Size 
 I 1b,7 1.OU 17.372 Z 0.039 2 0.0008egion 1 Size .972 .8 2 0.4 2 070
2 10 7jj.00 25.523 X 2
 
Region L Size 3 0.049 Z 0.000
1:5 5.UU 46.940Z 2.632 2 0902 Z
0.009 Z O.001 Z 0.535 X
217 2 1.021 Z 2.669 X 0217 
deion J S lae 4J 20l X u 9 J 6 . 6 2 S z 

0.3 2
 
e A Jo1,0013,o00 2 * 5in Z 5 5.0 5 .Re:on t . 2 ,NS.o 0. 10 0 000 x . 4 . 3Size $ 1,3 .00 10 Z 3 1.11 9x 0.644 - . 91J . 6 7 2 O $ 6 Z . 21 2 2 017 0 360
0. 013 2 0.000 2 . 8 2 2.115.056
Wgc. .2 9 0.430 Z 1 076 Z 0 59Ave. leg. I 32.75.00 0.331 Z27.9b9 Z 
 0.044 2 0.000 Z 2.082
eon 2 SIze 2 0.835 2 0.670 Z
1 19 670.00 0.185 2
8.17 Z 0167 1 0.105 
2 5.758 
2 2.521
@Rilon Z 0.545 2
RegiOn 24SizeSize 2 15.45700 0.07 2
3 2,607.00 . 00 2
Re l an 2Size 15.924 0 367 Z 0.111
0.96 X O.4154 3 ,96. 0 16.604 0.131 5 1.843 2 0.283Rsio1 Si ae 1 2 2.9006505 2 .2 40 X .932 Z 2.31 0.699

5 91u.0 19.5b9 X 9 0.6352:2 0619 2 0.830 Z
. 97 03-9
00 51 Z a.558 
2 1. 14. 0 .43 0.6Wgc. Ave. leg. 2 43,888.uo06.403 Z 
 0.568 Z 
 0.118 x 
 5.987 2
eSion 3 SlOe 2.119 Z 0.460 %111.00 0.598
.214 :
0.015
Ieon 0.000 Z
3 Sag 2 10o37.00 2.972 1.71816 b3 17~ do 
5.12 2 0.072 : 0.000 Z Z 0.204 2 0.370 Zj S a 0. 5 2 1 2 .486 2 1.292 Z
00 1X 3:324 0.211 2
2 1.248 2 0.470 Z
elo o 109 2 0.993
3 Sle S z 561
5 13d0O0
el o1 Size 4 13.603 2
1 0 2 0.564017 4 1 2
. 0 0. 0. 0
0.000 Z . 380 X
4.837 " 00.499.327 2
gt. Avg. 

07 
1.113 2meg. 3 26,2115.00 0.174 Z 0.3072Magian I. size 2 6.861 2 0.080 2I 2,b22.uo 4.541 2 

0.000 Z 2.L72 : 1.478 Z0.106 Z 0.219 X
0.638 2 0.786 0.454 91.169 Za,,~ o .9asgom 44 1; lsug 23 ~ 5 uU 9.508 Z 0:21 1 
.7 

Re~n 4 0.1 x 2:389 XS l a 2 .439 Z 2 9 2 20.710 1.266 Z
e io4 S ag 5 0 8.0J 79 
1:620 2 0.1560 646 Z24:0 8 o0u 1 1.7 0.1350 3 5Z
!)234 ZZ 
 00 077
.164 22 1 780 Z
2 .256 2 0:828
0 .654 22. 1.435 2 0.537 2
Wgt. Ave. Reg 1 .623 2 0 .380 0.392 24 59,989.00 2;
6.76o Z 0.436 2
0.138 2 
 1.313 Z
Region 0.891 Z
RegSion Saze 1.318 2
5 size 71.207.00 0.254 Z
2 59.Oboe~ u 9.217 2 0.179 Z11.255 0.092 2
0.168 X 0.212
o l g 0.475 2 2.954 2
3 24 1.527 2
Mei SSlag Iei,9 9 5. .8 03350 4 15,598.00o 2 . .6 0.244j
Region Sla 5 JO7S44 2 0.407 Z .4 Z 

. 0.809 2 00 723 X
9.164.00 :797 242.614 3.338Z 0.683 K D3 2 1.362 22 0:428 1 .675 Z 0.921 22" 3.799 0.959 Z 0.455 ZWgt. Ave. Rog. %, 0.975 2 0.708 0.592 :5 164.937.00 2 0.37714.541j Z 20.239 x 
 0.403 Z 
 2.848 2 
 1.40~ 2,oirt t- S.amijp' Q. Dain.'s and Dwirnnt 'teen 0.425 2 0,329conioutations based on data contained in the. El Salva-dor Agriculture Census, 1971. 
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Table 49
 
El Salvador
 

Statistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Target Group
 

Value of Crop Production as a Percent of Total Value of Farm Production
 

C 
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C 0 0 4 0 C0 010 - 0. 
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Q0.0 00 =0 .0 0. C 0 

U 
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M. I 7 0. 0C 1. 	 0 2 -C 0. O 0 C1. 03 I'A 
L-j U 	 M/S;.- 4- (J U 

.0. 1.08 6.$$ =. 0. C 00.sn e 2 U,4. .50(U 0 0.5 0.1 W* 01 0.500:1 .62 0 00O2 . OO000 0 

4l Si 1 2.85 .05 9.510 VS 041 007 0.O1.41. 


S 2 o1 	 0.,21 6,1 . (4.604 O. U4 00045 V0- 0 1 00M 
zZ . 

No. % % % 	 % 

Region J Siae 1 la,7u..UU 26.798 Z 11.913 5.847 0.565 0.028 Z 0.013 Z 0.000 Z 
Klo Ste 42 ,900 174O2020.00 : 14..' 1 9 2.: 0 0.,2 .1410 0000ReiLon I Size 1U,5u4.00 11.38 2,339 .006 : 3.0CO
4.553 0.112 % 14O.0O6 

heLoan 1 Sie 3 1,jj3 .OU 17.30 5.810 1 3.016 1.01 % 0.107 U 0.4b7 Z 0.1)0
Xegion I Sie 4 2,3.00 8.3o0 3.712 % 1.103 1 1.051 Z 0.407 ' 0.085 Z 0.oo0 
Ae ton I Size b 1,77.U0 4.049 0 0.503 Z 0.507 0.031 21.563 Z 0.451 1 0.0001 

Wgt. Ave. Rog. I 32,775.0 23.704 Z 10.372 Z 4.702 2 0.759 % 0.092 : 0.108 : 0.000 : 

Region 2 Size 1 19,o7U.UO 30.888 : 8.945 2 5.379 Z 1.025 : 0.828 Z 0.055 0.0042 
Region 9 Size 2 15,47.00 2d.779 2 8.617 Z 5.235 Z 1.932 Z 2.817 2 0.206 : 0.0052 
Region 2 Size 3 2,07.00 22.099 Z 6.457 Z 3.166 Z 3.919 : 2.188 0.277 Z 0.000 
RegiA 2 Size 4 3.9,b3.00 17.902 2 5.155 Z 2.339 ; 2.572 3.050 Z 0.141 Z 3.C26 Z 
Nleion 2 Size 5 2191.U0 12.134 ; 3.195 Z 2.014 Z 1.869 2 3.973 % 0.21 Z 0.000 1 

Wgt. Ave. Reg. 2 43,888.00 27.517 Z 8.052 X 4.754 % 1.698 Z 1.967 0.139 Z 0.004 

ikrz-jon J Size 1 11,9 s1.00 24.852 ; 6.059 Z 9.518 ; 2.14o % 1.648 0.076 % 0.010 
R$/on 3 Size 2 10,b57.00 2U.732 8.061 Z 8.;,1) " 4.617 : 4.674 1 0.2o2 : 0.022 Z 
NeOin 3 Size 3 1,7..UO 10.8*54 Z 7.237 % 5.697 Z 6.265 : 7.483 Z 0.245 2 0.382 Z 
RegIon J Size 4 2,5 1.UU 13.627 Z 5.390 Z 3.9U5 % 4.504 % 8.797 Z 0.177 0.841
 
Notion J Site 5 1,388.00 11.043 2 4.04*5 Z 2.960 2 4.253 ;; .654 1 0.190 2 2.106 Z 

lWgt. Ave. Reg. 3 28,285.00 21.105 Z 6.727 Z 8.157 : 3.645 % 4.294 : 0.101 x 0.216 : 

Region 4 Size 1 22,822.00 27.952 Z 2.096 Z 11.603 0.807 : 0.609 0.200 % 1.316 

RegLou 4 Size 2 22,385.00 2b.225 ZZ 2.401 Z 10.831 Z 1.328 0.789 Z' 0.232 2 2.209 Z 
Rein4 Size 3 4,035.00 2U.105 % 2.203 : 6.700 : 2.337 : 1.669 	: 0.184 2 5.223 % 

1.438 Z 3.814 Z 0.107 :Z 8.972 %N LOn 4 Site 4 6,739.00) 13.285 % 1.669 T 8.062 Z. 
eilon 4 Site 5 4,008.00 10.107 2 1.336 4 3.679 Z 1.278 Z" 3.326 Z 0.124 Z 12.297 : 

W8t. Ave. Reg. 4 59,989.00 23.953 Z 2.$t8 % 10.058 : 1.207 Z 1.289 Z 0.196 Z 3.528 

reon SSize I 71.2u7. 2.583 7.759 0.714 Z e 0.404 Zte u 7.45'ae 1.011n 	 0.101 

L~on j Size 2 59,0*3.00 25.411 : 7.14,L 7.144 2 1.972 Z 1.958 	Z 0.'.,.3 : 0.762 

: 0.250 2 2.186 ZK:: ton 5 Size 3 V.91)5.U0 19.891 X 5.034 % 4.507 Z 3.213 Z 2.5d7 
x tona 5 Size 4 15i,5V8.00 13.414 Z 3.547 Z 2.712 X 2.146 Z 3.686 % 0.099 2 4.612 % 
Region 5 Size 5 9,1o4.00 d.0j2 2 1.968 Z 1.652 X 1.426 Z 4.397 2 0.084 % 5.500 Z 

Wgt. Ave. Reg. 5 164,937.00 24.350 X 6.524 2 6.527 2 1.617 Z 1.758 2 0.138 % 1.320 2 

Source: Samuel R. Daines and Dwight Steen computations based on data contained in the El Salvador Agriculture Census, 1971.
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Statistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Target Group
 

Value of Livestock Products as a Percent of Total Value of Farm Production
 

R. Banes and Dwight Steen computations based un data cortained in the El Salvador Agriculture Census, 19l.
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Table 51
 

El Salvador
 
Statistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Target Group
 

Production Categories as a Percent of All Farm Production
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Table 65 
El Salvador
 

Statistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Target Group
 

Labor Patterns and Subsistence
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Source: Samuel R. Danes and Dwight Steen computations based on data contained in th.eEl Salvador Agriculture Census 1971. 
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El Salvador 

Statistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Taret Group
 
Labor Supply Patterns
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Source: Samuel R. Daines and Dwight Steen computations based on data contained in the El Salvador Agriculture Census. 191.
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El Salvado-

Stitistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Taroet Group
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Table 73 
El Salvador 

Statistical Analysis for the-Rural Poor Target Group 

Emplowment in Basic Grains 
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Table 75
 
El Salvador
Statistical Analysts for the Rural Poor Target Group
 

Emplovmient i Coffee
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Steen computation based on data contained in the El Salvador Agriculture Census, 1971. 

http:164,937.00
http:9,164.00
http:9,063.00
http:710207.00
http:59,990.00
http:1,306.00
http:6,740.00
http:4,035.00
http:22,375.00
http:22,822.00
http:25,585.00
http:1,386.00
http:1,72S.00
http:2,561.00
http:11,951.00
http:31963.00
http:2,607.00
http:16,35.70
http:2,335.0U
http:ieeec.5O
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Table 76 
El Salvador 

Statistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Target Group 

(Tobacco. Sisal, Coffee, Oranges, Banana. 
Plantain. Pineapple; samdother Minor Crops) 
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Table 77 
El Salvador
Statistical 
Analysis for the Rural Poor Target Group
 

Employment in Beef and Milk
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http:164.937.00
http:11419e.le
http:59,990.00
http:22.385.OU
http:22,822.00
http:23,385.00
http:7,957.00
http:11,931.00
http:4,785.70
http:2,122.05
http:2,607.00
http:32.775.00
http:1,577.00
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Table 78 
Fl Salvador 

Statistical Analysis for the Rural Poor Target Group 

Employment in Swine. Poultry, and Other Livestock
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Source' Samuel R. ines and Dight Steen computation based cn data contained in the El Salvador Agriculture Census, 1971. 

http:164,937.00
http:9,164.00
http:15:598.00
http:59.063.00
http:71.207.00
http:59,990.00
http:4,008.00
http:4,035.00
http:22,385.00
http:22,22.00
http:25,585.00
http:1,388.00
http:2i561.00
http:1,728.00
http:7,937.00
http:11,951.00
http:44,785.70
http:2,191.00
http:3,963.00
http:2,607.00
http:16,354.70
http:19,670.00
http:32,775.00
http:1,577.00
http:1,764.00
http:1,535.00
http:10,564.00
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Table 80
 
El Salvador


Statistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Target Group
 
Adjusted Family Income
 

(To Include OFF Farm Income and Housing Benefit)
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 $625.99 
 $129.39
RegionRegion 1 Size 2 10,564
1 Size 3 1,534 $1,O0B.20
$2,137.37 $188.05
$367.02
 
Region 1 Size 

Region 

4 2,335 $4,594.15 $840.17
1 Size 5 1,577 $9,776.26 $1,902.75
 
Wgt. Ave. Reg. 
1 32,775* $1,542.95 
 $295.39
Region 2 Size 
 1 19,670 
 $578.54 
 $115.59
 

Region 2 Size
....en 2 15,457
-2 S*te------2-67 $830.5b 
 $161.16

RegioN 2 Size 

$ -b-? $239.
4 3,963 $2,262.21 $369.51
Region 2 Size 
 5 2,191 $3,748.31 $635.43
 

Wgt. Ave. Reg. 
2 43,888. $1,029.52 $187.89
 
3Size
RegionRegion 3 Size .1 11,951 
 $ O9.80
2 10,657 $670.99 $112.41


Region 3 Size $114.01
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3 1,728 $1,417.75 $248.24
3 Size 4 2,561 $2,103.37 
 $366.50
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 5 1,388 $3,311.67 $570.23
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 $95.38
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 3

Region 4 Size 
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4 6,739 $2,063.36
Region 4 Size $291.20
5 4,008 $2,829.71 $397.97
 
Wgt. Ave. Reg. 4 59,989. $930.36 
 $150.00
 

Source: 
 Samuel R. Daies and Dight Steen computation based on
data contained in the El 
Salvador Agriculture Census,
 
19R1. 

http:2,829.71
http:2,063.36
http:1,237.45
http:3,311.67
http:2,103.37
http:1,417.75
http:1,029.52
http:3,748.31
http:2,262.21
http:1,542.95
http:1,902.75
http:9,776.26
http:4,594.15
http:2,137.37
http:1,O0B.20
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Table 81 
El Salvador 

Statistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Target Group 
Net Income Per Farm in U.S. S 

I. OOC -C 
E 

U-
E 

..$3 . 0 CL $ 
41.- i.E 

4. U 
C1 -0 

LO w. :L40 
EUL 

X. 

o ie 1,6 0Io $20 

11 

1.a = 

w~G 

di C 2.0 

Wa-w1 MwCw 

C U1. C188 08.2 $.7 

C 

I eglon 
eSJoo 

I Size 
1 S1ze 

2 
3 

10,564 
1,535 

5668.5. 
$1.705.23 

39.0 2 
22.6 : 

37.9 
63.9 

2 
2 

22.9 2 
13.3 2 

$260.95 
$378.47 

$254.31 
$1,111.39 

$153.28 
$215.36 

.egian I Size 
Ug.. Ave. Mel. 

5 
1 

1,577 
32,775 

15,935.87 
51,172.92 

5.0 2 
35.8 2 

88.1-2---6.7'1 
39.0 2 25.1 2 

. . '7----97--3-* 
$223.70 $787.28 $161.94 

.. 

-qg~on 2 Sie 
.eion 2 S~ze ..g!o. 2 1z. 
-glan 2 SizeI 

1 
23 

19.670 
15,4572,607 
3,963 

$291.48 
3524.2951X112.62 
1857.94 

45.6 
45.936.1 
29.7 

2 
22 

24.3 Z 
27.2 237.9 2 

2 40.8 2 

30.0 2 
26.8 225.9 2 
29.3 : 

$133.11 
$244.08$394.87 

$71.78 
$14'4.655451.56 
$523.335.89.42 

$86.58 
$135.55$266.18 
$444.78 

.eglon 2 S/ze 5 2,191 $3,256.8b 23.7 2 43.1 2 33.0 : $681.89 5 ,891.29 $683.66 
Vgi. Ave. leg. 2 43,888 3711.70 42.6 2 28.6 Z 28.7 2 $250.37 $284.67 $176.65 
reglon 
01!6o 
Org8o. 

3 
3 
3 

Size 
Size 
SizeI 

1 
2 
3 

11,9541 
10,657 
1,726 

$259.04 
$479.21 

51,117.20 

3.2 2 
46.0 2 
42.9 

16.3 
17.1 
29.5 

Z 
Z 

40.3 
36.7 
27.5 

1 
Z 

$112.95 
$220.09 
$485.57 

$41.87 
1d5.01 

$341.58 

$10.70 
$174.10 
$290.04 

ce$|onwegIon 33 S!zeSi1e 45 2,5611,388 51,750.88$2906.96 36.6 Z2.9 2 35.336.4 2Z 27.930.6 2 $643.545963.67 $670.56$1,192.93 $436.77$7-50.35 
WSL. Ave. leg. 3 28,285 5659.3 43.2 Z 30.1 2 36.5 1 $265.66 $189.84 $203.92 
egion 4 Size 
.eAloo 4 Site 
:egloo 4 Slze 

2egiou4 Size 
1eglon2 Size 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

22.822 
22,385 
4,037 
6,739 
4,008 

$253.40 
$426.07 
$958.90 

$1,714.85 
$2,468.70 

46.2 
45.0 
38.2 
37.1 
30.8 

2 
X 
2 

Z 

12.7 
18.0 
31.7 
32.0 
36.5 

1 
Z 
Z 

2 

31.0 
36.9 
29.9 
30.8 
32.5 

: 
Z 
Z 

$116.81 
$192.19 
$377.48 
$725.19 
$798.57 

$33.2 
$78.57 
$301.83 
$572.18 

$1,061.05 

$103.27 
$155.30 
$279.58 
$417.47 
$609.07 

Ygt. Ave. log. 4 59,989 677.47 43.1 : 19.7 2 37.0 $276.39 $197.44 $203.63 
Source mel R. Daes and Dight Steen computation based on data contained in the El Salvador Agriculture6.ns2.0 1971. 
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Table 83 
El SalvadorStatistical Analysis of the Rural Poor Target Group 

Net Farm Income or Profitability Ratios
 

10 
.. 

U 
S U. 

0 
. 

0L 
U 47 

C 
U.S.$ 

el 41, ... 

.oL-' % S 6 - . 

~~~L~ 
$- 'a3C ,O 

L. 
L. .L. -

7 20-uO u 

O 

,U 2 15 a. 
c 

Uejl1con I Size 

',-Ijon I Sizekeglon I Size 
heion I Size 
I'ilo n I S1z v 
Wll. Ave- keg. 

kegion 2 SZle 
Ate~on 2 Site 
eion 2Size 

LeglionRegion 22 SizeSize 
Wgt. Ave. Reg. 

at Sion 3 Size 

No. 

1 1b 764 

3 3 5 

5 1357 
1 ,5 7 

2 32,775. 

1 19,670 
32.i5075 

3 2,607 
4 3,935 2,191 

2 43,888. 

1 11.951 

CLL2 

U.S.$ 

$66.74 

5302.95
9,22.7b 

57254.2 
517 .1 
$223.35 

$58.44 
610, -02-
0$13.36 

$302.96$552.17 

$127.58 
$57.13 

EE 

U.S.$ 

53.68 

$1.15
$5 91 

$ 3.04 
$4.7 

$3.68 
6, 

$4.70 
$5.21$5.86 

$4.04 

$3.11 

U.S. 

$449.77 
$491.49
$493.57 

$636.7L 
$481.71 

$4(3.14
-47; 2 
$319.88 
$264.34$236.83 

$403.94 

'$354.95 

CLz&j 
U.S.$ 

$505.15 
566.10

$720.23 
5 9. 

$1,400.64 

561L.71 

$478.43
50 

$567.31 
$674.45
$819.08 

$529.69 

$417.92 

096 
U.S.$ 

$23815 
$265.67
$257.76 
$27469 
27 . 8 

$252.55 

$237.20 

$257.31 
$263.67 
$293.46 

$248.05 
$196 

U.S.S 

$1,315.59 
S1.356.67
$1,268.60 
S1,478.12 
$1,670.33 

$1,355.92 

$1,142.15 

$1,011.61 
$1.106.07 
$1,100.90 

$1,074.83 

$1240 
Legon 3Size 
eglon 3 S ze

legion 3 Size 
Le ion 3S ieWet. Ave. lexg. 

LeIton1 4 Six@ 

2 10,657 
3 4 ,0 28 
5 ,36

5 1 3883 28. 285. 

1 22,822 

$74.51 $327 
$1 0.1 3.98 
$303.31 $4.41 
$496.99 1 3. 72$115JIJ$.3.42 

$50.50 $2.67 

$252.72 
$323.0 9 
$24.27 
$20 9620 
2~9 

$342.54 

$319.63 
$50 .91 
$580.48 
$674. 50 
$413.9 0 

$375.73 

$28.97 
2 1.6 5 

$252.97 
$ 273. 82 
$299.-

$192.01 

$928.27 
$883.74 
$928.60 
$ 930. 77 
101a 

$971.48 

WIt. Ave. Lee 2 29.989. $106.65 $2.93 $303.30 $421.47 $200.25 $923.26 

Source: 
 Saimel R. Danes and Dwioht Steen computation based on data contained in the El Salvador
Agricuilture Census, 
1971.
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kEIMBLICA DI:[l. SALVADOR, C. A. 

MINISIIRIO DL W2OOMIA 
DPICCION GMWERAL ULESADISTICA Y CrNSOS 

TIRCE3R CENSO AGROPECUARIO 1971
 

LG'LOTA.IN AGROPECtURTA CON TILRRA 

LEY ORGANICA DLL SLWVICIO ESTADISTICO NACIONAL Artfculo ld: "Los datus que recopila la .14.T'-ci6n GL1.I1'l ue i: 
tad sticT y I.ensos, son absolutamente resvrvaoos no pcxrnin utilizarse pard finun oe U-iWtA.J:in tiScdl L rf.
tigaciones juui-iales y solo se publicarI los resdmenes nuvricer que contribuyan de rnwre.. absolutdnwnv iin
personal a Id mejor infornaci6n y a la suiuci&n de los distintot de ord~n .i,,i -Of..ipa'oblemas q.a,...oI

fronten el Lstado y los Particulaes". 

LXP'LOTACION AGROPECLARIA :O TIERRA: es todo terreno utilizado total o pdz,:-aiiente Ima. la ktu=i 6 . 
Agrpecudral, por una sola persona o la ayuda de otras (Pr'oductor) uzuci

6i, U,.. '..con sii, comn trt-Alo,, 

La exp]utaci6n agropecuaria ron tierra puede constar de wbo o mit lote pal-eelvt;, : its$pc ' i, ,h:. 
ubicaodas en .?Imismo Municipio y que en conjunto estin bajo wro misrma atbnini t'r.-tn. ,in ttati.rpt, 0v J.r 
se el ciso de que una unidao de explotaci6n cumrendxida o fI ... .este entre dos , .iau .... 

OFICINA: Especificada 11, Nu Lspecificada = 2 A... __. 

NOMBRI DCL J?4AJXI, 

I - .. AJL.iLA . L iA LX*LUTAd(I1h 

1 - Departamento 2 - nicipic 

3 - Cant6n ', Nombre de u vxpLu ,t .. 

S - Ubicacidi c.-a explo. • w, ;eL Wit& 

A BI C D L rL_ I I I I I I 

II - DEL PROWCOIR Y DEL D WNT CLAVE 

6 - Nowhe del peudwctor o ,vz6n su idl 
A7 - Sabe leew y escribir? Si =i; 14o 72. 

8 - Vive en la explotci&? Si L=I, No j=2. En caso negativo, oual es la Diecci&n Ftstal? __ B 

q Nonie del informmnte 

10 - Relaci6n del infoxmmnte iel productor 

11 En qui calidad trdbaj6 la explotaci6n? Propietario 1, Arrendatario oon irmmsa de venta 

=2; Arrendatario simple =3; Propietario-arr oat rio simple 4; Colono =S; Gratui 

L
=6; Otra forma 77. Especiffquese
tamente-arremndatario simple 


12 - En caso de haber trabajado en arrendamiento simple, mkquese la modalidad de pago: 

a) - Una cantidad fija en efectivo ---------------------------------------------- I 
b) - Una car.tidao fija en especie ----------------------------------------------- 2 

c) - Una cantidau fija en efectivo y parte del j to .ac.------------------------.. 3 

d) [," urn parte del producto o su equivalente en efectivo -------------------- 4 D 

e) - A camjio de prestacid6n de servicios ----------------------------------------
- Otr.i forma de pa.o -------------------------------------------------------

rr -im-u -.e wsc irnnrl'-,d------- .------

http:LG'LOTA.IN
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13 - En este fItuicipio, de cuantos tSunwos o pameelas esTuvc, constituida mj explotcin durnte elAfo Apfcola? UnO =, 0mDOS te nenos EnE7.caso de dos o m*s t , an6tes 1l L AZdetaile siguiente: 

.D UDICACION DEL T1EIp0No0 PARCELA SUPD ICIENCHBRL DL TUMRD0 0 PARCEIA(Norbre del Cat6n) arzaras Tarvas 

2 

:3 

T-I-I 

TOTAL __ _---.-__.. 
 _
 

34 - NUMrRO TVTAL DC PARCLAS 0 TERREiOS DL LA EUPLDTACION 

25 - Trabaj6 en terrenos propios y/o ajenos ubicador 
 en otros municipios? Si = ;Ln caso afimativo, anote el nanbre de los 

No
Mknicipios y liene las respectivas boletas 

III - REGiE D TENE.CIA. 

Tm[RCIA ,.TXFFVPICIETENECIAOrICINA 
Manzanas Tareas
16 - En prv piedad ................................
 

17 - En arrwemiento ccn prnesa de venta -------
3
 

a - Gratuiaente ----------------............
 
19 - En a.endandento simple ------------- .
 
20 - En colon-ia ................................
21 - En otre f~m ............................. 6
 

1-Enof~~T-1-2
2 - SU MFTC U TOTAL DE LA DLWT CIC N- - - --
--1 

2 

rV - APW& uWro DE LA TIlRRA 

A - EN WULTIVO TDGIPPL 
A. I - Cereales y legumiosas pam granos 

A.I.1. - Cultivos Solos 

SUPERFICIE SERADA N : PROLUQION OnIc
 
CULTIVO Y EPVCA oA
(A) (') "[Uidad pefi- Prducr 

M anas Tareas nzanas Tareas 

(B) Cantvo cie ci T-2-1 

e(A) (QQ)23 Maz Hf ido 
1-2 

a. siauub -- 

2a.. si . ................ 
 3-4
34. si No 
S

26 - M'z CrioloT-3-2 

2a. sitatm ---- 3-4
 

36. -67 7- OTAL ... .. . . .. -..- X T- 3-1 
DI-DIA (p-B) 

23.-. 
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SUPD 4ICIL SD£Ik: D. PF XJC:1 . OTICINA. CLAVL 

CULTIVO Y EPOC Total Sucesivo -- - Fyocuc(A) (E) I . Urarsad cie ci6r 
wanzanas Tare.as zaas TareaMeaioa (A) 

t9 Frijol
 

la . si e fb r a - - - - --.....
- - - - - ..
 

2&. sim 'br ----------

3s. siunbra - ----- ____ ___t ___6 S___ 
. . . . . . . X.b . . .... I .. .. 

T.TA L ......... . .
 ...
.................~ iiiiiii~ ~ ~~..... ""iiiiiiiiiiiil~ ~ .......

31- Diraci.TCA (A-B)- 3-_

32 - Arroz ---- -- ---
A
 

- A37rvz-Sucesivo -------

'4 o ----------------

6_ m1iicillo ------........ X
 

36 - SUPLRFCIE CULTIVOS SOLOS: Manz nas Tareas OFIM7.NA 3 

A.2.2. - Cuat.ivos Asociados . 

SUPERFICIE SDIBRA1. M: PROMMCCI' O,,11A 
.V , - . z - . . TCULTIVO Y EPOA Total Sucesivo Z~ Supe r l li ocu i6r.. ' .n ~ pr~rcx& ..

(A) (5) Urdd ti ur.idad ,.ce-
Mnza- Tax'eas M~~a Ta-,aci: M da~t Meia (A M 1MOf 

_ _ _ _ _ _ nar ___ a~&i ja ___ (A) 

7 - Miarz-Trijol ?1z Frijol 1-2-3 

is. siembra ----------- _ 

2a. sebia --------
 J
3a. sien m------------- - - ......
 

E- TOTAL --------- ": 6-5-6
.. .X......... ..........
M,'7-3!ii!
39 - WFIJU C I (A-B) : :::::::::::::X:::::::::::.i:ii~~i:j - 

,0 - mafz-Maicillo fT-z-Iiciuc 

Ia. sien- -- -..-.-...-

2d. siemnbra ----------
)d. sie"fCra A-.... ,..-2-3
3


IW................--____ - - . ..... .
-A- -- -- . 

43 - malz Otro Cultivo Tampo V T7 
Ia. simnza ----------- -~ .__ 
28. i y- -.---...---............ .
 

is. sicrra ----------

'4T AL -------------

6s- DlirRDcLA (A-B) , 'S: :

46 - Mafz-Cultivo P*Tmnte alz -N,
 

I.a siembra -----.--- - X
 
2&. siembr ------- .... .
.
M.. sinb'- -------- -

7?- TTAlT~Aaut I3.. ------- ::::": 1 -Z1 

Sb- JL 4A(A-B) :==:==:;== 

149- WJPErICIL CULTIVOS ASOCL)AD2 _m__a,,'_,- Tdlw"d. OrICINA 

http:OFIM7.NA
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A.? - Cultivc, Industriaaes 

VDxnAPo PROrx acCla. OTIC rm CLA Xs-
Mnannas Taras Cantidad Urudad Superficie Pr'oucci&., 

S - Ajonoll ----------....-I----1
 

SI - Algod& --.-.--------........ 
 3-,2 - Agod~-sucesivo -----------... 
53 - Cacahuete ------------------
 2 1-f
 4 - Carw de o c -- ............-- 1:
 

!'-Kenaf ---------------------- 5-L:1,- " 
57 - Ta ,Lco -----------------. 

,: -',LS8 - Yuca ....................... .:.!; :.:.-::....:: :::: I- 3:: 


9 - SU IRc CULTIVOS fDMU U MAn-zanas Tareas __ _Oi5CIt A. 

A.3 - Otrr3 Cultivos y Tierra en Descansc 

Cu:.TIVO SJPrRrICIE O 

Manzanas Tar-as 1 

6,0 - 02-s CultIvo Ta res -------------------- I 
I - Tierre an Descanso ----------------------------

2 
2 - TOTAL .. ....................................... 
 363 - SJPEMCIE 1 I LABR.NZA: Manzanas TLreas 0FICINA 

A.4 - Hwtalizas, Tubdrvlos, Ralces y &Ibos 

CULTIVO 
 SU 
 C OICINA_anzaras 
TarcONs
 

64 - Sandfa ---------------------------------------

6 5 - M -&-.. -------- . . . . . . ..--
el -. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -
, - To a te ---------------------------------------

7 - Otnas hortalizas ----------------------

B - IN CULTVO PERPWDc 
B.2 - Frutales e Indust1iales 
(Cultivo ocrganizado y disperso) 

SUPEDrICIE No. DE ARDOLLS f PROIUCCION Total deCULTIVO S 0 PLANTAS brboles OFICINA_RA_ y '-13-: 
______ O_"'______ nas na- Tares TotalTo G Superi, prciTar~e jrv{Cann rii PlAntasduccior dad Medida dispersos cie ci.
 

6B - Nww.jo --------- (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
 -

6 - Gui-o ..........----.. T
 

71- Pi--a----------------
72 - Pa p ay a - ---- --- ---- -- - -.-- - - 1--_23z-,5 

73 - Mari -------------74 - Cot' ........ 

7- -

-,--
2-.,-3-,-6

75 - Cdcaotem ----------
--

76 - Ba lawr ----- 
77 . Pa~o --------------

- 1 --
11-1.-

2-3-4-5 

18 - Aguacal------------
O"ros cultivos p"- -

....X.. ""- ... ' 
nentes - ---------- N-----_____: T -

BU - !AuPL3iCx roUrALLS 1: INIAJWZALJS: _ ______ marzandis _____Tareas OrICINA '
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B.2 - Cf 
L~ 

62 - Tiene cultivo de cafi? Si =i; No Z=2. En caso aftimitivo, an&tese el detalle siguientes: E 

supI.FIfif
Iola] 

S]wo,
siihpducci,6r 

I_NkUJKC 
Total 

I C1:-Jr. PROUCCION 
Sir P3, Cwtidad Uniciad 

OriCINA 
Superficiein Producci-

MaraanaI Tareas durcion Ielida To.aA duccion (cQ) T-21-1 

(1) (2) (3) () (5) 

82 - SLMI.rICIr CULTIVO WEILMAN1"T: Manzanas Tareas OFICINA 

83 - Cu,to, cafetos sustituy6 (resembr,) durante el Aho Agricola 2970-1971? T___.._ 

04 - De la cosecha 1970-1971, cuanto destin6 par el consume en la exploteci6r,? _2 

8 - Ha tenido asstencia t~cnica pra el cultivo de cafidurnte el Ao Agrcola 197G-1971" 

Si =1, No =2. 
8( - 1! cafe que se cosecha es; Bajio 1, Media Altura =2; Altura =3, Bajfc y Mecia AlturA 

=74, Bajfo y Altura =5; Media Altura y Altura =6: Bajfo, Media Alt ra v Altura =7. 

C - M TTO APR0VECHAMIDo 

CONCEPT~t) CO Mazanas J:rRFTCrTa 57 OFICINA Tr-1a rias 

87 - Pastos nataes ---------------------------......
 

88 - Pastos rades.------------------------------.. ..
89 - Mnnte. y bosques ---------------------------- 3 

L2 - O t r a r t i e-r a s .................................-j
 

91 - SUPWITICIr 0UK AFFLOCHAWIE ,7'O; _anzanas 	 Tareas OTICINA 5 

V - G.NAIX., AVES DE CORUX. I COUPIVAS 

A - C V*'.i( 	 B - gjiAXCr'7RO
CLA\ 	 .. ,% 

1; - Gdat. vdU,.. ',j. gxa-oo vacunc 95 - Ot- ganado. Que ot:ra clase de 9a
prm;2: y/. ajenc, en ii ex, lta:1c:, nado propio y/s ajenc, Tuvo en la 
e.1da __de ? explotaci6n en la fecha wencionada 

=;~ cas unidaes de cad& clase. nme-Si No =S$2. En afia -	 enro elde nuneral 97? Arn6tese el 

tivo, an6tese el ramert de unidades 
conforn el detalle siguiente: B.2 - Porcino .- 18 

A.1- Le 2ahos y nis T-17-1 a)- De 6 feses y ms --

a)- Torvs ------------- I 	 b) -enos de 6 es -.. 2 
b) -N os------02 c) - Total de ganado porc. 

c) - Novillas ---------- 3 
d) - Bueyes -4 B.2 - Otrac clases 

e) -Vacas horras ------ S a) 01inO-------------- 4 

f) - Vacas rie coeho --- _ 6 	 b) - Carino .-----------

c) - Caballar ----------- 6 

A. 2- De I ho a renos de 2 ahos -17-2 d) -1*lar -------------- __ 

-Asnal -------------- 6a)Ta es----e) 
b)- Novillos.---------- 2 C. -AVES DE CORRAL Y 0,LMCNAS T-19 
c - Navillas ---------- 3 96 - Ayes de corral y colmems, tuvo a

yes de corral ylo co!Jenas propiis 
A.3 	 - Mwx de I ao y/o ajenas, en la explotacin en 

fecha rnncionda en el numeral 92? 
a) - Ter ei----------__ 4 Anttese el ntanerc de unidades de 
b) - Tenves --------- _5 cada cldse. 

a) - Gallos, Gallinams, Pc
93 - Total de panado vacno - llos y Pollas ------ I 
94 - Del total de cabeza, - b) - Pavo --.------------- ; 

cuantas sm do raza ps ) - Patos --------------- 3
y/o mjarda-? ------	 d) - Cobmera% ........... 4
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-------------------

------ ----

___ ___ 
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VI - PRODwcOS DE ORIGN ANIMAL 

97 - tNrno de vacas crdeadas ayer
9 8 - Cantidadde leche pruducida ayer 

99 - Wueso elabrwwx. durante 
2 

la semana del 26 a! 72 de Agosto de 2972 ......... 
 3 
200  tAherm df gallinas poriedoras  -


101 - Cantidad de huevos producidos ayer -

10, - C~atidad de cera priucida er, el Aho Agfcola ------------.-.-.-------- - E
103 - Cantidad de nelprcducida en el h Agrfccla -----------------------------


7
 

'VII - ABONOS Y F.IEGOS 
104 - Se aplicaron abonos durunte el Aho Agrfcola? Si L 1; No = .. r,casc afirtwivo, an6

tese el detalle siguiente:
 

PMIDA OFicTJ 
 T-20-i
 
IDS -
Org~riCC -- -  -


06 -Qunico 

2 
107! - Se in'igamn los cuLtivos? Si = 1; No = 2. En caso afirmativo, reg.s'ese la superfi- 3
cie bajo riego: _ Manrmaas Tateas. OFICINA 3 
108 - Cu9! 
fug el origen del agua empleada en el riego: 
 RPo =1; Pozo =2; 01-o =3. 
 K 

VIII - TMANSPORTE
 
109 - Cufi 
fug el medo de transporte que principabmente uiliz6 pa corducir al merado los

ductos cosechados o producidos? 
pro-

A pi = 11 Bestia = 2; Can-eta = 3; Camin o Pick-u LL=4; Oto medio = S. Especiffquese _, No us6 Z 6.
 
210 - Cull fu6 la causa par la que no us6 lransporte? Verdi6 los 
roductos en la explotaci6n =7i
 

Se destirar al consmW 
 en la explo&aci6n = 2. 

IX - CIASE DE EWPIMACION 
I11 - En la venta de los productos, de qui actividad obtuvo la mayor parte de sus irgresos?


a) - Por la venta de cosechas 
 -

Ib) -P-r la venta de g-nado y ayes de corral 

2


c) - Por la venta de otspoductos -----------
3En este ultimo caso, especiffquese cuales sn esos prouctos _ 

X - DIPLZADDS Y TRABAADORES ANRICOLAS PE SNDMS 
(Aho Agrfcola lo. de ?byo de 1970 al 30 de Abril de 1971)
 

.. OeBRE E 
 T-22 
P uctor pldosGRUPOS D EMAD y 1 Productos y M T2Total Total familiares y trabaja famiares y d a 

2 
sin dores- Tmsi 
 3
 

cr rer~mmraci6n
112 - De 30 a nereci&6n -£colas 414 afos -- 

13-" "" 64 

I 6L 616b-114-"T(JTAL5 yy S" -......... 

_____7___________ 



--------- ----------------- ----
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2 99 

)al - DMGIA LFTLIL'iA IN LADWLCACIx 

256 - i clas, do wwerg& util-iz6 en las opercimes agropeciiarias durante el Aho Apicola A±iw~ 0 
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ANNEX II 

AGROINDUSTRIA L PROFILE
 
An Assessment of tile Potential of Agroindttry to Contribute to the
 

Income and Employment of the Rural Poor
 

INTRODUCTION 

Those 1.dustries which process farm products have important impacts on rural employ
ment and income, a part of which accrues to the rural poor. The objective of this section is to 
attempt to understand the current impact of agroindustrial activity on the rural po.' and to 
explore the potential of agroindustry to make additional contributions to target group income 
and employment. 

The discussion explores three principal ways in which agroindustry impacts on the wel
rare of the target groce: 

1. As a direct employer of surplus rural labor 
2. Stimulating farFi production of raw material 
3. Creating institutional links to the small farm 

The first of these impacts deals with the role of agroindustry as an employer of rural 
labor, some of which may be from the target group. The factors which affect the potential 
of the various agroindustries to absorb surplus target group labor will be discussed, such as 
geographic distribution, labor intensity, capital requirements, skill requirements, etc. 

The role of agroindustry in stimulating production of small farm products will be ex
plored. The match between what small farms produce and what agroindustries produce will be 
examined, as well as the target group income and employment benefits which result from pro
ducing for processing. 

Important institutional relationships in many cases exist in credit, technical assistance 
and marketing which connect the small farmer who produces for processing with important ser
vices. The current role, and potential, of agroindustry to provide links to the small farmer whicb 
reduce his market risk factor, increase his credit access, or improve his technology are discussed. 

The data base for this section allows a unique examination of small scale or cottage in
dustries which employ less than 4 persons in production. These on-farm and small rural activ
ities for the processing of agricultural products present special potentials for improving the wel
fare of the rural poor. The data analyzed contain over 16,000 small scale establishments 
processing i'arni products, most of which are located in rural areas or small villages. 

a. SECTOR DEFINITIONS 

For the purposes of this paper agroindustry is defined as those industries which process 
farm, forest, or fishing producls. In the case of coffee processing, the hulling stage (beneficios) 
was largely classified by the census as a farm activity and therefore excluded from the industrial 
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census. Appendix C contains a detailed description of the sectoral classification scheme used to 
group (lie data by industry type. The 13 industry types which are included in the profile are 
listed in Table I. 

Table I 
El Salvador 

Listing of Agroindustrial Types Included in the Agroindustrial Profile 

Sector Number Sector Description CIU 

I On-Farm Poultry Industry* 111
2 Forest Industry 121
3 Fishing 130
4 Food Processing 311 
S Coffee and Miscellaneous Products*" 312 
6 Drinks 313
7 Tobacco 
8 Textiles (Spinning, Weaving & Finishing) 

314 
321 

9 Textiles (Manufacture of Clothing Products) 32210 Leather (Not including shoes ard clothing) 323
II Leather Shoes and Clothing 324
12 Wood Industries (Not including furniture) 331
13 Wood Furniture 332 

SOURCE: CIIU Classification of the El Salvador Industrial Census, 1971.

*This category is a catch-all for on.farm activities which have industrial characterisitcs, such as large-scale poultry


production, but are not classfied elsewhere as industry.
**This classification includes coffee milling and roasting, and a variety of other small industries such as ice, salt, 

etc., which are not really food industries. 

In order to provide comparisons with all industry, including all branches of manufacturing, 
a separate sector number, 14, was assigned to represent all industry. 

Because of the concentration of small farm production in food, coffee and tobacco, the 
industries whihl process these products are given special attention in this profile. A special, more 
detailed classification will be used in certain tables and discussion which breaks these three general
categories (Food, Coffee, and Tobacco) into 15 component or sub-industrial types. These 
detailed industries will be referred to in the paper as food industries, and are listed in Table 2. 

b. GEOGRAIHIC DISTRIBUTION 

El Salvador has been divided into four regions for the purposes of this analysis. In 
some comparisons the 14 Departiients are used. Figure 1, a map of El Salvador, shows 
these Departments and Regional divisions. 
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Table 2 
El Salvador

Classification of Detailed Food Industries Used In the Agroindustrial Profile 

Sector Sector Description CIIU 

Is Slaughter and Meat Processing 311116 Milk Pasteurization and Dairy Products 311217 Fruit and Vegetable Canning and Processing 3113
18 Fish and Seafood Products 311419 Edible Oils (Vegetable Oi! & Animal Fats) 3115
20 Cereals Milling (Floury and Cereals Products 3116
21 Bakery Products 311722 Sugar Milling and Refining 311823 Chocolate and Candy Products 3119
24 Coffee Processing and Miscellaneous Products 312125 Animal Feeds and Concentrates 3122
26 Alcoholic Deverages 313127 Beer and Malt 3133
28 Soft Drinks 313429 Tobacco Products 314
30 AU Industry (for comparison purposes) 

SOURCE: CIIU Classification used in the El Salvador Industrial Census, 1971. 

Figure 1. Regional Map of El Salvador. 
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c. THEk. DA 7'A 

The dla used iii this profile are drawn directly fromitie Industrial Census of 1971. Th( 
L)ireccioit Geeral de Estadistica y Censos was generous in facilitating the data before it appearc4 
in sumnmary published form. The coverage of the 1971 census appears to be very good-2,660 
medium/large scale and 18,632 small scale establishments were included. The questionnaire 
used provided sufficient depth to analyze iniustries substantially beyond the scope of this pro
file. The small and large scale questionnaire, are reproduced in Appendix B. 

The data were taken to Washington in semi-processed form and entered on the Samuel 
Daines & Associates computer for furtl'er processing and analysis. The number of plants included 
in each table may be determined by referencing the source table in Appendix A. 

1. SUMMARY PROFILE OF AGROINDUSTRY IN EL SALVADOR 

a. Product Structure of Agroindustry in El Salvador 

Medium and large scale agroindustrial establishments (5+ workers) number 2,03.2 and 
account for 76 percent of' all medium and large scAle industrial plants. Almost half of the 
medium and large scale agroindustrial plants are relatively small scale (panela) and sugar ex
tacltion establishments i:I.jig crude (trapiche) equipment, and having an average of seven woik
ers. Selling aside these small scale (because they are over five workers they fall technically 
into lite medium size category) panela producers, there are 1,045 agroindustrial plants on me
dium ;,nd large scale in El Salvador, which accounts for about two-thirds of all industrial plants 
of similar size. 

Table 3 outlines the proportioik of value added and of plants of each of tie agroindus
trial subseclors. 

In importance the textiles (spinning, weaving and finishing) and food processing predom
inate both agroindustry and all of manufacturing; 52 percent of all manufacturing value added 
is concentraled in these two sectors. )rinks, tobacco, clothing, and shoes make up an additiona 
15.5 percent. These five industrial groups account for more than two-thirds of all manufactur
ing value added in El Salvador. 

Table 4 explores [lie relative share of production of the components of the food industrl 
in El Salvador. 

Meal slaughter and processing is the largest of the food industries, with 3.43 percent of 
all manufacturing, and 21 percent of all food processing. Edible oils and baking account for 
20)and I8 percent of food processing, and with meat represent 59 percent of the food industry. 
By adding the sugar, milk and milling industries, 93 percent of food processing value added is 
incled 



-5-

Table 3
 
Value Added and Number of Plants for Medium and Large
 

Scale Agroindiistries by Subsector
 

Suheclor No. of Vlue Added Percent of All Manufacturing
Plants Col. 000 Value Added 

I. Poultry 4 1,539 0.42 
2. Forestry 5 45 0.01
3. Fishiitg 6,4919 1.77 
4. Food Processing 1,337 59,486 16.24
5. Coffee & Misc. 55 9,601 2.62 
6. Drinks 19,58327 5.34
7. Tobacco 109 15,896 4.34
8. Textiles 103,364127 28.23
9. Clothing Products 127 10,246 2.79
 

l0 leather (Not Shoes) 24 3,381 0.92

II. Leather Shoes 94 11,148 3.04 
12. Wood Products 54 1,017 0.27 
13. Wood Furniture 60 5,078 1.38 

14. All Manufacturing 2,660 366,086 100.00 

SOURCE: Appendix A, Tables I and 2. 

Table 4
 
El Salvador
 

Share of Value Added by Detailed Food Processing Subsector
 

Subsector No. of Value Added Value Added a a Percent 
Plants Col. 000 of All Manufacturing 

15. Meat Products 69 12,586 3.43 
16. Milk Products 30 6,692 1.82
17. Fruit & Veg. 6 814 0.22
18. Fish Products 3 940 0.25
19. Edible Oils 7 11,631 3.17
20. Milling 14 6,050 1.65 
21. Haking 204 10,942 2.98
22. Sugar!/Panels 988 7,485 2.04
23. Choc./Candy 16 2,343 0.64
24. Coffee 6 2,657 0.72
25. Animal Feeds 6 4,367 1.19
26. Liquors 20 7,293 1.99
27. Beer I 6,597 1.80
28. Soft Driiiks 4 5.481 1.49
29. Tobacco 109 15,896 4.34 

SOURCE: Appendix A, Tables I and 2. 



b. Geographical Distribution of Agroindustry 

Medium and large scale agroindustrial production, like other manufacturing. is centralized 
in San Salvador. Table 5 indicates Ihe percent of gross value of production for all agroindustry 
which originates in each l)eparlment and Region. 

Table 5 
El Salvador

Geographical Distribution of Agroindustr al Produ.,tion
for Medium and Large Scale Plants 

Department and Region 	 Percent of Agroindustrial Production 

Ahumclhnpan 0.5
Santa Ana 3.3 
Sonsonate 3.3

West Region 	 (7.1) 
Chalatenango 0.2
La Liberlad 4.4
Sat 	Salvador 58.6
Cuscall~n 0.9

Central (West) 	 (64.1) 
La Paz 8.7
Caba("'as O.S

Sill 	 Vicute 1.2 

Central (East) 	 (10.4) 
Uslhkiln 9.2 
San 	 Miguel 7.8
Morazin 0.4
La Uni6n 1.1

East 	Region (18.5) 
El Salvador 100.0 

SOURCE: Appendix A, Table 17. 

San Salvador alone accounts for 58.9 percent of agroindustrial production, and if the De
partments of La Paz, Usulutdn, and San Miguel are added, 84.3 percent of medium and large
scale agroindustrial )roduction is covered. 

2. 	 TillE ACTUAL AND POTENTIAL IMPACT OF AGROINDUSZRY ON THE DIRECT 
EMPLOYMENT OF THE RURAL POOR 

This seclion attempts Iooutline the principal factors which affect the potential of the
agroindustrial sector to provide productive employment for the rural poor. Among the most 
imporlanI factors which determine how much employment impact a particular agroindustry 
has on lie rural poor are the following: 
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I. Current enployment magnitude, or enployment share 
2. Libor intensity of output 
3. Expansion potential 
4. C.apital requirements of employment generation 
5. Skill requirements 
6. PIlant location flexibility (rural vs. urban) 

1Uc of these topics will be treated in this subsection with a view to estimating which 
agroindustrial subsectors, plant scales, and technologies have the most potential for expanding
employment opportuii ties ol the target group. 

a. Employment Profile of Agroindustry 

i. Employment i Medium and Large Scale Agroindwtrtal Plants 

Almost half of all medium and large scale industrial workers in El Salvador are em
ployed in the food processing and textiles (spinning, weaving and finishing) sectors. Table 6 
outlines the employment share by subsector. 

Table 6
 
El Salvador
 

Employment Profile of Medium and Large Scale Agroindustry by Subsector
 

Subsectur No. of Workers Percent to Total Industrial Employment 

3. Fishing 994 1.81
4. Food Processing 14,423 26.35
5. Coffee & Misc. 1,294 2.36
6. Drinks 1,516 2.77
7. Tobacco 1,339 2.44
B. Textiles 10,981 20.06
9. Clothing 3.218 5.88

10. Leather 672 1.22
II. Shoes. 2,002 3.65
12. Wood 578 1.05
13. Furniture 1,509 2.75 

All Agroindustry 38,810 70.92 
(Med. & Large Scale) 

All Industry 54,725 100.00 
(Med. & Large Scale) 

SOURCE: Appendix A,Tables I and 2. 

Medium and large scale agroindustry employs 71 percent of the total medium and large
scale industrial labor force divided between food processing (26 per:ent), textiles (26 percent) and 
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the baknce ( 19 percent). Of the total industrial workers, 89,637 (in small, medium and large 
scale establishnents), 61 percent are emlployed in medium and large scale plants. 

i. Smale Scale Agruindustrial Istablishments 

Thirty-nine percent of all industrial workers are employed in small scale (one-four work
ers) establishnients. Employment in these small scale establishments is concentrated more heavily
in agroindustries than for the medium and large scale industry. While agroindustries account for 
71 percent of medium and large scale employment, in small scale they account for 87.8 percent. 

The sectoral structure inside the agroindustrial group of industries also changes with scale. 
Table 7 outlines the sectoral structure of employment in small scale establishments. 

Table 7
 
El Salvador
 

The Structure of Agroindustrial Empoyment in Small Scale Establishments
 

Subsector Grouping No. of Workers Percent of Small Percent of Small 
Scale Workers Scale Workers 

4. Food Products 11,079 36.1 31.7
8. Textiles 1,714 5.6 4.9
9. Clothing 6,860 22.4 19.6
4. Coffee lhling 6,420 21.0 18.4

Four Major Sectors (26,073) (85.1) (74.7) 

Other Agroindustries 4,565 14.9 13.1 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines computation based on data contained in the El Salvador Industrial Census, 1971. 

Three important patterns emerge from Table 7 with reference to differences in the struc
ture of small scale as opposed to medium and large scale agroindustry. First, agroindustry is a 
much larger proportion of small scale industry than it is of medium and large scale industry. 

Secondly the two textiles industries switch positions in employment importance, but the 
textiles category as a whole remains almost equally significant in the small scale as it was for 
the medium and large scale. Textiles (spinning, weaving and finishing) accounted for 20 percent
of all medium and large scale industrial employment, and clothing 5.9 percent. For small scale 
industry the pattern is almost the exact mirror image, textiles (spinning, weaving and finishing) 
account for only 4.9 percent of all employment, and clothing for 19.6 percent. 

The third important difference for small scale agroindustrial employment is that coffee 
processing and miscellaneous food products category becomes very important. For medium and 
large scale employment, coffee and others accounted for only 2.36 percent of employment; 
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for small scale industry it accounts for 18.4 percent. This is due in part to the small scale 
nalure of much of coffee hulling. 

The food procesing industry represents only a slightly larger proportion of total employ
nient for snuall scale imldoi:,ry (31.7 percent) ian it did for imediumnt and large scale (26.4 per
cent). It is p:cl)able (Val the relative importance of the subcomponents of the food pocessing 
industry are different among small scale industries, but the data available are not disaggregated 
in such a way as to allow examination of such differences. 

As would be expected, small scale agroindustry tends to be more geographically dis
perse than medium and large scale, leading to the hypothesis that a much larger proportion of 
the employment is provided by the rural poor. Table 8 indicates the geographic dispersion of 
employment in small scale agroindustry. 

Table 8 
El Salvador 

Geographic Distribution of Employment in Small Scale Agroindustries by Department 

Department Number of Workers in Small Percent of Total Small Scale 
Scale Agroindustry Agroindustry Workers 

Ahuachapin 1,020 3.3
 
Santa Ana 3,613 I1.8
 
Sonsonate 1,692 5.5
 
Chalatenango t,343 4.4
 
La Libertad 2,157 7.0
 
San Salvador 8,578 28.0
 
Cu.catlin 2,337 7.6
 
La Paz 1,394 4.6
 
Cabaas 929 3.0
 
San Vicente 1,542 5.0
 
Usululin 1,786 5.8
 
Son Miyuel 2,477 8.1
 
Morazan 1,164 3.8
 
La Uni(,n 608 2.0
 

Tota l 30,638 00.0 

SOURCE: Samuel Dairies computation based on data from the El i.Alvador Industrial Census, 1971. 

iii. The Role of Women in Agroindusrial Employment 

The activity of women as workers in agroindustry varies widely by subsector. Women 
provide 71 percent of all workers in the clothing industry, and more than half in baking, candy, 
and fruit and vegetable processing. 

Women are concentrated in particular occupational categories in different sectors: 
there are no overall strong patterns which cross sectoral lines. On the average there is a slight 
coiceniratlion in owner/partner and unskilled production cat,.gories, and a slight lack of 
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Table 9
 
El Salvador


Women in Agroindustry: Occupational Concentration
 
Indices by Subsector and Occupational Type
 

Subsector No. of Women %Women Owners/Partners Admin. Office Skilled Prod. Unskilled Prod.
 

Textiles 4,037 36.8 

Food 2,648 18.4 

Clothing 2,284 71.0 
Shoes 562 28.1 
Coffee 522 40.3 
Tobacco 416 31.1 
Fliiling 414 41.6 
Drinks 311 20.5 
Leather 81 12.0 
Furniture 70 4.6 
Wood Prod. 29 5.0 

Food & Beverage by Detailed Subsector 

Baking 1,667 55.5
Candy 319 61.6 
Liquor 223 42.0 
Meat Prod. 179 16.8 
Milk Prod. 125 16.0 
Fruit & Veg. 115 62.8 

SOURCE: Appendix A, Table 27. 

0.4 .4 1.1 1.1 
1.0 1.3 1.4 0.6
0.5 0.4 1.1 1.2
0.4 0.9 0.2 1.7 
2.0 0.5 0.5 0.8
0.4 0.4 1.2 1.1
0.0 0.3 0.0 1.3
1.7 0.5 0.7 2.4
0.7 1.8 0.5 1.3
1.6 6.8 0.4 0.1
1.3 5.9 0.6 0.3 

1.0 0.6 1.1 0.9
0.4 0.8 1.1 1.1 
0.8 0.6 0.6 1.4
2.5 0.4 0.2 2.1
1.3 0.9 0.8 1.7
0.0' 0.3 1.0 1.1 

access to administrative, technical and skilled production jobs. These trends, however, vary so
widely by sector that any generalization is dangerons. 

The industries in which large numbers and percentages of women are employed are
interestingly those industries closely identified with homemaking skills (Baking, Clothing,
Cindy, Fruit & Vegetable processing) and might support the hypothesis that women's employ
ment opporlnnities are strongly limited by cultural views of appropriateness. There are
important exceptions to this trend since the other important sectors employing large numbers 
of women -ire Alcoholic Drinks, Tobacco, Shoes, Textiles, and Fishing. 

iv. Scale Differences in the Role of Women 

This section examines the differences in the role of women by scale of operation in
agroindustry. It would appear that women have slightly less involvement in smaller scale
industries. Table 10 presents the number and proportion of women workers in the four 
most imoi)rlant women en)loying sectors. 

There are fcw patterns in Table 10 or in Appendix Table 29 which would support
a hypothesis that scale makes an important difference in the total proportion of women work
ers. 



-11-

Table 10
 
El Salvador
 

The Role of Women in Agroindustrial Employment by Scale
 
for Medium and Large Scale Establishments
 

Sector and Scale Number of Women Workers Women as a %of All Workers 

Textiles 
5 to 9 Workers 37
10 to 19 Workers 85 33
20 to 49 Workers 391 54
 
50 if 99 Workers 597 52
 
100+ Workers 2,927
 

Food Processing 
5 to 9 Workers 644 19

10 to 19 Workers 495 16
 
20 to 49 Workers 572 36

SO to 100 Workers 173 
 19
100+ Workers 764 33 

SOURCE: Appendix A, Table 29. 

While there appear to be few important impacts of scale on the total quantity or 
proportion of women in agroindustry, the function which women play in the industry varies 
in some important aspects by scale. Women as owners and partners in. agroindustries are con
centrated in the smaller scale plants. Table 29 (Appendix A) contains five scales for each of 
10 subsectors, four of which employ no women. Of the 46 which employ women, 19 have a 
larger )roportion of women owners and partners than they do total women workers. Of these 
19 womeii owner/partner concentration industries, only 3 are in scales over 50 workers per 
plant. This would indicate that women concentrate in owner/partner roles in smallqr scale in
dustries. Table I I presents indicators of women occupational concentration by scale of opera
lion. 

Table I I
 
El Salvador
 

Occupational Role Concentration by Women in
 
Agroindustry by Scale of Operation
 

Occupational Role Percent of Industries Percent of Women Occupational
Favoring Women Concentrations Occuiring in 

Smaller Scale Larger Scale 

Owner/Partner 38 80 20
Manager/Supervisor 4 100 0
Office 38 50 50
Technicians 0 0 0
Skilled Produotion 28 50 50
Unskilled Production 34 40 60 

SOURCE: Computation based on Avnendix A. Table 29. 
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Women tend to concentrate in favored occupational roles more often in the smallerscale industries, while their position in larger scale industries tends more often to be as unskilled workers. In general, however, women do iot obtain their share (as determined by theiroverall proportion of workers) in the majority of favored occupational roles. Their almosttotal absence in technical and managerial roles is evidence of their lack of' penetration intonontraditional roles in agroindustry. Their role as owner/partner is the most iinportant of

favored occupational roles.
 

In certain large and important agroindustrial sectors (food, textiles, shoes, clothing),women represent a large proportion of total employment. They are particularly as owner/partners, office/administrative workers and unskilled labor. These patterns vary widely by
gector and scale of operation. Programs aimed at inc-reasing the income and employment role

of women could use 
 this information to select subsector- and scales for project concentration. 

b. Direct Employment Intensity 

i. SubsectoralDifferences in Employment Intensity 

The impact of agroindustry on employment varies widely by sector, with considerablyless variation inside sectors between regions. Table 12 outlines employment intensity indicatorsfor agroindustrial subsectors and compares them with the national average for all manufacturing. 

The agroindustrial group of industries is almost twice as labor intensive as all industry.This average, however, masks the wide differences which exist between the various agroindustries.Many of the industry groups are significantly below the manufacturing average in labor intensity. Using the national manufacturing average as the median, Table 13 groups the agro
industries into labor intensity categories. 

Clothing, Food, and Wood Products are very labor intensive when compared with boththe national average for all manufacturing and the labor intensity of other agroindustries. Thepotential of agroindustry to increase employment among the rural target group will be affecteddirectly by the mix of commodities produced. If agroindustrial expansion is looked to as anemployment generating alternative, care must be taken to assure that the industrial subsectorschosen for involvement are among the high employment industries. 
ment 

Six times as much employwould result from an expansion of $100,000 of output of the food industry as wouldresult from an equal sized expansion in the drinks industry. 

it. The Relationship Between Scale and Employment Intensity 

For industry as a whole there is a strong relatioaship between scale and labor or employment intensity. Table 14 indicates for all manufacturing the employment intensity of
different plant scales. 
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Table 12
 
El Salvador


Employment Intensity in Avroindustry by Subsector
 

Subsector Numbcr of Workers per Number of )iret Production Workers 
US$1000 Value Added per US$1000 Vhlue Added 

No. Intensity Index, No. Intensity Index, 
Nat. Ave. = 100 Nat. Ave. = 100 

Fislhiag .18 69.8% .15 77.5%
Food Proc. .42 167.3 .29 151.5Coffee .21 84.2 .13 65.1Drinks .08 31.1 .04 22.0
Tobacco .18 68.9 .13 67.6Textiles .21 81.6 .18 92.9Clothing .62 246.0 .53 276.2Shoes .36 141.0 .27 142.9Wood Prod. .82 324.8 .61 316.7Furniture .55 215.0 .46 241.7 
Agroindustry .47 185.1% .38 196.8% 
Detailed Food and Drinks Industries 
Meat Prod. .21 81.4% .13 65.5%
Milk Prod. .19 73.7 .11 57.9Fruit & Veg. .37 144.2 .33 170.4:ish Prod. .18 69.8 .12 62.3 
Edible- Oils .09 36.2 .07 38.9
Four Milling .11 41.8 .07 38.2Bakery Prod. .52 205.4 .39 204.0Sugar/Panela 2.09 825.4 1.36 711.5
Candy Prod. .31 124.0 .25 130.2Coffee .13 52.0 .11 58.2Animal Feeds .03 11.2 .02 9.1Uquors .09 37.1 .07 34.4Beer .05 18.6 .02 12.0Soft Drinks .13 51.3 .05 26.8Tobacco .17 68.9 .13 67.6 
Food & Drinks .31 122.7% .22 112.5% 
All Mauf. .25 100.0% .19 100.0% 

SOURCF: Appendix A, Table 30. 

The influence of scale on labor intensity is obvious for most agroindustries. For all manut
lacluring, the largest scale is only 15 percent as labor intensive as the 5-9 worker scale. Those 
industries found to be most labor intensive on the average in Table 13 also show a significant
decrease in labor intensity as scale increases. The importance of 3cale i- employment intensity
is most marked in the food processing industry where the number of workers per $1000 value 
added drops from 2.8 for the 5-9 worker plants to .22 for the 100+ worker plants. This implies
that more than ten times as much employment would result from a similar sized expansion in 
the small scale industries. In the other labor intensive subsectors (Clothing, Textiles, Shoes and 
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Table 13
 
El Salvador


Labor Intensity Rankings for Agroindustries
(Based on Direct Production Labor) 

Very High Labor Intenlity 

Supr/Panela 712
Wood Prod. 317
 
Clothing 276

Furniture 242

Baking 204
 

High Labor Intensity 

Fruit & Veg. 170

Shoes 143

Candy Prod. 130
 

Median Labor Intensity 

Textiles 93

Fishing 78

Tobacco 68

Meat Prod. 66

Coffee 65

Fish Prod. 62

Milk 59
 

Low LaborIntensity 

Edible Oils 39
 
Cereals Milling 38

Drinks 22
 

SOURCE: Table 12,
 

Table 14

El Salvador
 

Differences in Labor Intensity by Scale of Operation

for Agroindustries by Subsector
 

Subsecior Workers per US$1000 of Value Added (Census Def.) by
Scale of Plant in Number of Workers per Plant5to9 1Oto19 20to49 50 to 99 100+ 

Food Proc. 2.8 1.3 .36 .20 .22
Coffee .49 1.1 .50 .13 .43
Drinks .24 .14 
 .42 .15 
 .19
Textiles 1.56 .96 
 .60 .71 .22
Clothing 1.08 .79 
 .70 .65 .81
Shoes 1.23 .91 
 1.60 0.00 .32
Furniture 1.06 1.10 0.88 .46 .84
 
All Manuf. 1.67 .86 
 .43 .24 
 .25
 

SOURCE: Appendix A, Table 31. 
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Fuirniture). employment iu'f,.isity decreases as scale increases, although less significantly than 
is te case for food procesimg. For example, in clothing the drop is only from 1.08 to .65, 
which implies that choice of scale is not nearly as important in the non-food agroindustries. 
Inside the rood processing subsectlor there are differences in the commodity composition of 
different scales. This means that part of the dramatic drop in labor intensity as scale increases 
can be explained by the fact that lose commodities which concentrate in small scle plants 
are also more labor intensive. Part of the apparent scale differences in the food industry are 
really conmodity differences. 

c. Expansion Potential 

In the last section the employment impact of expansion in each subsector and scale 
was estimated. It was seen that certain industries have substantial employment potential and 
others have very little, and that the same industry at different scales will have significantly 
different employment impacts. The question addressed by this section is the ex pasion poten
tial of the labor intensive and small scale industries; unless these industries are profitable, face 
expanding and attractive markets, the fact that they would produce important employment if 
expanded is not a very important employment finding. 

The potential of each industry to expand will be viewed from two perspectives. First, 
how profitable is it? If the profit rates are very high one might expect that the industry could 
expand until profits are driven down to average industrial rates. The second perspective, 
beyond the reach of this study, is an examination of the market demand situation for each 
product. 

1. Profitability 

The average rate of return on total investment in all manufacturing in El Salvador in 
1971 was 8.05 percent if weighted by the number of establishments, and 7.98 percent if 
weighted by the value of output. Agroindustry as a whole (with almost double the labor 
intensity of all manuficturing) has an average net rate of return of 34.7 percent, four times as 
high as ill industry. From this overall average it would appear that more labor intensive are 
not less profitable; in fact, it would appear that just the opposite is the case. Table 15 pre
sents profitability ratios for agroindustries by subsector. 

The first conclusion drawn from Table 15 is that almost all agroindustries have signi
ficantly higher profitability rates than the industrial average. The second conclusion is that the 
better employment generating subsectors are not less profitable; there appears to be a rather 
consistent trend in the opposite direction. For the food industry (on the average four times as 
profitable as the industrial average), those component subsectors classed as high labor were also 
oil the average higher in profitability, those with median labor intensity were lower, and those 
with low employment impact were also the least profitable. 



-16-

Table 15
 
El Salvador
Profitability in Agroindustry by Subsector
 

Subseclor Net Return to Capital (%) Ioo
Net Return to Capital Manuf. t Labor Intensity Category 

Coffee 0.1 0 Median
Drinks 12.9 0 LowTobacco 67.1 841 MedianTextiles 75.4 945 Median
Clothing 13.1 165 HighShoes 19.3 242 HighWood Prod. 9.2 115 High
Furniture 2.8 34 High 
Agroindustry 34.7 435 High (Ave.) 

Detailed Food Processing 
Meat Prod. 34.5 432 MedianMi!k Prod. 26.4 331 MedianFruit A Veg. 58.5 733 HighFish Prod. 41.9 525 MedianEdible Oils 17.7 222 LowFlour Milling 22.4 280 LowBakery Prod. 32.2 404 HighSugar/Panels 48.4 606 HighCandy Prod. 18.3 229 High 

Food Ave. 35.1 440 High (All Food)
High Labor 39.4 493 High (Ave.)
Median Labor 34.2 429 Median (Ave.)Low Labor 20.1 251 Low (Ave.) 

SOURCE: Appendix Tables 3, 4, 30. 

If would appear that the industries with the most expansion potential, from the point of 
view of current profitability, are the same subsectors which would generate the most employ
ment for unskilled rural workers. That is to say, there is no apparent trade-off or inherent 
conflict between efficiency (profitability) and equity (labor intensity) in agroindustry. 

.he second issue with reference to profitability and expansion potential is the issue of 
scale and profitability. In the last section, it was observed that even in very labor intensive 
subsectors, smaller scale plants were much more labor intensive. But are small scale operations
profitable such that they could be efficiently expanded on a paying basis? Table 16 addresses 
the scale and profitability issue. 

The measurement of profitability in Table 15 is relatively complete from an accounting
point of view. Both fixed and operating capital are included in the investment base. The net 
income account (the numerator in the profitability ratio) takes into account many items not 
usually available for such estimates like inventory change, depreciation, fees, commissions, sales 
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Table 16 
El Salvador 

Profit Margin by Scale of Plant for Agrolndustries 

Subsector Net income as a %of Total Value of Production by Numbe
10 t0 19 20 "f 

r of Workersj 
- 0 

er Plant 
A I V 

Food Proc. 26 22 21 25 20 
Coffee 44 26 18 22 15 
Drinks 45 39 23 38 20 
Textiles 25 22 27 14 36 
Clothing 28 24 20 21 25 
Shoes 29 28 20 0 34 
Wood Prod. 33 21 9 48 0 
Furniture 29 18 18 27 10 

All Industry 30 26 22 24 28 

SOURCE: Appendix A, Table 31. 

and exchanges in used equipment, unprocessed goods, etc. Unfortunately, these accounting 
concepts were not as complete where subsectors were separated by scale of plant. Table 16 
does not, therefore, contain as sophisticated measurement of profitability as Table 15. In 
Table 16 depreciation and interests are not subtracted as costs, and no reliable estimate is 
available for the value of total fixed investment. What is presented is a profit margin, not a 
profitability or internal rate of return ratio. Net income (sales minus annual costs) is taken as 
a percent of total value of production. 

The measure in Table 16, since it ignores fixed capital, is not a reliable comparison be
tween industries with widely varyirvg capital patterns. It is therefore only a safe indicator for 
comparisons inside a narrow ind, strial type. 

Because of the limited dita, the conclusions from Table 16 have less force than those 
of Table 15. Even so, it appears that there is at least no indication that smaller scale industrie! 
operate at lower profit margins. lit ve ef the eight industries, the highest profit margin is 
found in the smallest scale industry. There is a pattern of decreasing profit margin as scale 
increases for most of the industries included, and the average for manufacturing seems to 
follow that trend. 

It would appear that smaller scale establishments could be expanded without compromi 
to efficiency or profitability. A clear distinction should be drawn between the total amount 
of net income and the per unit efficiency of income generation, While these small scale plants 
may produce net income more efficiently, that does not imply that the owners or workers 
Ive more net income. The amount of net income produced is a function of the rate and the 

size; larger indust-ies may choose to increase their scale even though it results in a lower 
profilability rate, since the rate is still higher than the rate of interest they must pay on 
borrowed assets. 
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ii. 1*nsion Implications of Profitability Findings 

It appears that the higher employnwnt subsectors and scales have a much higher thanaverage profitability rate. Many factors may explain this phenomenon: however, the interestin this section is not so Inutich to exl)lain it but to explore its Ineaning " terms of expansion 
p ten t ial. 

Where profits are high it may be because of favorable price situation: that is, at currenl
prices the techmology in current use yields relatively high profits. If output at that currenttechnology increases, we would expect the price to drop until profits are squeezed to averagelevels where either expansion would cease, or technology w,',dld be altered such that higherprofits could be extracted from the same price and volumes. 

Where tie pr duct is for domestic consumption, since the domestic mrket is not largein absolute terms, we would expect these interactions to be relatively rapid; that is, large
expansions in output might be followed closely by drops in profitability as prices drop.
 

Where production is for export, the small size of El Salvador cuts in the opposite direction; expasions are not likely to have any direct impact in reducing the international prices.Export oriented expansions could take place over wide ranges without any expected decrease
in profitability even without changes in technology. 

Givein the fact that the profitability of most agroindustrial subsectors is three to four
times the industrial average, it would appear that there is considerable margin for expansion
even in those sectors which are oriented only at domestic consumption. 

d. apit-! Requirements of E.xpansion and Employment Creation 

lLaving identified the employment impact of different industries anW scales, a remainingissue is the capital cost of generating the employment. Capital resources of two kinds wouldneed to be drawn upon to expand production, operating capital, and/or fixed long-term capital.In tie event that excess fixed capital capacity exists, only operating capital would be needed,therefore the issue of underutilized capacity will be addressed first. 

i. apacity Utilization in Agroindustries 

Sour-:es outside the census must be tapped for information on capacity utilization rates.Based on studies of CONAPLAN and the University of El Salvador (Factibilidad del desarrolloindustrial de El Salvador, Facultad de Ingenieria y Arquitectura 1969 and Encuesta de 50Empre.sas Fabriles Nlanufactureras 1971. CONAPLAN) of 50 and 247 companies, capacityulilization rates are possible. Table 17 outlines these capacity utilization rates. 

The maximum proba:ble utilization is the proportion of capacity which it is feasibleutilize given tie seasonality of raw 
to

material supply and other factors. The difference between 
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Table 17
 
El Salvador
 

Capacity Utilization Rates for Agroindustries
 

Sector Maximnum Probable Utilization Actual Utilization Rate Expaivuioi Potential 

Food & Drinks 87% 67% 20% 
Textiles 91 83 8
Shoes & Clothing 90 75 I5
Leather 90 80 10 

SOURCE: 	 Factibilidad del desarrollo industrial de El Salvador, Facultad de Ingenierfa y Arquitectura, Universidad 
de El Salvador, 1969. 

this maximum probable utilization, and the actual utilization rate, is the expansion potential. 
The food industry has the most seasonality and hence the lowest maximum utilization propor
tion. It is also the industry with the lowest actual use rate, and the one with the Lrgest
expansion potential. Fronsi the information available, it would appear that 10-20 iercent increas 
in output could be achieved without added fixed capital investment in agroindustry. 

The largest underutilization is in the food industry, which is one of the most labor 
intensive. If the food industry were to absorb the 20 percent underutilized capacity, the total 
employment in agroindustry would increase by 13,853 man-years. Unfortunately, the data do 
not allow the disaggregation of the capacity utilization rates into the detailed food 'industry 
subsectors to gee if the high employment sectors have underutilization or if it is concentrated 
in the low labor industries. 

i. Fixed CapitalRequirements of Expansion and Employment Generation 

If industries expand beyond the absorption of unutilized installed capacity, investment 
in fixed capital will be required. It is important to find what the capital costs of employment 
generation aic for each subsector in order to compare the magnitude of the employment
generated with the capital required. Table 18 presents capital labor ratios which eiplore this 
issue. 

The figures in Table 18 have been adjusted to take account of the current itnder
utilization of installed capacity. A*.i investment of US$1,000.00 in agroindustry would gen
erate only 143 jobs if invested in the high capital cost agroindustries (Coffee, Textiles, Fish, 
Oils and Flour), 432 jobs if invested in medium capital cost agroindustries (Drinks, Tobacco,
Shoes, Milk, and Candy), and more than 1,700 if invested in the low capital cost agroindustries 
(Clothing, Fruit and Vegetables, Baking, and Sugar/Panela). Since capital is severely limited 
in El Salvador, and since population pressure is acute, it is important to allocate the limited 
capital in such a way as to generate ('e maximum possible productive jobs. 

http:US$1,000.00
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Table i 
El SalvadorCapital Requirements of Employment Generation in Agroindustry 

Subsector US$ of Fixed Capital per Col. of Fixed Capitau
Additional Worker per Actual Worker 

Food Processing $ 1,336Coffee C 315,455Col. 4.340irinks 3,736 52,180Tobacco 1,761 12,130Textiles 5,933Clothing 5,720630Shoes ! 931,920 16,330
 
1,593 
 4,800
 

Average Agroindustry 
 $ 3,718 11,200
 
Detailed Food Industry
 
Milk Products 
 $ 3,258Fruit & Veg. Processing 319Fish Products 8,060Edible Oils 6,777Flour Milling 5,128Bakery Products 460Sugar/Panels 935Candy & Chocolate 1,232 
SOURCE: Daimes Computation based on Appendix A, Tables 3 and 4. 

It should be remembered that profitability and capital intensity do not go hand in hand.Those industries which use the most capital per worker are not the most profitable; the highcapital cost group of agroindustrkis has an average profit rate of 31.5 percent, and the low
capital cost group a profit rate of 38.1 percent.
 

iii. redit and Financial Requirements 

With profit rates as high as they are for most agroindustries, it would appear that theycould expand substantially before reaching the point at which their rate of internal return
approximated 
 the rates they might have to pay for credit. Either primary product shortagesor credit shortages are the most likely bottlenecks to expansion. In some cases, such as flour
milling, local supply of raw material may present an important constraint. T , supply of
credit is probably a more important bottleneck on the expansion of output, 
 .'articularly inthe case of the small scale agroindustry. This sector employs 44 percent of 1 agroindustrialworkers, yet received less than a 10 percent share of the credit supply in 1973 (FIGAPE Fondode Finandtnimiento y Garantia para la Peque@a Empresa, Memoria, 1973, page 1I). The burdenof autofitmancing in these small firms must be severe, and their informal credit alternatives maybe very high cost. It is possible that one of the reasons small scale industries are not expandingat a faster rate is that the cost of informal borrowing exceeds ev,;-i their very high internal rateof return which averages 35 percent. 
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3. 	 TIlE INDIRECT IMPACT OF AGROINDUSTRY ON THE EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME 
OF TARGET GROUP FARMERS 

The earlier sections of this document deal with the potential of the agroindustrial sec
tor to provide employment to the rural poor. In this section the role of agroindustry in 
stimulating agricultural production and on-farm employment is explored. I 

For many small farm products, agroindustry is an indispensable link between the farmer 
and the coisurner. Table 19 outlines the share of small farm value of production provided by 
commodities which pass almost totally through the agroindustrial sector. 

Table 19

El Salvador
 

The Proportionate Share of Proceued Agiculturai

Products in Small Farm Value of Production
 

Commodity 	 Percent Share of Small Farm Production Value 

Coffee 	 14.5 
Rice 	 1.6 
Sugr Cane 1.8 
Cotton 1.3 
Sisal 	 0.4 
Tobacco 	 0.3 

Total Fully Processed 	 20.0 

Corn 	 24.4 
Sorghum 	 6.6 
Beef 	 8.9 
Swine 	 13.7 

Total Largely Processed 	 53.5 

Mostly Unprocessed
Deans 	 6.5 
Eggs 	 5.0 
Milk 4.8 
Minor Crops 4.6 
Oranges 2.9 
Bananas 1.4 
Poultry 	 0.6 
Plantains 	 0.4 
Pineapple 	 0.3 

Total Mostly Unprocessed 	 26.5 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines& Dwight Steen, StausticalAralysis of the Rural Poor Target Group, Tables 48, 49, 50, and 51. 
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lhe position of agroindustry in the marketing chain for small farm products is an importat one: one-filth of all small farm production value passes completely to the agroindustrial sector for processing before it can be marketed. Another 53.5 percent is largely processed.Based ou these estimates it appears that about two-thirds of small farm products fact agro-
Industries as their initial market. 

The stimulation of agroindustrial output would directly expand the demand for small
farm prodtcts. 
 This backward link of agroindustrial demand for raw small farm product isexplored in Table 20. The strength and absolute size of this backward link to small farm pro
ductioi varies by the type of agroindustry. 

Table 20

El Salvador
 

Backward Unk of Aproindustry to Farm Praduction
 

Subaector Raw Farm Product by Subsector Raw Farm Product as a as a %of All Agroindustry %of Value Added 

Food Processing 41.5Coffee 2106.7Drinks 2082.7Tobacco 431.7Textiles 3235.8Clolhing 1044.3Leather 1261.5Shoes 1363.3Furniture 891.3 79 

Asa %of All Food Proc.
 
Meal Products 
 26.6Milk Prodtcts 263 
Fruit & Vegl. 

9.9 185Prod. 0.4Fish Products 590.1Edible OiLs 12(29.0) (part import)Flour Milling (310)(14.3) (imported) (294)Bakery Products 10.4Sugar/Panela 1187.4Candy & Chocolate 1232.1 110 
SOURCE: Appendix A, Table 33. 

The food and textiles subsectors account for 78 percent of all raw farm product demanded.from the agricultural sector. The small farm share of the backward link in textiles is minimalsince cotton is only 1.3 percent of small farm value of production, and only about 8 percentof all cotton and sisal are produced on small farms, It is only in the food industry that thebackward link to small and poor farmers is important. Since the textiles industry is so laborintensive itself, its poor backward link to small farmers does not diminish the important roletextiles can have in providing employment opportunities to landless rural laborers, and surplus
small farm family labor. 
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Coffee and shoes are the only other agroindustries with backward links of important
atsolute ditnensioth. Since small farms produce only about 10 percent of the coffee, the largest
share of this backward link goes to large farmers. Smail farms have approximately one-third 
of till cattle in El S-ilvador; if we nnssume that they therefore capture one-third of all raw hide 
value, It would appear that the leather raw material link would pass almost one-third to small 
farmers. 

One can either view the agroindustrial link from the small farmer's point of view and 
ask what proportion of small farm product depends on agroindustrial demand, or from the 
agroindistrial stage backward, and ask what proportion of the agroindustrial demand goes to 
small farms. These two questions give very different answers. Almost two-thirds oi small farm 
produce depend for markets on agroindustries. Table 21 presents estimates of the proportion
of agroinduslrial demand which passes to the small farmer. 

Table 21 
El Salvador 

Small Farm Share in the Backward Link of Aproindustry 

Subsector Small Farm Share of Small Farm Share of Total
Primary Production Apoindtmtrial Backward Link 

AIrolndlustry Food Ind. 

Coffee Processiel 13.1% 0.87% 
Drinks 0.0 0.0
Tobacco 48.2 0.82
Textiles 8.0 2.86
Clothing 8.0 0.34 
Leather 34.2 
 0.51 
Shoes 34.2 1.13
Furnit tre 0.0 0.0 

Total Non-Food (6.53) 

Detailed Food Processing
Meat Products 34.2 3.8 9.1%
Milk Product.% 31.7 1.3 3.1
FriN & Veg. 37.5 (Part Imp.) 0.0 0.0
Flour Milling 30.5 (Most Imp.) 0.6 1.5
Bakery Prodncts 30.5 (Moat Imp.) 0.4 1.1
Supar/Panels 18.9 0.6 1.4Candy/Chocolate 18.9 0.2 0.4Total Food I'rocemsing (7.6) (16.6) 

All Agroindu%ry 14.13% 

SOURCE: Samuel Daines computation based on Appendix Table 33. 

Snmall farmers produce only 14 pecent of all of the raw farm product consumed by agro
industry. The balance is produced by large farmers, or imported. As can be observed in these
tables, selectiog agroindustry to stimulate production on small farms is complicated; it is much 
easier to make agroindustrial investment choices to create rural employment. 
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The amount of an agroindustrial expansion which would be passed backward to small

farin producers depends on two interacting factors-the raw material intensity and the small

farmer share in the supply of the raw material.
 

The small farmer share is particularly high in tobacco, minor crops, fruits and vegetables,
livestock products, and cereals. Agroindustries which process these products will pass a muchlarger portion of their raw material demand back to small farmers. Cotton, coffee, and sugar
nre important processing industries which will have little small farm impact since the small
 
farmer share is very low.
 

Even inside the food "ndustry the small farm share in agroindustrial raw material supplyis very low. Small farms account for only 16.6 percent of all of the food industry raw material 
supply, and meat products along comprise over half of that link. 

Table 22 presents !he proportion of an added unit of output in each subsector whichwould be captured by the small farmer in added production. In some of these cases the small
farmer produces under contract to the processor, but in mo;t cases he sells to a marketing
intermediary and hence a marketing margin is removed, reducing the small farmer share. 

Table 22
El Salvador 

Agroindustrial Impact on Small Farmer Production 

Subsector Raw Material Intensity (Farm Product as Percent of Output Capa %Value oA Production) tured by Small Farmers 

Coffee Processing 56.9 6.0Drinks 14.8 0.0Tobacco 21.1 8.2Text lies 44.7 2.8Clothing 50. 1 3.2Leather 51.7 14.2Shoes 41.3 11.2Furniture 36.7 0.0 

Detailed Food IndustryMeal Products 72.0 19.7Milk Products 54.1 14.8Fruit & Vegetable 27.6 8.2Edible Oils 61.7 2.2*Flour Milling 66.9 3.3*Bakin i 47.2 2.2*Sugr/Panela 50.5 7.7Candy Products 38.4 5.8 

SOURCE: Table 21 and Appendix A, Table 33. 



-25-


An additional dollar of oulput in the meat products subsector would result in art addi
tional deniand for .19 of target group output. The industries with reasonably high small

farmer impacts are Meat, Milk, Leather, Shoes, Fruit & Vegetables, Tobacco, and Sugar/

Panawla. The flour, baking, nnd oils industries have reasonably large backward links, but due 
to imported raw material this backward in~fluence is lost to El Salvador. 

The strength of the target group impact of agroindustrial expansion could be changed
in three ways. If the small farmer share of production of particular products could be in
creased, the smali farmer proportion of the backward link could be increased. Technologicalchanges inagroindustry could result in a high,.r raw material intensity. The third, and only

alternative with significant short-range potential for increasing the small farmer share, is to
 
change the organization of agroindastrial raw material supply. 

Altering agroindustrial raw material supply may be done in a variety of ways which are
discussed in the last section under institutional linkages to small farmers. 

4. INSTITUTIONAL LINKAGES TO TIlE SMALL FARMER 

This section deals with institutional aspects of agroindustry and the way in vhich agro
industry relatcs to the target group. 
 Five sepaate topics will be examined: 

a. Small Scale Agroindustry as an On-Farm production alternative.
b. Restructuring Agroindustrial Organization to Increase Target Group Benefits. 
c. Agroindustry as a Credit Link to the Small Farmer. 
d. Marketing and Risk Assumption Function of Agroindustry. 
e. Technical Assistance and Technological Change. 

a. Small Scale Agroindustry as an On-Farm ProductionAlternative 

One way to make certain that agroindustrial benefits flow intact to the target group is 
to foment small scale agroindustry which can take place on small farms. Honey and cheeseprocessing are already common farm level agroindustries in El Salvador. Many othef industries 
are undertaken at a scale which would permit ruiral families on small holdings to enter production. Small scale rural agroindustries capable of being installed with very little cppital
account for 42 percent of all agroindustrial employment. The sectors in which these smallscale industries are important are Painela, a wide variety of food processing industries, coffee
processing, and clothing manufacture. 

These small scale cottage type industries have on the average only 1.87 workers. There 
arc 18,632 of them in El Salvador, scattered in all parts of the country. They are relativelyefficient businesses, supporting their improvement and expansion in selzcted product types would 
have important target grvup impacts. 
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Small scale rural industry represents a significant opportunity to increase small farmerincomes through absorption of surplus labor and entrepreneural returns. In attempting toevaluate the target group income potential of small scale agroindustry, many analysts havemeasured labor productvity, and finding it to be significantly lower in small scale establish.
ments, have reached the incorrect conclusion that they had little income potential,
 
Labor productivity (gross value o output per worker) averages Col. 15,440 for mediunrnd large scale agroindustry, and 2,860 for small scale. One might think, therefore, that theincome potential of small scale establishments is very limited and that instead of spreading thisinefficiency, small fFrmers and landless rural laborers should be employed in expanded mediumand large scale agroindustries where the labor productivity is higher. This formulation ignorestwo important consideratians which in the case of El Salvador invalidte the argument. Thefirst is that labor productivity may rise simply by increasing the proportion of capital per
laborer, and this substitution may not result in any increased payment to the laborers. 
 Thesecond is that even at a lower labor productivity, laborers will capture a larger share of net
income in snmall scale, laborer-owned ehterprises.
 

In order to look at the net income potential of agroindustries, proxies like labor productivity are not azcurate enough to be used; instead of proxies, actual net income measurements are needed. 
 Table 23 presents estimates of net income per capita for small and medium)
large scale agroindustries. 

Table 23

El Salvador


Net Income per Capita Impacts of Aproindustry by Scale
 

Subsector Net Income per Capita Medium &Large Scale US$ Net Income per Capita Small Scale USI 

Food Proc. $147
Coffee Proc. $229271Drinksi 215412
Tobacco 288189
Textiles 89221
Clothiiig 144156Leather 175300Shoes 232192Wood Prod. 323122Furniture 175222 230 
All Agroidustry $212 $190 
SOURCE: rnble 6; Appendix A, Table 21. 

While the labor productivity in small scale agroindustry is less than 20 percent of thelabor productivity in medium/large scale, the net income per capita of laborers in small scaleis 90 percent of the medium and large scale plants. Labor is 90 percent as well off in smallscale plants as in large scale ones. Much of the difference comes from the inability of labor in 
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the inedium/large scale plants to capture a larger share of net income, and not that the small 
scale plants produce as much net income. If net income is divided equally be-weei owners 
and laborers in Ihe medium and large scale plants, there would be a net income oer capita
level of US$86,. This means thait while large scale plants may do better for owners, for ihe 
taiget group as much net income will be generated by labor in small scale plants as in large
scale ones. 

In the most important small scale industries, the small scale alternative actually pro
duces superior net income per capita. The food processing industries comprise 36 percent,
clothing 22 percent, and coffee 21 percent of small scale agroindustry. In all of thbse in
dustries, comprising 79 percent of all small scale agroindustries, small scale incomes exceed 
medium/large scale. 

Small scale agroindustry would appear to be by far the best alternative for improving 
target group incomes through agroindustrial development. This would be true even if c;rrent 
technology were not altered. If resources were to be applied to improving technology, there 
is considerably more hope that small farmers and rural laborers would capture the benefits if 
the technological advancements were made in small scale establishments. 

Productive employment would likewise be maximized for the rural target group if 
small scale (as opposed to medium/large) agroindustry were expanded. In an earliei section it 
was observed that employment intensity decreased significantly as scale increased. In addition 
to increasing the total volume of productive labor, small scale plants would shift the proportion
of tlt labor in the rural direction because of their increased geographic dispersion. 

One of the principal bottlenecks to the expansion of small scale agroindustry may be 
the lack of credit access. Only the Fondo de Financiamiento y Garantia pare la Peque,.a
Empresa extends significant amounts of credit to small scale agroindustries. The apparent
credit shortage among small scale industries is emphasized in the PREALC study (ibid.) in 
the following forms: IComo puede apreciarse la particpacidn de Ia peque@a industria (en el 
credilei) es mnuy inferior a [a capacidad productiva de la misma lo que la obliga a un enorme 
sacrificio de autofinanciamiento o de elevados costos financieros, si debe acudir al prestamista 
locall. 

Ample data exist in the original data of the Industrial Census to expand this brief 
analysis of small scale agroindustry. In preparation for an expanded analytical view of the 
target group, this added data should be subjected to intensive analysis to explore areas for 
specific action in small scale agroindustry. 

b. Restructuring Agroindustrial Raw Material Supply 

Agroindustrial benefits would flow more intact to small farmers if their access to 
processing were restructured. Cooperative agroindustries are common in many couhtries; in 
Ulile, AID has been directly involved in supporting this mode of industrial organization. This 
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strategy is a way of making certain that agroindustrial investment by Al19 or by the hostcountry will have direct target group benefits. For example, while it may be true that an unguided investment in coffee processing will stimulate production on small farmis at a verydiluted rate, since only 18.9 percenl of coffee is produced on small farms a coffee processingplant owned by small coffee producers would have a very different impact. 

A wide variety of subsidies and incentives could be developed wh;:h would have theeffect of skewing the rpw material supply pattern of an existing (or expanding but non
cooperatively owned) agroindustry.
 

c. Agrotndw'try as a redit Link to the Small Farmer 

Where small farmers sell their product to an agroindustry, and if the transaction doesnot pass through intermediaries, there is a significant potential for extending credit to the smallproducer via the processor. This is common practice in some industries. From the dataavailable it is difficult to estimate with precision how much of the small farmer's credit comesthrough agroindustrial channels. The credit data in the census classifies produce purchasersand financial intermediaries without indication as to whether the product purchaser is a processor or not. It is impossible therefore to separate credit providing product purchasers between
those who are processors and those who are not. 
 What can be said is that the category (product purchasers and intermediaries) as a whole is an important source of credit for the smallestfarms. While this category supplies only 10 percent of credit to all farms, it supplies 38 percentof the credit on the smallest half of target group farms, and 20 percent on the rest. It is
probable that much of this credit is from local money lenders, and not from processors.
 

d. Marketing and Risk Assumption Function of Agroindustry 

A review of many of the high income small farm crops indicates that many of them areAlso high risk crops. While some of this risk is from weather phenomena, the largest portion ofit is market risk. Market risk involves price fluctuations which may be difficult to predict,as well as marketing risk of being able to move delicate products in a timely fashion tomarkets. In many cases, markets for high value crops are export markets where the marketing
problems are serious. 

Many of these factors combine 9o severely reduce the willingness of the small farmer toenter the production of high value crops. The added factor of credit scarcity implies that thesmall larmner has no constant financial source to see him through the bad years in order to,ake advnmtage of the good ones. His inability to project prices, to access distant markets,and to siislain unusual losses even if there are long-term gains involved, make the small farmer 
an unlikely grower for high value crops. 
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In niany of these commodities, the processor can play an important role which in
sulates the small producer from all of these difficulties to a large enough extent to draw him 
into production of high value crojs. The processor does not normally donate this service 
without exacting his price, yet the result isoften in the small farmer's interest. 

The situation in which the processor usually exacts an unfair price for his marketing 
and risk assumption is the situation in which a single processor exerts monopsonistic control 
over a captive group of small farm suppliers. If there is a competitive processing environment, 
these roles tend to be carried at reasonable costs to the small farmer. Monopsonistic behavior 
in agroindustry is usually associated with geographic isolation and poor transportation infra
structure where the processor or product purchaser gains his power by transportation monopoly. 
Except in rare situations, this does not appear to be the case in El Salvador. 

e. Technical Asistance Links to the Small Farmer 

High value crops with potential for small farmers may not be individually large enough 
to allow for efficient public technical assistance systems. Individual cereals and livestock com
modities are important enough to justify large research and technical assistance efforts. Corn 
accounts for one-fourth of all small farm production. It is unlikely that any single high value 
fruit or vegetable crop would ever represent such a large pe.centage, yet as a group they could 
be very important. Many high value products are processed, and in many cases the processor 
in his own interest disseminates seeds, and provides technical supervision of production. This 
link could be expanded with direct public subsidies to increase the volume of technical assist
ance to small farmers from processors. 


