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A. IMPORTANCE OF AGRICULTURE
 

Despite efforts to change the productive structure of tne economl, the 

agricultural sector continues to be the mainstay of tne Guatemalan economy. 

It employs 58% of the economically active population and provides two-thirds 

of the country's foreign exchange earnings (Table 1). During the period 

1983-1986, tne value of traditional agricultural exports as a proportion of 

the value of total exoorts increased from 55% to 67%, with an aosolute growth
 

of 20%. Non-traditional agricultural exports increased almost as fast (17%)
 

during the last three years.
 

Tax revenues on traditional agricultural exports grew from Q9.6 million in
 

1970 to a record high Q159 million in 1978, thanKs to exceptionally nigh
 

coffee prices in 1977 anc2 1978. These taxes accounted for 25% of total tax
 

revenue for the government in 1978. However, during the pcrisd 198U-1985,
 

total tax revenues dropped by 54% from Q686 million to Q315 million,
 

reflecting steadily declining tax revenues from traditional agricultural
 

exports, which accounted for only 3% of total tax revenues oy 1985 (Taole 2). 

These revenues of Q10.7 million in 1985 were almost the sane in absolute value 

as those of 1970. 

The contribution of agriculture to tne Gross Domestic Product (GDP) has 

historically been very important, although it fell from an average of 28% 

during the period 1970-1975 to 25% in 1980 (Tables 3 and 4). This resulted 

GDP relative to agriculture,
from an increase in the pace of growth of total 


specifi­

cally in the manufacturing and construction sectors of the economy, in
 

response to expanded trade opportunities in the Central American Common Market 

(CAMEA). During this period, agricultural production increased absolutely, out 

at a slower pace.
 

The economic shocKs experienced by the Guatemalan economy since 1980 have 

led to a renewed interest in 'he agricultural sector as an engine of growth. 

In the midst of the drastic economic downturn, caused in part by the demise of 

the CAC4, the agricultural sector has provided more consistent output
 



performance than the other key sectors (irnufacturing; transportation, storage 

and comirnications; and coumqerce). Beginnin " Ln 1980, tne Guatemalan economy 

experienced a process of contraction whereuy real GDP in 1985 was 5.8% less 

than in 1980, wnile real agricultural GDP was only 2.8% less during toe same 

period. Although absolute agricultural production declined, it still 

coniLzibuted an average of 25% to tne GDP during the period 1981-1985. 
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B. LAND UTILIZATION AND DISTRIBUTION
 

1. Land Use
 

Of Guatemala's land area of 108,889 km. 2 , 82% is in hillside and/or 

Highland area (Fig-ire 1). In global terms, 12% of Guatemala's land is devoted 

to annual and permanent crops, while an additional 23% is dedicated to mixed 

uses, crops and pasture, and crops and forest (Tab'.e 5). Adding in toe 25% of 

forest, theland in natural and improved pasture and mixed pasture and open 

proportion of land 	 dedicated fully or partially to farming and/or grazing is 

over 60% of total land surface. The productive capacity of soils and
 

potential land use are shown in Figures 2 and 3.
 

Actual land uses vary greatly from one part of the country to another
 

areas of greatest man/land
(Figure 4). The Highland areas, which comprise the 


ratios, have the greatest proportion of land dedicated to crops. The dry
 

(Boca Costa), the
eastern Highlands, 	the Pacific Coastal Plain, the piedmont 


slopes, and the lower Motagua River Valley dedicate a
northern Highland 


of the land in the
greater proportion to pasture and forest uses. Much 


otner areas noted 	 aboveeastern Highlands is not suitable for farming. The 

produce most of the traditional, export-oriented agricultural production in
 

than Highland, small-farm

Guatemala, which is generally less intensive 


The smallest

production. Most of the grazing land is in these areas as well. 


in crops and pasture is in the northern parts of the

proportion of land 


up of the Northern Transversal Strip (the northern
 
country, an area made 


portion of Huehuetenango, Quiche, and Alta Verapaz, along with western 
Izabal)
 

largely fragile lands and ecosystems. This
and all of the Peten. These are 

been the focus of recent development efforts, out still remains
 
area has 


largely in native forest.
 

In terms of land 	utilization oy farm size category, as would De
 

tend to have a higher proportion of their land in
expected, smaller farms 

more land to permanent crops,
annual crops, while larger farms devote 


small farms also produce most of Guatemala'swoodlands, and pasture. These 

food for domestic consumption.
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2. Land Size and Distribution
 

Guatemala nas the most nignly sKewed land distrioution of any Central 

American country. In 1979, farms smaller than 3.5 hectares in size comprisea 

78% of all farms, wnile occupying only 10% of the land in farms (Table 6). At 

the other end of the scale, fewer than 1% of farms in Guatemala were over 450 

hectares in size, yet tney occupied 34% of all landl in farms. The Gini 

co-efficient, whicn is a measure of land concentration, was 85 for Guatemal i 

in 1979, higher tnan all but two Latin American countries: pre-reform (1961)
 

Peru with 93.3, and pre-reform (1964) Colombia witn 86.4.
 

A ccmparison of data from Guatemala's tnree agricultural censuses in 

Table 6 indicates that concentration of land in larger holdings increased 

between 1950 and 1979. In 1950, 76% of farms were in the size range oetween 

0.04 and 3.5 hectares. By 1979, this proportion had risen sligntly to 78%. 

However, the total numoer of farms rose during tne intercensai period, so that 

the absolute number of farms in the 0.04 to 3.5 hectare size range rose from 

265,629 in 1950 to 416,662 Dy 1979, representing a 57% increase in tne number 
of farms in that size category. This is the largest aosolute increase in any
 

farm size category and a percentage increase exceeded only by farms of over 
450 hectares, which increased from 7,572 in 1950 to 13,254 in 1979, an 

increase of over 80%. It is worth noting that family-sized farms, which could 

support an acceptaole standard of living, increased in numoer at the slowest 

pace. 

About 54% of all farms, containing pernaps 60% of tne rural
 

population, consists of plots of 1.4 hectares or less. This is generally
 

considered too small to generate enough suosistence and casn on-farm income 
for the basic needs of a rural family (5or more people), without resorting to
 

off-farm employment, usually as migrant laoorers on Pacific Coastal
 

plantations.
 

Regionally, the smallest-scaJe farmers (campesinos) are concentrated 

in the predominantly indigenous Western Highlands (44.6% of total farms) and 
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in the East (10.8% of total farms), wnile the largest are on the Pacific 

Coastal Plain (21.2 of total area), tne Northern Lowlands (13.5 of total 

area), and the Peten (11.4t of total area) (Table 7). Given tnis 

concentration of small farms and lacK of first class land in tne Western 

Highlands and the East, the probability that the campesino and small farmer 

social groups will oe cultivating poor quality land is great.
 

3. Land Tenure
 

Although nationwide 74% of total farms nave recognized ownership, 

covering 89% of the area under cultivation, there is a considerable difference
 

in degree of ownersnip between large and small farmers and between regions, 

Generally, most. commercial farmers have title (93%), while small farmers (79%) 

and campesinos (72%) are less secure (Tanle 8). This is especially true in 

the Pet6n and tne Northern Lowlands, .here spontaneous and government-directed 

settlement is taKing place and wnere farming is slasn-and-ourn. It snould ne 

noted that campesinos and small farmers in the Western Highlands have the nign­

est levels of ownership of any region, out much of this is based on historical 

de facto ownership rather than de jure title. Insecurity of ownership among
 

campesinos and small farmers nas a related impact on low levels of on-farm 

investment and long-range improvements, such as permanent crops and 

installation of irrigation facilities. 

4. Land Pressure
 

As a result of the country's nigh population growth rate (2.8% 

annually) and an increasing concentration of land in larger holdings, a 

growing pressure can be oiDerved on land. All regions and Departments of the 

country, to a greater or lesser extent, show a continued reduction in the 

availability of land per rural innaoitant. The average nationwide per capita 

availability in 1964 was 1.82 hectares, in 1973 it was 1.52 hectares, and in 

1982 it dropped to 1.11 hectares (Table 9). The .regions most affected are the 

Western Highlands and the East, while the Departments with the most critical 

situation are Totonicapan (0.22), Chiquimula (0.28), Guatemala (0.35), San 

Marcos (0.38), and Solol6 (0.48). At the other extreme, El Peten (22.37), 

Izabal (2.09), Alta Verapaz (1.50), Escuintla (1.36) and Retalhuleu (1.14) 

still have availability of land per capita higner than the nationa average.
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Due to th's land pressure, much land not appropriate for agricultural
 

use has been placea under productiLon, especially forest land (Table 10). This 

situation is critical in the Departments cf Chiquimula, El Progreso, Zacapa 

and Jalapa in tne Eastern region and Baja Verapaz, Santa Rosa and 

Suchitepequez. Cultivating this inappropriate land results in serious soil 

erosion and lov, levels of productivity. 

Not only does the land pressure result in the aoove, out creates 

discontent and insecurity among tne landless and land poor. Rural Guatemalans 

place great importance on land ownersnip and tillage. Tnis is especially true
 

of Indian people, but also applies to many rural ladinos (non-Indians) as
 

well. This n-ans that ownersnip of land, even a very small plot suitaole only
 

for partial subsistence, has importance beyond its simple productive
 

capacity. This helps to explain, at least in part, why possession of land
 

seems to take on such transcendental importance among Guatemalans. 

The issue of landless farmers is one that presents serious proolems 

for the Cerezo administration. Not only are the numbers of landless 

unemployed growing, but movements such as that of Father Gir6n are capable of 

mobilizing them into a powerful political force. The Cerezo government's 

answer to the problem, to date, has oeen to propose land purchase and resale 

programs along the lines of those proposed by Father Gir6n and otrers, out 

organized and operated by the state. Tne land marketing program is 

controversial and has much opposition from among the large landholders. Also, 

it seems doubtful that sufficient land and funds to buy it will De available
 

to satisfy more than a small fraction of those demanding land. Nevertheless, 

alternate approacnes to solving the problem, such as colonization of
 

government-owned land or securing employment for the large numoers of
 

unemployed and landless, are not feasible. The manner in wnicn the government
 

deals with this problem will have a serious bearing on its success and, 

possibly, even survival.
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C. NATUR'L ,S-YJRCE USE AN) 0)NTSE<RVATION 

The country is divided oy tnree no3or watersneds: Thie Pacific Watershed
 

with 19% of total runoff; the Atlantic Watershed with 34% of total runoff; and 

the Gulf of Mexico Watersned witn 47% of total runoff (Figure 5). The rate of
 

runoff depends principally upon the degree of natural resource use and
 

conservation in tne healwaters of these watersheds. Unfortunately,
 

accelerated deforestation and soil erosion are occuring in these areas which
 

have both snort- and long-range i.pacts on the productivity of the country's 

soils.
 

N3tural resource conservation has not been seriously pursued in Guatemala 

until very recently. Even now, tre few conservation efforts of governmental 

agencies have been very limited in scope and impact. Te result is that 

natural resources, especially forest and soil resources, are becoming 

seriously depleted. 

1. Forest Management
 

Softwood pine forests tnat once covered large sections of the Western 

and Northern Highlands are now reduced to a few small areas, and even those 

are being cleared to meet the demand for firewood, charcoal, lumoer, and new 

farm land. Tropical hardwocd forests that once covered most of the Pacific
 

Coastal Plain were removed in the 1930's to 1950's to MaKe way for
 

agriculture. In the 1970's and 1980's, the most extensive tropical forests of
 

the Northern Transversal Scrip are being cleared along an expanding
 

agricultural frontier, a process similar to that which has been occurring in 

toie Peten for tne past 30 years. These northern sectors of Guatemala still 

possess the country's main forest reserves, but they are rapidly being 

cleared. Estimates of total forest cover vary widely, partly because of 

differing definitions. Undisturbed forest is probably on the order of about 

27% of total land area (29,000 Kin. 2 ) while forest cover amounts to about 40% 

of total land area (44,000 km.2 ). 
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According to conservative estimates, natural forest stands are being 

reduced by 1% to 1.5% per year, which is equivalent to 1,080 to 1,620 Km.2 

This would result in the disappearance of the natural woodland cover of 

Guatemala in a period of 25 to 40 years. 

In 1982, 22 million cubic meters of standing wood were felled, of 

which 13 million were used for fuelwood (60%). Forty percent of this fuelwood 

came from pine forests, while 60% was provided ny Droadleaf trees. Aoout 6 

million cubic meters of both types came from areas other than the Peten, a 

major source of wood products, which is resulting in a serious depletion
 

and/or extinction of this resource. Forest fires and pests were additional
 

factors in deforestation, accounting for more than 5% of the losses. Land
 

clearing for colonization also contributes to declining forest resources.
 

Estimates indicate, for instance, that from 1969 to 1982, the woodlands in trie 

Department of Peten nave decreased from 36,000 km. 2 2to 32,000 2kin.. This 

deforestation implies an annual loss of 5 million cubic meters of wood 

attributable solely to colonization. 

Forest clearing is proceeding much faster than replacement. The
 

government plants about 4,000 hectares of replacement forest per year, or less
 

than 7% of the estimated rate of removal. The private sector accounts for. 

another 1,000 hectares replanted annually. Regrowth in replanted forest 

varies great).y, depending on local conditions and species composition, but 

averages about 15 cubic meters per hectare per year, considerably aoove the 

rate of production of mature forest.
 

Intensive grazing in forests has negative impacts in the natural 

regeneration of tree stands, resulting in a hardening of the soil from goat 

and sheep hooves and a trampling of tree seedlings. In the long run, tnis 

phenomenon could be more destructive than forest fires and pests, since these
 

areas could become permanently damaged.
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The annual deforestation is much irore than the National Forestry
 

Institute (INAIM)R) authorizes ana controls, triereoy necessitating appropriate 

forestry policies, enforcemient, and programs to educate the population on
 

conservation and rational use of forest resources. Also, suostitution of some
 

other fuel for wood as a cooking fuel would significantly reduce the pressure 

on Guatemala's forest resources.
 

Secondary effects of forest clear ng include destruction of native 

wildlife, which includes many endangered species, and damage to the
 

hydrological system. Most of Guatemala has a climate that is characterized by 

a prolonged dry season. Forested watersheds act to hold water from rainy
 

season accumulations as soil or ground water, to oe released during tne dry
 

season in springs and seeps. These springs and seeps contribute to tne oase
 

flow of streams, Keeping water availanle during tne dry period. Forest
 

clearing contributes to greatly increased runoff, which reduces soil and 

ground water storage, thus increasing the incidence of flooding in the rainy
 

season and reducing the level of flow in springs and rivers in the dry
 

period. The problem of increased runoff and rainy season flooding is
 

especially acute on the Pacific Coastal Plain, wnere oridges, roads, and farm
 

land are destroyed nearly every year by streams carrying excessive runoff from
 

the nearby mountains and piedmont.
 

Conservation efforts on the part of the Guatemalan goverrnent nave
 

been limited largely to setting aside land in national parks and preserves, 

which presently are poorly developed. These preserves contain over 1.56 

million hectares (14.4% of the total national land area), 1.4 million hectares 

of which is in a single, large zone in tne northern Peten. Conservation laws 

are ineffective and poorly enforced. This means that even protected arteas are 

often protected only in name, and that exploitation may taKe place there at 

nearly the same pace as in unprotected areas. Also, some of the "protected" 

areas have already been damaged by exploitation, and will be restored only 

with difficulty, if at all.
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2. Soil Management 

Pressure on Guatemala's agricultural land is very great, especially 

in the indigenous Highlands, where rural population densities are in excess of 

100 persons per square kilometer in many areas. This pressure on the land has 

led to the spread of agriculture into increasingly more fragile and erodaole 

land. For example, it is estimated that 4 million metric tons of top soil per 

year are lost frot the Quetzaltenango Valley alone. This soil loss is 

principally the result of clearing and cultivation of steep mountain slopes 

and of failure of farmers to utilize even simple erosion reducing methods of 

cultivation. This loss of soil quicKly leads to soil impoverisnment ana loss
 

of fertility, thus increasing already severe rural poverty and causing farmers
 

to clear even steeper slopes that are still more erosion prone and less
 

suitable for farming.
 

It should Ie pointed out that 65% of the national land is classified 

as having a suceptibility to erosion ranging from great to very high (Figure 

6). According to some autnors, the removal of the fertile layer of soil from
 

the beginning of the century to the present is equivalent to 40% of the
 

productive capacity of the land. In general, deforestation witn its
 

associated erosion, represents a degradation and withering process in an 

estimated percentage of the surface of the country of approximately 40t. 

The primary focus of government soil conservation activities has been
 

in the Western Highlands (Ministry of Agriculture's Region I), where 

Agricultural Extension Service (DIGESA ) teams nave developed very successful 

techniques for involving farm communities in Duilding terraces and training 

participants in construction techniques. Based on the Region I experience, 

DIGESA now has six technical assistance teams wc kng in aoout half of the 

national territory and covering virtually all of the land in the nignest 

erosion risK categories, except for the Peten. 
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D. PHYSICAL INFR*T.\3TRU'JRE 

1. Access Roa~s
 

The 1981 Population Census indicated tnat 64% of the Guatemalan 

population lives in rural areas and that 54% of Guatemala's work force is
 

engaged in agriculture. One of the main constraints to improving the income 

and productivity of this large rural population has been the lack of an
 

adequate road system. In most rural areas, especially in the inaigenous
 

Highlands, small farmers are often unable to obtain agricultural inputs or
 

market their products because transportation is not available. wnen
 

available, it is both expensive and unreliable.
 

Guatemala nas invested in tne development of a large and complex 

transportation network, including primary highways and paved secondary roads, 

which connect the main population centers and serve major areas of traditional 

export production on the Pacific Coastal Plain and piedmont. However, this 

network is not supported by a sufficient tertiary and farm-to-marKet feeder 

road system. As a result, the majority of Guatemalan small farmers still lack
 

reliable year-around access to markets and agricultural inputs.
 

Although these small farmers nave the potential to increase /1arm 

yields, they do not have the incentive to do so because they must still rely 

on human or pack animal transport over poor foot trails to get their products 

to marKet. Poor roads also increase vehicle maintenance costs and lengtnen 

transport time for buses Find trucks using the roads. These costs also reduce 

truckers' frequency of service and raise freight prices to the small farmer.
 

In 1976, it was estimated that at least 15,000 kilometers of foot 

paths and seasonal trails needed to be upgraded to all-weather access roads to
 

provide adequate transportation to the rural population; yet during 1978 to 

1984 less than 1,000 kilometers of access roads were built.
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2. Energy and Ruril Mlectrification
 

Guatemala is particularly rich in energy resources. Of tne six
 

Central American countries, it ranKs first in geotnermal potential and second
 

in hydropower potential. Oil and gas reserves are located in tne
 

underdeveloped Peten. In small-scale renewable energy resources, it nas a
 

vast- potential in biomass feedstocKs, including woody oiomass, sugar cane
 

bagasse, and rice husKs. There is also some potential for wind and solar
 

energy applications in certain areas. Simll nydropower potential is enormous
 

over much of the country. Guatemala has been slow to develop and distrioute
 

its energy resources, nowever, and consequently, energy snortages in tne near
 

to mid-term threaten the country's anticipated economic recovery.
 

The energy sector in Guatemala is cnaracterized oy the predominant
 

use of fuelwood as the principal source of fuel for cooKing in the rural
 

areas, representing 62% of total energy consumption. Mosc of tnis fuelwood is
 

gathered by women and children, with very little being sold. Annual
 

consumption of fuelwood is estimated to be auout one ton per person, resulting
 

in an annual consumption of almost 6 million tons on a nationwide oasis. Tnis
 

has serious impacts on deforestation, principally in areas of heavy population
 

concentration correspondi. to regions where the natural forests are already
 

most depleted. However, pruning practices with snade trees for coffee produce
 

a large quantity of wood wnich is used for fuel in coffee-growing areas.
 

Petroleum, including tnermal generation of electricity, accounted for
 

32% of the total energy consumed. This percentage has not declined as 

expected because of problems with tne national hydropower program. In fact, 

Guatemala's petroleum import bill increased from 14% of merchandise exports in 

1978 to 22% in 1984. Even with sustained efforts to develop hydroelectric rnd 

geothermal resources, rural energy use will consist mainly of fuelwood for the 

foreseeable future. Thermal generation of electricity will De reduced 

significantly, however, as these other sources are developed. 

INDE has been quite effective in addressing its ooligation to meet
 

urban power demands, to the exclusion of the rural sector. As a result, only
 

7% of Guatemala's rural population has access to electricity, the lowest rate
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in Central America. Approximately 4.4 million people in rural areas and ca0out 

1.5 million uroan dwellers in Guatei,,la are without electricity. nlie 

Guatemala conte.mplates selling energy to neighboring El Salvador, 5.9 million 

people within the country are witnout electricity. Fuelwood will continue to
 

be trt-major source of energy in rural areas, primarily for cooKing and
 

heating, but tnis leads to deforestation ana erosion and does not address tne 

commercial energy requirements of most of the rural population.
 

3. Irrigation
 

The sharp division between the rainy season (June-October) and the
 

dry season (January-April) in the Guatemalan Highlands severely constrains
 

agricultural production by limiting farmiers to one crop a year. This 

situation is exacerbated by the relatively snort moisture i-erention period of
 

volcanic soils and fast runoff on steep slopes wnere soil conservation
 

activities have not been implemented. This problem is most critical for small
 

farmers.
 

Irrigation in Guatemala is neither extensive nor well developed, due
 

to the mountainous nature of much of the cultivated areas and the generally
 

sufficient rainfall in most cultivated lowland areas, except for some valleys
 

in the East. Presently, Guatemala is only irrigating 3.5% of its irrigaole 

land, much lower than any otner Central American country. Twenty-five puDlic
 

sector irrigation projects caparle of servicing 17,300 hectares have been 

constructed (Table 11). However, due to a lacK of secondary canal 

installation, only 5,800 hectares are actually being irrigated, of wnich 80% 

of the area is used for douole cropping of corn. Figure 7 indicates the
 

geographic distribution of the irrigation systems, with 45% of the systems now
 

in operation being located in the Zacapa LEpart-mwnt and 23% in the piedmont.
 

Small-scale irrigation systems provide one solution for some small 

farmers. Such systems, mainly gravity-flow, utilizing simple tecnnology, are 

relatively cheap and easy to install and maintain. In some cases more complex 

systems using pumps have been installed, but higher costs of installation and 

maintenance and the continuing costs of energy limit their effectiveness.
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System designs are developed oy especially trained DIG.SA personnel, wh-o also 

advise beneficiaries and oversee constructioh worK. BANDIXSA handles loans to 

participant farmers and other financial aspects of the program. As with 

terracing, most labor inputs for installing irrigation systems are provide Dy
 

the beneficiaries themselves.
 

Unlike terracing, the tecnnical and financial aspects of small-scale 
irrigation preclude independent adoption. Also, not all communities nave 

access to suitable water sources. Nevertheless, given sufficient tecnnical 

support and financial resources, small-scale irrigation tecrinology nas the 

potential to contrioute far more than its already impressive impact in 

diversifying production, limiting erosion (irrigation is, of necessity, nearly 

always linked to terracing or some other form of erosion control), improving 

nutrition and increasing siall farmer income. 

4. Crop Storage
 

Storage activity in food crops is performed principally oy INDECA. There
 

'is also a system of private warehouses, the storage capacity of whicn is
 

unknown. The private warehouse system generally works with export crops,
 

although they do some storing of wheat, rice and occasionally corn. The
 

installed storage capacity of INDECA is 694,000 metric tons iii silos and
 

470,000 metric tons in warehouses. Real storage crpacity is around 75% of
 

installed capacity because of the condition of silos and warehouses.
 

Furthermore, the management of INDIA has never permitted full utilization. 

The regional distrioution of INDX-A's storage capacity is presented in Taole 

52.
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E. STRUYQJIRE OF PMIDXUCPION 

The internal structure of the agricultural sector 1/ nas cnanged very
 

little over the last 15 years (Tables 12-14). Tne relative importance of crops
 

(for traditional and non-traditional exports and for domestic consumption) and
 

livestocfK has not snown the flexibility that is required to adapt to the
 

cnarging demand parterns that characterize current international marKets.
 

However, trere were soITm_ slight adjustirents during the period 1970-1980 wnen 

traditional and non-traditional export crops increased in importance due to 

favorable world prices. During the period 1980-1985, crop production for
 

exports dropped as did livestock production, while p:oduction of food crops 

for domestic consumption increased.
 

1. Situation and OutlooK for Traditional Lxport Crops 

According to Taole 1, traditional export crops nave contributed from 

55% to 67% of total country exports, increasing constantly from 1970 to 1932. 

There was a sharp turnaround in 1983, but Dy 1986 tne figure was oacK up to 

67%, thanks to high coffee prices. Mhe performance and outlook for the major 

traditional export crops are discussed belov. 

.a. Coffee. Coffee continues to be the mainstay of the Guatemalan 

agricultural economy, accounting for about 19% of the overall structure of 

production and providing $503 million of foreign excnange earnings in 1986, or 

47% of the totti value of exports. Its importance in the GDP declined from 

22% in 1970 to 18% in 1980, rising again to 20% in 1984 due to exceptionally 

high world coffee prices in that year. It accounts for 350,000 people 

employed in the economy. Eighty thousand small farms under 7 nectares account 

for 82% of the total number of coffee farms but only 9% of national production. 

I/ When this term is used, it includes crop, livestock, forestry and
 
fisheries production.
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Small and medium producers are concentrated in the piedmont area, witn some 
large plantations found on tne northern slopes of tne Hignlands in tne Alta 
Verapaz Department. rPbtal area under production of coffee amounts to about 

250,000 hectares.
 

Coffee export volume averages around 160,000 metric tons of the
 
total 180,000 metric tons produced annually. In 1987, coffee exports are
 

expected to be 136,000 metric tons at an average price of US$130/cwt. he 
contribution of coffee to total export earnings is expected to continue the
 
decreasing trend initiated in the mid-seventies because of slow growth in 
coffee production and increases in diversified exports. Efforts to inctease
 

coffee production center on the introduction of new coffee varieties and the
 

application of improved technologies in order to maintain acceptable
 

production levels on reduced land area. In addition to low international 
prices in 1986, coffee production has been hit oy the spread of coffee rust, 
whose control requires intensive use of imported chemicals with a resulting 

decrease in profitability.
 

The area dedicated to coffee production increased modestly to aoout 
290,000 hectares by 1980 and has remained at about that level. While yields 

increased nearly 20% to over 650 kg/ha. during this period, they are still 25% 

lower than the highest yields in Latin America. Only 15-20% of the coffee
 
uses agro-chemical inputs, and the yields on tnat portion reacn no nigher than
 

850 kg/ha. which is substantially below international averages for intensively
 

managed coffee.
 

The following indicates percentage changes over three five-year time
 

periods:
 

1972-76 to 1977-81 1977-81 to 1982-86
 

Area + 1.5 - 0.2 
Yield +18.9 - 8.7 
Production +21.6 - 8.2 
Farm Price - 0.4 + 0.5 
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Expansion of this crop is inhioited Dy international coffee agreement 

(ICO) limits on exports to iu2noer count ries,, tne spread of leaf rust into all 

growing areas, and low yields. Better imarKet prices mlght permit expansion, 

but competitiveness of local producers would De improved ny Detter yields, 

thereby lowering the average cost per unit. Prospects for world marKet prices 

of coffee are dim, with a projected increase of only 20t from the 1987 level 

until 1991.
 

Perhaps the farmers hardest nit by the declining importance of coffee
 

production and decreased profitability are those small owners whose yields are
 

low, trees are old,. and who cannot find financing to plant rust-resistant
 

varieties and/or purchase the necessary chemical inputs to increase
 

productivity. Declining coffee production will also cause dislocations and/or
 

unemployment among the large amounts of 
indigenous laoor used to harvest
 

coffee.
 

b. Cottcn. The traditionally second most important crop in Guatemala 

is cotton, which accounted for about 10% of tne overall structure of 

-production and provided $200 million of foreign exchange earnings in 1980. 

However, the growth of production experienced in the period 1970-1979 was 

reversed in 1980 and has Deen declining since then, accounting for only 5% of 

the overall structure in 1985. Nevertheless, cotton still provides for 

150,000 part-time jobs at harvest time and generated $28 million of foreign 

exchange earnings in 1986. 

Area under production and yields increased with high international 

prices during the 1970's. Yields at this time were almost 40%. nigher than 

those of other Latin American countries principally due to excellent growing
 

conditions and the massive use of insecticides. Resulting high costs and
 

increasing insect resistance left the industry in a poor position to respond 

to sharp drops in world cotton prices in the early 1980's. in addition, cold 

weather in the 1984/85 season, and an extended drought in 1985 contriouted to 

yield decreases. Finally, lowered world demand for textiles reduced the
 

internal demand for raw cotton by more than 50' during the early 1980's.
 

- 17 ­



The prospects for cotton production in Guatemala remain dismal.
 

Although the area planted to cotton in 1.987 is expected to douwle to around
 

40,000 hectares due to a snort-run increase in world prices, it is well oelow
 

the 126,000 hectares planted during tne 1978/79 production year.
 

International prices for cotton over the medium run are expected to increase
 

moderately, but costs of production will continue to increase due to tne
 

widespread use of expensive methods of pest control. If cotton prices do not 

jump sharply or cost. reducing metnods are not found and implemented, cotton 

production will cease to be an attractive activity in Guatemala and may
 

disappear altogether.
 

Production is concentrated on large, tecnnically sophisticated farms
 

on the Pacific Coastal Plain. A new, nigh quality, long-staple variety (ALFA)
 

could enjoy good deiland, out performance of this new variety under Giatemala's 

dryland production methods is not.yet fully demonstrated.
 

The following indicates percentage changes over three five-year time
 

periods:
 

1972-76 to 1977-81 1977-81 to 1982-86
 

Area +12.8 -44.3 
Yield + 5.3 -19.2 
Production +19.1 -54.9 
Farm Price + 0.6 + 0.6 

In addition to the negative effects felt by the economy as a whole due to 

sharply decreased cotton ptcduction and export earnings, domestic ediole oil 

and cattle cake sub-products are simultaneously declining in production. This 

implies either increased production of otner ediole oils 2/ or greater imports 

to fill domestic demand. This phenomenon could also seriously affect quantity 

and/or quality of beef cattle production. An increasingly serious proolein on 

the Pacific Coastal Plain is greater amounts of land lying fallow and growing 

dislocation and/or unemployment among the large amounts of indigenous laDor 

permanently living on the Pacific Coastal Plain which has been used 

traditionally to picK cotton.
 

Area dedicated to soycran production has increased from 3,000 hectares in 1983
 
to an estimated 21,000 hectares in 1987, principally on prior cotton land.
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c. Bananas. This crop nas accounted for aour 5% of tne overall
 

structure of proxuction and provided $73 million of toreign exchange earnings in 

1986. 3/ Value of exports declint.d auring tne periodJ L975-1980, Dout nas 

increased to pre-1975 levels over tne last five years. This was a result of: 
increased production ratner tnan Detter prices, wnile production increases nave 
resulted from exparded area under production ratner than rnrough improved yields. 
Banana production for export, wnicn is located in the lower Motagua Valley, 
provides 7,000 permanent jobs. Export marketing is dependent upon the Del Monte 
fruit company, witn all exports going to tne U.S.. Production tecnnol~gy on tnese 
farms is not as advanced as that used in other exporting countries as indicatea oy 
yield declines over three five-year tlme periods: 

1972-76 to 1977-81. 1977-8 to 1982-86
 

Area +78.0 +21.3 
Yield -37.5 -11.5 
Production +11.2 + 7.4 
Farm Price +16.6 + 1.8 

Production for local consumption occurs throughout much of the lower 
elevations of the country on small landioldings. In total, about 8,000 
hectares are planted to bananas both for export and doimKestic consumption. 
Production is expected to increase as new areas, particularly on the Atlantic 

Coast, are placed into production.
 

Use of improved technology could increase yields, and the major 

exporters believe banana production could be re-estaolished on the Pacific
 

Coast, where the United Fruit Company had operations from the 1930's to 1964. 
Deficient. infrastructure, particularly rail and port loading facilities, are 

inhibiting factors, both to expanding exports from Caribbean ports, and to 

re-establishing Pacific Coastal production. Of course, increased areas under 
production could have quite favorable impacts on increased employment, 
especially for the unemployed ex-cotton and coffee laoorers on the Pacific 

Coastal Plain.
 

_/ World Bank and FAO estimates are considerably nigner, around $150 - $160 
million annually.
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d. Sugar. This urop is of similar importance as oananas to the 

Guatemalan economy, accounting for about 5% of the overall structure of
 

production and providing $52 million of foreign exchange earnings in 1986 from
 

the export of 250,000 metric tons.
 

Both the area devoted to sugar cane and gross production expanded
 

during the 1970's, reaching 87,000 hectares planted in 1986/87. Both tne
 

average cane yield and tne sugar extraction rate dropped in the late 1970's as
 

an increasing portion of production moved from interiaediate to low altitude 

areas on the Pacific Coastal Plain. However, recovery rates and sugar yields
 

are still among the best in Central America.
 

Low international prices characterize the trade condition of sugar.
 

Its importance as a source of foreign exchange has varied through tne years.
 

Recetly, there has been a noticeable increase in the area devoted tu sugar
 

cane and in the production of sugar. Nonetheless, cane yield levels nave 
remained static. This is indicated by the following percentage changes over
 

three five-year time periods.
 

1972-76 to 1977-81 1977-81 to 1982-86
 

Area +16.7 + 4.3 
Yield - 4.4 + 3.0 
Production +11.1 + 10.3 
Farm Price 0.0 0.0 

The future of cane production is cloudy. World prices are uncertain,
 

and Guatemala is not the most efficient producing country in terms of cane 

yields. Competition could be improved with better management, -out current 

world prices do not provide incentives for investment in technology. Energy 

production could possibly maintain a market 4/ but the economics need study, 

and investment in large-scale production could ne significant. Energy 

production also emphasizes cane varieties that stress Dio-mass over sugar 

extraction.
 

In fact, the country processed 650,000 - 700,000 metric tons of sugar
 

cane in 1986 to produce ethanol to mix with gasoline.
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Probably the most important recent. occurrence seriously affecting the
 

sugar cane industry is the redJuction or import quotas allowed oy tne U.S..
 

Guatemala's quota, whicn permits the country to sell sugar to the U.S. at
 

$0.18 pound instead of the $0.02 jr $0.03 a pound on the international marKet,
 

was cut Dy 17 in 1986 and oy a suosequent 47% in 1987, tnereoy reducing tne
 

foreign exchange earninjs over the two-year perioa by $19.3 million. Witn low
 

yields and high costs, this would imply that the country's most inefficient
 

operations would be driven out of business, thereby affecting the rural labor
 

force on the Pacific Coastal Plain which has traditionally cut cane and worked
 

in the sugar mills. It would probaoly also have a negative impact on many of
 

the 13,00n independent producers.
 

e. Cardamom. Thlis crop, which was about one-fiftn as important in
 

the overall structure of production of the country in 1980 (0.7%) as were both
 

bananas and sugar, has steadily increased its importance to 3% in 1984
 

providing $100 million of foreign exchange earnings in that year. Both output
 

and price increases, as indicated below, made this performance possible:
 

1972-76 to 1977-81 1977-81 to 1982-86
 

Area +1.17.2 +44.2
 
Yield + 33.3 - 5.0
 
Production +193.3 + 31.8
 
Farm Prices + 56.8 + 28.9
 

Occupying less than 10,000 hectares in the early 1970's, cardamom has
 

expanded to around 50,000 hectares in 1986 in the lower altitude coffee
 

areas. The Department of Alta Verapaz is responsible for 75% *of the area
 

cultivated. Because the cardamom plant is affected by a virus, little further
 

expansion is expected in area planted unless that prcblem is solved.
 

During recent years, Guatemala has been the world's largest exporter
 

of cardamom because of its high-quality grain, replacing India which had
 

traditionally held the top spot. However, due to high international prices of
 

cardamom, other countries (including Brazil, Colombia. Ecuador, Costa Rica,
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Honduras, El Salvador and Mexico) found it profitaole to cultivate tnis crop,
 

i-hereby providing India and Guareiala with increasing competition and a 

downward pressure on prices. Presently, total world de~tOnd amounts to 8,500 

metric tons, wnile world supply (including 7,000 metric tons from Guatemala 

and 4,500 metric tons from India) will reach 13,700 metric tons.
 

Despite strong price performance in the past (Q626/cwt. in 1984), 

prices have dropped over the last two years to Q400/cwt. in 1986. With carry­

over stocKs from excess production ouilding up over the next few years, tnere
 

will most liKely be a downward trend in international prices until tne most
 

inefficient producers are eliminated from toe world market. If prices
 

continue to drop, large numoers of the approximately 50,000 Guatemalan small 

cardamom farmers could experience serious d)ops in their incomes from
 

declining value of exports.
 

2. Situation and Outlook for Non-Traditional Export Crops
 

Table 12 indicates that non-traditional export crop production has
 

become steadily more important in the overall structure of production, moving 

from 16% in 1970 to 19.5% in 1983 and suosequently leveling off at 19% during
 

1984 and 1935. In 1985, perishaole agricultural exports (principally fruits,
 

vegetables, ornamentals, and flcwers) provided $34 million in foreign exchanQe 

(Table 15), with almost half of that correspondirg to fresh or frozen 

vegetables. Although these perisiaoles accounted for only 3% of total export 

earnings in 1985, their importance should increase due to increasing demand 

in the United States, Western Europe, and East Asia and expanding expertise of 

Guatemalan producers and exporters. Although the largest marKet for 

Guatemalan goods outside of tne CACM is tne United States, these exports 

currently make up a very minor portion of total U.S. imports (Table 16). 5/ 

These levels could increase, however, because Guatemala, as other CBI coun­

5_/ In the case of vegetables, the largest non-trdditional agricultural
 
export item, this proportion amounted to only 2% of all U.S. vegetaDle
 
imports.
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tries, has the advantages of its close proximity, harvests during the period 

of a winter decrease in U.S. production, and tne diversity of environments 

within the country whicn allo.'s production of tropical and temperate crops, 

such as mangoes and oroccoli, witnin a relatively snort distance of eacn 

other. The major Guatemalan competitors for exporting non-traditional crops 

to the U.S. are Taiwan, Mexico, Canada, tne Dominican Repuolic and Costa Rica 

(Table 16). 

AltnouQh factors such as sea freight costs are in Guatemala's favor, 

the Dominican Republic and Costa Rica are currently ahead of Guatemala as 

suppliers for U.S. non-traditional agricuitural products. rlis tie with tne 

U.S. market is due largely to tne aiount of U.S. support tney have received. 

In thie case of 'ne DWminican Repuolic, a strong private sector was encouraged 

by tne presence of major U.S. corporations, while the government offers 

institutionalized support and few controls on free trade zones to encourage 

exportation. Costa Rica's policies also became ore conducive to exportation 

but only as a result of massive development assistance programs funded by the 

United States over the past few years. Now, although much smaller and less 

diverse agriculturally tnan Guatemala, Costa Rica surpasses its Central 

American neighbor in exports to the U.S. because of favorable credit policies,
 

promotional campaigns in the United States, strong U.S. economic support and 

technical assistance, the existence of a Ministry of Export to coordinate 

information and promote trade, and other measures aitmed at taKing advantage of 

the Caribbean Basin Initiative benefits. 

Because of its strong natural and human resource oase for tne
 

expansion and intensification of its agriculture, Guatemala has tne capaoility
 

to become the leading supplier of U.S. non-traditional products from the 

region, if sufficient U.S. interest and investment are forthcoming. The
 

Guatemalan government is more likely to respond witn favoraole policies and 

programs when the private sector is fortified and new agricultural exports are
 

maKing more impact on the country's economy.
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Of tre ten leading non-traditional commodities being exported from 

Guatemala to tne U.S. over tne past five years (Taole 17), oroccoli and
 

cauliflower have provided i5% of these foreign exchange earnings ($7 million
 

in 1985). However, the overall importance of these ten commuodities in
 

relation to total U.S. imports indicates that greater production could oe 

absoroed Oy the U.S. marKet if tne commodity were ,to nave a competitive 

quality and price. 

To facilitate governmental support to agricultural activities,
 

Guatemala has b2en divided into seven regions by the Ministry of Agriculture 

(Figure 8). Regions I and V -- the Western ane Central Hignlands -- nave 

primarily cooler climates where vegetaoles, asparagus, carrots, snow peas, 

apples, strawoerries, garlic, caoage, flowers, and lettuce are produced. 

Region IV -- the Pacific Coastal Plain which has a continuously warm climate 

-- grows tropical fruits, nuts, spices, lemons and ornamental plants. Region 

VI -- the South East portion Loordering Honduras -- is drier than the other 

regions and varies in altitude. Principal crops include oroccoii, melons, and 

onions. Region VII -- the North East area where the major Atlantic port is 

located -- is the center for the country's banana and plantain production, and 

also grows citrus, melons, okra, tomatoes, root crops (cassava, taro), and 

spices (Taule 18). R&Jions II, IIl, and VIII have presently limited potential 

due to an inadecuate access and secondary road infrastructure. 

On tfe natioiial level, all highly perishable crops are limited oy the 

lack of efficient , inexpensive air transport. Other constraints to exporta­

tion are U.S. plant health regulations (i.e., quarantines against fruit fly 

host crops); lack of experience in producing, classifying and marketing 

non-traditional crops; and lack of adequate financing. Yet many of these 

constraints are being confronted in programs with international organizations 

and the Ministry of Agriculture, along witn the efforts of the national and 

foreign private sector. 

According to an analysis completed in 1986 /, at the present cost of 

export, the non-traditional products bringing the nighest aosolute return in 

6/ importer's Guide to Non-Traditional Products from Guatemala, 
prepared tzy tne Office of toe Agricultural Attache, S. Dimuassy, 
Guatemala. 
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the U.S. winter uurKet (nignest net earnings per iinit) are pineapple, spices, 

asparagus, stra nrriofq, and in-ingoes. Also notewortny are cantaloupe, noney 

dew, cauliflower, ano Droccoli. All of this could change, of course, with 

fluctuation in prices at either end. High returns wilL pronaoly not continue 

for melons, for example, Decause of increased competition. In contrast, a 

low percentage of tne spices imported to the U.S. originate in CBI countries, 

Mexico or Canada; current competitors in these ctops are physically much 

further from tne U.S. marKet than Guarteiroia.
 

One of the key impacts of this increased growing and exportation on 

non-traditional agricultural products has been a shift from subsistence crops 

(corn and beans) to non-traditional vegetables and fruits in the Western and 

Central Highlands, thereby providing diversifying farmers witn nigner incomes, 

greater value of production and increased on-farm, productive employment. It 

has also provided tne Pacific Coastal Plain with an alternative to cotton
 

production (aDout 1,000 hectares of previous cotton land are now in fruits and 

vegetables) and employment opportunities. Consequently, this trend away from
 

traditional crops, though not yet si'. ificant in terms of total area, is a 

reflection of world trends of a decrease in tne value/marKet for traditional 

exports from this region and the abandonient of subsistence crops for local 

consumption--crops whicn prov<ie very low return at a time when the need for
 

capital is heightened, even in the most remote rural areas.
 

Since the initiation of the CBI in i983, many small and medium 

exporting companies have been established -- a good number of these dealing 

with fresh produce -- ancn national exporter associations (the Gremial de 

Exportadores de Productos No Tradicionales aiid the C mara de Exortaci6n) 

oriented toward non-traditional exports have doubled their memberships from
 

one year to the next and are providing considerably expanded services to their
 

members.
 

The most expensive step in exporting from Guatemala is international 

transportation. Most produce is sent by sea, leaving from Puerto Santo Tomas 

on the Atlantic Coast or, in some cases, from the Pacific Puerto Acajutla in 

El Salvador. The majority of shipments arrive to Miami, but regular service is 
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also operating to Houston, New Orleans and, less rrequently, to Mooile and
 

Tampa. Prices have decreased over the past six rnriuns due to lcer fuel costs
 

and increased competition among companies of tne rate agreement made airong 

SeaLand, Concorde, CCT and Seaboard; only the latter two coapanies continue in 

the agreement, and only for northbound freight. Tne otner two companies are 

now independent. New lines nave offered services at lower rates Dut nave
 

proved to be less reliable in termS of frequency of shi[fents.
 

Air transportation is even more pronleimutic from Guatemala. Foreign 

airlines give preference to their country's exporters so that flights such as 

Lacsa often arrive at Guatemala already full, wnile others sucn as Mexicana 

can actually unload Guatemalan freight in Mexico in order to load Mexican 

freignt. Eastern and Pan American airlines do not follow this practice, out
 

are limited in space because of tneir passenger service. Aviateca, tne 

Guatemalan airline, is also limited in space, cnarges higher rates, and 

operates in conjunction with McD:?an freight carrier service, which is equally 

expensive. Many complaints have been made to the government of Guatemala 

regarding air transport policies. The situation is being studied currently by
 

-an appointed council consisting of governmental officials and representatives
 

of the private sector.
 

The rising share of non-traditional exports, such as fruits, 

vegetables, flowers, and seafood, marks the beginning of a much needed 

transformation of the productive structure of the Guatemalan agricultural 

sector. Fresh fruits and vegetables are particularly time sensitive, and 

anticipation in processed, as well as fresh, markets snould De a part of any 

study of expansion possibilities for these crops. Expansion is taking place, 

but good data on production and consumption are difficolt to find. Production 

of these crops is high in employment generation, and local consumption is 

thought to have increased, witn positive nutritional and health benefits. 

Other countries of the region are also interested in expanding production of 

many of these same products. The government must be Kept as well informed as 

possible of the production and export plans of the rest of the region, and how 

Gua tema Ia fares in comparative advantage. Producers need particular 

assistance in market identification, market channels, storage/processing and 

quality control, in addition to production technology.
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3. Sit-uation and OLtlooK for DoTw-2stic Food Cro;s 

Food crops for dorestic consumption nave var led inversely in 

importance with crop production for export marKets. With tne push during tne 

1970's for the export crops, wnicn are essentially large, Pacific Coascal 

operations, importance of food crop production in the overjAl structure of 

pr xuction dropped from 14A in iq7l to 12% in 1975 to 8.5% in 1980. 

'Thereafter, it has steadily increased to 11% Dy 1985, while traditional export 

crop production has steadily declined from 39% in 1980 to 36% in 1985. Most 

of th increased food production has resulted from increases in area
 

cultivated rather than from increased yields. For example, area planted to
 

corn decline.] in the early 1970's as cotton arid sugar cane production expanded 

on the Pacific Coastal Plain. However, with the declining world narKets for 

cotton in the early 1980's, corn plantings again increased cn the Pacific
 

Coastal Plain. Bec ause of the importance of oasic grains in tne Guatemalan 

diet, five of these crops will be analyzed below. 

a. Corn. TPe third irost important crop in Guatemiala in terms of value 

"of production (after coffee and cotton) is corn, whicn accounted for 7% of the 

overall structure of production in 1985. Although its importance fell from 

7.3% in 1970 to 5.7% in 1980, it has once again been climoing as area under 

production on tne Pacific Coastal Plain, the East, and southern Pet6.n has 

increased.
 

Corn is the food staple of the country, providing abut 45% of the per 

capita daily calories of the population. Corn exports have been minimal
 

(e.g., 600,000 cwt. exoorted to Mexico from tne Peten in 1986) and sporadlc, 

as have imports, reflecting structural inadequacies such as lack of storage 

capacity iTmediately after harvest or inaccessibility of certain areas, such 

as the Peten, r.o the large consumer marKet in Guatemala City. Because of the 

weak foreign excnange positions of the Central American countries, the export 

potential for Guatemnalan corn is uncertain, although temporary surpluses might 

exist that could be exported. 
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Corn is produced in every Department of Guatemala, principally for 

on-farm consumption. Approxiinately 500,000 "hectares are grown as a single
 

crop and another 165,000 hectares are intercropped with oeans, sorgnum or 

other crops. There are 321,000 corn farmers witn tne national average size 

corn plot of 1.5 hectares. The smaller noldings are concentrated in tne 

Highlands, where 32% of the total area planted to corn is located (Table 19), 

54% of the corn farmers live, and which uses very Dasic tecnnology, resulting 

in low yields. On tne other hand, larger, more technified, imecnanized
 

high-yield corn operations exist on the Pacific Coastal Plain and in tne
 

Peten, where most of the production is sold ratner than consumed. According
 

to the 1979 Agricultural Census, over 88% of the corn farms are under 7 

hectares in size (sub-family units) and provide 50% of the total production 

(Table 20).
 

Changes in the performance of corn production over three five-year 

time periods are indicated below:
 

1972-76 to 1977-81 1977-81 to 1982-86
 

Area +14.6 + 6.7
 
Yield + 7.5 +17.4
 
Production +23.0 +24.7
 
Farm Price 0.1 0.05
 

There has been some success at introducing limited tecnnology for 

corn production, sucn as improved seed through ICTA, Dut the nigh-protein 

corn Nutricta -- developed in Guatemala --- has not caugnt hold among small 

farmers in tne Highlands.
 

b. Beans. In 1970 this crop accounted for 7% of the overall
 

structure of production, but passed through the same experience as corn with 

a continual decline until reaching its low point of 1.5% in 1980. Since 

then, it has increased its importance, reaching 2.5% in 1985. 

Production levels ard yields are subject to appreciable fluctuations 

because of the vulnerability of this crop to climatic conditions. As a 

result, the variability of bean prices has shown an increasing trend despite 
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the price stabilization policies followed ny the National Marketing Institute 

(INDECA). Beans a,-e cultivated by 177,000 farmers in every 1?partmenr.t of 

Guatemala, with the lamqest concentration of producers (31%) and area (46 ) 

in the East (Taole 19). Harvest timtes vary in different parts of tne 

country, thereby reducing the requiremernts for storage, out also 

necessitating inter-regional exchange and national integration. An important 

protein sourc, for lower income groups, L\otn rural and urban, this crop is 

also a small farimer crop, witn the national average size Dean plot of 0.6 

hectares less than half that of corn. Farms of less than 7 hectares account 

for 60% of production (Table 21). Improved seeds from ICTA increased yields 

markedly through the 1970's to the point where present yields are compararle 

to the best in the Western Hemisphere. As tne following figures indicate, 

prices remained remarkably staole, since production Darely kept up with
 

domestic demand: 

1972-76 to 1977-81 1977-81 to 1982-86 

Area -13.8 +49.2 
Yield +38.2 0.0 
Production +19.1 +49.0 
Farm Price + 1.2 - 1.2 

Yield increases with steady prices have made oeans an attractive crop 

for small producers, tnough not profitacle enough to leaid to oversippl.y. 

Further gains in small production systems, or the discovery of a profitaole 

large-scale system, may be needed to keep up witn domestic deiiond if growt. 

continues. On the other hand, increasing incomes tend to shift consumption to 

other protein sources. Export is not likely to oe satisfactory, given limited 

world demand and small-unit production. Economic returns to major efforts to 

increase yields further appear marginal in the near future. 

c. Wheat. This crop has historically accounted for a small portion
 

of the overall structure of production, constantly between 0.7% and 0.8%. It
 

is a small farmer crop (average plot size of 0.6 hectares), grown almost
 

exclusively in the lighlands (99% of all producers) (Taole 19). It is usually 

planted on marginal land so that yield responses to tecnnological inputs are 

limited. There are 45,000 wheat farmers in the country, of which 94% grow 

less than 7 hectares of wheat (Table 22). They produce 40,000 - 50,000 metric 

tons of soft wneat, with area planted to this crop fluctuating between 30,000 

- 40,000 hectares depending on the price of inputs and the market price for 
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the product.
 

Presently, domestic production accounts for only 30% of national
 

consumption requirements, with the remaining 110,000 metric Deing
tons 


imported at a coct of $17 million annually. Growing consumer deitand for wheat 

flour is presently satisfied, and will prooarly continue to be satisfied, by 

toimports. Exchange rate policy setting the rate for wheat imports at Q2.50 

$1.00 will increase the cost of imported flour, and may provide some incentive 

to increase local )roduction. Limits imposed by suitable climate (and 

subsequently area) mean that soft wneat production can be increased only 

through improved yields (seed, fertilizers, etc). 

The changes over three five-year periods are shown below:
 

1972-76 to 1977-81 1977-81-to.982-86
 

Area -16.9 +0.3 

Yield +15.3 +6.0 
Production - 3.9 +6.1 

Farm Price +12.8 -1.5 

d. Rice. Similar to wheat, this crop has historically accounted for 

a small part of the overall structure of production, constantly between 0.5% 

and 0.7%. Similar to cotton, this crop is produced largely under dryland 

conditions by some 8,000 farmers. The Department of Izabal and the Pacific 

Coastal Plain in the Santa Rosa Department are the major producing areas, 

supplying about 45% of national production (Tatble 19). Similar to corn, the 

in
 average rice plot is about 1.5 hectares. In spite of gradual increases 


area, and rather notable increases in yields in the early 1980's, production 

did not cover domestic demand in 1986 due to uncertainties about price 

a result of the snortage, which may
policies. MarKet prices nave risen as 


result in increased 1986/87 acreage.
 

5 metric tons per hectare have teen demonstrated, but
Yields of over 


few producers attain that level. The national aerage of aoout 3 metric tons
 

has only oeen attained recently, tnanKs to use of higher technology. Institu­

ational resource limi.tations in DIGESA and the secondary status of rice as 

staple grain in Guatemala reduce DIGESA's promotion of tnis crop and limit 

farmer access to assistance in its production. Production has shifted from 
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small- to medium-sized operations, apparently oecause of the latter's greater 

access to technology, out assistance and tecnnology processess are still seen
 

as limitations to further growtn of the crop. Tne cnanges over three
 

five-year periods are shown below:
 

1972-76 to 1977-81 1977-81 to 1982-86
 

Area +4.6 +9.5 
+4.4 +58.2
Yield 


Production +8.f; +73.4
 
Farm Price +8.4 -6A
 

Guatemala has the natural resources favorable for rice production. 

However, the government should consider tne long-term desireability of 

entering the competitive world market for rice. Comparative advantage cannot 

be estimated because of an almost complete lacK of cost of production data. 

It is perhaps significant that a major United Nations study of rice in 

Guatemala, completed in 1984, made almost no reference to production costs. 

e. Sorghum. As Table 12 points out, sorghum production as a 

proportion of total agricultural production has been negligible, although
 

production has increased considerably over 19"70 levels. Sorghum production
 

small farmer crop in the East (average of 1.5 hectares) and atends to be a 

medium and large farmer crop in the Pacific Coastal Plain (average of 12.7 

hectares) as some cotton acreage has been replaced by sorgnum (Table 19).
 

Increases in production during the early 1980's were due to expanded area 

planted, rather than through increased yields, as is shown by the following
 

data: 

1972-76 to 1977-81 1977-81to 1982-86 

Area -20.6 +25.3 
-6.7
Yield +4.1 


Production +111.7 +15.8 
+0.4Farm Price +7.5 

Gradual increases in yields have -occurred with consideraDle
 

fluctuation in area. Mainly a livestocK feed, the crop doubles for human
 

consumption when corn is in short supply. Sorghum is suited to fairly dry 

regions which are currently marginal in cotton production. Some promise is
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seen for further expanding sorghum production for livestock feed in oruer to 

free up for huuon consumption soae of tne corn now fed to livestocK, and to 

minimize imorts of basic grains, except for wheat. 

4. Situation and OutlooK for Livest-ocK Production
 

LivestocK's participation in tne overall structure of production of 

the country has remwained surprisingly stable over tne 15-year period of this 

analysis, tiuctuating from 33% to 35%. Exports of beef have declined from 3% 

of total value of exports in 1970 to 0.6% in 1985, accounting for $10 million 

of foreign exchange earnings in that year (Table 1). Most of the reduction in
 

exports during the early 1980's was due to reduced U.S. iffport quotas for Oeef 

and stricter quality control on oeef exports to tne U.S.. Tnree-fourtns of 

all beef produced in the country is consumed domcstically. Altnougn Guatemola 

is a net exporter of meat, it is a net irimporter of milJk and milk products. 

Beef production has been declining since 1983 as a result of reduced consumer 

defmand due to declining real incomes and tne increasing importance of poultry 

in meat consumption patterns. Tnis latter product appears to have 

considerable growth potential in Guatemala, if feed and animal health can be 

provided at a reasonable cost. 

a. Beef Production and Consumption
 

In 1985, the Bank of Guatemala estimated the herd size to be 

around 2.1 million (Table 23), slightly over the numrber estimated oy the 1979 

Agricultural Census. The national cattle nerd grew steadily during the 

1960's, but at a slower rate since 1975. Estimates of total population during 

last five years are highly tentative, since extraordinary events nave 

interrupted the previous trend and prevented accurate extrapolation. These 

events include price controls and significant contraband export of cattle due 

to overvaluation of the ( etzal during 1984 and 1985. What is notable from
 

Table 23 is the constantly declining extraction rate, dropping from a nign of
 

21% in 1978 to 14.5% in 1985, indicating a poorer fed animal. 
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The 1979 Agricultural Census snowed tnat of 117,596 ranches 

reporting cattie, only 8,016 (or 6.9o) were 45 nectares (one caoallcr~a) or 

larger in area (Taole 24). Although Lelatively small in nzi~oer, tulbe larger 

ranches had 1.4 million head of cattle wnich representeu 690 of tne country's 

cattle. It is assuned that this structure nas not cnariged significantly by 

1986. 

Illegal export of live cattle without toe oalancing effect of 
increasing productivity has created a slhortage of cattle, driving prices up 
and reducing the slaughter rate for domestic consumption. Beef prcdJction nas 
declined from 147 million pounds in 1978 to 116 million pounds in 1985. 
Fxports for 1985 in terms of dressed rxaef amounted to 25 mill].on pounds, 

equivalent to 21.8% of total production ('able 25). 

Consumption of beef has trended downward since 1979, largely 

keeping pace with prcduction declines and decreases in real disposable 

income. Domestic consumpt-ion fell from 140 million pounds in 1978 to 116 

million pounds in 1985. Per capita consumption declined from 21.2 pounds to 

14.5 pounds during the same period ('Table 26). 

Standards of performance of tne national cattle herd are shown 

in Table 27. By any measure of producti-i ty, Guateaila ranks low. The 

comparative data for United States cattle production show great differences in 
the calving rate and interval, mortality rates for Dotn calves and adults, 

rate of weight gain, and milk production of dairy cattle. 

b. MilK Pro-Juction and Consimption 

The 1979 Agricultural Census included a breakdown of cattle by types 

into beef, dairy and dual purpose. The largest classification was dual 

purpose, accounting for 95% of tne 1,560,940 cows under milk production. This 

figure is most likely overestimated and probably includes all cattle in many 
herds, where only one or two cows are milked. The largest concentration of 

dual purpose cattle is mainly in tne Department of Escuintla (Region IV), 

followed by tne Departments of Jutiapa and Santa Rosa (Region VT) (Table 28). 
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Guatemala's 1985 milk production was estimated to rc 262.7 
million liters (Taole 29). Production nas trended sligntly upward in recent
 

years, largely as a result of expandinj to a dual purpose production system,
 

rather than efficiency improvement in the dairy sector. Preliminary figures
 
indicate that almost 70 of total milk production comes from this dual system.
 

The amount of milk produced is insufficient to meet the domestic
 

demand for dairy products. In order to cover this deficit, the country is 
importing increasingly larger quantities of powdered milk and milk products,
 

moving from 12.9 million liters in 1975 to 67.9 in 1980 to 125.3 in 1985 

(Table 29).
 

Regarding per capita consumption, a flat trend has been observed
 

since 1980. Actual demand is well above domestic production, with 32% of the
 

demand being filled by imports. Policies of the government have tended to 
favor price controls and ceiling prices which nave discouraged domestic
 

production. However, with Decree 208-86 published in early 1987, price
 

controls have now been officially eliminated. Another serious contraint to 

increased dairy production is obtaining good dairy feed at a reasonable price.
 

5. Situation and Outlook for Forestry Production
 

Guatemla's forest resources are among the most varied of any Central
 

American country. These resources fall into two broad categories: (1)
 

coniferous and mixed coniferous and Droadleafed forests, and (2) montane and 
tropical broadleafed forests. The former accounts for about 30% of the total 

area of forest in tne country. Coniferous and mixed forests are largely 

restricted to the Western and Central Highlands, although small remnents 

persist in parts of the East as well. The lowland and montane forests account
 

for the remaining 70% of forested area. They are concentrated in the northern 
part of the country, primarily the Pet6n, with smaller areas in the Nnortnern
 

Lowlands of Huehuetenango, Quiche, Alta Verapaz, and IzaDal (Figure 9).
 

There is no good information on the contribution of forests to GDP. 
If Known, such values would, of course, be '_ery small, generally well oelow 

2%. Such data would fail, however, to reflect, or would underestimate, a good 
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part of the economic contribution of forest resource-oased activities. one 

reason for this is the alifficulty of estimating sore of tne in-Kind goods 

produced by the forest, in particular fuelwood, wnicn makes uo a large snare 

of forest extraction. 

Use of wood for lumoer and associated products das limited until 
1985. Average consumption was around 200,000 cubic meters per year in tne 

early 1980's. In 1985 CELGUSA, a large pulp processing operation, was to come 

on line to supply all of Guatemala's internal demand for pulp as well as 
export markets. This plant was to help offset the increasingly large negative 

trade balance in wood products (Q48 million in 1982), but would also nave 

placed additional pressure on dwindling forest resources. Estimates were tn& 

industrial use of wood (mainly pulp) would have increased by over 500% uetween 

1982 and 1985, largely as a result of tnis wood pulp production. However, the
 

government has decided not to permit the operation of the plant until an area
 

is planted and producing sufficiently to guarantee that the plant will not 

cause large deforestation.
 

Guatemala's lumber industry produces largely for local demand, 

although there is some export of exotic woods in the form of unfinished lumoer 

and veneer. The primary areas of timber production are in the northern part 
of the country, but most of the sawmills are in Guatemala City. This means 

that logs must be transported up to 200 Kilometers from source to sawmill. 

This adds considerably to the cost of lumber and wood products. 

The amount of timber cuttings for industrial uses (finished and 
semi-finished wood products) steadily declined from 546,000 cubic meters in
 

1975 to 180,000 in 1982 (Table 30). However, by 1985 it had redounded to 
historically high levels (862,000 cubic meters) and is projected to reach 

970,000 cubic meters by the year 2000. This could be a promising source of
 
added foreign exchange earnings, assuming that a concurrent reforestation
 

activity is carried out. Fuelwood, on tne other nand, has continually
 

increased in use since 1970 and is projected to reach 14 million cubic meters
 

by the year 2000. Given the importance of fuelwood in the life of rural
 

Guatemalans, an ambitious program of reforestation with fast-growing fuelwood 

varieties (e.g., leucaena) is imperative if the natura) resource base is to oe
 

maintained.
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6. Situation and OLutlOOK for Fisneries Production 

Until recently, fisneries and aquaculture were a neglected suo-sector 

of agriculture, receiving little inves-ment or interest on the part of tne 

government, and only limited attent-ion by tne private sector. In the past few
 

years, however, more activity has taken place, largely due to an increasing
 

interest in exporting both cultured and wild shrimp and certain finfisn
 

species, as well as a growing interest in aquaculture and fish consumption By
 

the Guatemalan population. Shrimp culture on tne Pacific Coast grew fLrom
 

virtually nothing in 1980 to approximately 1,000 hectares by the end of 1.986.
 

he following describes each component of the fisneries/aquaculture sub-sector.
 

a. Capture Fisheries
 

i. Fresh Water. Capture fisheries provide a source of nigh 

quality protein, as well as income, for many Guatemalans. Wnile fish
 

availability may be influenced by proximity to natura) water bodies, fish are
 

marketed widely. Neither transportation difficulties nor preservation of
 

freshness greatly impede distribution. Price seems reasonable in regard to
 

distazce to the consumer and is comparable to poultry and red meat prices. 

There is little oasis for judging the exploitation level of inland capture 

fisheries due to a paucity of data (Table 31 presents scant information), and,
 

therefore, as yet there exists no basis for yield estimates and management 

recommendations. 

The importance of freshwater capture fisheries with respect to 

the impoverished rural population is little appreciated. While capture
 

fisheries will continue to have a heavy influence on the rural population in 

certain areas, there is little effort in conserving these fisheries.
 

However, in view of the general low-yield potential of the fresh
 

waters of Guatemala, the fisheries are most prooaoly not capable of much, if 

any, increase in sustainable yields. If tnis perception is correct, the 

protein supplied from these fisheries must be viewed as important, but future 

escalated needs will have to be met tnrough fish farming efforts. Nevertne­
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less, the present level of e'ploitation snould be documented so as to permit 

the developay9nt of a imana:jement protocol. If harvest is excessive, or becoiles 
so, a decline or collapse of the fisnery iray result. Any deficit would place 

additional demands on aquaculture development. 

ii. IMarine Fisheries. Comercial shrimp exploitation dominates 
marine fisneries. Most capture snrimp are exported to. the U.S.. The wild
 

shrimp resource is under very heavy pressure, and the magnitude of landings
 

demonstrates the critical nature of the proolem. While environnental changes 

and possibly the catch of larvae/juvenile snrimp exported for grow-out in 
Ecuador may have contributed to the shortages of last year, fishing alone is 
enough to account for the low state of the resource. There is a great need 
for improved shrimp fishing managenent, wnicn would benefit the industry and
 

the country. While improper management is not likely to totally destroy the 

resource, the harvest will be erratic for some time to come.
 

The shrimp fleet, at 44 vessels, is far larger than necessary 
for national resource exploitation. The fleet, although not new, is well 
maintained and appears effectively managed. Fishing metnods do not appear to 

have changed much in the last fifteen years, and fishing technology could be 

improved with the use of more effective gear.
 

The cooperatives, with their smaller vessels, are suD3ected to
 

various constraints. Catches are low, efficiency has never been nigh,
 

financial problems are serious, and loan repayments are in jeopardy. rme
 

cooperatives need financial assistance in rescheduling loans and tectinical
 

assistance to improve efficiency.
 

There appears to be a potential for the expansion of finfisn 

exploitation on both the Atlantic and Pacific Coasts. However, nard data upon 
which to base this assumption are not availaole. Tne Atlantic resources are 

likely to be found at some distance from shore north and east of Puerto 

Barrios. The exploitaDle stocks are likely to be the snappers, groupers and 
shrimp, although it can be expected that otner species, heretofore unexploited, 
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will be harvested. Somewhat larger wars arid new metnods will e needed to 

exploit these stocKs. 'TePacilfic resources include the snappers, groupers, 

squid and prawns as potential stoc ,s. Despite tne long history of fishing 

along this coast, the snelt and tne slope nave not been aueq4uately explored. 

No effective effort has been made at catching squid, for example, utilizing 

state-of-the-art metnodology.
 

Each of 'Che species mentioned anove is worth exploring and holds 

very real potential for expansion. Additionil capital will be required as the 

sub-sector expands, and the puolic and privare financial agencies must be mnade 

aware of the potenrial in this area so that they can more effectively ieet the
 

financial needs.
 

While the country depends heavily on the snrimp fleet for fisn
 

(Table 32), it is unlikely that the fleet will contrioute much more to the
 

domestic market. The steady decline in the capture species does not oode
 

well. In spite of the Ministry of A;riculture's program to deliver fisn to
 

poorer consumers oy making arrangements witn snrirmp companies to receive 'he
 

fish that would otherwise be thrown away, efforts to retain more of the bycatch
 

are not likely to prove successful for two reasons: (1)mucn of the Dycatcn
 

is not suitable for direct human consumption; and (2)fish cannot compete with
 

shrimp for limited space and ice, nor will it Keep well for the lengtn of tne
 

trip. However, if the shrimp resource continues to decline, it is likely that
 

more emphasis will be given to fish. At tne moment, however, there is little
 

thought being given to using shrimp vessels for fish, nor is anyone
 

considering any additions to the shrimp fleet.
 

The artisan sector in Guatemala is quite good at exploiting fisn
 

species at the basic level. A few of the fishermen are advancing
 

technologically and find resources to improve tecnniques and increase catch.
 

Ihe vast majority of the fishermen are part-timers, and may not have an
 

interest in adopting more productive methods. On the other nand, some oring
 

capital into fishing from other joos and are, in fact, the innovators.
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b. jaculIture 

Mflile aquaculture is still in the emioryonic stage, undouotedly
 

there is excellent potential for it in Guate.,iala. Soils, climate, water
 

availaoility and quality and proximity to local and U.S. markets are tavoraDle.
 

Presently, norine shrimp culture is tne dominant aquaculture 

activity, with approxim-tely 1,000 nectares in production. Cultured marine 

shrimp is almost entirely exported. Small enterprises culturing "rainoow 

trout, tilapia, and fresn water snrimp for tDe domestic ima-irKet nave oeen 
initiated and appear to nave promise, )tn domestically and for export. 

Native species witn food culture potential are the giant fresh
 

water snail, Pomacea zeteni, a fresh water clam, Di[plodon sp., and at least
 

two fresh water fish, RnaJiia cuatemalensis and Brycon guateialensis. 'Ie two 

molluscs na-y have export potential. A numoer of native species may hold 

export potential in the lucrative aquarium fish business. 

The total contriojtion of aquaculture to the agriculture sector
 

is difficult to measure at tnis timie, clue to a paucity of data. However, the
 

potential for a higher contrioution is excellent.
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TFCHJrNJ),3Y lF\IE~i4?:NT1, TRANSFiR, AN) USE] 

Agricultural tecnnology develojmei~t and transfer in Guateimaia is 

undertaken by several public and private sector institutions. The puolic 

sector institutions are primarily involved with production of asic grains, 

with tne principal clients being siill- and medium[-sized farmers. Private 

sector institutions concentrate on a single export crop and serve large farf;"er 

interests. The researcn and extension responsibil1ties are combined witnin 

each private individual institution. In contrast, Guatemalan puDlic sector 

researcii is the primary responsibility of a single researcr institution, while 

transfer of the results of this research is managed oy two separate extension
 

agencies.
 

The separation of puolic sector research and extension activities dates to
 
1973, when research activities were removed from the Ministry of Agriculture
 

and placed in a quasi-independent research institute, the Institute of 

Agricultural Science and Technology (ICI'A). This split has led to lack, of 

coordination of efforts and hlindered transfer of research results to farmers. 
-Since t'he early 1980's, the government has LW2en urged ny external donors 

(including AID) tU tytter coordinate activities of tne research institute with 

the extension branches of the Ministry of Agriculture (DIGESA and DIGES.PE). 

Despite the efforts of donor organizations, lacK of coordination oetween tnese 

two activities persists. This problem has led to difficulhJes in delivery of 

useful information to the small- and medium-sized farmers wno are the intended 

beneficiaries of the ICTA research act ivities. 

1. Research (Technology Development) 

a. Private Sector. The nature of agricultural research undertaKen Dy 

Guatemalan private sector iiistitutions is determined by tne production and 
marketing requirements of the corioadity wnich tney represent. Consequently, 

research is carried out in coffee, sugar, bananas and tea (Taole 33). Large 

farmers and/or tneir associatic..s also maintain agreements with various 

Guatemalan universities for agricultural research on cardamom, vegetaoles, 

cotton and coffee. 
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The private sector provided a :aeager budget for researcn. Its
 

financial efforts are deJic.,ted to maxiimizingj profit tnrougn tne use of 

agrochemicals witnout oking at production alternatives which would maintain 

income bit reduce the use of agrocneaicals and, therefore, their noxious 

effects on the environment. I.or example, little has oeen dorle Dy tne pnrivate 

sector to introduce tne use of integrated pest management (1R1) through
 

biological control.
 

b. Public Sector. ICPA is internationally recognized as a leading 

pioneer and example of a farming systems research institution. It was 

established to develop impoved technology for small-scale farming systens and 

has had considelrable impact on the production of nmize and oeans in Guatenala 

tnrougti varietal and ot-her improvements. Its main research focus is on 
production of nasic grains, te; :)rate cliL:Jte norticultural products, 

deciduous fruit., sesame and swine, which it does through its regional 

stations, called prcduction centers. Approxiiiotely 75% of ICTA research is 

done on individu3l farms. 

Tne ICTA research methodology starts with a socio-economic and 

agricultural information gathering activity desicjned to help research 

technicians know, the farmer, his environment, what he is doing, and wny he 

does it. This information is used to decide wnat "problem" to focus on and 

the type of work to do. In tne process, international agricultural science 

institutions and other national institutions are drawn upon for inforation. 

If the -innovation decided upon has to do with genetic adaptation, the next 

step will be basic breeding work carried out at the production center 

(researcn statton). However, if the innovation nas to do with farming 

practices, experimentation is likely to oegin in a farmer's field. 'e next 

phase, after station and on-farm experimentation nave indicated tat new 

technolog]y will be useful, is on-farm experimental testing by the farmer under 

farm conditions. Once it nas passed tnis test, the technology is ready to De 

turned over to the extension system for transfer. 
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ICTA i; recoxgnized as one of tne most productive agricultural researcn 

institutions in Central ,Xnerica. 'Tlianks to IC11A research, Dean yields 

increased from 0.26 tons per hectare in .1977 to over one ton per nectare in 

1982, wnicn is presently one of the nignest yields in ijtin America. Corn 

yields are traditionally I - 1.5 tons per nectare in the Hignlands, but I0iTA 

has developed varieties which, with a few improved cultivation practices, can 

provide yields of 3 - 3.5 tons per hectare. It has also developed a nigh 

protein corn (Nutricta) for use on the Pacific Coastal Plain. Increased
 

yields from ICTA research have also been achieved for rice, sorgnum and 

potatoes (Table 34). 

ICTA's farming research methodology nas produced impressive results in 

basic grains. However, tne lengthy process of developing research designs, 

conducting experiments, and testing results mkay taKe ur to four years. '1Iis 

lengthy process creates problems for extension agents, wno do not always 

understand the need for carefully controlled experiments, and wno may Lelieve 

that ICYA is deliberately withholding results of its worK. 

ICIA has developed relationsnips with most international research 

agencies working within the hemispnere, out seems unwilling to accept their 

research findings and disseminate tnem without independent validation. 'Ibis 

delays the diffusion of research results that could be of great use for 

farmers. Another problem is that tnere is no formal mechanism for 

disseminating ICTA research results to the extension services. rlfere is an 

obvious need to continue tne efforts to improve dissemination of researcn 

results outside of ICTA.
 

The IC0rA staff has over 160 tecthnicians and 210 support personnel, 

with two-thirds of this personnel located in the regions outside Guatemala 

City. Although ICTA's staff is Detter trained than those of comparable 

agencies in the public agricultural sector, there are considerable 

deficiencies in its technical preparation for adaptive research on fruit and 

vegetable production and animal husbandry. Tlhe distribution of ICTA's oudget 

among administration, research by crop, and seed production and management is
 

presented in Table 35.
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In spite of being recognized as a productive institution, during tne 

last ten years ]cOrA has only received tne equivalent of 0.2% of tne 1979 

nationwide GDP, wtiicn is extreimly low in comparison to tne average 1.1% of 

GDP spent on research oy othet Latin Anerican countries. In order to give
 

research the priority position it deserves in this agriculturally-oased
 

economy, ICTA's Dudget snould oe at least CouDled.
 

2. &'tension (Technoloxjy Transfer) 

Agricultural extension functions are undertaken oy two iinistry of 

Agriculture institutions: DIGESA is responsiole for aealing with fruits, 

vegetables, and Dasic grains, while DIGESEPE handles livestocK. 

a. Agricultural Extension Service (DIGESA) 

With the exception of the Ajrarian Reform Institute (INTA), DIGESA 

has the largest staff within the puolic agricultural sector, aoout 1,800 

employees. Most of its administrative staff is centralized in Guatemala City, 
while the technical staff are assigned mainly to the eight agricultural 

regions. 

DIGESA's traditional extension metnodology deals witn tne 

following four-stage process:
 

i. Motivation - This stage includes the training of rural primary 

school teachers, children through tne sixth grade, and youth tnrough tne 

teenage years via 4-H type cluDs (4-S) in homemaking, crafts, crop, and 

livestock projects. 

ii. Formation - Agents work with farmers and housewives in groups 

to provide training in general agricultural technology (production and 

marketing) and homemaking skills (food, diet, health). Local training centers 

and mobil teaching units are utilized in this stage. The objec-.ve at this 

- 43 ­

http:objec-.ve


level is to orient those wno nave not ween previously trained. After a farmer 
has received adejuate assistance at this "stagje, ne can graduate to tne 

promotion stage. There is no organized training reyond tne formation stage 

for housewives.
 

iii. Promotion - Only farmers are included, in this pnase. A 

promoter, different from those who oriented tne farmer in the formation phase, 

assists him to develop a credit request and arranges for a loan tnrougn 

BANDFSA. 

iv. Follow-up or Monitoring - Conceptually, this is the last 
phase of the DIGESA training approach, ftom children to adults, which directly 
provides assistance for application and management of agricultural 
technology. On farwoer request, the proiioter provides occasional assistance 
and technology up-dating; i.e., tne farmer is somewhat self-sufficient and 

requires less than constant guidance. 

This traditional process is the one most used py DIGESA 
"extensionists. The traditional model has a team composed of an agricultural 

extensionist, a 4-S c.luo promoter and a home extensionist. 'Ibis team worKs 
with individuals or groups in order to provide them with the technical 

assistance needed to increase farm production and family nutrition. 

A second extension methodology, initiated in 1984, which is 

utilized by DIGESA consists of having tne coiimunity memDers identify their 
basic needs and coime up with possible solutions. DIGESA extensionists aid the 
conmunity to coordinate with the various public and private sector 

institutions to fulfill needs that were identified. The role of extensionist 

is seen as guiding, motivating, and proiioting the process of identifying and 

resolving community needs.
 

A third extension methodology is curren-cly used solely in the 

Guatemalan Highlands. This approach involves DIGESA extension specialists in 
soil conservation, small-scale irrigation, vagetaole production, fruit produc­
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tion, and nutrition, wno coordinate witn ICTA researcners, DIGIE'I:PE ]ivestocg 
tecnnicians, BNDa A credit oftlcers, ;.nd INDL)CA ainrKetinj technicians. In 

iiis methodology DIGESA is responsiole for tne promotion, design, acquisition 
of credit for, and supervision of tne constrLction of soil conservation 

(terracing) and irrigation projects. 

This last extension metnodology adopts a farming systems 

approach. Specialists form teams at the su-district level in order to 

coordinate their extension activities to encourage small farmers to adopt 

non-traditional (i.e., vegetable and fruit) crops and livestock in order to 

increase family farm income and improve family nutrition. This integrative, 

farming systems extension methodology hias oeen underway since 1983. rfhe 

program is generally successful despite problems witn coordination of efforts 

among Ministry branches, whose relationships nave traditionally Deen Dased 

upon competition. 

As of mid-1986, DIGESA has been using 3,700 para-professional 

farmers and their wives (representantes agropecdarios) to expand their 

activities into more remote agricultural areas of tne country. Basic
 

extension and organizational activities are undertaken oy these representantes 

in their coiidnunities, wnile the extensionists provide periodic DacKstopping 

through visits arid the provision of information and materials. One area wnere 

DIGESA could use Tmore assistance is in tne preparation of simple, illustrated 

materials, videotapes, and radio programs in various indigenous tongues to 

expand and make more effective their assistance to Hlignland comnunities. 

DICIESA has been concentrating a large share of its extension
 

efforts in the Highlands during true last four years in tne installation of 

small-scale, gravity-fed irrigation systems and soil terracing on
 

steeply-sloped hillsides through support from three different AID projects
 

(0233, 0255 and 0274).
 

The terracing is highly laoor-intensive, and the technology to
 

accomplish it is simple and can be applied by farmers using common tools.
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Increased corn production on terraced land is apiroximately 141% greater tnan 

unterraced land, for wn !at 81%, for potatoes 98d, and for oeans 9D. A 

spin-off oenefit of' terracing is the nicjhly nutritious grass that is grown on 
the terrace walls to staoilize and protect them from erosion. rihe grass 

provides feed for farmer's livestocK. Alternatively, tne grass is cut as a 

cash crop. 

As of 1986 over 3,000 hectares of land nave oeen terraced, mainly 

in Region I. Several impact evaluations have been carried out on these 

projects, all of wh-ich have indicated a hign level of acceptance cy small 

farmers. This success is largely due to reduced erosion, nigner yields, 

greater water retention, and easier laor wnich result from terracing. 

Because of the urgent i1_,ed for soil. conservation in Guatetiala, social payments 

were used in order to improve adoption rates and increase rtle rate of terrace 

construction. r1e cenefits from terracing are so clear tnat in some 

co'ntunities farmers who are not project participants nave built tneir own 

terraces, relying on friends and neighbors to teach them the simple 

technology. 1There are no data, to date, on the quantitative impact of 

terraces on soil erosion rates, water retention, or soil fartility, but yield 

gains leave no question as to their qualitative oenefits. 

To date, over 100 small-scale irrigation projects, serving oetween
 

15 and 100 beneficiaries each, have been constructed with AID funding. Most
 

participant farmers have used small-scale irrigation projects to convert part
 

of their land from Dasic grain production (corn, oeans, wneat) to vegetaDle
 

and/or fruit production. Part of this production goes to local markets, where
 

it contrioutes to improving nutrition and varying diet. The remainder is
 

destined for large urban markets or export. In either case most participating
 

farmers report consideraoly increased incomes (up to 400 percent more) and
 

improved standards of living.
 

Most irrigation projects have been ouilt in DIGESA Regions I and 

V, which comprise most of the indigenous Highlands. As with terracing, 

small-scale irrigation hias a "demonstration effect" tnat has elicited requests 

for projects from non-participating farmer groups.
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Since most soil conservation activities nave been narrowly 

focussed on rx~ncn terracinj, DIG)KSA snould Lk3 aled in expanding tri. soil 

conservation effort to broade-r watershcd man.n concepts, such as contournjeiint 

planting, windbreaKs, and small water retentiton dams. In addi.t:on to 
expanding small-scale irrigation systeims, more emphasis snould Je placed oy 

DIGn-.EA on efficiency of water use. 

b. Livestock L- tension Service (DIGESEPE). DIGESEPE is 

regionalized along the same lin,2s as tne other puolic agricultural sector 
institutions, wit.n its administrative he2adquarters located in Guatemala City. 
The organization has about 380 pe.rsonnel, with more than half stationed at the 

central level.
 

A rather recently created division of MACA, it nas 
responsibility for the provision of livestock extension services and typically 
serves farmers with medium-sized landnoldings. DIGE'SEPE technicians normlly 
work with individual farmers and not farmer groups. Tneir extension 
technicians emphasize disease control and treatment of large aniamls. 

Recent projects sponsored by international donors nave 

attempted to influence DIG!SLEE's extension perspective by focusing on small 
aninmls and incorporating production practices, credit, and marKeting into 
their extension services; coordinating witn ICTA technicians and 3ANDEfSA 
personnel. This allows DIG1ESEPE clients to benefit from ICTA research and 
provides sm]ll and medium farmers with credit for livestocK production. 

This new extension methodology has forced DIGESEPE to 
concentrate closely on the benefit/cost of raising the various types of 

animals. This expands their previous efforts which focused almost exclusively 

on animal health. 
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3. Use of Technical Inputs
 

a. Seeds
 

The governmant encourages the use of improved seeds through a 

combined puolic/private sector effort. ICTA is in charge of producing the 

foundation seed 2/, the private sector is responsiole for the multiplication
 

of this seed through individual contracts with the government, and DIGESA
 

supervises the propagation activities and registers the certified seed.
 

Almost 70% of the certified seeds distributed in the country are produced by 

three coiLaercial firms, who pay a price to ICTA which does not fully reflect 

the research and development costs involved. ICTA has a monopoly on
 

foundation seed production and must authorize all base seed imports.
 

Seed 	availability is no limitation in the area surrounding
 

Guatemala City and on most of the Pacific Coastal Plain. In much of the rest 

of the country, however, the lack of roads and suppliers makes obtaining seed 

more difficult for producers. Acceptance of improved seed has been widespread
 

and prices are high. Icept for supply cooperatives, supplier credit has all
 

but disappeared, maKing access to inputs even more difficult.
 

The impact of ICTA/DIGESA certified seed use has been 

considerable, with increases in production ranging from 0.25 tons per nectare
 

for sesame to 1.2 tons per hectare for rice (Taole 36).
 

Most 	 varietal development at ICA emphasizes intensive
 

utilization of fertilizer and other imported inputs. This production system 

applies better to comnercial agriculture, such as that found on the Pacific 

Coastal Plain, than to small farms. Thus, efforts are needed to develop 

varieties that perform acceptably under production systems used by subsistence 

and small commercial agriculture. 

7/ 	 The production of germplasin by ICTA has grown from 14,488 cwts. in 1978 
to 53,353 cwts. in 1984. 
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b. Fertilizers
 

The use of fertilizers and other cnemicals is promoted Dy the 
government through tax exemptions, preferential exchange rates for fertilizer
 

imports and, in some cases, direct distrioution at subsidized cost. To date,
 
fertilizer production and marketing has been largely a private sector
 

undertaking.
 

During the 1970's, the government distributed fertilizers
 

through J3ANDESA, but abandoned this practice wnen it considered that the
 
fertilizer mar eting system had developed sufficiently. Recently, the 

government has opted for importing and distributing fertilizers to small 
farmers oecause it considers that the price of fertilizers is inflated.
 

Consequently, in May 1986 it imported 18.9 thousand snort tons of fertilizer, 
which cost Q21.65 per cwt. to import and was sold for Q15.00 through the 

municipal governments. 

Corn is tn? heaviest user of fertilizers in terms of volume. 

During the 1985/86 production season, it absorbed 540,000 rretric tons, 

compared to 398,000 metric tons used by coffee, which is the second most 

important user. As indicated in Table 37, more than half of the fertilizer 

combined with low technology is applied to corn, while almost one-third is 
used on coffee. This raises the question of whether this expensive input is 
being used efficiently and whether its use should De promoted in the absence 

of a technological package that maximizes the effectiveness of fertilizers on 
these two crops. This is especially true since both corn and coffee are 
low-yielding crops. On the other hand, high-yielding beans and cotton combine
 

fertilizer use principally with medium and nigh technologies (i.e., with other
 

technical inputs and cultivation practices).
 

In terms of numbers of farmers using fertilizers, 70% of the 
corn farmers, 95% of the wheat farmers, and 18% of the bean farmers apply 
chemical fertilizers. Almost 75% of the country's small farmers use organic 
fertilizers, especially on their milpa (family plots of corn, beans and vege­
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tables). Imports of cnemical fertilizers doubled from 1970 to 1980, uDt nave 

Deen declining since then. Because ot the relatively nigh cost of i.:.orted
 

fertilizers, increasing empnasis should De placed on tne preparation ani use 

of organic fertilizers, espxecially related to fruit and vegetatule production. 

c. Pesticides 

Pesticides are used principally on the agricultural export
 

crops, especially cotton 8/, sugar cane, coffee, and fruits and vegetables. 

This has permitted considerably increased yields of these crops, but nas nad 

serious negative side effects due to their indiscriminate and excessive
 

applications. Among other effects are included the following: destruction of
 

beneficial and productive insects, especially honey Dees; poisoning of rivers 

and streams from runoff and aerial spraying which destroys water life; 

contamination of drinking water, beef cattle and dairy cattle and their
 

sub-products from the sprayed regions; and intoxication of farm worKers from
 

spraying.
 

Since 1981 poisonous residuals nave declined consideraDly on
 

the Pacific Coastal Plain due to the reductions in plantings of cotton and tne
 

imports of DDT (Taole 38). In order to even furtner reduce this canger, a 

concerted IPM program should De undertaKen.
 

_/ Pesticide use in cotton accounts for 66% of the total cost of prodiction
 
for this crop.
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G. AGRICULTURAL FINANCE
 

1. Public Sector Budiet
 

One of the most prominent indicators of the government's dedication
 

to the development of agriculture is the proportion of the annual budget Oeing
 

allocated to this sector, especially that related to investment (as opposed to 
operating expenses). A review P th2 information does not provide a very 

encouraging picture. In 1976, the sector was provided with 7.6% of tne total
 

budget, in 1981 4.2%, and oy 1985 it had fallen to 3.2%, which -esulted in a
 

ten-year average of 4.5% of the total budget (Table 39). In 1987, the puolic
 

agricultural sector's budgetary proporLion ranked behind the other sectors in
 

declining order of importance: Public Deot, 20.1%; Education, 16.6%; Defense,
 

13.3%; Health, 9.2%; Transportation, 9.00; Finance, 8.7%; Laoor, 7.7%; General 

Services, 5.7%; Agriculture, 4.5%.
 

This downward trend of agricultural sector budget as a proportion
 

of total government budget since 1980 is very discouraging. Although the
 

agricultural investment budget as a proportion of the total agricultural
 

budget has remained steady at around 50% over the period 1975-1985, when the
 

government decides to reduce the budgetary deficit by not fully spending the
 

amounts authorized, the investment portion is not spent 9/. If the government
 

is sincerely committed to the idea that agriculture is to be the country's
 

engine of growth, then it must provide greater budgetary allocations for tnis
 

sector and maintain the investment oudget at higher levels.
 

In 1986 the government spent only 40% of the total Dudgetary 
allocations, reducing expenditures for investment to practically nothing.
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2. Bankkin System 

The Guatt:uLin; ian.ing system is comprised of tne BanK of Guatemala 
(Central Bank), three state developiient banKs, fourteen private Guatemalan 

commercial banis, two foreign commrcial LxjnKs, and five finance com>panies, 
four of which aice private. 'he DanKing system operates under the guidance of 

the government's M)netary Board, which is responsible for estatlisning tne 

country's nonetary, exchange, and credit policies and for the management of 

the Central BanK. Uhe system is regulated ny the Supxrintendency of Banks, an 

autonomous agency charged with the inspection, supervision and auditing of 
banking institutions. In addition to ixanks and finance companies, tne 

financial system also includes various non-banKing financial interiediary 
agencies, including insurance co npanies, savings and loan associations, 

cooperatives, and deposit. warenouses. 

a. Public Sector Financial Institutions
 

Among the public sector financial institutions are three 

state-run banks and one finance company: Tn( National Finance Corporation 

(CORFINA), the National Agricultural Davelopment Bank (BANDiSA), the National 
Housin Bank (BANVI), and the National Mortgage Institute of Guatemala. All 

were created to promote the economic development of the country, and they 

mobilize resources from domestic and international sources to finance a w;ide 

range of industrial investment. CORFINA is nearly banKrupt due to poor 
investments and has virtually ceased its lending activities. BANDESA's
 

objective is to finance the agricultural sector; however, it has experienced
 

serious decapitalization due to poor loan recovery and its share of the marKet
 

has been declining in recent years. BANVI operates as a quasi-comiercial DanK
 

that has directed a major portion of its activities to construction and
 

housing. Its loan portfolio is considered weak and scant resources are
 

currently available for new lending.
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D. Private Sector FinanciaI Institutions
 

The private financial sector is composed of private DanKs,
 

finance companies, deposit warehouses, savings and loan associations,
 

insurance companies, and tne cooperative ruoveavint. Coiiiercial DanKs are 

involved in two types of activities: commrercial and nortgage DanKing. Tne 

major portion of these activities are coinnercia] (85%), with the eimpnasis on 

extending short-term credit for business oLperations.
 

i. Comercial Banks. 7te coaiaarcial private Dank;ing system 

is relatively young (a majority of institutions were estanlished since 1969), 

and their major source of funds (80.) is tnrougn domestic dep osits. Tne 
commercial banks have concentrated on large loans, and in 1984, 13% of the 
loans awarded accouinted for 82'- of the banK's resources. 

ii. Finance Companies. Finance companies purchase shares and
 
other equity instru-ents, sell shares to the public, and extend credit for 
inedium- and long-term investment. Few (if any) actually make equity 

investments, and a majority of their lending nas Deen concentrated in large 
loans (e.g., 96.4% of loans awarded involved amounts greater than Q50,000). 

The financial position of tne comimercial banks and the 
finance companies is considered healthy; they hold approximately 86% of the 
total assets of Guatemala's financial system. 

iii. Deposit Warehouses. The main activity of the deposit 
warehouses 	 is the storage of goods and the issuar.- of negotiable securities 
(bonds and certificates) against which depositors may obtain snort-term 
financing. There are one state-owned and ten private bonded warehouses in the 
country, and all are associated with the commercial Danks, their major source 

of funds. 

iv. Insurance Companies. Thirteen insurance companies
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operate in Guateala. Their investments are approved annually by the monetary 

Board and they are required to maintain 40t. of their reserves in governaiment 

securities.
 

v. Cooperatives. The cooperative movemTent has an extensive 

national network serving approximately 210,000 individuals. The movement's 

major source of funds is a combination of state financing from BANDESA,
 

CORFINA, and BAINV, and the deposit of cooperative members. With the 

exception of the National Federation of Savings and Loan Cooperatives
 

(FENMCOAC), the general financial position of the cooperative fmovement is 

extremely weaK, suffering from low nemoDer capital participation, high Loan 

delinquency, inadequate reserves, poor credit administration, low
 

profitability, and inadequate pricing and operational policies.
 

3. Agricultural Credit
 

a. Private Banks and Finance Companies
 

Although the fiscal and monetaLy measures undertaken by the 

government in 1986 through their economic staoilization program are liKely to 

have favorable long-term impacts on the economy, economic recovery and growth
 

are linked to private sector investment, particularly in agriculture.
 

The private commercial banks have oeen the main source of 

financing in local currency for the agricultural sector, providing 

approximately 90% of all credit during the 1983-1985 period. In 1985, the 

private banks provided a total of Q190 million to the sector (agricultural
 

proouctioi, livestock, forestry and fisheries) (Table 40) . However, this was 

a decline in real terms of approximately 10% over the 1983-1985 period. A 

majority of the financing (approximately 94%) was limited to snort-term
 

working capital. In addition, 75% of this credit was for the production of
 

cotton, coffee, sugar cane and livestocK, and over 90% of these loans were for
 

annual operations. In the past, the lacK of investiaent financing did not 

cause critical proDlei s to the agricultural sector oecause the nigh prices of 
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the country's export commodities on international marKets made it possiole for
 

the lands planted in tnose crops to yield sutticient profits. However, now
 

that the prices of the major c,qxrt co:%,.)dities (particularly cotton) nave
 

dropped, the sector is in need of investment capital to diversify production
 

into crops yielding a higher return. i4ary farming operations are in a position
 

to diversify and increase tneir production. However, they are DuLocKed from
 

doing so by a lack of working capital and investment financing. The main
 

source of resources for the private oanKs nas oeen domestic savings -and time
 

deposits. However, the ceilings placed upon lending rates (12% througi 1.986)
 

have discouraged the coimercial ban};s from all out the safest and most
 

attractive loans.
 

Private finance companies extend credit for medium- and
 

long-term capital investment and some snort-term operations. They are not
 

subject to the same interest rate controls as the private Danis, and generally
 

extend credit at rates two-to-three percentage points nigner. 'They acquire 
resources through the issuance of tax-free Wnds and certificates. In recent 

years the asset growth of the finance companies nas been rapid (approximately 
.38' annually). Nevertneless, a large percentage of tnese "new" resources (40%) 

are the result of U.S. loans channeled through tne state-controlled CORFINA. 

Neither the private commiercial banks nor the finance companies nave access to 
long-term, local currency resources, and external lines of credit in foreign 

exchange cannot e contracted without the authorization of tne Monetary Board 
and tne channeling of such loans tnrough the Central BanK. 'Todate, resources
 

channeled by the Central Bank have not oeen significant. 

As with the commercial banks, overall finance company lending 

has been concentrated in large loans to a small and nighly collaterized 
clientele. The distribution of private bank and finance company agricultural 

financing has also been concentrated in the thands of few borrowers, with a 

preference for those specializing in the hign-value export crops. In 1983, 

only 2.4% of the borrowers had loans in excess of Q50,000, which corresponded 

to 75.7% of the total credit awarded. In contrast, some 55.5% of the total 

number of borrowers received loans up to Q1,000 in size, corresponding to 3.3% 

of the year's credit volume. 
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11he traditional reluctance of commercial Danks to provide 
financing to tne agjrlculrural si.ctor grew as a result ot the restrictive 

monetary policies introLsced uy tne government in mic-1986. However, tne 

degree to wnacn these policies reduced coimtercial an.- agricultural credit. 
provision requires further analysis. For example, aitnough tne increased 

reserve requireiazcnts and tne withdrawal of puolic sector institutional 

deposits did reduce overall private bank and finance co:ipany liquidity, the 

coiTn-Frcial ranKing system still possesses very nign liquidity. Only a small 

portion of tiiis excess liquidity is invested in agriculture (appro::imately 

10%), and the greatest portion has been invested in governaent Donds. Tne 

commercial banks state that their excess liouidity is due to a lacK of 
deiand. Nevert leess, in 1986 tne Non-Traditional Products Exporter's Guild 

reported that 371 firii seeking working capital and investient credit nave 

been unable to obtain Dani< financing. 'ihe demand for financing from these 

firms totals Q103.7 million and US$47.9 million (Table 41). 

It is apparent that the coiilercial Dan} s nave continued to 
limit their financing to those borrowers possessing large amounts. of 

collateral (and preferably urban property) that can oe pledged as a 

guarantee. Since well-run agribusiness enterprises tend to concentrate 

capital investmfents in productive assets (e.g., machinery, rural 

infrastructure and inventories), few qualify for coiumercial investment loans. 

In addition, it is possible that tne interest rates Deing offered on the 

governmfent bonds (where banks have invested the major portion of their 

liquidity) are high enougn to attract wnks seeking to Dalance low risKs with 

the highest earnings rate possible. Given the current ceiling placed upon 

lending rates (recently raised to 14%), tne interest rate paid on government 

securities could provide an incentive to the DanKs to furtner reduce their
 

agricultural lending.
 

Finally, banking legislation, wnicn dates from 1947, further 

restricts credit availability oy limiting the amount of financing tnat a anK 

may provide to 50% of the total planned investment. rImis essentially requires 

borrowers to provide collateral totaling 200% of the face value of a loan. Few, 
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if any, small- and medium-scale farrers possess such assets, and coiulercial 

bank credit is limitea to a very siiull percentage of tne farming sector. 

Not only is co.-mmercial DanK willingness to provide
 

agricultural credit important to econoirmic recovery, out irmecnanisms are needed 

to encourage increases in their agricultural lending. Currently, private banK 

preference is tow-rd mavKing short-term, tigt)ly collaterized loans for industry 

and commerce, anc! few incentives exist to shift this preference. Interest 

rate policy is also a constraint to promoting greater amounts of comnmercial 

bank agricultural financing. The maintenance of positive rates has not been 
an explicit element of monetary policy, and tn]e ceiling placed upon lending 

(12%) resulted in a real rate of minus 9.1% in 1985 when the inflation rate 

(21.15Y6) is factored into tne equation. It is clear that the recovery of the 

agricultural sector and the2 economy as a whole will require government 

policies designed to encourage private sector initiative and coirurrcial bank 

willingness to invest in agriculture and its related industries.
 

In sunnary, access to agricultural financing is being
 

constrained oy a combination of government monetary policy and the continued 

unwillingness of the comizercial oan ing community to invest in the sector. 

The recent government efforts to control inflation and provide stability to 

the exchange rate by reducing the liquidity of the LbanKing system and limiting 

access to external resources have provided a disincentive to the coimmercial 

banks to invest in agriculture. In addition, comnercial oanKs nave continued 

to prefer investment in commercial and trade activities, or in low-risK 

government bonds, and to limit their exposure to tne higher-risK agricultural 

lending. This has reduced current levels of agricultural investment and 

contriouited to the continuing economic stagnation of the economy. 

b. Public Sector Banking 

As stated earlier, agriculture is tne most important sector of
 

the Guatemalan economy, and access to credit is one of the ma3or obstacles to
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increasing agricultural output and productivity. Current macroeconomic policy 

of the government is directed at restoring tne levels or agricultural 

production with a view to trie promotion of exports and tne attainmint of 

domest ic self-sufficiency in basic consumption products. However, the 

emphasis upon price and exchange rate staoility has weaKened investment in the 

sector. The government utilizes two principal institutions for crianneling 

resources to agriculture: Central 1-3nk credit lines and rediscount facilities, 

and the National Agricultural Develop;ient BanK. 

i. Central Bank. The BanK of Guatemala is tne government's 

executing institution for tne monetary policies of tne Aonetary Board. In 

addition to il-s policy execution role, the Central BanK also moilizes 

resources from wtn doirestic and international sources for onlending to the 

commercial banKing sector througn rediscount facilities and lines-of-credit. 

Recently, Central Bank lending has not been significant as a percentage of 

total resource flows, since Whe government has been attempting to reduce the 

liquidity of the private ban's as part of its economic staoilization program. 

However, in response to the perceived stiortage of agricultural investment 

credit, the government is currently considering the approval of a $40 million 

loan from the Inter-American Develoonent BanK. Approved oy IDB/Nasnington in 

late 1986, this loan is intended to increase the supply of medium- and 

long-term investment credit., and to supplement commercial Dank domestic 

resources wicn are primarily used to finance wort-ing capital requirements. 

The loan is directed at invcstiments in permanent crops, land improvements, 

warehouses and storage facilities, agricultural inputs, and irrigation 

systems, with the intent of promoting an expansion of agro-export 

initiatives. If approved by the government, the Central Bank will criannel 

t-hese resources througt eligible coimmrcial DanKs and finance companies. 

Although this loan does have tne potential of increasing investment witnin 

the sector, it remains to be seen whether the commercial oanks will maKe use 

of this credit line. Additionally, under the best of circumstances, the 

likely beneficiaries will e the few large farming operations having access to 

the cormercial tanking system. Small- and medium-scale farmers, the majority 

of whom produce traditional crops for domestic consumption and wno cannot meet 
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the collateral requirements of the commercial oanks, will not nave access to
 

this finincing.
 

ii. National Agricultural Develo;rent Bank (BANDi3A). 

BANDESA is the government's primary financial institution for cnanrneIing 

public sector credit to the agricultural sector. It wag created in Deceiier 

1970, as the result of the consolidation of three state credit institutions -­

the National Agrarian Bank (BNA), the Production D:)velopment Institute 

(INOP), and the Inter-American Cooperative Supervised Credit Service 

(SCICI0). BANDESA has features of botn a developient and a commercial DanK. 

However, since its creation, the focus of its operations has oeen to provide 

financing to the small- and medium-scale farmers wno traditionally have lacKed 

access to the comnercial banking system. 

In general terms, the BanK has succeeded in providing 

credit to approximately 30,000 small- and -kdium-scale fariers, many of whom 

lack tr:cdditional collateral and who would not nave access to any other formal 

banking credit or informal credit at reasonaDle rates. The Bank has not 

attempted to develop its comi-ercial banking operations, since tne mobilization 

of domestic resources would require tne use of competitive interest rate 

structures to capture deposits. Until recently, interest rates cnarge2.' Dy thne 

Bank were typically less than the maximum rates estaolisned by tne Monetary 

Board, a reflection of BANDLSA's oelief tnat small- and medium-scale farmers 

require concessionary rates to produce effectively and profitably. The 

primary source of BAqDESA resources for onlending has oeen a series of 

twenty-two trust. funds established by tne government. These funds provide 

financing for three specific areas: (1)agriculture and livestock, (2)rural 

housing (particularly following the 1976 earthquaKe) , and (3) rural artisanry 

and small industry. Tne large number of trust funds being administered by the 

Bank has permitted it to increase services to the small farmer. The limited 

capital that BANDESA has mooilized tnrough its comnercial operations is 

invested in the m re traditionally commeLCial regions of tne country (Pacific 

Coastal Plain) and to the larger farming and ranching operations. 
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The BANDLESA credit portfolio is neavily weignte3 n favor of 

the agricultural sector (tour-fift-ns of total loans are for crop production). 

However, in recent years, the Ban 's Lelative position in agricultural lending 

has declined. Additionally, altnoujn the nuraLNr of loans is suostantial and 

average loan size is small (indicating a concentration in small- and 

mediuh.-scale faramyrs), the total number of borrowers served uy the BIanK nas 

not changed since 1977. 

BANDESA has always suffered from high delino'uency in its loan 

portfolio. Although current, reliable data is not availaole, in 1933 it was 

estimated that approximately 79.3% of tne portfolio was in arrears and, more
 

seriously, a majority of the delinquent payments were Trore than one year past 

due. The delinquent portfolio has inronilized both BAND1SA', loanaDle capital 

derived through deposits and the resoLurces ootained through its administration 

of trust accounts, severely restricting the BanK's ability to meet the credit 

demand of the small farming sector. Currently, the Bank's ability to attract 

new resources is also very limited. Tne government is unwilling to increase 

public sector transfers, and internationa) financial institutions (e.g., AID, 

IDB) have made future assistance conditional on improvements in loan recovery,
 

decentralization and mobilization of domastic deposits.
 

BANDESA does possess a country-wide network of regional 

offices and local agencies that could permit it to provide effective services 

to all areas of the country. -wever, its operations art, overly centralized 

in the capital. Very limited loan approval authority is provided to its 

regional offices, and little effort has oeen made to promote conumercial 

operations. In addition, it possesses a nigh-cost and bloated bureaucracy and 

an insufficient nunber of technical personnel. In 1986, RaNDESA had 1,096 

employees, with approximately 50% located in the capital and only 97 

classified as technical and management personnel. 

In late 1986, in response to the high loan delinquency and to 

the difficulties in obtaining new resources, the Bank began to introduce a 

series of measures designed to improve its operations. Interest rates were 
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raised to the noximum allo,-,aole (12 ), authorized credit limits tor specific 

crops were ujxlated to reLiIect inflation and tne receit devaluation, new 

portfolio c]assification and collection procedures were introduced, and credit 

approval policies vere tigntened. Id.tnough attempts were macie to reduce 

central office overnead and to proceed with an effective deuentralization of 

operations on a regional oasis, these did not succeed. More seriously, the 

stricter credit eligioility criteria and the limits placed upon credit 

approval authority in the regional offices have created a oureaucratic 

nigtthiiore for the potential borrower. The substantial documentation required 

by the BanK as part of each loan application does not provide it with any 

greater assurance of loan recovery, out. compliance is very costly to the 

borrower, in bott. time Lnci money. In addition, the increased documentation 

his slowed the analysis and approval process draimatically, since the BanK does 

not nave sufficient tecnrical personnel in its credit department to rapidly 

process the increased docment flow. This has resulted in weak pre-loan 

analysis, frequent and untimely delays, and little follow-up ,[mnitoring of its 

portfolio. 

In summary, the future of BANDESA as the principal channel of 

agricultural credit to the small- and medium-scale farmer is not bright. The 

high levels of delinquency in its portfolio and the unliKlihood that new 

external financing will become available in the near future suggests that the 

Bank's role as a provider of agricultural financing will continue to 

deteriorate. As this occurs, small- and medium-scale farmers will. find it 

increasingly difficult to ootain BANDESA financing, and lacking access to the 

commercial banking sector, it is likely that productivity will decline and 

diversification efforts will De adversely affected. 
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H. INSTITUtIONAL IN1-RAST1RUQMURE OF AGRICULTURE 

The private and public sectors of Guatemala nave developed ;iyriad 

organizations and institutions to direct their worKing envirorment. A puolic 

sector organization, depending on its nature, represents tne mecnanism tnrougn 

which the government oversees implementation of its rules, regulations, and 

policies. Similarly, the Guatemalan private sector has developed an
 

organizational frameworK to safeguard and defend its economic interest.
 

1. The Private Sector
 

a. Interest Groups
 

The Guatemalan private sector is organized into over 100
 

commercial, industrial., and producer associations known as gremiales. These 

associations, in turn, are metwx-ers of cnambers (caimaras) tnat represent
 

specific sectors of the economy. rme chamoers, in turn, are memoers of the 

Coordinating Committee of Agricultural, Commercial, Industrial and Financial
 

Associations (CACIF). It has six institutional meffoers: tne Cnamoer of
 

Commerce, the Cnamier of Industries, tne Chamoer of Financial Institutions,
 

the Chamber of Tourism, the National Farmers Union (UNAGRO), and tne
 

Association of Sugar Producers. CACIF is primarily a loooying organization 

that is intended to represent the private sector's interests oefore the 

national government and to rally puolic support in favor of its interests.
 

The same organizations that belong to CACIF have joined in the
 

creation of the Chamber of Businessmen (Camara Empresarial--CAEM), wnicn
 

comprises the develoL it arm of the organized private sector. C-A4 is
 

responsible for identirying, preparing, analyzing and evaluating programs and
 

projects to further promote private sector development. The oenefits of CAEM
 

projects accrue mainly to members of the Chamber for wnich they are developed.
 

UNAGRO is the coordinating mechanism of the private
 

agricultural sector, used oy the two large agricultural producers'
 

associations -- the Farmers Association (AGA) and the Cna:Loer of Agriculture
 

-- to represent their joint interests. AGA and the Chaimner of Agriculture 
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differ in that individual producers or groups may be Memoers of the former, 

wnile only groups (gre.iales ano associations) may 3oin the Cnamioer of 

Agriculture (See Table 42 for the list of participants). Despite tc.e fact 

that the private sector agricultural organizjtLions each nave one cooperative 

member, ttney largely represent tne interests of large- and edium-sizeo 

independent agricultural enterprises. UNAGRO and its sponsoring organizations 

have political influence far beyond the reldtively narrow representation of 

their membership and are aole to affect many government agricultural policy 

decisions in their favor. 

The Non-Traditional Products Exporters Guild (the Gremial), 

established in 1982, is a trade committee within to the Guatemalan Chamoer of 

Industry. The Guild v:as founded for the purpose of protecting the interests 

of the exporting sector, encouraging the establish ent of fiscal incentives to 

encourage production, and facilitating the process of exporting Guatemalan 

products to international markets. Perhaps more importantly, the Guild 

provides exporting businessmen with an effective imeans of coimunication with 

other private sector ogranizations, and especially with the public sector and 

the government at the highest levels. 

The Gremial has organized its operations into five separate 

groups of products (Figure 10): perishable agricultural products, processed 

foods, non-food coisumption items, raw materials and semi-processed goods, and 

furniture and other durables. Within these five main groups there are
 

numerous sub-groups ('e.g., within perishable agricultural products the 

sub-groups are composed of cardamom, grains, dairy products, etc.) wnicn have 

working groups formed Dy the members to study and reconuitend programs and 

policies related to their specific group. As of L987, the Gremial nas 430 

business affiliates, including some cooperative r-rganizations.
 

With the assistance of AID, the Gremial has opened a branch office 

in Quezaltenango to serve the Western Highlands, has strenghened its market 

information system, and has led and/or participated in various investient 

promotion and international market development activities. 
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b. Agribusiness
 

Private enterprise is relatively well developed in Guatemala in
 

comparison with its Central AMerican neighoors, with many businesses and
 

agroindustries supporting the agricultural sector, ootn in the provision of
 

technical inputs and the processing and marketing of products.
 

i. Input Suppliers. The fertilizer and pesticide marKeting
 

system has aDout 30 wholesaling firms (Table 43 presents a shortened list) 

which are organized into the Association of Agricultural Input Suppliers
 

(GREPAGRO). GREPAGRO's objectives are to develop consistent pricing policies
 

and restrict outside competition. There are approximately 380 retail
 

fertilizer distributors throughout the country.
 

ii. Product Processors. In is is a well-developed industry, 

although there is z tendency for the processors to collude on prices and 

exercise oligopsonistic control. Tre list of firms in Table 44 is not 

complete ut provides an idea of the principal processors by the following 

specializations: coffee processing (12 firms); cotton gins (6); sugar mills 

(19); wheat mills (25); corn mills (5); rice mills (11); vegetable processing 

(8); meat packing plants (14); animal feed (11); dairy plants (9); and 

sawmills. (23), 

iii. Exporters. This list is extensive but Table 45 includes 

the names of the principal exporters by type of product: Cardamom oil (4), 

garlic (16); sesame (26); cotton (22); sugar peas (9); cocoa (5); coffee (49); 

sugar (7); cardamom beans (49); onions (4); .resh fruits (3); and melons (9).
 

c. Guatemalan Development Foundations
 

There are numerous non-government organizations (ONG's) in 

Guatemala which work for the social and economic well-oeing of the rural 

disadvantaged. Three of these doifestic development foundations nave oeen 

selected for description, due to their importance in agricultural development 

and their prior and present experience with the USAID/Guatemala. 
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i.FNhDAP. 'Mhe Foundation for the Inteyrated Development- of 

Socio-Economic Projrams (FUNDAP) was formed "recert.y as an outgrowtn oil CA A 

for the purpose of app.yinj tne knowledje and tecnniques of modern Dusiness 

practice to development proolems of the Western Hignlands, The Foundation has 

a legal charter as a private, non-profit, apolitical institution wLtnout
 

religious ties.
 

Currently, UINDAP is carrying out two programs through its 

offices located in Quezaltenango. From toe Hanns Seidel Foundation of 

Germany, FUNDAP has received assistance to promote dialogue between different 

sectors of Guatemalan society on the most pressing development issues facing 

the country. In more concrete terms, FUNDAP nas 
undertaKen the "Momostenango
 

Project" with the assistance of USAID/Guateala in which sneep and wool
 

production has Deen chosen as the primary economic activity followed by wool
 

processing, weaving and marketing of fin'sned products.
 

Improvements in all phases of this traditional activity of the
 

Momostenango region are expected to increase- the productivity and
 

profitability of wool production, 
create additional employment opportunities,
 

and establish patterns of private business in wool products which may be
 

replicated or emulated in other pursuits a self-help nature. the
of On 


production side, FUNDAP has developed a research and outreach system 
for
 

producers including pasture improveiltent, upgraded breeding stock, disease
 

control, and technical assistance in management practices. On the coirufmercial
 

side, the Project is focused on increasing artisan production of woolen items,
 

improving the quality and variety of products, as well as the establishment of
 

a marketing entity intended to provide a reliable, effective- outlet for
 

finished goods as well as the provision of inputs to weavers.
 

Although modest in scope and limited in resources, FUNDAP has
 

made a promising start in sound development programs in some of the most
 

difficult regions of the country.
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ii. Penny Foundation. The Guatemalan Development Foundation, 

known as the Penny Foundation since its inception in 10o2, is d private 

Guatemalan entity dedicated to rural development primarily in the areas of 

agriculture, housing, small ousiness and public works. Operated under thie 

direction of a board of 8 Guatemalans, the Foundation tias oeen successful in 

attra ring significant donations from local sources and generating income from 

the sale of commemorative coins. From headquarters located in the capital 

city, the Foundation mainte~ns 4 regional offices, 2 in the Nestern Hignlands 

and 2 in the east-central region of tne country. 

The institution has oeeni an innovative leader in developing 

credit schemes for the rural poor. Using group tecnniques and unconventional
 

repayment schedules, for example, the Foundation nas oeen successful in
 

extending credit to sectors of the rural population traditionally outside of
 

the perview of corercial or developmTent lending institutions. The 

Foundation's successful experience in financing modest-sized transactions in
 

the purchase of land by small- scale farmers, led USAID/Guatemala to initiate 

a pilot "land bank" program with the Foundation in 1984. Tne Foundation now 

manages a portfolio of loans and properties worth approximately $1.5 million; 

plans for refinement and expansion of this pioneer activity are being 

discussed currently. 

In addition to innovative financing, the Foundation has
 

channeled most of its work through informal groupings of rural people,
 

stimulating the development of leadership and shared responsibility in the 

process. This has led not only to relatively successful credit operations but 

has also added to the effectiveness of programs in wnicn new production and 

marketing technologies have been introduced and training programs 

implemented. In all its program, the Foundation puts a high value on tne 

participation by beneficiaries in the basic decisions and day-to-day 

operations of projects. 
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iii. Movirniento Guatemilteco de Reconstrucci6n Rural (tvkaR)
 

The Guatemialan Movetiv1ent of Rural Reconstruction (,,ORR) wds 
founded in 1964 and began operations in the ast-central department of Jalapa
 
the following year woere it has continued to worK exclusively. As part of a
 

network of six countries, the MGRR follows a philosophy of broad development
 

in rural areas with a high degree of participation by residents of selected
 

communities. Since its inception, the MGRR has incorporated leading citizens
 
in its 10-person Board of Directors and has attracted significant funding from
 
Guatemalan sources, principally from its local meitoersnip of over 50
 

indivicuals.
 

With a staff of 25 professionals and tecnnicians, the MGRR
 

operates programs in four general areas:
 

Organization, Lncluding training, credit through committees,
 
marketing, public works and productive infrastructure;
 

Education, encompassing literacy training, homemaKing and
 

artisanry skills, home improvement and construction, as well as sponsorsnip of
 

sports and civic events;
 

Economic Improveiment is conducted through on innovative 
extension program concentrated on the major crops of the region as well as 
diversified and intensive cropping in which techniques such soilas 


conservation, fish culture, animal health, and horticultural 
practices are
 

emphasized;
 

Health and Dentistry programs emphasize preventive medicine in
 
vaccinations, nutrition, home sanitation, potable water, and parasite control
 

as well as operating modest services in general medical and dentistry clinics.
 

The MGRR is recognized as a modest, effective regional program 
in the country. It successfully conducted a non-traditional education program 
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with USAID/Guatetala wnicn terminated in 1985. Its principal limitations nave 

been funding for expansion.
 

d. Agrarian Unions and Leaques
 

Guatemala has never experienced a widespread and sustained
 

development of small farmer associations. Although attempts have oeen made 
during the past 50 years to organize sinall farmis, government assistance nas 

been weak and intermittent. Frequently, the existence of small" fariier
 

organizations nas been view:ed with suspicion by ootn the government and the 

private sector, since they were believed to possess the potential to create 

rural unrest. This perceived potential for unrest i. linKea to the 
disparities that exist within the agricultural sector. As a result, reaction 

against small farmer organizations has tended to be most pronounced during 

times of conservative military rule and weaker or absent under less 

conservative civilian governients. 

The growth of small farmer associations in Guatemala has oeen slow 
and difficult, due both to the government's indifference or outright
 
opposition, and the educational levels and
to low zestricted resources
 

possessed by the farmers themselves. Early organizational efforts began in 

the 1940's and continued through the early i970's, when government statistics
 

reported the existence of 160 campesino leagues possessinj a memoersnip of
 

approximately 60,000 farrmers. The extreme political violence in the rural
 

areas in the late 1970's and early 1980's Drought the promotion of farmer
 

associations to a standstill, and many leagues oecame inactive or disappeared 

entirely.
 

Recently, as a result of the return to democratic government and a
 

calming of political violence, organizational efforts among the small-farm
 

sector have increased. The principal motive behind these organizational
 

efforts is demand for land, with current estimates of the number of landless 

farmers at 400,000, the figure used by the national laoor i1venient, the
 

National Institute of Agrarian Transformation (INTA), and estimated in land and
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Labor in GuateTna: An Assessment. Although accurate data are impossiole to 

obtain, it is Known that large nu.iuers of small farmers (approximately 

500,000) parti.cipate in seasonal migration to large co:rirrcial farms on the 

Pacific Coastal Plain to suppleient trheir incones. This suggests tnat many 

small Highland farmers are unable to sustain themselves through tne income 

generated by tneir family farming operations. 

Currently, the principal organizational efforts among the small
 

farmers are supported by the national l.aoor movement (Confederaci6n dd Unidad 

Sindical de Guatemala - CUSG) and by a charismatic Catholic priest (Andres 

Gir6n). rfhe CUSG was established in 1983 uy 7 federations representing 

approximately 120,000 workers. Currently, its meimbership includes 20 

feder-tions (81 agrarian unions) with 200,000 memoers, 50% of whom are small 

farmers or agricultural laborers. Growtn of tne Confederation has been rapid 

and is concentrated in three areas: the E3st, tne vwestern Highlands, and tne 

Pacific Coastal Plain. The organizational efforts of Father Gir6n also began 

in the early 1980's, and are coordinated tnrougn the Asociaci6n de Campesinos 

Pro-Tierras. Membership in the Association is estimated to range between 

60,000 to 100,000 individuals, the majority of whom are seeking land. The 

efforts of Father Giron have received much more publicity than those of the 

CUSG due to the organization of large-scale farmer demonstrations in the 

regional. capitals (particularly on the Pacific Coastal Plain) and to Fatner 

Gir6n's success in obtaining public recognition of the landless problem by the 

current govermvent.
 

e. Cooperatives
 

The growth of rural cooperatives in Guatemala has been similar to 

that of the farmer unions and leagues. Althougn the cooperative form of 

enterprise has existed for more than 80 years, growth nas been intermittent 

and cooperatives have never possessed a large membership or widespread 

distribution in rural areas. Ire most recent period of growth began in the 

1960's through a combination of government and international support. A wide 

variety of cooperative organizations was established, including those active in 

- 69 ­



agricultural procluct-ion and Hk3CKetinj, savings and loan, consumer services, 

ond handicrafts. 'The jxlitical violence oL tne late 1970's had a nelative 

impact on the qrowtn and operation of rural. cooi-era-ives, similar to L-nat on 

other s:r]ll farmer groups; nowever, itony were sustjinxt (altnougo frequently 

providinj only limited services). 'The current number of cooperatives 

registered with the government's National Cooperative Institute (INAQOOP) 

totals 890 organizations with an estiimted memersrip of 209,313 (Taole 46). 

Agricultural and savings and loan coopxerat-Lves account for 69% of the nuiioer 

of cooperatives and 84%i of total me2mbrship. 

It is likely that te actual active meniuersnip and continued 

operation of iiany cooperatives is much less than the government's estimates. 

However, the cooperative movement is divei-se and has a strong presence in the 

Ministry of Agriculture's Regions I, V, and VI, the areas possessing trie 

greatest numtber of small farmers and mainly covering tne indigenous Hligniands. 

One aspect that differentiates the cooperat:ive movement within the 

country is the degree to whicn the more successful organizations have formiped 

-federations. In 1934, 44% of all cooperatives were affiliated with
 

federations. These organ-izations represent 71% of total cooperative
 

membership. Federated cooperatives not only possess a significant advantage
 

in memoersnip, but they are also mucn petter organized and possess mucn nigher 

levels of service and iTember capitalization than do independent cooperatives. 

Federated cooperative statistics are illustrated in Table 47.
 

All ten cooperative federations are members of a national 

confederation of cooperatives (OONF.fLECWP), a lobbying institution which 

represents the movement, promotes its integration, and provides some limited 

sponsorship of national cooperative forums and training exercises. In 

addition to the coordination and integration activities of OJNFECOOP, five 

federations have sponsored the creation of a cooperati've training institute 

(CENDEC), which specializes in manageiment and administrative training of 

cooperative personnel. Public sector support to the cooperative movement is 

provided through the National Cooperative Institute (INACOP), wnicn is respon­
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sible for the promotion, regist-ration and regulation of cooperative 

orqanizations, ano the provision ot tectinical assistance and training. Thbe 

National Agricultural De-velopiient Bank (B[L D!SA) can also De considered a 

cnannel of government assistance, since it nas oeen the primary source of 

external financing for the moveiment.. 

Tle strongest of tne cooperative institutions are the savings and 

loan cooperatives, the majority of which are affiliated with tne National 

Federation of Savings and Loan Cooperatives (FELNACOAC). Created in 1963, tis 

Federation has grown steadily, and currently possesses Q13 million in assets 

and 77 affiliates. The FENACOAC system provides savings and credi. services 

to approximately 96,000 individuals and is cnaracterized by its professional 

management and financial strenguh. 

Forty-eight percent of GuatemTalan cooperatives are agricultural 

and, with few exceptions, the strongest of these organizations are also
 

federated. 'iwo agricultural cooperative federations (FEDECOCAGUA and 

IEDECOERA) specialize in coffee production and marKeting, an activity whicn 

represents 55% of the total income generated Iy agricultural cooperatives. 

The remaining agricultural cooperative federations (FECOAR, FEDECOAG, and 

EC(%TRK) specialize in the production and imarKeting of corn, wheat, Deans,
 

vegetables, and fruits. Membership in agricultural cooperatives is almost. 

exclusively limited to small- and medium-scale farmers. They farm extremely 

small parcels of land using traditional practices and utilize little external 

capital. Yields are low and very limited tecnnical or financial assistance is
 

available to permit these farmers to diversify into nigner-value crops. A 

high percentage of their production is for suosistence and/or sale in domestic
 

markets and marKeting infrastructure is poor. A majority of the agricultural 

cooperatives (including ooth federated and non-federated) lack professional 

management, possess inadequate operational and pricing policies, and are 

under-capitalized and overly dependent upon external resources for their 

operations. Two of the agricultural cooperative federations (FEODAR and 

FEDECOCAGUA) are relatively strong; however, one (FECOAR) was seriously 

affected by the political violence of the late 1970's (losing Dotn mmnbers and 
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capital), and the other (FWilECOCAGUA) i.s overly dependent upoan the marKeting 

of coffee and external capital. Governent as3istk-3nce to the federated 

cooperatives has been sporadic, and technical support is often minimal. 

In addition to the federated cooperative sector, rmany small, 

independent organizations are registered with INACOP. Tnese cooperatives are 

cnaracterized by tneir small size and their very limited access to credit and 

technical assistance. Altrhough they frequently possess cooperative charters, 

these organizations are more "borrower groups" than they are cooperative 

business enterprises. Few possess full-time employees or formal 

administrat±ve systems, meiiaer capital is limited, and they are dependenit upon 

the public sector extension programs for their annual planning ani 

operations. INIACOP is attempting to strengtnen these smiall, indelp rndert 

agricultural cooperatives as a means of channeling resources to the small farm 

sector, but costs have oeen nign and results mixed. Several
 

highly-capitalized, agro-export orient-ed cooperatives (e.g., Cuatro Pinos, 

Magdalena) are excepted from this general rule for independent cooperatives. 

However, despite having received suiostantial international firiancial and
 

tec.h:ical assistance, their future still remains uncertain. 

f. Farmer Groups 

DIGESA, the extension service of the Ministry of Agriculture, and 

several private voluntary organizations have also neen active in organizing 

small farmers into agricultural coiLanittees or .armer groups as a means to 

provide the traditional farmer with access to credit and techinical 

assistance. The creation of these agricultural committees represents a
 

significant effort to organize the traditional agricultural sector. In 1986,
 

it was estimated that 2,852 groups witn a memoership of 76,500 farmrers had 

been created, including those promoted oy the Ministry (approximately 50%) and 

those supported by the PVO's. DIGESA's organizational effort includes 

production associations, 4-11 clubs, and woirnns' groups. Some success has Oeen 

achieved in utilizing the groups tor training and the transfer of technology, 

but credit access is not guaranteed and financing is extremely limited. 'ie 
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Ministry's greatest success nas been in the area of organizing farmer Jroups 

to construct and oprucrte smaill-scale irrigation systelLs. A total of 90 such 

groupLs with approximaltely 3,600 inemb>er's has oL)Luined investiment creclit to 

construct these systems. However, production credit and follow-up tecnnical 

assistance have been limited, frequently reducing the profitarility of
 

investirents. 

The American Institute for Free Labor Development (AIFLD) nas 

focused its group organization activities on small farmers and agricultural 

laborers. Thie main focus of this effort is to prepare the groups for eventual 

affiliation to an agrarian union, an action which could increase their access 

tl production inputs and eventually to land. Th development of agrarian 

unions is a relatively new phenomenon, and the impact of AIFU)'s group 

organizational effort will require more time for evaluation. 

2. The Public Sector
 

a. Outside Institutional Influence on-the Agricultural Sector
 

Of the institutions which form the agricultural public sector, the 

Minister of Agriculture has direct control of only DIGESA (Agricultural 

Extension Service) and DIGESEPE (LivestocK Extension Service) (Figure i). 

All other important agencies of the sector (BANDESA, INTA, INAFOR, ICrA and 

INDECA) are semi-aul-,nomous and governed Dy boards or councils in whicn tne 

Minister of Agriculture is a member (Table 48). These boards and councils 

make decisions on the basis of majority vote. Thus, even though tne Minister 

of Agriculture presides over these boards, he does not have direct connand of 

their policies and priorities. As illustrated in Figure 12, the Ministry of 

Finance, the Ministry of Economy and the General Secretariat for Economic 

Planning (SEGEPLAN) have collectively iiore influence than the Ministry of 

Agriculture in these agencies. It can be seen that important agencies of the 

agricultural sector are guided by institutions whose major area of concern is
 

not agriculture. The macro objectives of institutions liKe the Ministry of
 

Finance and the Ministry of Economics may be in conflict witn the needs of the
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agricultural sector as defined D7 the Ministry of Agriculture, thus 
complicating the process of providing clear :guidance to the agencies directly 

concerned with the agricultural sector.
 

At a more macro level, the Monetary Board is responsible for 
defining the monetary, exchange and credit rxolicies of the governmeQnt. Since 

these policies are a determining factor in the general performance of the 

agricultural sector, the Minister of Agriculture is a member of the oard. 

Other important mnelm>ers are the Ministers of Finance, Economic Planning and 
Economy. Toe possibilities for the Minister of Agriculture to exert influence 

on monetary policies are limited >-ecause of the minority position ne has on 
the Monetary Board. Because of tne reccxjnized impqortance of tne agricultural 

sector in tne total economy, the policy directives emanating from tne Board 
should take more explicit account of tne structural adjustient and development 

needs of the sector.
 

b. Public Agricultural Sector Institutional Infrastructure 

Public agricultural policy and related develoV-:ant programs in
 

Guatemala are designed and carried out by the Ministry of Agriculture,
 

Livestock and Food (MAGA). The component institutions and units of the 

Ministry can be distinguished Iy three oroad classifications:
 

planning/progra!rming units, executing agencies, and administrative/
 

coordinating cormittees. Each classification, in turn, defines a vertical
 

hierarchy of units, agencies, and committees spanning the gap between the
 

Minister of Agriculture and the individual farmer and agricultural laoorer.
 

Guatemala is divided into eight principal regions according to agroecological,
 

administrative, and political criteria (Figure 8 and Table 49). Laca region
 

is further surxivided into suo-regions. In principle, each of the Ministry of
 

Agriculture's executing institutions ma intains national, regional, and
 

sub-regional offices. Thus' the pattern of institutions existing at the
 

national level (in Guatemala City) should De reflected in the patterns at
 

regional and sub-regiDnal levels. As an example, DIGESA, apart from its cen­
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tral office in the capital, maintains a rejional oftice in Quezaltenango, tne 

principal city of Region I, and tnree or fojr sur)-rcgional offices in eacn of 

the six comaponent departments of thIe iegion. Re3 ion I regionaI and 

sub-regional offices are likewise maintained Dy DlGESEPE and BANDESA. In 

practice, not all Ministry agencies are fully rejionalized (e.g. ITA). 

Regions I, V, and VI nave received nost of trne Ministry's attention in recent 

years, and it is in these regions that the institutional infrastructure 

sketched below is the most complete.
 

At the risk of oversimplification, th]e Ministry components are 
shown in Figure 13, classified by function and level, and include some of the 

important interrelationships among them. For completeness, the "National 

Level" incorporates the political authorities who determine and authenticate 

agricultural policy and prioritize it vis-a-vis otner policy areas. rhe 

"Sector Level" refers to the central offices of the M4inistry, located in
 

Guateimtala City.
 

i. Horizontal Relationsnips. At each level there is: (1) a
 

principal decision maKer, (2) an advisory group whose tasK is to submit
 

alternatives and recoimmendati.ons concerning development matters to the
 

decision maker, and (3) a group responsible for the coordination of
 

organizations engaged in planning and execution.
 

At the national level the principal decision maker is the 

President of the Republic. Theoretically, tne National Congress generates 

legislation which the President is empowered to enforce. In practice, the 

tone of any given administration in Guatemala is set by the party in power 

and/or the Chief Executive himself. The development advisory group at tile 

national level is the General Secretariat for Planning (SEGEPL Al), responsible 

for the design of medium-term (4 to 5 years) plans in accordance with the 

policies and guidelines established by t.he current administration. Jointly, 

the President and SLEGEL)AN estaolish operating policy, that is, conversion of 

political objectives into realistic strategies phased over time, within the 

limits of available resources. These, in turn, govern the allocation of 

resources across ministries, a process that is aided by the national level 

coordinating group, the President's Council of Ministers, or Cabinet. 
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At the sector level, the principal decision maKer is tne 
Minister of Agriculture, aided Dy nis two Vice-Ministers. As descried
 

earlier, twe Minister is limited in his direct control of agricultural 
institutions to DIGa.SA and DIGESEPE, the agricultural and livestocK extension 
agencies, respectively. The Minister snares decision RaKing with otners on 
the governing boards of BANDESA, INTA, INAfDR, ICTA and iNDECA. Mucn of the 
day-to-day work of the Ministry is supervised Dy t.ne First Vice-Minister; tne 

Second Vice-Minister traditionally oversees livestock matters. The
 
development advisory group at the sector level is the Sector Planning Office 
for Food and Agriculture (USPADA). USPADA is responsible for the acquisition, 
processing, and analysis of information concerning the agricultural sector 
and, using the information, the formulation of projects in accordance with 
guidelines established by the Minister and oy tne National Agricultural
 

Development Plan (wnen tnere is one). Equally important is USPADA's 
responsibility for identifying feasible alternatives to acnieve the 
development strategies articulated by SEGEPLAN and to deal with unforeseen 

economic and agronomic problems affecting the sector. To achieve these ends, 
USPADA consists of an information unit, a planning unit, a programs and 
projects unit, and a budgeting unit. To coordinate policy and programs across
 
sector institutions, the Minister periodically convenes the Superior
 

Coordinating Committee (COSUCO), consisting of the national directors of tne 
sector institutions and chaired by the First Vice-4Ainister. The Coordinator 
of USPADA (or his deputy) acts as secretary to COSUCO and thus nas regular and 
intimate contact with tne Ministers and with the Directors. Problems of 
mutual concern, projects involving two or irore institutions, and broad issues 
of where, wnen and how to apply agricultural policy are discussed at COSUOD
 

meetings. occasionally, the mOSt;CO visits development project sites or 

invites lower-echelon individuals and groups to discuss activities and 

problems with the Committee in Guatemala City. 

Within each institution (at the Agency level), the principal 
decision maker is, of course, the Director. Each agency has a programming and 
budgeting unit whose job is to translate agricultural plan guidelines and
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strategies into quant-ifiaole and financeaole programs (or projects) 

appropriate to the role estaolisned for it witnin the current developflim- plan 
and by USPWDA. Jivross institutions, tne coordinating C<od] at this level is 
the Sectoral Pro>graimming Comuni_,tee (CO)PKSY1r7) The irrost import-ant single 

function of the Coiwnittee is to insure mutual consistency among 
programs/projects designed by sect-or institutions and in [(e ailocation of 
physical and financial resources over any given Dudgetary period.
 

At the regional level, the principal decision maker is tne 
regional Director, and he has his own programming and budgeting unit to advise 

nim about projects and activities assigned to his region. Problems and issues 

or -utual concern among regional institutions are managed by the Regional 

Dev.lopmTent Cormittee (CORED)A), consisting of the regional directors of all 

institutions in the regicn. The regional. level, and in particular, tne COREDA 

represent the interface between primarily planning/policy making, on tne one 
hand, and programming, budgeting, and execution, on the other. Regional
 

offices esLablisti overall short-term policies (or netter, guidelines) for 
concrete, physical work in the field consistent with Droad-gauge sector 

strategies, yet they are still one step removed from tne actual farm level 

activities in any specific location. This is the responsibility of tne 

suo-regional offices. 

Sub-regional directors tend to be an idiosyncratic group, 
inasmuch as local conditions and requirrwrcnt:; vary widely and because, living 

at the bottom of the bureaucratic totem poeJ, they often have to improvise and 

make do in the matter of logistical support. The sun-regional directors 

directly oversee the work of extensionists, livestocK auxiliaries, credit 

agents, and other people who work directly witn farmers and their families. 

At this level, programming devolves into field work plans of individuals 
working within specific villages, communities, or other defined areas. In
 

t.heory, there exist Sun-Regional Agricultural Development Connittees
 

(COSUREDA), but these have functioned recently only in Region I.
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Finally, at the farm level, interdisciplinary teams of 

extensionists, livestocK auxiliaries, credit agents, and otrers have occdsion­

ally been fostered as a means -f nromoting integrated or diversified 

development strategies for individual farms or specific communities. Tne 

farmers tLemselves are considered full-fledged memoers of sucn teams and 

comprise an important source of feed-back information aoout farmers' desires, 

.ntentions, and opinions.
 

ii. Vertical Relationships. From a vertical perspective, tne 

Guatemalan public agricultural sector consists of tnree hierarchies: (1) 

decision makers (aaninistrative control), (2) advisory bodies (planning, 

programing, budgeting), and (3) coordinating bodies. In Figure 13, these are 

shown via the three vertical columns, together with tne flows of control, 

inforration, and coordination airong them at all levels. 

Administrative control may be direct or indirect. Tne
 

President of the Republic does not actually have administrative control over 

the Minister of Agriculture; that is, he does not manage the agricultural
 

sector per se. But in his role as arbiter of national policy--including
 

agricultural policy--and given his authority to replace ministers seen to be
 

deviating from established policy and ideology, the President functions as if 

he were the "President of the Board" of a multiproduct firm capable of hiring
 

or firing managers at will.
 

The Minister of Agriculture exercises even more diffuse 

control over much of his doimain. As indicated earlier, he is merely one of 

several co-equal meiers of the board of 311 but DIGESA and DIGESEPE. On the 

other hand, these latter two institutions are, probably, the most important in 

the sector, and they certainly employ tne most people. Much, too, depends on 

the persona1ities and personal contacts of any given minister and his vice­

ministers. Strong ministers with extensive personal contacts wgill [e more
 

influential than otherwise.
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The same nolds true for indiviclua] institution direct-ors and 
their deputies. A stronj agency nead (e.g;, tne Director of DIGESE'PE.') not 
only can mold his organization into virtually a personal tool, Dot, via
 

COSUCO, he can influence otner institutions as well.
 

As a general rule, the farther one is from Guatemala City,
 

the greater the degree of local autonomy. Planners in tne capital face
 

theoretical problems and deal in abstract relationships. Regional and
 

sub-regional institution directors face concrete problems and real
 

relationships. In a manner of speaking, the latter are the real managers of 
Guatemala's agricultural sector. Not only are they forced by circumstances to 
be more pragmatic than tiheir loftier brethren, but their grasp of actual
 

conditions in their areas prompts the stronger amrong them to interpret plans 
and projects in ways som-times not foreseen oy national leaders. In the past, 

this has led to divergence between original planned objectives and strategies 
and actual execution in the field. It has led to stagnat'on of some projects 

and strong (somtimes excessive) emphasis on otners ann it. has sumetimes 

caused premature abandonment of projects. 

Planning, programning, and budgeting form the core of the 
planning process in the Ministry. Plans are comoinations of me-dium-term (5 

years) and long-term (5 to 10 years) strategies with accompanying targets and 

goals designed to move one or more sectors of a country from an existing state
 

of affairs towards one deemed by decision makers to oe preferaole. 
Programming, at least in the Guatemalan context, is the design of concrete, 

budgetable projects aimed at achieving one or more of the targets and/or goals 

articulated in a plan. A program, of a seriesconsisting of* constituent 

projects and activities, is spanned through time according to existing
 

technologies and the availability of needed resources. Once the physical
 

characteristics of a program and its alternatives are estimated, the financial
 

feasibilities are investigated via the budgeting process.
 

This is now the planning-prcqramming-budgeting linKs are
 

seen in Guatemala's public agricultural sector. It should be clear that
 

planners, programmers, and budgeters are not the sane Kinds of people, althougn
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their functions overlap. This is iTportant, since, running down tne 
right-hand column in Figure 13, one can see- an evolution from pure planning 

(SEGEPLAN) to planning/prograiraning (USPADA) to preaominantly 

progranuning/Dudgeting (national, regional, and local levels). 

Te flow of information--up, down, sideways--among the units 
of the control nierarchy and the planning, programming, budgeting are critical 

for the successful implementation of specific projects wit.in tne expected 

time frame. Information flo,1:s upward through the control nierarchy via an 
inform,-tion manage!imeant system involving registers of Work performed in- tne 
field, costs incurred, numbers of farmers or hectares of land affected, and 
the like. USPITA irintains links with COPROSEC and with individual 
programming units. 1t also oversees individual institutional oudgets and
 
participates in tne annual sector-wide 
 budget preparation. Finally, as
 
indicated earlier, information of mutual concern is mediated 
 via the
 

coordination committees at each level.
 

iii. Other Relationships. Relationships Detween the Ministry of 
Agriculture, on the one hand, and the Bank of Guatemala and the Ministries of
 
Economics and Finance have been descrioed earlier. Suffice it to say nere
 
that individual agricultural development projects, especially those financed 
by USAID and other donors, often give rise to ad hoc structures (local project
 
coordinating bodies, 
technical assistance teams, sub-committees of QDREDA,
 
etc.) superimposed upon the ones described aoove. These have varied from 
project to project, and it is difficult to generalize about them. 

More permanent are the relationships within sucn 
institutions as DIGESA, DIGESEPE, and ICI'A. Especially at regional levels, 
individual program directors and their staffs 
 sometimes comprise a
 
"mini-institution" oy themselves. In managing extensionists and field 
technicians (for example, soil conservation, fruit research, sheep care and 
breeding) , the authority of the program director may clash with that of the 
local sub-regional director managing tne same field workers. 
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Less clearly defined, yet soietimes important, are two 
organizations s-ecifically involving I)IGIP.M personnel: tne Association ot 

Agronomic Engineers and tne Association of SKilled Agronomists. -otn 

organizations are capaioe of exerting collective pressure on decision nuKers, 

particularly at regional levels, and tney occasionally produce crediole
 

analytic studies of their 
own regarding policy and strategies.
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I. POLICY FRJA140iEOK 

1. Introduct ion 

he macroeconomic and sectoral policy environment of Guateimla is 

deeply influenced at the present time oy the overriding objective of
 

stabilizing the national economy. Because of the transient nature of tnis 

policy approach, it is not possible to say what policies of a longer-term 

nature the government might adopt in tne foreseeaoie future. There are, 

however, myriad policies of a more permanent nature, being implemented, 

especially in tne agricultural sector. These and other policies are discussed 

in this section. 

The Cerezo administration inherited an economy in deep trouble. The 

accumulated balance of payments deficit was accompanied by contracting 

international money mariets, which forced the government to finance tne 

deficit by using short-t.;rm credit from private sources at unsually hign 

interest rates. Guatemala, with a track record of low inflation rates, began 

-experiencing rapid increases in consumer prices. Traditional export crop
 

prices continued to decline, as they had since tne oeginning of the decade, 

further reducing the country's ability to pay for much needed imports. To
 

hold down the budget deficit, the governinant reduced its investment activity, 

thus slowing down the economy in the short run and restricting productive
 

capacity in the longer run.
 

The policy package adopted Dy the government to deal with the crisis
 

was primarily based on measures in the foreign exchange market, price
 

controls, and restrictive monetary policies.
 

2. Macroeconomic Policy Environment 

a. Foreiqn Exchanqe Policies
 

For some time it had been accepted that the Quetzal was 

overvalued against the d-llar. However, the political will was lacking to
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redress the situation. The Cerezo governwment moved slowly in tnis respect, 

instituting im-ort quotas and a multiple exchange rate system. 

The import quotas nave been used by the BanK of Guatemala since 

1983 as a rationing mechanism. To this effect, the Exchange Control
 

Department of the Bank of Guatemala published lists of imports for wnicn it 

would make foreign excti.-nge availacle. The import volume allowed was 

equivalent to the average import level during the 1977-1981 period. This
 

policy had several objectives whicn were not totally fulfilled. On tne one
 

hand, it attempted to lessen the increnental effect on costs of production of 

having to buy foreign excnange at a nigner-tnan-official rate in the "parallel 

market". This expectation was not realized. Limited access to foreign 

exchange tnroujh quotas added a speculative element to retail prices; thus, 

most imports were sold on the oasis of foreign exchange purchased at the 

parallel market rate. On the other hand, the supply-demand imbalance 

contributed to price increases of "essential" inputs as they became scarce in 

the open market. 'Ie effect of inmport quotas on tne agricultural sector was
 

to reduce utilization of imports, especially fertilizers, and to diminish
 

activity in the sector, which, in turn, reduced labor demand and low, fed rural
 

incomes. 

The mu!tiple exchange system was instituted mainly to reduce 

pressures on the balance of payments. It also served as an indirect tax on 

agricultural exports and to channel exchange suosidies in the form of 

preferential subsidies to importers of selected consumer products. 

Performance in this area also fell snort of expectations. Retail prices 

failed to maintain any relationship with the price at which foreign exchange 

was purchased. Indirect taxation on traditional exports was initially 

implemented by allowing exporters to keep only a percentage of foreign 

exchange proceeds, with t.ne balance paid in local currency. The reform 

program recently put into practice allows 100% of the foreign exchange 

. 'ceeds, but is accompanied by a new export tax structure. 
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Stateints from the Cerezo government have expressed the 

intention of unifying the tnree foreign exchange rates that were the nailmark 

of the foreign exchange policy of the former government. In Marcn 1987, the 

"banking system irurKet" and the "regulated mv rKet" will oe unified at a rate 

of 2.50 Quetzales per 1.00 U.S. dollar. L,ter, the "official farKet" and the 

other unified markets will re joined. Tne implications of the unification 

process differ in relation to the market being unified. Tlhe unification of 

the "banking syst,:em market" and the "regulated market" is determined 

princi?3ally by the goverment's access to foreign exchange with which to 

service potential demand. Tne unification of the "official marKet" with the 

other markets will have profound implications on the size of the government 

deficit and thus is a monetary and fiscal problem. 

b. Monetary Policy
 

The effective reserve ratio has Deen sparingly used as an
 

instrument of monetary control. From .980 to May 1986, the effective reserve 

ratio remained practically unchanged at 35% for snort-term deposits and 10% 

for long-.term deposits. In 1986, it will be increased to 41% for shiort-term 

deposits and to 13% for long-term deposits.
 

Although there is no well-established capital market in the 

country, the Bank of Guatemala has sold bonds and other financial instruments 

to withdraw money from circulation. This policy has been effective to the 

extent that it has reduced bank liquidity and the availability of credit. The 

agricultural sector has been particularly affected by these operations 

because credit to finance agricultural activities becomes more difficult to 

obtain. 

c. Credit-Policy
 

The borrowing and lending interest rate in Guatemala is set oy
 

the Monetary Board. Between 1979 and 1982, there was little change in this
 

rate and, as a result of inflation, the real interest rate was negative. 'Ibis
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situation has had significant negative effects on credit mobilization as it 

reduces the incentives to save. :Monetary ioard control ot tne lendincj rate 

has also removed incentives to finance risky and high-cost lending activities, 

such as agriculture. 

Tne rediscounting operations of the BanK of Guatemala are used
 

mainly to channel financial resources to priority activities. Between 1983 

and 1984, rediscounting rates for loans made for Dasic grains, soybeans and 

other oil seeds were 4%, for housing 7%, and for a selected nmber of other 

activities 9%. As a general practice, banKs are allowed to charge three
 

points over the rediscount rate to their borrowers. Cotton cultivation 

absorbs around 80% of the resources allocated by the Monetary Board for 

agriculture. Until this situation is changed, agricultural diversification 

efforts will not find a favorable environment. Tne saime could be said of the 

guarantee fund for agri sculture, ince it has mainly covered loans to cotton 

growers. 

d. Investilent-Policy
 

As ntioned earlier under the Agricultural Finance section of
 

this report, both public and private investment in the agricultural sector has
 

been reduced since 1980. This has led to reductions in the rate of
 

improvement of productivity, if not actual declines. Some of the investment 

problems, especially in the private sector, are related to scarcity of 

credit. Declining prices for traditional exports and political unrest nave 

also been important factors in reducing private sector investment. With 

.'espect to the public sector, naticnal policies favoring investment in 

business and industry nave diverted government attention from tne agricultural 

sector. This situation has been exacerbated in recent years by Guatemala's 

worsening economic proolems. Agriculture has often had to bear the orunt of 

the impact of restrictions on imports, limitations on access to foreign 

exchange, and government austerity measures. A strategy to encourage greater 

investment in the agricultural sector by both government and private 

enterprise would provide a financial base for revitalizing production of 
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viable traditional crops and nymoving forward on production of promising new 

products. It would also permit modernization and expansion of storage and 

processing facilities, improvement of transportation, and introduction of 

improved production tecnnology.
 

e. Credit to the Government
 

Because of the low level of development of the financial system, 

most. of the budget deficit is financed by the Bank of Guatemala. This credit
 

has shown an increasing trend in recent years as the government has been 

unable to make reforms in the tax system to improve revenue collection. Toe
 

Bank of Guatelmala has set upper limits to the credit it will make availaule to 

the governa:ent. This approach has allowed the Bank authorities to keep the 

budget deficit in checK and at the same time maintain the desired level of 

monetization of the economy. 

f. Fiscal Policy
 

The tax structure of Guateimala is highly regressive. The 

government depends heavily on indirect taxes for tax revenues because they are
 

easier to administer and politically less controversial. Income and property 

taxes yield a minimum proportion of their potential. Tax refo.:rrs were tried 

on severa2 ocasions but have always been blocked by the powerful Dusiness 

groups. A revision of the tax structure and improvements in the efficiency of
 

the tax collection system are required to reduced the budget deficit.
 

3. Sectoral Policies
 

a. Foreign Trade Policies
 

Export taxes figure prominently as a source of government 

revenues. With the policy that all export dollar revenues were to be 

liquidated at the "regulated marKet" rate, a new export tax structure came 
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into effect. 'The new tax structure is temporary and export taxes are planned 

to decrease at a rate of 3% per tmontn rx_ 'inniny in June 1987. T]he traditional 

list of export products, including coffee, sugar, cotton, oeef, Dananas, and 

cardamom, are subject to this tax. Non-traditional products are taxed at a 

low rate of 4% of the FOB value. The tax level varies with the export price 

of the product and reflects the explicit intention of maintaining proaucer 

incentives to the extent possible. With the drop in the price of hiost
 

comnodites, tax revenues have decreased Decause no measures were taKen to
 

develop alternative sources of revenues. The size of the budget deficit and 

the mode of financing it are expected to be important topics in tne policy 

dialogue of the government with the international donor community. 

With tne decision to align the Quetzal witn its real value, 

Guatemala removed a major distortion in its foreign trade. There exist, 

however, a series of legal restrictions in the form of export and import 

licenses, the effect of which is to isolate the Guatemalan economy from 

international prices. Although tariff protection for selected agricultural 

products is determined within the Central lvwmrican Common Market, the highest 

level of protection is implemented tnrougn licenses and other forms of 

restrictions to international trade via national policy. 

Retail price controls were the centerpiece of the inflation 

control policy in the early stages of the present government. This policy has 

been gradually phased out and the list of price controlled products was 

reduced from 400 to 17. Thie tendency is to eliminate the list altogether. 

The real challenge faced by tne government, notwitnstanding, is now to improve 

the competitive structure in the products subject to price control. The 

production and distrioution of these products generally presents an 

oligopolistic structure and government actions represent the countervailing 

power that the imrKet forces fail to exert. 

The policy of guaranteeing minimum prices to producers of corn, 

beans, rice, wheat and sorghum has nad tre dual objective of ensuring adequate 

supplies of these products and protecting the income of small and medium-size 
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farm operators. The impact of this po] icy on producer prices has eon mixed. 

For Deans, whose production is unst,-wile, floor p:ices nave not stai.ilized 

prices nor suppxlies. 'Vhe variability of corn, rice ancn sorghum producer 

prices has snown a tendency to decline. A recent analysis of the benavior of 

prices for the staples mentioned alove concluded that while the variability of 

prices received ny producers has tended to decline, wnolesale and retail 

prices have a shown a tendency to increase. Tis result indicates that 

qovernifent policy has placed great emphasis on staDilizing producer prices out 

that little has been done to reduce the instability of consumer prices. The 

objectives of tlie floor price scheme as well as the entire approacn for 

setting and administering floor prices by the National Institute of 

Agricultural MarKeting (INDECA) need to be critically examined and the needed 

mud ifications implemented. 

Agricultural wage rate policies are presently outdated. The last 

revision of tne minimum wages established for livestock and agricultural 

activities was done 1980. At that time minimum wage rates did not reflect 

labor productivity in the various activities. For instance, the minimum daily 

wage for cotton, coffee, livestocK and sugarcane was set at Q.3.20 a day. It
 

is well known that the productivity of labor employed in each activity is very 

dissimilar. The enforcement of the minumum wage legisLation is very limited 

During the peak labor demandduring the off-season, when it is necessary. 


period, the market wage is generally 30 to 50 percent aoo'.e the minimum wage.
 

Most of the national plans produced so far assign high priority
 

to che creation of employment opportunities in tne rural sector. Nonetheless, 

there is no well-defined employment policy which could mobilize the 

investment, production and macroeconomic policies towards tne achievement of 

stated employment objectives. 'll-scale irrigation schemes and rural road 

construction programs are two activities that have proven effective for the 

generation of employment opportunities in the rural area. Similar programs 

could be initiated to achieve the dual objective of investment in rural
 

infrastructure and generating income and employment in the rural areas.
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The distribution of fertilizers is presently an entirely private 

sector activity in GuatemI3IV. Rtecently, the governaient has been imporvinj and 

distributing fertilizer in direct compe.tition with the private sector in ,,n 

attempt to Keep costs of production low for smlil producers. Tne govcrnmwant 

promotes the use of fertilizer through various mechanisicLs including tax 

exemiption and preferential foreign exchange rates. Tne product-ion tecnnology 

developed by the Institute for Agricultural Science and T-cnology (ICTA) 

incorporates fertilizers as an important input. However, there appears to be 

a need for developing production technolo>jies that economize on the use of 

imported inputs while maximizing tne use of local inputs (e.g., organic 

fertilizers).
 

b. Land Use-Policies
 

The most recent attempts of the government to improve access to 

land is reflected in the idle land tax and the law for promoting the 

cultivation of ,s.:.ic grains. Access to land as a productive input has Decoma 

a touchy issue, and there is an urgent need to find feasible alternatives for 

making land available to rural laoorers.
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J ........... CROUP !r.O1.[I
 

For the past 10 years crhe primary target pXopulation for USAID/uateniala's 

rural develop!Tent interventions has oeen the s:all farm ers of the indigenous 

Highlands. This focus will continue for future deve.,'or;c-nt efforts, '..itn some 

programs extended to include gro-,ing numibers of iand--oior farmers and farm 

workers, mos:t of- v'noi live ol tile Pacific Coasta.l Pa.n. Tnese two groups 

comprise the largest population of land-poor and landless farmers in 

Guatemala. 'hey are also the rural population witnl tne greatest current 

potential. for political nm)bilization in the country. 

i. Highlana Indian Farmers 

T[he Highlands west and north of Guatemiala City are nome to the vast 

nvjority of the country's Indian population. 'Ibis etnnic group nas lived in 

the Highlands for millen.ia. In 1981 tnere wjere over 2.5 million Indians in 

Guatemala, comprising 42% of the natioinl population. Of these, over 77% live 

in the 10 Departments tnat comprise t-he indigenous Hign.lancls- Alta Verapaz, 

Baja Ver, :,az, Chi nil tenanlo, Sacatepequez, flu.ritetenango, Queza.tenango, 

Quiche, San Narcos, Soola, anl Toton.i.caLoiln (Figure 14) , Te latter six 

Dpartients comprise what is soxratimas referred to as the estern igtilands. 

Portions of the Departments of Quiezaltenango and San Marcos extend to tne' 

Pacific Coastal. Plain and includa areas of large-scale e.:port agriculture that 

are not typicr] of tne indigenous iighlands. Similarly, Huenuetenango, 

')oich4, and Aita Verapaz extend north to include areas of coffee and cardamom 

production in large holcings for export. 

Tihe Indian Hlignands are characterized by extremely small land 

holdings, most of wnich are devoted to production of traditional crops such as 

corn, beans, wheat, and squash. Over 90% of the farms in this region are 

smaller than 7 hectares, the minimum size that has been generally accepted as 

necessary to support a family with traditional basic grain production. The 

Indian Highlands have over 65% of tre farms in Guatemala in tne size range .04 

to 0.7 hectares and over 50% of the farms in the size range between 0.7 and 7
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her:tares. These figures are SUggestive of the cegree of land snortage and 

fragq! n-at ion th.t (xist in the Indian ilighLlds. The vast m.jority oL Larms 

are too small to cupport a at .--n equte liv2.ii standard. Evell taKingjfamily M 

into account r'ecent intervent ions in crop (lversi..car-on, soil conservtion 

(terracing), and moll-scal2 irriqatio.ni, which re It po.it)le for farms as 

sirmll as 0.5 or 0.25 hectares to provicle imrgrina.i. ,mpport for a family of 6 

persons (the approxiina te Cuate:folan average) under ideal conditions, nany 

farms are still. below this size, and only relatively few nave been affected oy 

such improvements. 

Thus, Indian families must resort to off-farm sources to pzovide the 

additional income required to survive through the year. Sources of employment 

include: (1) work as migrant laborers in tne coffee, sujar cane, and cotton 

harvests of Pacific Coastal Plains, (2) occasional worK, on farms in the home 

area, and (3) work in some form of nardicraft, at i.man, or small coiittrcial 

activity. It is not unusual. for a large family to have mmbers engaged in 

activities in all of tnese categories. However, tnc incomas generated oy 

these marginal activities are usually simll, and do not. provide for 1m-re ttan 

-the barest of necessities. 

nave an economy tnat nas been referredThe land-poor Highland Indians 

to as marginal commnercial. That is, the bulk of production is directed to 

family subsistence, hut simll amounts of corn, oean,, or other products may De 

sold when there is a need for cash or occasionally at harvest times if 

adequate storage fcilities are not availaule. 'The e':ceptions to tnis rule 

are wheat an-3 vegetable producers, who grow for sale.'--,ese p-oducts However, 

even these fairmrs usually plant a 1part of their land each year in tne 

traditional crops for family consumption. Cash incomes are extremely small. 

for subsistence-oriented -uroducers, often amounting to only a few nundred 

Qoetzales per year. Such family incoires include earnings from work off tne 

farm and sale of artisan or handicraft items. By the standards of most rural 

family with a monthly income of Q250 ($100.00)cormmunities of the Highlands, a 
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jI­would be considered financially well off 

Clearly, witn sucn sxill casn incomes, toe producers of traditional 

crops participate only marginally in the nat.onal economy. Houses are 

constructed of traditional materials: adoe Ilocks for walls with roots of 

tile, thatch, or laminated tin, and dirt or concrete floors. Glass windows 

are rare, wo-od]en snitters close off sleepin, quarters at night. r ,Jically an 

entire nuclear family occupies a singlc room. Separate one-room "houses" 

provide living quarters for parents, nmrried siblings andl tneir families and 

other relatives. A representative co i~x)und might nave as many as four or more 

separate one-room adore buildings housing several related family units, witti a 

separate house set aside for cooking. 

Malnutrition is prevalent in tne rural communities of tne estern 

Highlands, caused principally by insufficient production of basic grains from 

small parcels for adequate on--arm consumption, levels of incoirv too low to 

purchase necessary foodstuffs, lack of foodstuffs availaole in the nearoy 

marKet place, large family si:., and inadcq]uate Dioiogical ingestion of foods 

-ohich are consumed. 

Perhaps tne easiest measurement wnich indicates the nutritional status of the 

general population is the degree of height and weight developnent of children 

in relatio.: to their age. Table 50 indicates that the nighest level of 

malnutrition in Guatemal occurs in the Western Highlands (85.3% of all 

children less tnan 5 years of age). This is compared to toie overall national 

average of 75.9%. In terms of degree of malnutrition, the Western lighlands 

also has the worst situation, with 32.4% of cnildren under the aqe of 5 years 

more than 15% retarded in their growth. 

10/ In 1986, rural family income averaged between QI,200 and Q1,500 per
 

year. 
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According to a Guatemala Economic Planning Council/INCAP study done 

in 190 1- , tne proolem of malnutrition is concentrated in families with 

the followinq characteristics (i.e., our target group). 

. living in the rural area, esptecially in tne Western Hignlancis 

. belonging to an indigenous ethnic group 

* having an illiterate heaA of family 

• being minifundistas or salaried farm workers 

* when tue head of family migrates, Dout less than two months to 

cotton farms on the Pacific Coastal Plain
 

using water from rain, rivers or lares wnicn are exposed to human
 

and animal excrements
 

using the kitchen for the nedroom
 

Few rural communities are served by electricity. Most have limited
 

access to drinking water, but quality is often poor because of contaminated
 

sources, and scattered farm families often find it more convenient to bring
 

water from streams cr springs. This may mean a walk of up to one or two
 

-kilometers, including climbs up and down precipitous slopes, to bring in the
 

daily supply of drii.King water. Sanitary facilities are generally limited to
 

latrines, and many rural homes lack even those.
 

Medical facilities are largely restricted to health centers (puestos
 

de- salud) that are staffed part time by nurses, visited periodically oy a
 

physician, and located only in municipal seats (cabeceras municipales). Few
 

farm communities have medical facilities. Most communities have schools that
 

offer the first tnreD grades of primary school. Completion of tue three
 

grades generally qualifies one as "literate", but rates of functional literacy
 

are well relow 50% in most of the Indian Highlands. Older adult women are
 

Most adult men can speak and
rarely literate, and many cannot speak Spanish. 


are
understand at least basic Spanish. Cnildren, Doth male and femle, 


generally bilingual and usually attend school in their community. Thiere is a
 

well-developed sense of the importance of education aimong Indians, so that it
 

_/ RegionalizaciOn de Proolemas Nutricionales en Guatemala, SGCNPE/INCAP,
 
1980.
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is not unusual for families to send children to continue their schooling in 

towns that ofter ui'per primary grades and have a sucon'aary scnool. ']tiu.re 

students m-ay live with relAt-ives or friend1.; if the di, tance is too great to 

walk each day. SuCn eajcation ay be clained only tnrougn considecable 

sacrifice on the part of parents. Many coDmmunities are without access Dy 

exisr, unless tney are major routes of transport.,road. Lyen where roads 

quality and mtaint-'-.nce are poor, thus making travel slow and difficult at 

best, and sometimw i:iipossii)le in the rainy season. 

The needs of rural lligh]and co;ninunities are indicated by the results 

of a needs survey carried out in 1979 viwicri showed tnat tne primdry need 

expressed by the interviewed population was potable water, follo,ad by roads, 

health care, scnools, and electricity. Wnile some progress in meeting these 

needs may have been macd2 in the intervenii. years, the priorities no doubt 

remain mucn the same now as they were in 1979. 

Traditional crops of corn, beans, wheat, and squash are generally 

produced with low tecnnology methuods. ',With tne exception of wheat, littje 

improved seed is used, pesticide use is rare, and use of cnemical fertilizers, 

while nearly univer'sal in most comwunities for all crops, is not carefully 

nor
matched to local soil deficiencies, not applied in appropriate quantities, 


at the best times in the plant growth cycle to produce tne best results. 

A -rowins nurider of farms of under 7 hectares in size produce 

non-traditional crops, such as vegetables and fruit, utilizij nighly
 

intensive cultivtion techniques. For eaimJe, the Indian Highland community 

of Almolonga is one of the most important and prosperous vegetable producing 

centers in Tnis comes from very holdings that areGuatemala. production small 

farmed with concentrated inputs of labor, fertilizers, pesticides, and other
 

modern yield-enhancirg ir'uts. 

Of a total of 475 farms in Almolonga, only 2 are larger tnan 3.5 

one bulKhectares, while 86% are less than hectare in size. The of 

in Guatemala comescold-climate vegetables and non-tropical fruit produced 
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from such small, intensively farmed properties. The extent to which sucn 

production is concentrated in farms less than 7 nectares is illustrated as 

follows: 

broad beans (haba) 93 Beets, carrots 72
 

Garlic 90 Apples 70
 

Cauliflower, cabbage 80 Green beans 67
 

Onions, peas 78 Turnips 64
 

Potatoes 77 Black beans GO
 

Plums 76 Lettuce 58
 

Peaches 74
 

In addition to the above crops, smuall Highland farms also produce 

important quantities of snow peas, broccoli, Brussels sprouts, and 

strawberries. Some coiumunities nave developed production specialties. For 

example, Aguacata6 n is a garlic production center; San Antonio Palopo is noted 

for onions; San Andres Itzapa is a major center of cauliflower production and 

Joya Grande, in the municipality of Zaragoza, concentrates on strawoerry 

Alnmolonga, Santa
production. Other communities have more varied production. 


Maria de Jesus, and Santa Rita, in San Antonio Sacatepequez, all grow a wide 

variety of vegetables for market.
 

in very small, carefully tended
Vegetable production commonly occurs 


plots, frequently of 200 square meters (0.02 hectare) or even smaller. Some 

crops (e.g., onions) may ce started in nursery oeds and transplanted later by 

hand to garden plots. Watering is often by hand, although sprinklers are used 

with most small-scale irrigation projects. Inputs of fertilizer and pesticides 

and leafare relatively high, and organic materials sucn as chicken manure 

litter may also be used if they are available. Commercial seed is used and 

farmers may go to considerable lengths to find the best varieties for their 

local climate and soil conditions. Some communities nave independently
 

vegetables and nandle their own transportation.developed markets for their 
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Almolonga, in particular, supplies vegetai)les to a region that extends from 

Quezaltenan.]o in the Hi'nlands to in land nwirtets from 'iP.apicnula, in soutnern 

Mexico, to S.an .Salvador, inclulinj i!mjor population centers on Guatemnla's 

Pacific Coastal. Ploin. Vegjetaole proixuction in well estanlisned centers sucn 

as Almolon.]a dates to the late 9tn century. it began in order to satisfy the 

demands of Luropxan residents of Qjezait.enanjo and Guatemala City for fresn 

vegetables. Production has e:xpand, greatly in the past 20 to 30 years, ootn 

in Volume and variety. initially, tne increase was in response to growing 

demand in Guatemala; Hore recently, it has baymn to expand into export mrKets 

in Mexico, other Central Anerican countries, and the United States, Canada, ana 

Euro>e. Fresh and frozen produce is exported. Vegetable and fruit jproduction 

continues to increase among small Indian H1gnlnd farmers. As long as imartets 

are not saturated, the production of these non-traditional crops utilizing 

intensive farming techniques will continue to provide an important means of 

achieving] co:arTercialization of production on small farms. The incomes thus 

generated lead to improvea living conditions for small farmers. 

Wheat is also grown coaUrrrcially on small farms in the Indian Highlands. 

Major prodoction areas are Huenuetenango, Quezaltenango, San Marcos, 

Totonicapn, and Chimaitenango, out small amounts are also grown in some other 

Departnnts as well. Conditions are suitable only for growing soft wneat, 

which is consumed entirely within Guatemala. 

Production teclniques for weat nave improved over tne past 20 years, with 

the introduction of hybrid seed matched to local conditions, and more effective 

use of fertilizers and other cnemical inputs. Mucn wneat is grown at 

elevations that are too nigh for most vegetables and fruits, and local demand 

exceeds production. Thus, wheat will liKely remain a viable commarcial crop in 

much of the Indian Hignlands. 

The successful diffusion of non-traditional crop production demands 

improved access to credit, production information, improved seed and other
 

researcn on potential marKets and
production inputs, access roads, and 


alternate crops. If these inputs are made available, there exists great
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potential for expanding comqnercialization of small farmer agriculture and 

improving the stancard or living of tne iligriland pxopulation. In genuril, ';re 

Guatemalan In-dians are intelligent, and itivated improveindustrious, ma to thei 

economic situationi. 'They are closely tied to their h0Jre co.LLinities, preferring 

to rerrain there as farmers if circumstances permit. Such a populatlon is an 

ideal target for interventions thiat ntiep to improve the productivity of land, 

such as small-scale i.rrigation, soil conservation, and crop diversification. 

2. Indless Farm Population 

Es'-imates of the nuir er of unemployed landless heads of housenold for 

late 1986 are over 400,000, with another 800,000 underemployed workers without 

land.-2/ This amounts to over 15: of the estimJted 8.3 million population. 

The growing nuam r of the landless are founid throughout the country, out are 

esp.ci aly ntimirous on the Pacific Coastal Plain and the adjacent piednont area 

(Boca Costa). Lnd] ass workers were attracted to these areas ny tle 

availanAility of worK on large farms p."odUcing traditional ex-Kort crops. 'These 

crops, ia inly coffee, sugalr cane, cotton, and until 1964, rananas, have high 

seasonal lar>or dem:inds wnicn can re filled oy migrants from tue nearov Indian 

Highlands. A certain nomber of such migrants are aile to enter into colonato 

agreements, wnere:v they are allowed to farm a sm:all plot or .and as partial 

compensation for theii farm worK. Such families may Lxacome long-term residents 

of the farms on wnichi they worK. 

During the late 1950's and early 1960's, several agricultural 

colonization projects (parcelamientos) were established on the Pacific Coastal 

Plain. The largest of these, Nueva Concepci6n and 1a Mt4quina, nave over 25,000 

hectares each. Parcels of 20 hectares were assigned to land recipients. Over 

the years, parcels have been subdivided and rented to landless families, thus 

contributing to a large landless population in the parcelamiento. Beginning in 

3.2/ 	 It is extremely difficult to obtain accurate data on the landless farm 

population. 
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the late 1930's, when United Fruit Company opened a large ronana plantation at 

'iiquisate, and continuing r_*ough tne 1970's, ttie Pacilic Coastal Plu in was 

t'he most rapidly {]rowing area of Guate ala. 'he hope of finding employment in 

this expanding center off export-oriented, large-scale agriculture attracted 
many landless 'orker families. In the 1980's, a CotLOination of declining 

prices for traditional export coin-odities, political unrest and changing crop
 

patterns led to a reduction in labor demaond. 

One measure of the extent of reduction in labor demand is the number 

of employees in agri.culture that are registered witn the Guatemalan Institute 

of Social Security (IGSS). These figures largely represent ful--tira and/or 

long-term employees, since very few seasonal workers are enrolled in the Social 
Security projram (Taole 51). Tnese data snow a snoc-ing drop of 40. in IGSS 

me bers in the agricultural sector botween 1980 and 1981. Tnis drop in 

long-term far-m em:i-oyees is a result of wilest read political unrest tnat. oegan 

to seriously affect large--cale agricultural ope rations in 1979 and 1980. The 

fact that agricultural e;-iploymcnt sho ..ed only a slignt recovery as the 

political situation became more stable in 1984 and 1985 is probably due to 

zlecli.ning markets and prices for most of Guatemla's traditional. exoorts. 

As profitability of traditional exports has dropped, production has 

shifted to ortne,, more profitaole crops. For example, tne area planted in 

cotton, a crop with high seasonal labor demands, dropped from 124,000 hectares 

in 1977/78 to only 15,000 ncctares in 1985/86. Much of the land tnat went out 

of cotton production has been converted to sorghum, soybeans, and corn, all 

crops with much lower laoor requirements than cotton. Tnis is tne extreme 

case, but other traditional experts have reduced labor demand to a smaller 

extent as production has meen cut bacK.
 

tne are
The majority of landless worKers on Pacific Coastal Plain 


children of farm workers who live on the large farms or are netmbers of families 

that iroved tc one of the parcelamientos in tne 1950's and 1960's. They nave 

now reached an age when they have families of their own, and they are looking 

for land to farm. A smaller, Dut also important, source of landless unemployed 

is seasonal or permanent workers who can no longer find employment in 

agriculture oecause of reduced labor cteimnds. 
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'rhe living standards of the Pacific Coastal Plain population are worse 
than tnose of the ilijnland Indians. Inco:lks are lower, es-ecialiy for the 

landless, who do not have access to land on wnicn to grow sumsistence crops. 

Also, workers wno live on large farms or rented lane do not invest in noiip 

improvements, even if they have the ironey, because tney have no guarantee trhat 

they will. remalin wnere tney are. 'This iieans tnat housing tends to De poorer 

than in the HignIands, w,.here nost people own the site on which their home 

stands. Health proolems are also iiore serious among tne landless, on tne 

Pacific Coast. Not only are there endemic diseases such as mlaria and 1mny 

kinds of prasites whlch are not present in tne Hiytjiands, but access to nealtn 

facilities is imore limited. Very few large farms nave any kind of dispensary 

or other healt-h facility, and travel to tos:'.-itais or healtn centers in towns is 

made difficult for m.ny by lack of transpt>ortation. 

Even for tnose who are fort-una-e enoujn to gain access to land through 

rental or colonato agree:rents, prloi]uctivitII is not as great as for land 
owners. Renters and colonos do not have access to tecnnical assistance, lacK 

collateral. for credit, are often unaule to afford improved seed, fertilizer, 

and otner production inputs, and have tne adoed expense of land rental or 

obligations to provide labor that. may prevent them from devoting adequate time 

to tneir own -.rops. 

If the land-poer Higniand Indians and landless >easants are counted 

together, their combined numbers amrunt to over half the population of 

Guatemala. IThese groups do not snare in the wealth generated by the Guatemalan 

economy, and for many the situation has become one of a daily struggle for 

survival. Infant and child malnutrition is increasing, as are other signs of 

extreme poverty. There are reports that agricultural worikers from the Pacific 

Coastal Plain, unasle to find work or land, have migrated to Mexico or the 

United States seeking employment. These conditions place increasing pressure 

on the Cerezo government, which is attempting to follow a central line between 

competing factions of both right and left. 
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ANNEX I
 

TABLES 



tin mi.lions ot 1958 Qetzales)-


Prcentage of total e'xryrts1983 
 1984 
 1985
.- 1986 1987 
 1903 1984
esties aDti prted 1985 1986 1987projc-ted 
Projected 

a-port Value 
 308.8 
 360.6 451.5 
 501.3
Vohz,- (COO cwt) 400.0 28.3 31.9 42.6 46.6
2,583.8 2,842.2 4,041.1 2,949.7 3,000.0 
37.8
 

Unit Price 1
 
.rc 119.53 126.87 111.73 
 169.95 136.00
 

I.-port Value 
 67.4 
 72.3 
 73.1 
 28.0 40.5 6.2
VOlhrne_ 6.4 6.9 2.6 3.8
(000 ct) 1,203.8 1,154.1 1,253.6
Unit Price per c..t 800.0 900.0
55.72 
 62.65 53.31 
 35.00 
 45.00
 

Suqaort Value 
 95.3 
 71.3 
 46.4 
 51.7
Vol,- (000 c.-t) 8,540.6 
49.0 8.7 6.3 4.4 4.86,090.6 6,158.2 4.5
Unit Price per cwt 7,961.8 7,000.0
11.16 
 11.71 
 7.53 
 6.49 
 7.00
 

.pertValue 
 53.5 
 54.9 70.9 
 73.4 
 78.0 4.9 4.8 6.7
Volrre (000 cwt) 6.8 7.2
5,429.3 
 5,7 9.6 7,062.6 7,331.5
Unit Price per c,;t 7,800.0

9.36 
 9.48 10.04 
 10.01 
 10.00
 

a-nrt Value 
 15.6 
 12.7 10.0 
 5.3 7.0 1.4
Vol'--e (000 cwt) 1.1 1.0 0.5
190.6 0.7
185.3 
 200.5
Uhit Price per c-,t 90.9 190.0
81.77 68.47 49.38 
 58.31 
 70.C0
 

-crtValue 
 59.4 100.3 60.7 
 64.0
Volun-r (000 c.,t) 170.4 160.2 
60.0 5.4 8.9 5.7 5.6 5.9


Unit Price per cwt 
1-. 4 150.0 160.0
343.67 626.09 420.00 
 400.00 
 400.00
 

E-port Value 
 60.0 
 34.0 
 11.9 
 26.1
Volr-o(000 barrels) 2,206.3 
34.0 5.5 3.0 1.1
1,243.2 2.4- 3.1
Unit Price 458.3 1,784.1 2,000.0
27.21 
 27.24 26.00 
 14.60 
 17.00
 

aport Value 
 320.9 
 291.4 
 207.8 
 200.0 
 210.0 29.4 25.7 
 19.6 18.6 
 19.4
 

yport Value 
 110.8 
 134.7 127.4 
 130.0 
 190.0 
 10.2 11.9 
 12.0 12.1 
 17.6
 

!,?30.a F03
MBAL 1,091.7 1,132.2 1,059.7 
 1,075.8 1,080.5 i00.0 
 100.0 100.0 100.0 
 100.0
Traditional 
 -ports as % of Tota! -cports 

54.9 59.4 
 67.3 66.9 
 59.9
 

SOJFQE: 
 Banco de @G.ate .ia
 



Table 2. CURRENT NATIONAL GOVERN1=T INVOME
 
(In Millions of 1953 Qjetzales) 

1970 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 
T'tal Crrfent Income 165.2 329.7 406.8 591.2 660.7 668.8 747.3 740.6 720.7 741.1 666.3 864.8 
All Taxes 147.2 300.7 370.3 556.9 626.6 629.4 686.1 658.6 632.7 305.5 264.1 315.3 
1. Direct Taxes 23.9 62.7 67.5 79.8 105.1 101.1 104.3 115.0 109.7 134.3 85.4 126.2 
a. Income Tax 18.4 54.8 59.2 70.8 94.7 92.9 96.7 107.0 102.2 128.2 78.5 108.0 
- Personal 4.3 42.1 45.5 56.7 74.4 72.3 70.6 84.9 83.5 110.1 49.4 72.2 
- Business 14.1 42.1 45.5 56.7 74.4 72.3 70.6 84.9 83.5 110.1 49.4 72.2 
b. Property Tax 5.5 7.9 8.3 9.0 10.4 8.2 7.6 8.0 7.5 6.1 6.9 18.2 
- Land 5.1 7.6 8.1 8.6 9.7 7.9 7.2 7.5 7.0 5.4 5.9 17.6 

- Inheritance and
Gifts 0.4 0.3 0.2 0.4 0.7 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.7 1.0 0.6 

2. Indirect Taxes 123.3 238.0 302.8 477.1 521.5 528.8 581.8 543.6 523.0 171.2 178.7 189.1 
a. Import Tariffs 36.2 60.2 69.9 97.1 108.4 117.9 111.9 105.2 80.5 15.4 18.6 19.4 
- San Jos4 Protocol 7.6 14.2 16.0 21.3 23.2 26.0 24.8 23.3 18.3 15.3 18.6 19.0 
- Others 28.6 46.0 53.9 75.8 85.2 91.9 97.1 81.9 62.2 0.1 --- 0.4 
b. Lr-ort Taxes 9.6 31.3 49.2 152.2 158.3 125.8 149.7 68.2 48.7 45.2 31.5 10.7 
- Coffee 8.4 7.8 38.7 140.8 147.2 115.1 133.1 43.1 35.9 27.5 22.0 7.5 
- Banana 0.2 0.4 6.2 6.7 7.6 6.5 9.7 10.3 10.0 6.1 2.9 1.3 
- Cotton 0.2 1.6 1.6 0.3 3.2. 0.7 4.6 7.8 2.2 0.6 0.4 0.2 
- Sugar 19.3 2.5 0.3 0.2 1.7 6.6 ---- 5.4 3.1 0.8 
- Others 0.8 2.2 0.2 4.1 0.3 0.3 0.6 0.4 0.6 5.6 3.1 0.9 



Table 2. (Cont.) 

1970 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 

c. Other Taxes on
Business 

d. a/cise Taxes 

- Stamp Tax 

- Petroleum 

- Tobacco 

- Alcohol 

- Carbonated 
BeyLrages 

- Others 

77.5 

35.6 

11.5 

6.7 

15.9 

.... 

7.8 

----

146.5 

78.5 

38.1 

10.2 

25.6 

3.2 

10.9 

---

183.7 

104.7 

19.3 

12.4 

31.1 

3.8 

124 

227.8 

140.2 

17.6 

13.1 

36,8 

5.4 

14.7 

2.9 

261.9 

151.6 

24.2 

13.3 

40.4 

5.5 

16.4 

4.2 

280.4 

171.3 

28.8 

16.9 

42.7 

5.2 

16.0 

3.9 

316.3 

200.3 

24.3 

20.7 

46.6 

5.4 

19.0 

4.1 

366.1 

261.0 

20.7 

20.6 

43.0 

5.6 

15.2 

4.0 

389.8 

284.8 

19.5 

22.8 

41.3 

5.5 

15.9 

110.6 

23.7 

24.5 

24.5 

33.6 

3.4 

0.9 

128.6 

19.? 

43.9 

23.0 

40.8 

0.7 

0.9 

159.0 

38.5 

42.6 

32.5 

43.6 

0.8 

1.0 

SOURCE: Estadfsticas de las Finanzas PIblicas, Departamento de Estudios Econ6micos, Banco de Guatemala 



Table 3. GUAT 4A GPOSS DIXESTIC PIRODUCT BY SECORS 
(Inmillions or 1956 uetzales) 

1970 1975 1976 1T77 1978 1979 1930 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1906 

'"btalGDP 

1. Agriculture 
and relatedactivities 

2. Mlinin 

3. Manufacturing 

4. Construction 

5. Eergy 

1,792.8 2,356.4 2,540.5 

489.7 659.9 689.6 

1.7 2.1 2.7 

283.0 356.3 393.5 

28.4 43.9 76.3 

?1.5 32.8 35.4 

2,723.9 

716.6 

3.1 

435.6 

85.8 

44.3 

2,859.9 2,994.6 

739.1 760.0 

4.8 8.6 

463.7 489.6 

88.6 94.4 

49.0 52.0 

3,106.9 

772.0 

14.8 

517.3 

98.0 

53.2 

3,127.8 

781.4 

9.5 

501.2 

116.5 

53.3 

3,016.6 

757.9 

10.7 

475.1 

103.0 

51.9 

2,939.6 

744.9 

9.A 

466.0 

73.8 

51.5 

2,958.2 2,925.3 

759.8 750.4 

7.8 6.5 

468.4 467.4 

53.4 49.1 

54.0 56.3 

2,925.1 

750.4 

8.3 

469.6 

48.5 

59.4 

6. Trans,)ortation, 
Storage andCoiizi ica tions 

7. Corerce 

8. Finance 

9. Rontal Income 

98.2 

518.0 

42.3 

124.8 

150.8 

648.7 

65.0 

138.7 

164.9 

704.1 

79.4 

112.1 

176.9 

768.5 

79.4 

121.3 

189.5 

802.4 

85.7 

129.5 

199.5 

824.7 

102.1 

134.1 

215.8 

839.1 

106.7 

138.1 

211.2 

844.1 

108.8 

141.7 

201.2 

797.2 

109.7 

145.4 

199.7 

764.4 

107.3 

149.2 

204.8 

770.5 

109.5 

151.9 

208.6 

744.6 

108.6 

155.0 

7C6.1 

728.7 

111.2 

157.4 

10.Public 
,"i inistration 

ll.Private Services 

86.9 

98.3 

118.2 

140.0 

132.0 

150.5 

131.1 

161.3 

138.2 

169.4 

147.4 

182.2 

163.0 

188.9 

170.1 

190.0 

176.7 

187.8 

185.1 

186.3 

190.3 

187.8 

191.1 

187.7 

197.8 

187.7 

SOUlCE: Estudio Econ6mico y femorias de Labores, Banco de Guatemala 



Table 4. GUATEYALA GROSS DMESTIC PRODUr BY SE-CTYnRS 
(In percentages) 

1970 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 

Tht.-l GDP 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 !0C.00 100.0 100.0 10.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

1. A]riculture 
and related
activities 27.3 28.0 27.2 26.3 25.9 25.4 24.9 25.0 25.1 25.3 25.7 25.7 25.7 
2. vining 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.3 
3. Manufacturing 15.8 15.1 15.5 16.0 16.2 16.3 16.7 16.0 15.8 15.9 15.8 16.0 16.1 
4. cnstruction 1.6 1.9 3.0 3.2 3.1 3.2 3.2 3.7 3.4 2.6 1.8 1.7 1.6 
5. Z-iergy 1.2 1.4 1.4 1.6 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.8 1.8 1.9 2.0 

6. Transportation, 
Storage and
Co:tunications 5.5 6.4 6.5 6.5 6.6 6.7 6.9 6.8 6.7 6.8 6.9 7.1 7.0 

7. cerce 28.9 27.5 27.7 28.2 28.1 27.5 27.0 27.0 26.4 2G.0 26.1 25.5 24.9 
8. Finance 2.3 2.8 3.1 2.9 3.0 3.4 3.4 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.7 3.7 3.8 
9. "ttal Incorm 7.0 5.; 4.4 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.4 4.5 4.8 5.1 5.1 5.3 5.4 

l0.Public 
AMhinistration 

11.Private Services 

4.8 

5.5 

5.0 

5.9 

5.2 

5.9 

4.8 

5.9 

4.8 

5.9 

4.9 

6.1 

5.2 

6.1 

5.4 

6.1 

5.9 

6.2 

6.3 

6.3 

6.4 

6.4 

6.5 

6.4 

6.8 

6.4 

SOU CIE: DE)rived from Table 3 



Table 5. ,JA':.,: Tx;D USE 

Use 
 Area Percentage Classification
 
(Oml2) 

Cultivated Iand (annual crops) 10,278 
 9.4 


Permanent Crops 3,451 
 3.2 


Crops and Pastures 14,106 12.9 

Crops and Forests 10,979 10.1 

Natural Pastures 5,715 5.2 

Cultivated Pastures 7,818 7.2 


Pastures and Forests 
 9,172 8.4 


Open Forests 4,495 4.1 


Dense Forests 41,407 
 38.0 


Not Appropriate for 
Cultivation 
 1,568 1.5 

10TAL 108,889 100.0
 

SOURCE: Merrarias del I Congreso Nacional de la 

1,11,111, IV 

t V,VI 

V 

V 

V
 

V
 

V,VI
 

VII
 

VIII
 

Ciencia del Suelo. 



Table 6. LAMD DISTRIBUTION IN GUAT"E IUA 

Nu '2er of farms Area (hectares)
Farm Size 1950 I264 1979 
 1950 1964 97.No. %NO'. %Nb o % b o 

National htal 348,687 300.0 417,344 100.0 521,636 !00.0 3,720,831 
 100.0 ,457,737 100. 4,180,246 
Less th.e- 0.7 

74,269 21.3
ha. 85,083 20.4 166,732 31.4 28,575 0.8 
 32,678 0.9 
 55,430 1.3
 

0.7 to less thanI.4 a. 91,581 
 26.3 98,658 23.6 121,351 22.8 94,554 2.5 95,428 
 2.8 !!1.116 2.8
 

1.4 to less thaz3.5 ha. 
 99,779 28.6 129,115 30.9 128,567 
 24.2 212,090 5.7 279,693
5 8.1 267,902 6.4to less t/amn 
ha. 42,444 12.2 52,023 12.5 51,798 
 9.7 197,911 5.3 242,833 
 7.0 240,142 5.8
 

7 to less than22.4 ha. 
 26,916 7.7 37,025 8.9 
 40,378 7.6 
 310,915 8.4 
 446,564 12.9 
 497,858 11.9
22.4 to less than
 
44.8 ha. 
 6,125 1.7 6,631 1.6 
 9,131 1.7 189,916 5.1 203,508 5.9 
 283,158 6.8
 
44.8 to less than450 ha. 
 6,488 1.9 7,859 
 1.9 12,297 2.3 813,262 
 21.9 915,079 26.5 1,281,854 "30.7
 

450 to less than
900 ha. 
 569 0.2 561 
 0.1 880 
 0.2 354,270 9.5 345,739
90.0 10.0 535,630 12.8
to less than
 
2,250 ha. 358 0.1 294 0.1 
 388 0.1 495,508 13.3 387,093
2,250 to less than 

11.2 501,714 12.0
 

4,500 ha. 
 104 * 56 * 75 * 327,649 8.8 169,747 4.9 227,156 5.4 
4,500 to less than9,000 ha. 
 32 * 30 * 15 * 196,333 5.3 178,448 5.2 88,663 2.1

9,000 ha. and more 
 22 * 9 * 4 * 499,848 13.4 160,927 4.6 
 85,623 2.0
 

* Less than 0.1 

The Census of 1950 elLminated all farms of less than .04 
.- limit. hectare (i.e., una cuerda), whereasThe 1979 Census recorded all farms the 1964 Census established no lowerirrespective of size,less.....than .04 hectare had but at the t of....the consilation ofnot yet en procesd. this study the dataIt is understood that there are approxi.-ately 70,000 farms of this size, 

for of 
yael,.nam.rmi:m estimate] total of 3,043 hectares of land. 

http:yael,.na


(Inpercentages)
 

Ca;-es inos Small Farmers Transitional Com,7,ercial Farmers 

P-gions Infra-
sub- Sub- Total Sub- Family Total Farmerrs Srall itrn Large Total 

Ttal 

sistence sistence Family 

Western Highlands
Farms 
Area 

33.2 
2.5 

11.4 
3.1 

44.6 
5.6 

4.3 
2.6 

2.5 
3.8 

6.8 
6.4 

0.5 
2.1 

0.3 
4.6 

N.S. 
3.9 

N.S. 
1.0 

0.3 
9.5 

52.2 
23.6 

Pacii: Coastal Plain 

,-ea 
7.4 
0.5 

2.4 
0.6 

9.8 
1.1 

0.9 
0.5 

1.3 
2.3 

2.2 
2.8 

0.2 
0.8 

0.4 
8.2 

0.1 
10.3 

N.S. 
2.7 

0.5 
21.2 

12.7 
26.0 

Farms 
Area 

5.8 
0.5 

5.0 
1.3 

10.8 
1.8 

1.7 
1.0 

1.3 
2.0 

3.0 
3.0 

0.3 
1.3 

0.4 
4.8 

N.S.. 
2.0 

N.S. 
0.7 

0.4 
7.4 

14.6 
13.G 

1r)o:t-:ern
.r!r Ps 
Area 

Tnwlands 
5.4 
0.5 

4.1 
i.1 

9.5 
1.6 

2.1 
1.3 

2.0 
3.0 

4.1 
4.3 

0.3 
1.2 

0.3 
4.3 

0.1 
5.0 

N.S. 
4.2 

0.4 
13.5 

24.3 
20.5 

Pet'n 
Farms 
Area 

0.4 
N.S. 

0.6 
0.2 

1.0 
0.2 

0.4 
0.2 

0.3 
0.5 

0.7 
0.7 

0.2 
1.1 

0.8 
7.5 

0.1 
2.9 

N.S. 
1.0 

0.9 
11.4 

2.8 
13.5 

Gunt--%-1aF5rm 
,rea 

2.0 
0.1 

0.8 
0.2 

2.8 
0.3 

0.3 
0.2 

0.2 
0.2 

0.5 
0.4 

N.S. 
0.2 

0.1 
1.3 

N.S. 
0.7 -

0.1 
2.0 

. 
2.9 

Farms 
Area 

54.2 
4.1 

24.2 
6.4 

78.4 
10.5 

9.7 
5.8 

7.6 
.1.9 

17.3 
17.7 

1.7 
6.8 

2.3 
30.7 

0.2 
24.8 

0.1 
9.6 

2.6 
65.1 

100.0 
100.0 

* Determined by farm size, crop mix and income 
N.S. = Not significant 

SOUIRE: Calculations based on 1979 Agricultural Census data. 



Table 8. PROPOrPION OF SOCIAL CATEGORIES* OF PPODUCERS07iO (i'N TLHIR LAD (In centges) 

Campesinos Small Farmers Transitional Corr,2rcial Farmers 
P gions Infra-

sub-

sistence 

Sub- Total 
sisenceF 

Sub- Family Total Farmers Simall 4.dium Large Tbtal 

TOTAL 

W-sternFarMs Highlands 
Area 

83.1 
80.5 

82.5 
83.0 

83.0 
81.9 

86.9 
87.0 

91.3 
91.8 

88.5 
89.9 

77.5 
77.1 

96.4 
96.7 

93.6 
91.2 

100.0 
100.0 

96.1 
94.3 

83.7 
88.8 

Pacific CoastalFarms 
Area 

Plain 52.3 
46.1 

59.7 
60.9 

45.1 
54.6 

75.1 
75.7 

91.3 
92.6 

84.4 
89.4 

89.3 
89.6 

94.6 
93.8 

90.4 
80.0 

100.0 
100.0 

93.9 
92.8 

61.5 
90.7 

EastFarms 
Area 

60.0 
55.5 

64.9 
65.4 

62.3 
62.5 

77.7 
76.5 

88.5 
89.3 

82.4 
85.0 

92.9 
92.2 

95.2 
95.1 

91.2 
91.5 

77.8 
78.9 

94.9 
92.7 

63.1 
86.9 

NrthenIUwlandsF;: ris 
Area 

55.3 
49.3 

53.8 
53.6 

45.7 
52.3 

63.3 
63.0 

72.0 
72.9 

67.5 
7C.0 

90.2 
90.3 

93.8 
93.9 

92.2 
90.9 

97.3 
100.0 

93.6 
96.7 

60.2 
87.4 

pe trnFarms 
Area 

75.2 
48.1 

24.2 
24.0 

44.1 
26.3 

24.0 
24.7 

36.6 
38.2 

29.9 
34.2 

88.3 
89.1 

89.9 
91.8 

98.4 
98.0 

9.2 
83.5 

90.3 
92.7 

58.4 
88.2 

GuatemalaFarms 
Area 

61.4 
55.2 

67.0 
68.8 

62.9 
63.0 

74.7 
72.9 

91.0 
91.4 

80.8 
83.9 

91.1 
91.4 

96.3 
97.2 

100.0. 
99.9 

-
-

96.6 
98.1 

66.5 
91.7 

TOTALFarm 
Area 

72.8 
68.9 

69.8 
70.6 

71.9 
69.9 

76.i 
76.1 

83.2 
84.3 

79.3 
81.6. 

86.2 
86.3 

93.2 
94.1 

92.7 
91.7 

95.7 
99.5 

93.2 
94.1 

74.0 
83.8 

* Determined by farm size, crop mix and income 

SOUj?'.E: Calculations based on 1979 Agricultural Census data 



T71)l 9. TANI) AVAT rA!rj,: Pkf AC!,T1(IlPIxtJi[, L.V; PeR CAPITA 

Regions and
 

Departa,nts 


UIO'AL 

Western Hiqhlands 
Sacatex-quez 

Chimaltenango 

Solol6 

Tbtonicapan 

Quetzal tenango 

Sn M rcos 
Iluehuetenango 
El Quich6 

Pacific Coristal Plain 
Escuintla 
Santa rosa 
Suchi te_ cluez 
Retalhuleu 

East
 
El Procjreso 

Zacapa 

Cu iqu ilnUla 
Jalapt 
Jutiapa 


Northern L,wlands
 
Baja Verapaz 

Alta Verapaz 

Izabal 


El Petcn 
Guatemala 

SOURCE: Direoci6n General 

1964 1973 1982
 

1.82 1.52 1.11 

1.43 1.17 0.96
 
0.94 0.78 0.59
 
0.68 0.57 0.48
 
0.35 0.29 0.22
 
0.84 0.74 0.56
 
0.62 0.53 0.38 
1.11 0.88 0.62 
1.70 1.37 1.01 

2.06 2.21 1.36 
1.12 1.00 0.72
 
0.94 0.89 0.62 
1.76 1.73 1.14 

0.86 0.77 0.57 
1.19 1.14 0.90 
0.40 0.38 0.28 
0.90 0.77 0.58
 
1.02 0.85 0.64
 

0.99 0.91 0.63 
2.14 2.01 1.50 
6.06 3.55 2.09
 

110.90 35.47 22. 37 
0.72 0.39 0.35
 

de Estadistica/Secretaria General del Conscejo
Nacional de Planificaci6n ]con6mica. 1E-stiiuciones de Poblaciones de 
1979 a 2000. Instituto Geojrfico Nacional/Socretatia General del 
Consejo Nacional de Planificaci6n Iacon6mica e Instituto Nacional 
Forestal y Cifras de los Censos de Poblacion. 



?:Table 10. LN) AP2_A'N F;Dl AG ICULJImw ,,,, USES 

____,in 	 Fat
I ".ions and Land 	 000Use 	 lfecL. % of a::)o:)riate
Depa "r rtents Tlypes I-V 1961 1979 1964 1979 

IYVISAL 	 5,196.0 3,442.5 4,105.3 66.3 79.0 

Western fliqhliands
 
Sacatejx~uez 
 32.7 28.9 24.3 88.4 74.3 
ahinkiltenango 95.2 117.9 109.8 123.8 115.3 
So1ol6 	 48.2 37.9 30.2 78.6 62.6
 
iJ onicapaxn 42.0 37.3 28.6 88.8 68.1 
Quctzaltenango 145.0 126.6 87.314.4 	 92.7 
n rrcos 182.8 199.5 	 109.1
196.3 	 107.4
 

Huchuetenango 268.9 249.0 223.3 92.6 
 83.0
 
El Quiche6 	 368.5 243.7 239.8 
 66.1 65.1
 

Pacific Coastal Plain
 
s;cuintla 422.3 481.0
440.7 	 104.6 113.9
 

Santa Rya 	 140.8 238.1 340.1 
 169.1 170.5
 
Suchitev>5quez 125.1 176.6 197.3 141.2 157.7 
Tta1huleu 155.3 138.6 131.1 89.2 84.4
 

East 
El Progreso 	 41.6 
 71.5 	 68.9 171.9 165.6
 
Zacapa 
 82.8 124.6 121.5 150.5 146.7
 
Chiquimula 47.1 	 81.1 172.295.0 	 201.7 

Jalap-	 66.1 96.0 103.2 145.2 156.1
 
Jutiapxi 	 161.0 183.9 191.0 114.2 118.6
 

Nbrthern Lowylandjs 
Baja Verav,iz 79.9 134.9 128.4 168.8 160.7 
Alta Verapciz 495.5 432.2 443.2 87.2 89.4 
IzaIlXL 493.5 125.8 251.6 25.5 51.0 

El tdln 1,574.8 14.6 561.8 0.9 35.7 
Thteiwnla 126.9 129.2 118.6 101.8 93.4 

SOURCE: 	 SOONPE, IGN, MINiR,de(10aCrXcidad Productiva de la Tierra y
Censos A'jroxpecuaios de 1964, y1979 



Tablej :1. 
-1E. 

No. Dstri7cts Dc Pa 
and Units 

J;;5,, io o3.1 

I Jt5:A i:.! a~c 3J'apa 

cWiro N5n. 2 
-

5 
C 

L& 
i (!oeJPiedra 

~ ZrV.cp 
z~aua17C 

7 J~ .:G:yMzacapa 

90 Lay 
10 

6 a na 

LnPaazapa 
am

kma 
a3 

DA ukai No. 3 
11 LII1 :1 c 
12 S.13Y:-~o 

1 ' CriFbal 
1 1 I 0 !czo 
1.5S-! 
JC Plo~)'o~d 
17 Le5 C 

35joc Ad5 
19 

21 
22 
23 

2.4 

ja 
sa m: E w 

H~3m L o 
lDirwito No. 4 
Calzr-. i 

iAW 
La ]2:aSan 

DtroNo. 5 
Qx nMa 
2-

23 Sazu.1-,;)L L5E 

1' 
171 Pircgrceso 
Slm5 A. 
Yjl Brogrc!so 
E%Prop-roso 
Yl IPrc jrC-o 
1-l Prcoi Toso 
(uatc:naa 
(;u:tc::ai 
S Ci wCp1 qCt15 

& R u t as 

San NL':cos 
San 'Jarcos 

NaxO= 

1:1 (JAWl 
&-*,2Slvla 

Quiche, 

IN~~r- TN DSI1'Tr-

n~-T tl Area source of Altitu e N.(Ila) water 

P1~aMCP~s IN OPIMPATTON 

I ~ 

2 COO 

1500 

4 0
23 

150 

E95, 
1 200 


250 

150 

10. 

CO 
CS3 
so 

1 500 
700 

I E00 

f 

c Q::!moa!v I4. 

Ei,,c. cjran-ve, yac.a
fo ne ua 

Mo ta~e Z~ac;a~ 
Jj k 'n71JNC 
)Wo Le Lima, Qwe-

!;.-
1 o 
]bc Moa:-gnzt 
k:0 Guast tnva 

Ro Ins Mumsn 

111o Mo' aau1 


o Ilks OCc.~c 
]oM gov 
JiC?0 2 a A n 

tho s anLucas 

Rio Cnbuz. 
Rio A, Ta*,Cralaa 
1-,:o Nararnja 

R4fi.op 
I io' u~ 

o 
usors 

S S13 

190 3­
220 W5 

2101.,;, 

214-i 1202pzy .2630 
185 20 

27 6 132 
P99 
2.505
 
5,170
 
950 
 33 
2SO ,

1 340) 
3 44) ) 

9 04 

1 45 

233 12S 
170 11,5

8 72 

1215 
2 220 23 4 



Table 11. (cont.) 

No. Distripcts DepartTent Total Area Source of Altitude No. of
and Units (Ha) water users 

PRCiJECDS AT TIE STAGE OF ErihSIBILUTYANALYSIS
 
27 C-allo I3! ico RetaIlhu!eu 
 1 600 Rio Ocosito 250 32526 	 .Mcntfar Jutillpa 3 200 Rio P}z 29029 	 Jicz:mapa Q. Bay'ona y Va- 790 30 

rillona30 	 Cu-uta Escuintla 3 000 Rio Achiguate 1003] Vio y' Triunfo San Marcos 5 000 	
280

Rio Cabuz 622Nor: 
32 San Pedro P. Jalapa 2200 Rk, Jalapa 1100 374
33 C-uaxic Solo.. 
 50 Rio Chuiscakra . 2 200 150 

PPflJTXTS AT THE STAGE OF P "F ' - J -, , " 
34 	 Valle do Monias Jalapa 7 200 Rio Ostia 1 000 1 50035 	 Valle d SaLam5i Baja Verapaz 6 500 Rio Sa:amh 1 000 1 500o kriun San Marcs 5 000o y O!,'i,"m Rio Cabuz 250 60037 	 Rlios Azul y ILa- luehuctenango 2 800 Rio Azul y La- 900 672


gartcro 
 gartero 

"PfJJTPS TtIM LREL21AT F Ry STAGE 

3 	 VValle de Chiquimula Chiquimula 1 690 Rio San Jos6 80039 	 Vafle do Ifuehue- luehuetenango 250 Rio Ocubili 1 000 
400 
400 

tenantgo

40 E ISaal Jutiapa'h1 50 Rio Estanzuela 700 26
41 San Diego Jalapa 

60
100 Rio 'alapa 	 50042 	 Las Trozas Escintla 1 000 Madre Vieja 15 1 00043 lluit6 7acapa . 200 Rio Iluit6 150 1004.1 	 lua. a y \'ainilla Zacapa 1 000 Rio Motag-a 150 700-15 	 San Pedro ltzapa Chimaltenango 50 Rio La Virgen 1 800
'0 El Rosario Retalhuleu . 250 
30
 

i/P S-N THE CO.NCEPTUA" [ ZATION STAGE 
•17 Los NILxcos Paleicia . 23 Rio E. Molino 1 360 76 

Rio Los Cubes'IS 	 Sanarate Sanarate 1 606 Rio Los Plitanos 85049 	 Las Perlas Yupitopeque 306 Rio Atescatclmpa
50 	 Chiantla Chiantla, Hue- 150 

800. 
Rio Sclcgua 1993 100 

huetenango51 	 B3i,fra Gualin, Zacapa 3 733 Q. Chorro do La 140 
Pita Q. Mojonal52 	 Chichipato La Uni6n, Zacppa 42 Rio Chichipate

53 Talpetate Sapotitlin, 294 Rio Paz 
40 

380 
Jutiapa5.4 	 T=-',-:iche Malacatancito 88 S. sin normbre 2_1 50 
Hue.huet enango

C 	 anana Cun6n 9-1 Q. El 	Jutal :-

SOURCE: .M,n:nierio do Agricultura, Ganaderin y Alimentaci6n. 



DOX4. TIC PRODUC2 BY SUBSD[jLOR

(In millions of 1-958 Quetzales)
 

Products 1970 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1960 1931 1982 1983 1934 1985 
OTAL PIED-rI!ON 492.7 672.6 699.9 723.3 746.1 767.4 777.8 786.0 764.4 754.4 767.5 759.6 

TR !OD,7=0"--L 'CP 

Coffee 

Cotton 
Bna.ias 

Cardaam 

D:S 171.4 
03.5 

29.6 
16.3 

3.3 

256.4 
.2 

5-.7 
26.0 
28.7 

5.8 

252.7 
122.5 

59.4 
32.5 
41.9 

6.4 

277.5 279.4 
127 1211 

74.-3 80.5 
27.3 30.4 

213.240.3 32.3 
8.0 7.0 

292.7 

85.7 
23.3 
28.7 
11.5 

30 -3 301.5 
146.0 

73.2 63.4 
7.5 33 1 

31.3 37.1 
16.7 16.9 

276.5 
143.4 
3o.1 
39.1 
42.3 
13.6 

2-G.3 
19 
33.0 
28.9. 
37.2 
26.2 

1 . 

37 
21.7 

73.9 
42.6 
36.8 

37.5 
22.2 

BASIC -D 
Corn 
E-ans 
Rice 

.at 

C.DPS 63.7 
36.3 
25.8 
2.5 
4.1 
N.D. 

83.7 
43.8 
29.1 
5.0 
5.8 
N.D. 

77.5 
39.7 
29.0 
2.6 
6.2 
N.D. 

72.5 
36.5 
26.2 
3.0 
6.8 
N.D. 

81.0 
42.6 
27.9 

3.2 
7.3 
N.D. 

16e . 
41.2 
26.5 
4.0 
6.9 
N.D 

566 3 
44.3 
11.7 
4.6 
5.5 
N.D. 

7i_.580 .41 73 9 
46.4 50.6 47.5 
16.2 19.2 17.9 
3.7 5.4 5.0 
6.2 5.2 6.5 
N.D. N.D. N.D. 

.9 
54.! 
20.3 
4.9 
6.6 
X.D. 

84.3 
52.2 
22.4 
4.2 
5.5 
N.D 

ON-TRADITIO.AL
CROS 

ogetables 
Kruits 

r 
Sesame 
Cocoa 
Others 

-XPORT 
80.0 
19.7 
21.4 

2.3 
0.4 
0.2 

36.0 

112.5 
22.9 
24.9 

3.7 
0.7 
0.5 

59.8 

128.4 
23.6 
25.7 

4.0 
2.3 
0.5 
72.3 

135.5 
24.4 
26.5 

4.0 
1.4 
2.9 
76.3 

131.3 
25.1 
27.3 

4.3 
2.1 
2.3 
70.2 

130.1 
25-­9 
28.2 

4.9 
2.0 
1.3 

67.8 

143.7 
31.2 
34.0 

4.9 
1.6 
0.8 
71.2 

149.9 
32.1 
34.9 

5.7 
3.1 
0.2 

73.9 

148.9 
32.9 
35.7 

5.9 
1.5 
N.D. 
72.9 

147.4 
33.8 
36.5 

5.9 
1.4 
0.9 

68.9 

14 :3 
34.7 
37.3 

5.9 
2.4 
1.3 

63.7 

144.7 
35.7 
33.1 
6.2 
2.2 
0.4 

62.1 
LIvS_,O 62.4 

5-efCale30.7 
Pork 31.0 
Others 0.7 

72.3 
39.1 
32.3 
0.9 

73.1 
42.6 
29.7 
0.8 

69.7 
-eC. 

27.8 
0.8 

69.7 
413-

29.3 
0.8 

71.6 
, -!---39.4 

31.4 
0.8 

63.7 
35.5 

32.3 
0.9 

6S.6 
.. 35.0 

32.8 
0.8 

65.7 
32.8 

32.1 
0.8 

65.5 
33.5 

31.2 
0.8 

6C.2 
33.9 
31.4 
0.9 

64.2 
32.2 
31.2 
0.8 

TULRy 

.T CK P.P-OD 
17.3 
92.9 

27.4 
120.3 

29.8 
128.4 

39.3 
128.3 

45.7 
139.0 

50.3 
141.1 

53.2 
139.1 

52.9 
140.6 

53.4 
139. 5 

54.5 
144.0 

3: . 

137.4 
57.6 

1-3 9 

I'D,= ,b data available 
S0Ji=: F-3tudio Econ6mico y Memoria de Lalhores, Banco de Guatemala 



Table 13. STF.LJCiuRE OF GU:A M'~A 5P\-~ RSTRL..........O AGRICULTURALDa:ES'i'IC PRXD;UCT BY SU2S--UR 
~GIFCSS 

(In P,rcntages) 

Products 

TO-IVL PI -2IcN 

1970 

110.0 

1975 

100.0 

1976 

100.0 

11977 

100.0 

1978 

100.0 

1979 

I10. 

1930 

10 

1981 

1 

1982 

. 

1983 

17.0 

1984 

100. 

1985 

10. 
T ,DITIOZ',: OTr CRJS 

CoI ee 
Cotton 
Bonanas 
Sugar 
Cardz,-m 

BSICFXDc.RPS 
Corn 
D-ans 
Rice 

heat 
So gh ,=rn 

34.8 
22.0 
6.0 
3.4 
2.7 
0.7 

13.9 
7.4 
5.2 
0.5 

0.8 
_ 

38.1 
20.7 
8.4 
3.8 
4.3 
0.9 

12.5 
6. 
4.3 
0.8 

0.9 
_ 

37.5 
17.5 

8.5 
4.6 
6.0 
0.9 

11.1 
.7 

4.1 
0.4 

0.9 
_ 

36.4 
17.6 
10.3 
3.8 
5.6 
1.1 

10.0 
5.1 
3.6 
0.4 

0.9 

37.5 
17.3 
10.8 
4.1 
4.3 
1.0 

10.9 
5.7 
3.8 
0.4 

1.0 

38.1 
1.-
11.2 
3.7 
3.7 
1.5 

10.6 
5.8 
3.4 
0.5 

0.9 . 

39.5 
18.4 
10.1 
4.8 
4.0 
2.2 

8.5 
5.7 
1.5 
0.6 

0.7 . 

30.4 
16.6 
8.1 
4.8 
4.7 
2.2 

9.2 
5.9 
2.0 
0.5 
0.80 

36.2 
13. 

5.0 
5.1 
5.5 
1.8 

10.5 
6.6 
2.5 
0.7 
0.7 . 

35.7 
19.1 
4.4 
3.8 
4.9 
3.-

10.2 
6.3 
2.4 
0.7 
0.80 

36.0 
19.7 
4.4 
3.3 
4.9 
3.2 

11.2 
7.1 
2.6 
0.6 
0.9 

36.1 
1. 
4.9 
4.6 
4.9 
2.9 

11.1 
6.9 
2.9 
0.6 
0.70.7 

NDY -TPI TIO EXPORT-­CZ--o__ 
Vegetables 

Rjb yr
Se'-nme 
Cocoa 
Others 

LIVE1-Or 
B-ee Cattle 
Pork 
Others 

PCLT.RY 

LliEST0C-K PRcCTS 

16.2 
4.0 

4.3
0.5 
0.1 

* 
7.3 

12.7 
6.2 
6.3 
0.2 

3.5 

18.9 

16.7 
3.4 

3.
0.5 
0.1 
0.1 
8.9 

10.7 
5.-8 
4.8 
0.1 

4.1 

17.9 

18.3 
3.4 

3.7
0.6 
0.3 
0.1 

10.3 

10.4 
6.-
4.2 
0.1 

4.3 

18.4 

18.7 
3 

3.7 
0.5 
0.2 
0.4 

10.5 

9.6 
7 

3.8 
0.i 

5.5 

17.3 

17.6 
3.4 

3.6 
0.6 
0.3 
0.3 
9.4 

9.3 
5.-
3.9 
0.1 

6.1 

.6 

17.0 
3.4 

3.7 
0.6 
0.3 
0.2 
S.3n 

9.3 
5.1 
4.1 
0.1 

6.6 

.1___8.4 

18.5 
4.0 

4.4 
0.6 
0.2 
0.1 
9.2 

8.8 
4.6 
4.1 
0.1 

6.8 

17.9 

19.1 
4.1 
4.5 
0.7 
0.4 

9.4 

8.7 
. 

4.1 
0.1 

6.7 

17.9 

19.5 
4.3 
4.7 
0.8 
0.2 
* 

9.5 

8.6 
4.3 
4.2 
0.1 

7.0 

18.2 

19.5 
4.5 
4.8 
0.8 
0.2 
0.1 
9.1 

8.7 
4.5 
4.1 
0.1 

7.2 

18.7 

18.9 
4.5 
4.8 
0.3 
0.3 
0.2 
8.3 

8.6 
4.4 
4.1 
0.1 

7.4 

17.9 

19.0 
4.7 
5.0 
0.8 
0.3 

8.2 

8.4 
4.2 
4.1 
0.1 

7.6 

17.8 

• Less than 0.1 

SOURiE: Derived from Table 12 



DOKESTIC 
(in 

PfnlDUOP BY SUUSERORTp
millions of cwvts) 

Prcxlucts 1970 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1935 

rilUrAL PrnDUCTION 87.2 150.5 194.5 190.0 165.1 153.4 162.9- 182.9 200.8 179.4 182.7 184.0 

T 'DITIC Q;L avtorR CROpS 52.9 105.4 149.1 145.2 118.6 107.2 117.6 135.9 152.0 133.5 133.3 135.7 
Cff 
Cotton 
Eananas 
Sigar 
Card amom 

2.3 
1.2 
6.3 

42.6 
N.S. 

3.5 
2.3 
7.0 

92.6 
N.S. 

3.1 
2.4 
8.4 

135.2 
N.S. 

3.2 
3.0 
7.4 

131.5 
0.1 

3.3 
3.2 
8.1 

104.0 
N.S. 

3.5 
3.4 
7.8 

92.4 
0.1 

3.6 
3.1 
9.7 

101.1 
0.1 

3.7 
2.5 
9.9 

119.7 
0.1 

3.6 
1.5 
10.2 

136.6 
0.1 

3.7 
1.3 
8.1 

120.2 
0.2 

3.8 
1.3 
8.1 

120.4 
0.2 

3.6 
1.5 
9.4 

121.1 
0.1 

BASIC F0D CROPS 21.5 27.7 23.4 23.1 26.1 26.9 25.5 27.0 29.3 28.0 31.5 30.7 

Rice 

S:rgh-n 

16.8 
2.9 
0.5 
0.7 
0.6 

20.3 
3.3 
1.0 
1.0 
2.1 

18.4 
3.3 
0.5 
1.1 
2.1 

16.9 
2.9 
0.5 
1.2 
1.6 

19.7 
3.1 
0.6 
1.3 
1.4 

20.4 
3.0 
0.8 
1.2 
1.5 

20.6 
1.3 
0.9 
1.0 
1.7 

21.5 
1.8 
0.7 
1.1 
1.9 

23.4 
2.2 
1.1 
0.9 
1.7 

22.0 
2.0 
1.0 
1.2 
1.8 

25.1 
2.3 
1.0 
1.2 
1.9 

2 
2.5 
0.8 
1.0 
2.2 

VON -7':: ,ITIONA LEXFOIT 
-­ 5-- 12.8 17.4 20.0 21.7 20.4 19.3 19.8 20.0 .-19.5 17.9 17.4 17.6 

V--ta 
PsWr 
&-5arne 
cocoa 
C~c,s 

es 3.3 
0.1 
0.1 
N.S. 
9.3 

3.8 
0-2 
0.1 
N.S. 

13.3 

3.9 
0.2 
0.3 
N.S. 

15.6 

4.1 
0.2 

.0.2 
0.1 

17.1 

4.2 
0.2 
0.3 
0.1 

15.6 

4.3 
0.2 
0.3 
N.S. 

14.5 

5.2 
0.3 
0.2 
N.S. 

14.2 

5.3 
0.3 
0.4 
N.S. 

14.0 

5.5 
0.3 
0.2 
N.S. 

13.5 

5.6 
0.3 
0.2 
N.S. 

11.8 

5.8 
0.3 
0.3 
N.S. 

11.0 

5.9 
0.3 
0.3 
N.S. 

11.1 

N.S. 
SOUj 

= Mot Significant
E: Estudio Econ6mico y IMermoria de Labores, Banco de Guatemala 



fable 15. EXPOITS* AS A S(J,,rTCi OF FORE-I C-NEY,CI UNGYq-" FOR GUA'I'2 "AJA 

1983 1984 1985 

PROIY PS 
 Qnty Value POiB Qnty Value FOt"(Or) Qnty Value Fanl(Q Millions) (MT) 
 (Q Millions)' (MT) 
(Q Millions)'
 

I. FRUITS
 
Fresh or Frozen 28,968 5.6 
 26,865 3.8 
 15,940 3.7
 

Processed 
 1,713 
 1.5 2,920 2.7 
 1,155 0.8
 

Frc!h or Frozen 71,356 
 20.9 73,467 
 18.6 84,939 16.3
 

Procestsed 
 1,825 2.2 1,662 1.9 1,266 0.9
 
III. h1UTS ;D 5PIC:S 449 0.5 1,242 0.5
1.0 1,748 


IV. NURSlKRY & SZEDS 
 5,537 5.8 
 10,012 
 8.4 15,823 9.9
 
V. 110N4EY 
 5,664 2.9 
 3,499 2.3 
 3,510 2.2
 

TOTAL NON-TRP.DIT!ONLL 
AG EXPORTS 39.4 
 30.4 
 34.3
 

WrTAL, AG EXPORTS 635.2 
 621.6 
 622.3
 
(% Non-traditicnal) ( 6% 
 ( 5%) ( 6%)
 

TCYTAL E:XIOP.r FJRNINGS 1,15c,8 1,122.3 
 1,020.6
 

(% Agricultural) (54%) 
 (55%) 
 (60%)
 

(% Non-traditional Ag) C 3%) 3%) ('3%)
 

This refers to thone non-traditional agricultural czno-ts covered in this study. If suchproducts 6s scti:e seeJ (Qlu.1 million) and cardamom (QtS. 8 million) were include,ruts arid spices cat ecory alone would the
have increased non-traditional agricultural expormcarnings to 103.2 million quet::aics in 1985. With tho ad:itionchellfish (Q9.I million, thc other malor 

of fresh and frozen 
non-tradiLonal ccn:odity not covered in thisluide, carrling5 frco ncn-trndit onal agricultural producs w'ould have reachedquetmales in 1985 112.3 million ---or lll of total export ariiings. These three product€ wero notincluded in this study lj.:cause the cwanitude of sales already reached indicates that mostexnorters of these com.:odities have esitablished importer contacts.
 

' The official exchange rate contnues 
 to be 21.00 tl.00.L Since Noverbcr of 1904,however, a parallel xarket exchange synitei was ustablished for agrlcultural salesstarting at Ql.40 - tI.u0. in 1585, this ranred from QI.55 to Q3.95 $1.00. 

SOW.-: bank of Guatemala 



--- 

- -

Table 16. GUATE4ALAN NON-TRADITIONAL AGRICULJ-TJPAL EXPORIS TO THE UNITED STATES TN 1985, IN RELATION TO
(TITIER CBI COUNTRIES AND WORLD TC-AZLS (CIF VALUES) 

(In million of dollars)
 

Country Vegetables Fruits 
 'Nuts Spices Cut Orna- Seeds
(fresh, frozen) (fresh, dried) Honey Country

Flowers wentals for planting Tbtal 

Dominican Republic 
 11.6 
 4.8 3.7 -. ­ 0.4 0.5 --Costa Rica - 0.4 21.44.3 
 4.2 0.3 0.1 2.1
Oiatemala 10.7 5.3 4.2 -.- 20.52.2 0.6 1.1 
 0.8 2.0 2.0
r3onduras 0.4 19.80.9 7.3 0.3 
 --- -.-Ja-rnica 1.3 0.3 0.3
6.6 10.4
1.3 
 - - 0.4 0.1 0.9l1 ti - - 9.33.9 --- - 0.5 0.3El Salvador --- 4.72.1 
 0.7 0.5 -'-
Pana 0.6 3.9
 
-IaahLtas 1.0 1.4 - -
-'-

­
0.5 0.4 2.4
 _N._th.rland Antillas -0.9 

• -. - .0.9
 
- --.- 0.9Leew..*ard and 

v,:?stward Islands 
 0.2 
 -- - -. - 0.2 -" ­ -" - -- ­ -- - 0.4 

Total U.S. Non-Traditional Agricultural imports*
 

from CBI Countries 37.9 
 26.2 5.1 1.8 
 4.8 10.3 6.5 
 1.7 94.6
from Meaxico andCanada 
 366.0 
 86.4 10.0 1.5 
 24.2 25.6
from the Wbrld 454.2 217.3 367.2 16.1 23.9 553.6**.
103.3 250.4 104.0 75,8 45.6 
 1,617.8
 

Totals from the categories listed. Other non-traditional agricultural U.S. imorts may have appeared undermiscellaneous categories or under specific headings, such as oranges or plantains and bananas, and were not
included in this table. 
Values below $100,000 were not listed.
 

•* Country totals for Canada and Mexico are $145.5 million and $408.1 million respectively.
 

SOURTE: U.S. General Imports/Schedule A. 



Table 17. TIlE RELATIVE DIPORTw NE OF VARIOUS NON-TRADITIONAL AGRICULTUPAL EXPORTS FRFO
SGUJAT.0ALA TO TilE UNI'hD STAILS (CIF? VALUES) 

(In millions of dollars)
 

Conmodity 

Broccoli, cauliflower 


Live plants 


1Melons, cantaloupes 


Flower seeds 


Brussels sprouts 


Roses, fresh cut 


Nuts, edible 


Honey 


Plantains, fresh 


Okra, fresh or frozen 


Total Leading Non-traditionals 


Total U.S. LImports from Guatemala 


1981 1982 1983 


4.6 7.3 
 5.9 

3.0 2.6 2.5 

0.8 1.6 1.3 


1.4 1.7 
 1.2 

0.2 0.4 
 1.1 

0.4 0.4 
 0.7 

0.5 0.6 
 0.7 


0.3 0.6 0.7 

0.1 
 - - 0.1 

0.6 0.8 0.4 


35.9 43.9 
 39.6 

382.9 358.6 
 407.2 


1984 1985
 

6.5 7.0
 

3.1 3.2
 

2.1 2.6
 

2.6 1.8
 

1.4 1.3
 

1.1 1.0 
0.3 0.5
 

0.5
 

0.2 0.5
 

0.6 0.5
 

46.7 42.5
 

480.8 437.1
 

SOURCE: Official statistics of the U.S. Department of Comrerce.
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Table 18. LXATIMN OF N7DTIO A PIDq'ION OF Nf-rTPD1TIOmAL CrnS 

Crop Area PrndjutI on PV,1ONAL rI;U-CT;C)': (It 0 ' 
(ha) (In) lv VAT 

Apple (1) 
 n.J. 11,681 96 
 3 -Asparagus (2) 
 53 51 30 --- 56 
 14

1ro:ciol 1 207 1,7P2 3 -20 
 4 --­

jrutnj.,lrprouts 24 244 10 3- .
Cat' b.je 200 45,133 90 10 ..Carrot- (3) 199 2,650 48 52 ..
 
Ce "h.V 1,520 n.a. --
 99 ..
Cal-iflo cr 
 155 5,152 a7 

1 
63 ..Chayot i (4) 67 6,365 --- 100 ..
Citrunt ('range 253 n.a. -- 17 .143 

Itr'o, (5) 127 n.a. --
 47 -- 47Garlic 
 n.a. 4,545 99 -1 

hIun;t' (6) --- 40 
 ..
 
Lettuce 32 2,996 59 --- 41l3c adrliIa 22 1 -- 300 ---

PI1 156 n.a. - 92 .. 
 8 
Helon, Cant aIoupL
 

& Honey tlew 1,398 
 3!, 59 -- 26 4 35 35Okra 415 4,111 -- -- 4 -- 96
Onion 
 1,444 30,172 36 --- 2 52 10
cOr- orntals n.a. n.a. -- 60 46 -.. ..
'Jflelpple 463 10,831 -- 97 - 2IolanteIr, (7) n.a. 
 n.u. -- 56 
 -- 44 
Root CIops,
 

Taro 21 n.a. -.. 
 -- 100Cassava (3) 100 500 ... 
 100
Sapod '1 A 2 n.a. 23 ..
FIo', pea 99 663 .. . 

77 
100 .. .
Sp ets,ri Cngcr 20 5,250 100 ... .. 
 ..


Curwr.a 1 n.a. 100rtrow"xvrry 33 300 -­ --.... 10 

1o07 ' to 1,850 51, 2('0 2
3 25 12 59Waterjvlon (9) 304 2,610 -- 6 34 -- 6! 

"OTAT 9,185 205,354 10 28 27 5 27 

Combined data urvtyfros, field an,lIinstry of t-ricultl.e t;Latltjc.,
(1) Data from report on t0.uGua.temrla%11,[01t Industiy, Cff ice zf the 'ii:icui.iirr.l Attnzh!ii,ctlaten lia. Firzch, 1 .6 
(2) Data from th1,Aspar.'ua ProdJucers on,lFxportertj LU|hd.
(3) The;c valuen ar,, cu; cor-lazed to the 1979 Agricuitmal Cen:un figure of 29,100 ?iT of 

c:rr-, I o.I r' I n.
(4) Ch|yoIt prrduct, on W.S rep-rtv-i 6,315 r ir . t - 11'479 Ccj.;un. Thin Is;pro bthllt a iote 

drecur;tC fJ(jk1'qS.itIC-. tlaote i a pretV'ni1t11 Vop.
(S) Citrus prW.uctJcn war; recginteid ?4 306,00 h-'P of oranqeroa" 411,I115 ),T of lcmIn. r, 

)979.

(C) )Io,',ey In ,Itro-IIh every rv,5Jon of tUe coontty. I'o.litctir.n cnt(mater. teach
 

4,111Cl T/5ear.

(7) P'JAnt,t, n pi ,lct-ion w.m, linted ans4.5 till ltot hT In In79. Much or the produrtlon in 

handled by the h-r,.,c..irIel . 
(8) Tin vilue In extrrn,,,ly low ctpr l , d ti., 31711 protic.'ion of (.9,31 In"Kr. 1979,
 

&IpxloxlmaLt,)y 301 o' them[rohlictton t. In El Pr,,-i)t. Departmn-t (Oi~tt-nV), 2 %
 II I'licoIntla 
 IVl),en . ?))$25 In Alta '. rApar. %ifr,titn 17). 1,ie horv.oy d+d not
 
Coivor thlj p h., ir.
 

(9) WAtermnll ptul,1c Ilot tear-lu 1,1100 NiT to I'il4. Total pIntlnq.j iwerp pru(mbly redu-jd 
duq to Jack of twtl:et, but 2,610 hT Il.l .rc.low. 

UnLt, Mont o'f, gro,ci: in all 
t

rv- enn;hhi tie '.t,-rt r.tt,-t in r-pec!tIc i..,',nnjif the
xiajIotl n) tot, 1 ,j le a thin It of the jIi?' r,r.'l I .,')hrtion, It. duo l1ot appear 

In t ,mto .nvhl 


Ftsvrevs 1,11 Ilntivon ,,iIv,,d fro m lh..fhl.I- qiirv-j ;- i~ Wthvlwim++ nnte~d. I!
+ 

}it+oritt.lni 
Was, o,.nta a lq ,, ll o in lllnto-1|
 



Table 19. UTT\'fC[O oh R<§IC GRt1:l.3 )U,'.fON 

Crop CountryL_nt:ff ior:_ 
Total Lli. t lan:M; ci .ic Cousta] East iketcn awi 

Plain Ib tnern 

Corn 
t 

No. of Farms 320,000 171,808 36,952 60,214 51,836 
Area (Ia) 487,244 155,274 99,208 107,167 125,595 
% of AXea 100.0 31.8 20.4 22.0 25.8 
Average Size(lia) 1.52 0.90 2.68 1.78 2.42 

Beans 
No. of Farms 64,768 15,608 10,G39 20,078 18,443 
Area (113) 40,244 6,363. 1,840 18,614 13,409 
% )fArea 100.0 15.8 4.6 46.3 33.3 
Average Size (Ha) 0.62 0.41 0.17 0.93 0.73 

Rice 
No. o--­arns 7,936 1,727 1,898 3,396 915 
Area (a) 11,765 1,119 3,072 5,373 2,201 
% of Area 100.0 9.5 26.1 45.7 18.7 
Average Size (H1a) 1.48 0.65 1.62 1.58 2.41 

Wheat. 
No. of Farms 44,849 44,403 21- 424 1 
Area (l1a) 26,820 26,229 133 457 1 
% of Area 100.0 97.8 0.5 1.7 N.S. 
Average Size (Ia) 0.60 0.59 6.33 1.08 1.00 

Sorghum 
No. of: Farms 3,988 505 944 2,322 17 
Area (Ila) 16,933 637 11,975 3,932 389 
% of Area 100.0 3.8 70.7 23.2 2.3 
Average Size (Ha) 4.25 1.26 12.69 1.56 22.88 

N.S.= Not significant 
SOURCE,: Censo Agropecuario, 1979 



Table 20. DISTRIBUTION OF CORN PRODUCTION BY SIZE OF FARI 

z jo-i ~~WI-ZE.;ER OF f-A.-0", c', A~ .RF..-./\E LJ..D
 

,i /O C/o. 9 7C 1 -5-j 
TOTAL S3.347 387.579 460.71 780.5 814.7 

,...o...s(1ca- 80.03?1.•.Co~cs( d -a<<1zIII)Q00 2 20.9 Gg..SS I7. "" / / /.'20 1 7r 1,,..4 1 27.G ... 5. 4 0.4 5.0 5 .7 ,
2. Sub-'.. pccjmoas (I a < 5 Mz) 215.036 56.- 217.539 56.1 233.G53 4... 3. 0 43.6 351. 7 43.215 3. 6 ,5.'

3. Subfcm. med'ans(5 a 10IMz) 45.!70 i.S 51.,567 13.3 49.810 10.6 .133"1.10.3 132.2 1G.2 i3G.0 14.1 

.ares I4. A 10 a < C Mz)If17 35.. '4(I9.2 4 2.44 11.0 '-.-12 9.- 151.2 19.2 19C6.3 2,1.1 230.3 24.05. 7uzt'am.has (I cah. a < 20 cab) 6.51 1.7 6.459 1.7 ,.531 2 3 10.G . 97G.3me 

g-. 210. 5 0.1 187 0.0
(< 20a 197 0.0 3I.9 4.4 1S.7 2.3 2-.4 ._ 

-- ,ODUCTO, . (&,u,) qiq) Y_.TT qQ?.iz
• .l~0 % 1(304 % li;79 '7 1.959 ,% 1,,X.4 ,7e 1 7
 

iO-lL 
 8 218.1 9 883.6 17 730.3 10.4 '. . 

1. .39.6 5 7. 573.7. 4. 6.7 14.. 14.3 20..42. SubfIamiliars pcqueflas 3 596.6 43.8 4 050.7 41.0 5 437.7 30.7 10.5 11.5 G.1 
3. 8u!,faaiiiaes as 1 22-1.0 14.9 1 528.1 .15.5 2 X:.'3.3 12.0 9.3 11.6 1r.,A4. Fariliarcs 1 367.1 10.0 2 270.1 23.0 4 552.0 25. 9.0 i1.6 19.85. rifaziiiares 813.4 9.9 1 084.5 11.0 3 822.1 21.5 9.3mediwas 

"), ,t°s. e, 1.&.4 21.7
.(6 u......a~cs randes . 617.4 7.5 " "35.53.7 ,,,.2 2.7 17.7 19.5 22.6 

SOURCE: Direcci6n General de Estadistica, Ccnsos Agropecuarios. 



Table 21. DISTRIBULI-ON OF BLA,__ BEAN PRODUCTION BY'SIZE OF FARM 

'AT-:R 

TOTAiJ 

1. -'.ro:Thcas(icda. a < 1 M'17z)
2. S'5bfar.r.. (1 a < 5 ,Iiz) 
.. (5 a 10 Mz)

4. .rF ircS (10 a < G4 Mz)
5. ......ta ....(1 cab. a < 20 cab)
6. ,,:far. grandcs (< 0 cab) 

OF FA.$ 
______7_____-.$4),70 

90.457 00.403 

7.713 S.5 6..,3 7.4 
54.322 0.1 -2.73 5f 
14.093G9 .2 14.3I0 1G.4 
11.403 12.7 1D..0 15.3 

2.154 2.4 2.405 2.7 
12 0.10.1 

-

1079 191051 
17,.o2" 105.3 

3D.397 22.3 3.0 
70 55.t 4C.9-. -..,,_, O., 4 

2 )1 3E. 2.2 
21.007 11.9 23.7 

.1 , .0 9.0 
5 0.0 1.5 

% 

2., 
4..4 . 
20.9 
22." 
8.5 
1.4 

( D 
i,"'' 

1Z'. 

3.2 
55 9 .3 
25.1 
30.7 
12.0 
0.9 

i-, 
o 

2.4 
.153.0 

1.0 
23.3 

9.6 
0.7 

I7 

230.0 

1G.3 
10 -1.0 

2.0 
15.5 
. 
1.7 

7.1 
,-5.7 
'1.3 

21.2 
.7 

0.7 

TOTAL 

1. MicoFhcas 
2. ,farn~ares p3quf,, 

..SubMarcs as 
4. zar...a... 
5. am:::arcs redianas 

. .... ....... . S 

1359 

501.4 

17.6 
3,4.9 
30.3 
90.0 
".u47.9 
1 7.G 

% 

3.5 
4G.3 

17.3 
19.3 

0.G 
3 

133i... 

79.3 

.0 2.,3. 
.302.2 
115.S 17.0 
155.2 22.8 
k1.9 1 
.5 1.1 

7 . 

1 135.0 

c 5.6 
4.59.. %.1G 

1CG.2 1. 5 
270.5 2.4 
171.6 15.1 
7 ., 0.7 

20 

4.7 

5.9 
.0 

3.9 
4.1 
5.3 

11.7 

, '' 

5.2 

5.1 
5.1 
4.6 
5.1 
G. 
8.3 

4.9 

3.9 

4.4 
5.9 
7. 

SOU-RC2E: Dirccci6fl Genranl de Estnadl2ticn, Ce,-.sos Agro,1ccuarcs. 



Table 22. DISTIBU-TION OF WAT PRODUCION BY SIZE OF FARM 

O.1, 5, %/1 1,,790 7 1... % 1t, 

37.91G 3.0 •T,. 44.2 33.0 -0.
 
1. Microfincas (Icda. a < 1 Mz) 4.992 13.2 4.G13 14.0 10.105 22.5". u/"., pr'ues 1.5 3.4 1.2(1 a < 5 Mz) 21.1(03 55.7 1S.994 3. 2.9 7.2 o~s~-... 57.5 2 C.754 59.Cmoodiarias (5 a 10

I 
-,z) 17 17.3 39.1 13.5 ,,0.9 19.1 4Q.A 7.078 S..7 5.0 76 55... 17.0 5.1 21.9 2. 7ai. 1.)";"

1 22..4 7..4. "(10 a < 0• z) I LS 15 10.3 2.555 5.7 12.0 27.25. ,.m.med:can3 (1 cab. a S.2 24. 7.1 17.7< 20 cab) 239 0.5 19.3 0.G 1 (1).3 2. 36.,i.... .raJcs(< 20 cab) 5.2 27 8.2 3.13 -- ---- 3 0.0 0.1 0.2 o-0.11 0:; 

125'iL C,.> ie: 99 ,o% 5 ±2,:
 
TOTAL 359.3 397.3 808.2 8.1 12.0 

1. ,:crofincas 14.1 3.9 14.8 3.7 .1.6 7.G 9.42. Subfami!iarcs pequciias 12.3 21.214G.5 40.8 151.7 30.2 33c.5 48.1 8.5. .... 11.2 20.05 24.1 - 3. 2 20.9 140.9 13.2 7.9 . 11.2 19.6 
,,..
,. ...,es ined:anas 2.5 25.7 105.3 2G.5 130.41 7.7G'.Mu~~. " 18.3 -,2 4 .- 1.21".5-".2•42.5 10.7 538.1 7.2 8.004.,,,L'fa.,,resgrandes 15.7 8..18.71.2 0.3 -- -- 2.7 0.3 12.0 -27.0 

SOURCE: 
 Dirc-cci6n Gcneral de Entadistica, Censos Agropecuarios. 



" 
TA.I2 1 -' 0 F, -I ! , 

Year N,imrjx..r of Cttle 
(thousarr.] of r, ads) 

Proy](-tJion 
(millions of 12)s.) 

hixtraction 
(los. ypc 

(.itc 
hea) 

1975 1,974 333.3 16.9 

1976 2,C63 3M.:1 ' 18.7 

1977 2,157 4167 19.2 

1978 2,087 428.3 21.0 

1979 2,009 410.0 20.4 

1980 1,929 347.0 18.0 

198. 1,960 347.7 17.7 
1982 1,991 326.8 16.4 

3983 2,055 369.8 16.0 

1984 2,084 353.9 16.8 

1985 2,153 311.5 14.5 

NKOTES: Proluction incluI<es total slaughtCr:
cattle. ]xtr.ction rate is UmoUnt 

and foreign trade- in live
regisve d r-y 3caid]as 

mn [ s p1lus ten percent for uncontrolled slau.jnter. 

SOURCE: Dimoccion N-icional de Estadflstica and Banco de Guateiula. 



T l(e 24. N! ';< O:.' - I'I'.'.. 0. r'1'-? A.,'D 

Size NunIm,L" Of la:. No:f off Ukad Averaye j>ar Erin 

Less than 1.4 37,343 93,754 2.5
 
ha. 

1.4 to less than 47,833 19J,942 4.0
 
14 ha.
 

14 to less than 24,252 330,637 13.6
 
45 ha.
 

45 to less than 
450 ha. 7,206 638,112 88.6
 

450 to less than 
4,500 ha. 949 722,683 761.5 

More than 4,500 ha. 11 30,477 2,770.6 

Total 117,594 2,007,605 17.1 

SOURCT: Direcci6n Genera. de Etadistica, Censo Agropecuario, 1979. 

(
 



'ab.le 25. kllj:1[' A7-41) Id1.1; C> '!*[ ,,);l(.), :.>:w-AN.) rs 

Year PrcXhL)ct-ion Expo rtation 	 Exports as % 
of ']btal Pro::auction 

(millions of lbs.) (millions of los.) 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . .
 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .
 

1970 128.1 	 39.0 
 30.4
 
1975 144.4 38.8 
 24.9
 
1976 139.4 30.7 22.0
 
1977 140.0 59.3 
 42.3
 
1.978 1.46.9 43.0 29.3
 
1979 145.6 34.5 
 23.7
 
1980 121.6 24.7 
 20.3
 
1981 134.8 49.6 36.8
 
1982 11.4.5 30.2 
 26.4
 
1983 118.8 32.0 26.9
 
1.984 119.8 23.3 19.5
 
-. 115.8 25.2
1985 
 21.8
 

........ .................... ....... ......................... 
......
 

SOURCE: Direccion Nacional cle E.stad .-tica y Ca6culos del leoartamento de 
Investigaciones Ajrop cuarias c Industriaies, Banco de Guatemala. 



Table 26. 	 BEEF CO:;SIuM1'yION 
(In million. of lbs.) 

Ye-ar 	 Moat in Organ *,2at thLa. Consumption per Cz piLa 
Ca>na 1 ConYRurpt ion (lbs. 

1975 105.6 30.0 135.6 22.2 

,1976 108.7 34.8 143.5 23.1 

1977 80.7 37.2 117.9 18.4 

1978 103,9 36.2 140.1. 21.2 

1979 111.1 S3.2 144.3 21.2 

1980 96.9 28.0 124.9 17.8 

1981 85.2 26.4 111.6 15.7 

1982 84.3 23.1 107.4 14.3 

1983 86.8 25.1 111.9 14.7 

1984 96.5 27.2 123.7 15.8 

1985 90.6 25.5 116.1 	 14.5 

NYIE: Based on 11% of total live animal weight 

SOURFCE: DIG S!2EE, Quarterly Reports 



Thhle 27. Tt,'I)TCl OF AVkII-JG'\ P OJ![XJPTON PAr-'AME'V,'PRS 

Factors Ratings 
Gua temala U.S. 

Calving .56 
 93
 

Age at first calf (months) 40 
 30
 

Calving interval (months) 20 12
 

Calf mo:tality 9 -12 % 1%
 

Adult mortality 5 % 0.5%
 

Age at weaning (months) 12 9
 

Production/cow/day (daily) 2.5 liters 27 liters
 

Average weight at 24 months 

- Pacific Coastal Plain 340 Kg. 680 Kg. 

- Highlands 217 Kg. 

Carcass yield 49 % 54% 

Animals par hectare 

- Pacific Coastal Plain 1.6 3.0 

- Highlands 0.6 

- Northern Transversal Strip 1.0 

SOUIa-E: PLANADE, Ministry of Agriculture
 



'ITable 28. CfA.'S PFOD[)ICI] MIK OIOi ;!'ix'Ari AMD) MrJAE, PUFrfaSj FAI.MIq 

Spexcialized Dual Purpose Total % of qotal 
Region 1biry 

TOtal 66,981 1,493,959 1,560,940 100.0 

R1gion I 4,400 104,967 109,367 7.0 

Pegion II 2,425 33,960 36,385 2.3 

Region III 1,888 58,424 60,312 3.9 

Region IV 19,988 572,303 592,291 38.0 

Region V 12,708 170,347 183,055 11.7 

Region VI 16,679 322,111 338,790 21.7 

Region VII 6,157 195,421 201,578 12.9 

Region VIII 2,736 36,426 39,162 2.5 

SOUME: III Censo Nacional Agropecuario, 1979 



Taole 29. P1 CDLiCI, . AND 

CONMUAI'PfIONCO[" .,( AND DAIRY PRDUCVS 

(In millions of Iitcrs) 

Year Production Imports Exports Total Population Per capita
 
Balance (millions) consuvnot-ion
 

(liters)
 
~..............
...... I...... ...... ......... ...... ............... .......
 

9"70 189.3 27.0 5.1 211L2 5.2 40.2
 
1975 206.0 12.9 2.7 216.2 6.0 36.0 
1976 21.3.3 L2.0 2.7 223.6 6.2 36.0 
1977 213.7 40.2 3.5 250.4 6.4 39.3 
]978 212.7 46.5 4.2 255.0 6.5 39.0 
1979 214.9 44.4 4.6 254.7 6.7 37.8 
1980 216.7 67.9 4.4 280.2 6.9 40.6 
1981. 218.6 49.9 3.1 265.4 7.1 37.4 
1982 220.0 55.9 1.4 274.5 7.3 37.6 
3983 252.0 48.2 5.7 294.5 "7.5 39.3 
1984 258.1 60.6 n/a 318.7 7.8 40.9 
1985 262.7 125.3 n/a 388.0 8.0 48.5 

SOURCE: blarco CLant-ita t-.I y AIa'is.... dot Subsector de Productos Pecuari.os, 
i\ 1\ 

1984 and 1985: Direcci6n Nicional de y Banco de 

SIG9SPTA\1 /~ fl]SJA/ V;AO,'PN UD- GUA/ d/ 01 

'Escd)sticas 

Guatemala 

http:Pecuari.os


Table 30. rip4tI-pnU[TIN 

Year 'btal Industry Fuel Wood 

1968 8,422 515 7,907
 

1969 8,673 518 8,155
 

1970 8,937 530 8,407
 

1971 9,197 531 8,666
 

1972 9,486 556 8,930
 

1973 9,713 515 9,198
 

1974 9,902 431 9,471
 

1975 9,574 546 9,018
 

1976 10,394 356 10,038.
 

1977 10,809 486 10,323
 

1978 11,077 466 10,611
 

1979 11,091 i90 10,901
 

1980 11,403 186 11,217
 

1981 11,724 182 11,542
 

1982 12,056 180 11,876
 

1985 13,800 862 12,938
 

1990 14,181 881 13,300
 

1995- 14,576 906 13,670
 

2000 15,020 970 14,050
 

SOURCE: FAO. Anuario de Productos Forestales, 1979
 



Table 31. FISHING EFTORT A1D HARVEST FROM GJATaMAL1AN INLAND WATERS 

Effort Harvest
Lake Fishermen No./Km2 Gear Catch/day Total Kg/ha Dominant Species(No.) (Kg) (MT) 	 (%) 

Atitlan 40a/-100b 0.5 H/G 
 1.6 	 7a/- 3 0  0.3-1.5 cr -48
 

ba -46
 

Amatitian 100a/-2002/ 13.0 H/G 2.5 10-105 
 6.6a/-70 gu-51-90
 

mo-30
 
Qfixoy 


6 0d/ 0.6 H/L 1.32/ 7-10 0.7-1.0 qu-50 

gu-25
 
Izabal 70a-/ 0.1 
 G/C/H 11 
 40-70 
 0.6-1.0 multiple
 

Peten 
 ? 
 H/C 4.5 
 ? ? 
 bl-90
 

mo-90 

a/ Lin, 1957: / Dorris and Surrmerfelt, 1967; c/ DITEPESCA; 
 / Claverio and Castillo,

1986; e/ Davies, 1973.
 

H -.hook and line; L - longline; G 
- gill net; C - cast net.
 

cr - crappie; ba - bass; gu 
- guapote; qu - catfish; bl - blanco; mo - Mjarra. 

SOURCE! 
Mrine and Fresh Water Conmnercial Fishery and
 
Aquaculture Potential, Status and Development Requirements

for Guatemala, September 1986.
 



Table 32. 
 THE CATCH OF SEL-TED FISH SPECIES 
BY TE CCV"MECIAL SHPRIM FLEET, 

(In metric tons) 

Year Lobster Squid Corvina Guavina Pargo Lenguado Tuna Shark Other Tbtal 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

1981 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

6.80 

3.28 

3.04 

3.35 

0.85 

2.01 

1.95 

3.79 

2.79 

8.14 

9.59 

1.52 

4.19 

5.33 

3.65 

1.06 

9.83 

14.28 

8.83 

11.29 

26.46 

28.31 

168.17 

211.45 

233.25 

182.39 

151.35 

154.18 

129.33 

123.11 

131.77 

142.03 

149.30 

164.50 

203.89 

242.00 

197.04 

168.70 

174.73 

149.88 

140.00 

146.77 

164.10 

174.20 

55.87 

64.23 

58.86 

51.55 

45.21 

58.59 

45.60 

40.79 

43.75 

48.25 

54.15 

66.88 

90.99 

94.12 

107.93 

97.58 

114.15 

101.83 

95.22 

99.43 

114.55 

120.39 

2.06 

267.10 

69.99 

142.58 

103.67 

122.36 

209.45 

244.41 

153.27 

---

---

---

12.97 

18.64 

15.15 

23.46 

11.29 

21.38 

9.33 

6.13 

2.46 

121.34 586.27 

178.56 1,023.68 

81.46 801.03 

24.05 731.17 

3.44 586.93 

2.18 662.99 

2.29 665.90 

0.76 678.30 

20.51 618.92 

2.48 512.13 

"3.37 541.77 

SOURZE: DITEPESCA 



Specialty ............... 


COFFEE 


SUGAR 

SUGAR PlOCESSIN. 

BANANAS 

CXffON 

BASIC GRAINS 

(corn, beans, rice,
 
wheat, sorghum) 


VEGETABLES 


LE)N TFA AND CITRUS TEA 

(PROCESSING) 

CARDAMOaM 

LIVESTOCK 


POULTRY 


FO1RES"RY 

Taole 33. PI]VAT1] 81'>ZIXR
 

A ;{ ICU i ['J k\L Ht'S Eli{:sI IN GUAT.SE4AJA
 

Sponsorinq Institution . ..........
 

National Coffee Grcers Association (ANACAFE), 
Institute for Agjronomic Researcti of the Agronomy
 
Faculty of San Carlos University (IIA) 

Sugar Mill Pantaloon
 

Sugar Technicians Association of Guateiala 
(ATAGUA) 

Banana Company of Guateni-la (BA-1JGUA) 

Agre~ment between the Research Institute of del 
Valle University, National Cotton Council, and the
 
Guatemilan Integrated Pest Management Association. 

Institute for Agronomic Research of the 

Agronomy Faculty of San Carlos University (IIA),
 
Research Institute of del Valle University.
 

Institute for Agronomic Research of the Agronoiry 
Faculty of San Carlos University (11A), Kern's 
International
 

Essential Oils Producers Association
 
S.A. (APA]1SA) 

Agreement between the Research Institute of del 
Valle University and the Association of Cardamom 
Producers (APROCAR) 

Directorate General of Livestock Services
 
(DIGESEPE). Veterinary Science Faculty, San Carlos 

University (USAC). Institute of Science and 
Agricultural Technology (ICTA). 

Directorate General of.Livestock Services
 
(DIGESEPE). Veterinary Science Faculty, San Carlos
 

University (USAC).
 

National Forestry Institute (INAF\)R). Research
 
Institute, San Carlos University (USAC).
 



Table 34. MIPARISON OF PRODUCrION YIELD AND 1MPORL'ATION 
OF BASIC GRAINS IN GUAI!rALA 

(In thousands of c4t) 

Crop Yields 

(kg/ha) 

197 3 
Production Imports Yields 

(kg/na) 

1983 
Production Imports 

Corn 

Beans 

Rice 

Sorght=n 

1,180 

636 

1,600 

1,360 

14,540 

1,289 

427 

1,341 

1,588 

9 

5 

3 

1,636 

986 

2,850 

2,080 

22,735 

2,266 

933 

2,183 

54 a/ 

3 b/ 

3 b 

Maize for anLTal feed 

b_/Seed 

SOUFZE: Banco de Guatemala 



-- -- -- -- 

Table 35. OPsh;( '",7t. ; .... r IN 1.980-1932 
(In 

1960 
Amount t 

ollars)oi (ioj: 

]b81 

A11unt 

2,323 46__7. 


655 13.2 


951 19.1 


717 14.4 


2,109 42.5 


244 4.9 

101 2.0 

95 1.9 


124 2.5 

96 2.0 

248 5.0 
23 0.5 

35 0.7 


68 1.4 

1,075 21.6 

298 6.0 

239 4.8 


65 1.3 

25 0.5 


149 3.0 


4,969 100.0 


IOFA. 

2092
 
h nount 

1,895 '13.4
 

436 10.0
 

866 19.8
 

593 13.6
 

2,013 46.1
 

229 5.3
 
124 2.8
 
75 1.7
 

120 2.8
 
88 2.0 

267 6.1 
23 0.5
 
34 0.8
 
55 1.3
 

57 1.3
 
941 21.5 

246 5.6
 

214 4.9
 

62 1.4
 
128 0.6
 
24. 2.9
 

4,368 100.0
 

Administration 


Production Centers 


'1ecnnical Services 

and Coordination 

Central Ninistra­
tion 


ATricultural Research 


Corn 

Beans 

Rice 

Wheat 

Sorghum 
Vegetables 
Fruits 

Sesame

Grap2s 

Anim-1 Science 

Technology Validation 

Seed Product ion and 

Man, goe' nt 

Other Research 


Chinese-Guatemnlan 
project 


Soils Managenrent 

Water Management 


T o t a 1 


1,780 41.8 


548 12.9 


900 21.1 


332 7.8 


1,883 44.2 


204 4.8 

116 2.7 

82 1.9 


110 2.6 

81 1.9 

210 5.0 
13 0.3 

31 0.7 


60 1.4 

976 22.9 

335 7.9 


257 6.1 


73 1.7 

20 0.5 


164 3.9 


4,255 100.0 


SOUIE: Financial and Administrative Unit, 



Table 36. ... .1.\r;:r'1" -'. . .'.,, ,'.' o},' v.rvq. CN1 [s I{[. rJ[;rING F1O,0: 

"ICI'A Est u ted 
Crop Certified" Increase 

Seed Seed Needed Estimated Farm Increased-q/ In CLop 
Available For Planting Areas Planted Yield Prowuction 
(tons) (Kg./na) (ha) (Kg/na) (tons) 

Corn 804.0 15.2 52,009 912 48,187 

Beans 11.7 46.0 238 304 74 

Rice 414.0 61.6 6,702 1,216 3,280 

Wheat 69.2 90.3 700 1,094 824 

Sesame 24.8 3.7 6,702 243 1,656 

! Not all of the seed developz-d by ICTA is included in these calculations 
because so~a comr-anies and associations produce seed outside the IOCA 
system. 

b/ Increased yields obtained over traditional unimproved varieties. 

SOURE: ICTA (Calculations made by NcDrnmott and Bathrick). 

(22
 



Table 37. USE OF FEPifIZL& DjRING Tt11F, 1985/86 

PRODUJCrION Si:73DN 

(In thousands of metric tons) 

. . . . .... . . . . . . . . . . . .	 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .	 I 

Crop 	 LOw Medium fligh Total
 

Technology Technology Technology
 

Cotton 0.41 78.68 27.50 106.59 

Coffee 227.20 49.68 121.18 398.06 

Bananas 6.31 13.82 20.13 

Cacao 5.18 1.82 7.00 

Rubb-r 0.77 21.13 5.45 27.35 

Sesame 11.23 5.00 16.23 

Sugarcane 7.54 52.90 41,68 102.12 

Melons 8.45 2.82 11.27 

Corn 385.80 92.90 61.32 540.02 

61.95 72.27 157.22
Beans 23.00 


Rice 3.00 12.40 5.68 21.08
 

16.77 	 34.81
Wheat 8.36 9.68 


Sorghum 5.91 21.54 15.82 43.27
 

67.30 43.32 37.91 148.53
Others Crops 


.................... .......................................
 

Tbtal 740.52 476.21 416.95 1,633.68
 

...........................................................
 

Percentage by
 

Technology 45.3 29.2 25.5 100.0
 

SOURCE: DIGESA, Quarterly Reports 

http:1,633.68


'fable 38. G-.,.,MA: Aq2IO2![PACAL IDlt-)RFS 

(In tnousands of Quetzdles and mtetric 

Year ...... Total ... Fertilizers 

Value Amount Value Amount 

1970 12,791 121 9,080 il 

1971 12,610 120 8,680 115 

1972 15,121 147 10,952 142 

1973 20,238 161 13,364 155 

1974 43,757 211 35,750 206 

1975 54,286 173 41,944 167 

1976 26,603 150 18,179 143 

1977 44,886 275 31,342 263 

1978 46,779 260 28,457 243 

1979 65,923 346 38,801 325 

1980 59,642 232 43,136 225 

1981 67,652 170 50,643 164 

............................................................. 

SOURCE: Ministry of Economy, Foreign Trade Reports. 

tons) 

.... Pesticides 

Value Amount 

3,711 10
 

3,930 5
 

4,169 5
 

6,874 7
 

8,007 5
 

9,342 6
 

8,424 7
 

13,544 12
 

18,522 17
 

27,122 21
 

16,506 7
 

17,009 6
 



Table 39. GRERZ.=-r BUDGET BY SECIOPS 
(in millions of 1958 Quetzales) 

Sector 
Value 

1976 
Value 

1977 
Value 

1973 
Value 

1979 
% Value 

1980 

Agriculture 

Transport 

Co-=m.unication 

43.7 

37.9 

6.6 

7.6 

6.6 

1.2 

31.7 

44.4 

6.7 

5.0 

7.0 

1.1 

53.6 

51.7 

6.5 

7.4 

7.2 

0.9 

47.3 

74.2 

7.5 

5.4 

8.4 

0.9 

74.9 

123.9 

9.0 

6.7 

11.i 

0.8 
ducation 

Healt.h 

75.7 

49.0 

13.2 

.8.5 

82.6 

58.9 

13.0 

9.3 

91.8 

62.3 

12.7 

8.6 

103.2 

74.0 

11.7 

8.4 

141.9 

124.3 

12.7 

11.2 
Labor 19.9 3.5 62.6 9.9 113.3 15.7 133.3 15.2 183.8 16.5 
Conrstruction 

L--ercy 

82.0 

35.1 

14.3 

6.1 

35.5 

64.5 

5.6 

10.2 

32.7 

50.4 

4.5 

7.0 

22.3 

80.6 

2.5 

9.2 

15.4 

119.6 

1.4 

10.7 
Finance 

Defense 

Justice 

General 

25.5 

63.0 

5.4 

4.4 

11.0 

0.9 

3.5 

85.5 

5.6 

0.6 

13.5 

0.9 

6.4 

82.7 

5.6 

.11.5 

0.9 

0.8 

3.0 

91.7 

7.0 

0.3 

10.4 

0.8 

5.7 

109.1 

8.2 

0.5 

9.8 

0.7 
" 

Administration 

Debt Service 

105.1 

24.4 

18.3 

4.3 

119.1 

32.5 

18.8 

5.1 

125.7 

-37.7 

17.4 

5.2 

195.2 

40.3 

22.2 

4.6 

157.1 

43.6 

14.1 

3.9 

Total Conbined 

Budget 

573.3 100.0 633.1 100.0 720.4 100.0 879.6 100.0 1,117.0 100.0 

Agriculture Budgetas % of Total 

Buyget 

7.6 5.0 7.4 5.4 6.7 



Table 39 (Cont'd) 

Sector 1981 

Value Value 

1982 1983 

Value Value 

1984 1985 

Value 

Priculture 

Transport 

Ccmmication 

Education 

Health 

Labor 

Construction 

Energy 

Fin -nce 

-se 

Justice 

57.3 

159.2 

7.6 

154.8 

98.1 

193.4 

15.3 

211.3 

10.1 

1fe108.4 

8.2 

4.2 

11.5 

0.7 

11.2 

7.1 

14.0 

1.1 

15.3 

0.7 

7.9 

0.6 

48.1 

126.9 

8.2 

141.7 

75.3 

195.7 

13.1 

177.3 

5.3 

120.9 

5.5 

4.2 

11.2 

0.8 

12.3 

6.6 

17.2 

1.2 

15.6 

0.5 

10.6 

0.5 

51.4 

93.3 

7.4 

134.3 

69.7 

222.0 

10.3 

114.6 

---

134.7 

5.4 

4.9 

8.9 

0.7 

12.9 

6.7 

21.3 

1.0 

11.0 

12.9 

0.5 

42.5 

87.3 

133.7 

81.4 

235.2 

8.9 

57.2 

... 

140.4 

5.5 

4.1 

8.5 

13.0 

7.9 

22.9 

0.9 

5.6 

13.7 

0.5 

33.9 

70.5 

137.5 

76.6 

270.0 

4.1 

77.2 

160.8 

5.5 

3.2 

6.6 

12.9 

7.2 

25.3 

0.4 

7.2 

15.1 

0.5 

General
Acministration 

De-bt Service 

305.8 

48.8 

22.2 

3.5 

145.0 

74.2 

12.7 

6.5 

120.8 

78.4 

11.6 

7.5 

145.1 

82.7 

14.1 

8.0 

147.9 

76.5 

13.8 

7.2 

Tbtal Combined 

udge t 
1,380.3 100.0 1,137.6 100.0 1,042.5 100.0 1,028.1 100.0 1,C67.9 100.0 

Agriculture Budget 

as .of Total Budget 4.2 

SURZE: Ministerio de Finanas P6blicas 

4.2 4.9 4.1 3.2 



Table 40. PRIVAIE_BAN;I(X.' SYc,'I1.'l4 DfSTIN13rUPION OF N, IOAN 

Economic Activity 


Agriculture 


Livestock 


Forestry and Fisheries 


Mining 


Industry 


Construction 


Commerce 


Transport 


Services 


ConsLunption 


Transfers 


Others 


TTAL 


SOURCE: Bank of Guatemala
 

1980 


150.5 


28.2 


2.4 


4.8 


247.9 


69.9 


138.5 


4.9 


32.3 


39.2 


47.1 


11.5 


777.2 


1981 


161.5 


27.9 


2.5 


4.0 


242.2 


69.2 


166.0 


3.7 


31.2 

38.3 


59.3 


4.9 


810.7 


1982 


153.4 


23.0 


4.1 


1.0 


251.9 


63.3 


169.3 


4.7 


34.0 


58.6 


62.5 


2.9 


828.7 


1983 


179.6 


27.3 


2.9 


0.6 


276.4 


62.9 


213.2 


9.6 


43.3 


47.8 


109.5 


4.3 


977.4 


1984 1985 

187.6 148.7 

32.9 38.2 

5.9 2.5 

17.8 1.4 

342.7 391.5 

78.9 59.0 

265.0 283.3 

3.1 3.5 

77.5 62.8 

45.8 50.4 

135.3 110.3 

5.2 0.2 

1,197.7 1,151.8 



Table 41. NEE tMOR FTNANCIAL ESUOCES ACCORDING To THE TYPE OF FIRM 
(in thousands of Qetzales and dollars) 

TYPE OF 

FIRI 

Perishables 

Processed 

Products 

Q. 

29,436 

11,181 

;.'RKING 

44.9 

17.0 

CAPITAL 

$ 

16,630 

725 

75.7 

3.3 

Q-

7,140 

12,681 

FIX-ED ASSETS 

$ 

18.7 9,720 

33.3 6,700 

%Q. 

37.5 

25.8 

36,576 

23,862 

PD',\LS 

35.3 26,350 

23.0 7,425 

55.0 

15.5 

Ibon-fLood 
Articles 

RawMaterials 

and Semi-
Processed 
Cfyody s 

Furnitur 
and Other 

Articles 

11,207 

9,955 

3,823 

17.1 

15.2 

5.8 

2,907 

1,095 

625 

13.2 

5.0 

2.8 

7,995 

7,565 

2,725 

21.0 

19.8 

7.2 

3,080 

5,300 

1,123 

11.9 

20.5 

4.3 

19,203 

17,520 

1 

6,548 

18.5 

16.9 

6.3 

5, 37 

6,395 

1,750 

12.5 

13.3 

3.7 

65,602 100.0 21,982 100.0 38,106> 100.0 25,925 100.0 103.709 100.0 47,907 100.0 

SO(JRCEi Gremial de Exportadores de Productos No Tradicionales
Informe del Estudio de Oferta Exportable de Guatemala, 1986 



Ta'cble 42. 1 .7O' '11111 
" TAWh.~mrTp X~CTTON
 

.J . -..... , --U ;'.l - , -- h!.At,.. .IiJL 'L,. . Lk'. A. 'L L.SLc'J17 , 1 I -,l7 , 

FARMER.S ASSOCIATION 

Asociaci6n Naciona1 de Avicultores 
Asociaci6n de Criadores de Ganado Registrado
Asociaci6n do Productores de Carclamrro 
Asociaci6n Foq arimental Cafetalera 
Gremial do Huleros de Guatemala 
Asociaci6n do Ganaderos de Sur-Occidente 
Asociaci6n de Ganadoros do Izabal
 
Union do Calleros del Sur
 
Gremial de Productores de Arroz
 
Asociaci'n de Productores de Banano
 
Greinial de Paneleros 
Gremial de Im ortadores y Distribuidores de Maquinaria

y f[iipo para la Construci6n, Agricultura y Afines
Cooparativa do Producci6n Integral Palo Verde, R.L. 
Gromial de Caficultores 
Gremial de Ganaderos
 
Gremial de Cafieros
 
Gremiai de Granos Basicos
 
Gremial Forestal
 

Socios Individuales = 155 
Dpresas, Sociedades Agrfcolas, Compaf as = 24 

CHAMBER OF AGIUTCUJTURE 

Consejo Ncional del Algod6n
Asociaci6n Nacional del Cafe (ANACAFE)
Cooperativa El Fruto 
Asociaci6n do Caficultores de Oriente (ACOGUA)
Asociaci6n de Ganaderos de EScuintla 
Asociaci6n de Ganaderos del Norte 
Asociaci6n do Prod]uctores de 7ceites Esenciales 
Asociaci6n do Caficultores Unidos
 
Asociaci6n do Ganderos de Oriente
 
Asociaci'6n do Productores de Cardamomo
 
Asociaci6n de liuleros de Guatenmla 



Table 43. SUPPLIERS OF FERIIILIZERS AND PESTICIDES 

Agencias Njricolas Mr. Jorge Pontaza, Manager 

Agro-Quimicas de Guatemala Mr. Raimundo Riojas, Manager 

Agrovet, S;-A;. Mr. Fernando M6ndez, Sales 

Manager 

Mr. Viter Notheohn, President 

Qumica Hoechst-de Guatemala Mr. Harry Kamp, Manager 
Department of Agriculture 

Nordic Representaciones Mr. Harold Johannessen, Manager 

S Intesis. Qj mica S. A; Ing. Alfredo Rodriguez, Manager 

Tec6n; S.A. Mr. Jorge Utrera, Manager 

Distribuidora Martinez Mr. Augusto Martinez, Manager 

Difersa Mr. Roberto Dalton, Manager 

Profesa Mr. Pedro Juan Laboy, Manager 

Bayer-de-GuatemalaiS.-A. Mr. Volker Von Holleben, Manager 

Monsanto-de-Guatemala; S. A. Mr. Carlos M~ndez, Manager 

T6cnica -Universal,-S. A. Ing. Rodolfo Lambour, Manager 

Servicio-Cafetalero y-Algodonero Mr. Luis Torselli, Manager 

Aqrfcola Veterinaria-El Surco Mr. Edgardo Estrada A., Manager 

Agri'colas Pesticidas Ing. Carlos A. Berger, Manager 

Compaflia Agro-Comercial, S. A. Mr. Thomas Nottebonn, Manager 

Ciba-Geigy- Ltda. Mr. Werner Weder, Department 
of Agriculture 



Tanle 44. PRODUCT PRXoCSSOPS 

A. MEAT PACKING PLAIxmS 

1. MEAT PLAIRS 

El Canadero, S. A. /Productos Alimen­
ticios Agropecuarios, (PAASA) Mr. Antonio Chem', Manager 

EXGUAPAGRA, S. A. Lic. Carlos Enrique Blanco, 
President 
Ing. Roberto Linde, Manager 

EXGAVAL 
 Lic. Rodolfo Garcia Valdez, 
Owner
 

PEGUSA 
 Mr. Adrian Rosales Chavez, 

President
 

PROCASA 
 Lic. Rafael Ortiz, F.,
 
Manager
 

2. PROCESSORS OF HAM SAUSAGE, -ETC: 

Salchichoneria Astoria 
 Mr. Ricardo Reffnele, Manager 

Empacadora La Blanca 
 Mr. Jorge Matheu, Manager
 

Empacadora Perry Mr. Jaime Perry, Manager 

Empacadora Centroamericana (ENPAC) Mr. Walter Moll, Manager 

Alpina, S. A. 
 Mr. Henry Gaet, President
 

Delicia 
 Mrs. Elvira Bolgen, Owner
 

Empacadora Toledo 
 Mr. Francisco Perez de Ant6n 
Manager 

Cinco Pueblos Mr. Robert E. MerricK 
Owner 

Productos Riko, S. A. 
 Lic. Rafael Ortiz, Manager 

k\ 



B. MILLS (Cornmeal) 

Productos de Mafz y Alimentos, S. A. Mr. Rainer Mimberg, Manager 

Alimentos para Animales, S. A. (ALIANSA) Mr. Konrad Losen, Manager 

Cooperativa Madre y Maestra Mr. Augusto Contreras, Manager 

Molino Central de Guatemala Mr. Luis Gonzalez Bauer, Manager 

Industria Harinera Guatemalteca, S. A. 
(INHSA) Mr. Arthur Fiscner, Manager 

C. ANIMAL FEED
 

Aliansa Alimentos para Animales, S. A. Ing. Edgar Rodas 

Concentrados El Pollo Mr. Oscar Orellana, Manager
 

Concentrados La Joya 
 Mr. Jorge Cobos G6mez, Manager 

Empresa de Forrajes y Cereales, S. A. Mr. Oscar Segovia, Manger 

Concentrados Santa Ana Mr. Samuel Padilla F., Manager 

Molino Central de Gutemala Mr. Luis Gonzalez Bauer, Manager 

Purina de Guatemala Ing. Carlos Castillo 

El Avicultor Mr. Emilio Trujillo, Manager 

Cooperativa Madre y Maestra, R. L. Mr. Pugusto Conteras Godoy, Manger 

Industrias Kaspe de Centroamerica, S. A. Mr. Miguel Castro G6nmz, Manager 

Nutricion Animal Mr. Alfredo Gndara, Manager 

V.'
 



D. SUGAR MILLS 

El Salto, S. A. 

Arturo Hegel
 

Concepci6n, S. A. 

Roger DuDiel
 

Palo Gordo 

El Ba6l, S. A. 


Los Tarros 


Madre Tierra 


Tulula 


Ing. Rene Bouscayrol
 

San Diego 


Luis Recinos
 

Santa Teresa 

Mirandilla 

la Sonrisa 


La Union 


Santa Ana 

Lic. Andr6s Botrin
 

Magdalena 

El Pilar 


Trinidad 

Mr. Roberto Mena 

Tierra Buena 

Guadalupe 

RoDerto Alejos
 

Walter Widmann
 

Alfredo de la Hoz 

Arnoldo Berger 

Similiano Garcia C. 

Ing. Ramn Campollo C.
 

Ing. Jose Luis Bouscayrol
 

Fraterno Vila
 

Oscar Escanilla Santos 

Luis Gonzalez Bauer 

Luis Fernando Pivaral
 

Lic. Josc" Molina Calder6n
 

Ing. Luis Fernando Leal 

Ing. Klaus Rotter P. 

Rudy Weissenberg
 

Lic. Jorge Rene Aristondo
 

Ing. Eugene Gonzalez
 

Ing. Ricardo Schippers
 



E. COTION GINS 

Agroindustriales de Guatemala, S. A.
 

Algodonera Guatemalteca, S. A.
 

Desmotadora del Sur, S. A.
 

Desiotadora La Garrucna, S. A.
 

Desmotadora Las Acacias, S. A.
 

Guillermo Monor & Cia. Ltda.
 

F. COFFEE PRPOCESSORS 

ODEX (Guatemala), S. A. 

Cafe Panmaxan
 

Cafe y Alimentos Varios Ltda.
 

D 
Eposio de Cafe Corona Extra
 

Flora Ltda.
 

Jimenez Erkelens y Cia. Ltda.
 

Tostaduria Camec
 

Tostaduria de Cafe Boutique
 

Tostaduria El Quetzal, S. A.
 

Incasa, S. A.
 

Tostaduria de Cafe Familiar 

Tostaduria El Cafetalito
 



G. SAqMILLS 

Aserradero Alemn Aserradero Guatemala 

Aserradero Concepci6n 
 Aserradero Italiano y Carpinteria
 

Aserradpro Contenti Aserradero La Prcvidencia 

Aserradero El Angel 
 Aserradero Los Pinos
 

Aserradero El Cerrito 
 Aserradero Maselli
 

A.;erradero El Esfuerzo 
 Aserradero San Martin
 

Aserradero El Porvenir 
 Aserradero Santa Elisa, S. A.
 

Aserradero El Trebol 
 Aserradero Santa Ines 

Aserradero Fagiana Hnos. Aserradero Santa Margarita 

Aserradero Vasconia Luciano Garin 

e Hijos Cia. Maderas de Guatemala
 

Maderas Industriales 
 Maderas Rlo Hondo, S. A.
 

Maderas San Miguel 



H. FUXJR ;M-IrLLS 

Modernos Aloerto Garita 

IHNSA Francisco Garez 

Excelsior 
 Jorge Arroyo
 

Elvira 
 Tulio Ovalle
 

San Carlos 
 Carlos "ernandez
 

Quatro Aspas Alberto Garita
 

Venecia 
 Pablo Duchez 

San Francisco Oscar de Le6n
 

Central de Guatemala 
 Luis Gonzalez 

INA, S. A. Luis Miguel Pando 
El Quetzal Julio Weissenberg
 

Helvetia 
 Eduardo Herreria
 

San Rafael 
 Juan Bagur
 

Expro 
 Alfredo Bensites
 

El Progreso 
 Carlos Hernandez
 

San Jose 
 Julio Weissenberg
 

Atlas de Occidente Alberto Garita
 

La Sierra 
 Rodolfo Castillo
 

Fenix 
 Luis Pedro Barrientos
 

El Tesoro
 

Belen Julio Weissenoerg 

J.E.L.C.
 

San Miguel Andres Sedano
 

La Providencia 
 Alberto Garita
 

EM= 
 Eduardo Herrerias. 



I. DAIRY PRcmSINC; PLANrS 

La Pradera Mr. Nery Aldana Marroquin, Manager 

La Modesta Lic. Mario Porras Gonzalez, Manager 

La Palma Dr. Juan Jacobo Erdenger, Manager 

La Moderna Lic. Mario Porras Gonzalez, Manager 

Foreswot Dairies de Guatemala, S. A. Mr. Arturo Pichardo, Manager 

San Francisco Mr. Mario Santizo, Manager
 

La Joya Mr. Angel Parras, Manager
 

Prolac Lic. Genaro Gonz~lez Monz6n, Manager
 

Leche Freskita, Hacienda 7 Colinas Mr. Armando Rossbach, Manager 

J. 	 OILSEED CRUSHING AND/OR OIL-REFINING PLANTS 
AND S ORAGE CAPACITIES 

Ind. Guat. de Aceites y Grasas, S. A. (IGAGSA) Eduardo Aguilar Salazar
 

Industria de Oleaginosas de Escuintla,
 
S. A. (IODFSA) Carlos Monz6n 

Nacional 
(NAISA) 

Aro-Industrial, S. A. 
Arturo Alvarado Perez 

Agroindustrias Boca Costa, S. A. Carlos Rau'l Montes 

OLMECA Rodolfo Espinoza 

Algodonera Guatemalteca, S
(AGSA) 

. A. 
Gustavo Adolfo Sosa 

Punto Fijo Fermin Menes M. 

Grasas y Aceites, S. A. Alfonso Gadala-Maria 



T'!ble 45. IMBJI-PIAN'P EXFM-kIEIR!3 13Y TYPE OP PFPODUCr 

Cardamom Oil 

Asociacion de Productores de Aceites Esenciales S.A. (APAESA) 

In addition there are 3 producers who also export.
 

Garlic
 

Agencia Rochevez
 

Exportadora Agricola Guatemalteca, S.A. (EXPAGRO)
 

Fecunda
 

Representaciones Soje, S.A.
 

In addition there are 12 producers who also export.
 

Sesame
 

Alpine Export Company
 

Coirpaflia E-xportadora Los Ramos, S.A.
 

Exportaciones Importaciones Diversificadas S.A. (EXIM'S)
 

Exaortadora Bornholt, S.A. 

Exportadora de Ajonjol Ltda. 

Fecunda 

Intercanbio Tropical, S.A. 

Representaciones Soje Ltda.
 

Transcafe, S.A.
 

In addition there are 17 producers who also export.
 

Cotton
 

Geo. H. 14acfadden & Bro. 

Werner Ruesch
 

In addition there are 20 producers who also export. 



Arveja CMina
 

IlnpotJL'tora San Pablo
 
Fruta5 Tropicales (7.2 Guateifcla, S.A. 4FR.EJSA)
 

In addition there are 7 producers who also export.
 

Sugar 

Asociaci6n de Azucareros de Guatemala 

Transcafe, S.A. 
In addition thcre are 5 producers who also export. 

Cocoa 

Compafia Exportadora Los Ramos 

Exportadora Bonholt, S.A.
 

Loma Verde, S.A. 

Control Integrado, S.A.
 

In addition there is 1 producer who also exports.
 

Coffee
 

Asociaci6n Nacional del Cafe (ANACAFE)
 

Casa Agricola 14ercantil y Exportaci6n de Cafe, S.A. (CAM;)
 

COEX Guatemala, S.A.
 

Col6im y Cla. S.A.
 

Comercial Eyportadora Agricola, S.A. (CCMEXA) 

Comercial Vellela Rosa, S.A. 

E ortaciones Importaciones Diversificadas, S.A. (EXI'S)
 

axportadora fBonholt, S.A.
 

Exportadora Cafe Panchoy, S.A. 

Exportcaf6, S.A. 

Flora Ltda. 

Ibero de Guatemala 

Jimenes Erkelens y Cfa. Ltda. 

Juan Waelti Sucs. S.A.
 

Sr. Delgado y Cla. Ltda.
 

Transcaf6, S.A.
 

Usicaf6 de Centroamerica, S.A.
 

In addition there are 32 produ,-crr who also export.
 

; V 



Cri rdnmom 

Alpine INport Coinpiny 

ANIPEX, S.A. 

CA[RNOL (Guillermo Molina Abarca) 

Casa Agricola Marcantil y Exportaci6n de Caf6, S.A. (CAMEX) 

Corwrcial Villela Rosa, S.A. 

Compaifa Exjortadora Los Rawos, S. A. 

Exjxprtaciones inportaciones Diversificadas, S.A. (EXIM'S) 

Fxportadora Ponholts, S.A. 

Exportadora fP-tdha, S.A. 

Intercambio Tropical, S.A. 

Loma Verde, S.A. 

Representaciones Comerciales F. Mansilla y Cla. Ltda. 

Transcaf6, S.A. 

In addition there are 30 producers who also export. 

Onions 

Exportadora Agricola Guatemalteca, S.A. (EXPAGrO)
 

lAecunda
 

In addition there are 2 producers who also export. 

Fresh Fruits
 

Compaiia Distribuidora, S.A. (CODISA) 

Tesoro Trading
 

Verduras y Frutas de E>xportaci6n, S. A. (VERDUFREX)
 

Melons 

Agropecuaria Griffin & Brand
 

Frutas Tropicales de Guatemala, S. A. (FRUTESA)
 

In addition there are 7 producers who also export.
 



Table 46. 

Primary Activity 

Agriculture 


Savings and Loan 

Produc tion 


Consulfe r 

Housing 

Transportation 


Multi-Service 


TOTAL 


SOURCE: INACOP 

NUJBER OF GYDPERATNvES A D 

BY PRIA Y ACTIVIIY 

Cooerative 
Number % 

430 48.3 


182 20.4 

62 7.1 

109 12.2 


70 7.9 


34 3.8 


3 0.3 


890 100.0 


-,.V3ERSHIP
 

Ntmbership
 
Number %
 

49,134 23.5
 

126,140 60.2 

2,878 1.4 

20,707 9.9 

6,817 3.6 

3,423 1.2 

214 0.1
 

209,313 100.0
 

\
 



Table 47. DifAIrS OF COOPERATIVE FEDERATIONS, 1984 

Affiliated 
Cooperatives 

Me-mber-
ship 

Total 
Assets 
(QOO) 

77 95,863 12,562 

54 

52 

30 

6 

11 

21 

3 

29 

8,302 

4,467 

5,313 

15,878 

9,024 

1,725 

68 

5,081 

1,877 

2,854 

N/A 

8,085 

3,020 

58 

N/A 

804 

20 

303 

.3,213 

148,934 

N/A 

30,260 

'C' 

Federation Type 

FENACOAC Credit 

Union 

FEDECOAG 

FEDBXGUA 

Agriculture 

Coffee 

FEDECO,; Consumer 

FECOAR 

FE(OMT3R 

Agriculture 

Agriculture 

ARIEXOO Handicrafts 

FEDEPESCA 

FEDE)DXVERA 

Fishing 

Coffee 

Marketing 

FMNACOVI Housing 

OTAL --------- ----------


SOURCE: INACOP
 

Year of 

Organi-

zation 


1963 


1968 


1971 


1972 


1973 


1975 


1976 


1977 


1976 


1977 




Table 48. ME.ff3EPSIIP OF HE' DIIX[IOFATE: AND 
BOARDS OF THE PRINCIPAL S04I - AUTONCt-4OUS AGENCIES 

OF '1E PUBLIC AGRICULTURAL SECTOR 

A. National Developmant Bank (BANDESA) 

MEMBEf6 OF THE BOARD
 

Minister or Vice-inister of griculture (Presidles) 

Minister or Vice-iinister of Public Finance
 

Minister or Vice-Minister of Economy
 

President or Vice-President of the Bank of Guatemala.
 

Secretary of Economic Planning
 

ADVISO1 

General Manager, BANDESA
 

President, INTA
 

General Manager, INDECA
 

Director, DIGESA
 

B. Institute of Agrarian Transformation (INTA) 

MENBrS OF THE COUNCIL 

The two Vice-Presidents of INTA
 

Me3mber of the Ministry of Agriculture
 

f
, 



Mem.be2r of the Ministry of Economy 

M_2mrn>r of the Ministry of Health 

mber of the Ministry of Cornunications, Transportation, and Public Works 

C. National Forestry Institute (INAFOR)
 

MEMBERS OF TIE BOARD 

Minister or Vice-Minister of Agriculture (PLesides)
 

Minister or Vice-Minister of Economy
 
Minister or Vice-Minister of Public Finance
 
Minister or Vice-Minister of National Security
 

Secretary or Sub-Secretary of Economic Planning 

ADVISORS 

Representative, Oamber of Industry
 

Representative, Chamber of Agriculture
 

Representative, Agronomist Association
 

Representative, Friends of the Forest Association
 

D. 7 qricultural Science and Technology Institute (ICTA) 

MEMBERS OF THfE BOARD 

Minister or Vice-Minister of Agriculture (Presides)
 

Minister or Vice-Minister of Econony 

Minister or Vice-Minister of Public Finance
 

Secreatary of Economic Planning 

Representative, Agricultural Private Sector
 

Dean, School of Agriculture, University of San Carlos 

% 



General Manager, ICrA 

Director, DIGESA 

General Manager, INDECA 

General Manager, BANDESA 

General Manager, INTA 

E. National Agricultural Marketing Institute (INDECA) 

MEMBERS OF THE BOARD 

Minister or Vice-Minister of Agriculture (Presides)
 
Minister or Vice-Minister of Economy 

Minister or Vice-Minister of Public Finance 
Secretary or Sub-Secretary of Economic Planning 
President, Municipal Development Institute (INF4) 

ADVISOER 

General Manager, INDECA 

Gneral Manager, BANDESA 

PResident, INTA 

Director, DIGESA 



Table 49. AGMECOLOGICAL -SCIO OF CJAT=4AiA 

Characteristics I II III IV V VI VII VIII 

LP-a Area (;n2) 

Percent of Total. 

Average Altitude
(trsabov.e sea

level) 

Topography 

Rainfall (rm/yr) 

I-perature (C) 

Predominant Crops 

14,960 

13.7 

1,500-3,000 

Irregular; 
some valleys 

1,344-2,500 

11-26 

corn 
w-heat 
vegetables 
fruits 
beef 
dairy 
sheep 

goats 

10,268 

9.4 

1,100-2,700 

Rugged 
muntains 

2,284-4,100 

16-23 

coffee 
banana 
corn 
beans 
beef 
pork 

35,854 

32.8 

50-275 

Soft 

1,700 

22 

forest 
wood 

12,921 

11.8 

0-1,000 

Valleys 
to irregular
muntains 

2,000-4,300 

22-33 

coffee 
cotton 
sugarcane 
tea 
beef 

9,037 

8.3 

300-2,000 

Rigged 
muntains; 
some 
small valleys 

1,000-2.000 

16-26 

coffee 
corn 
beans 
tobacco 
vegetables 

8,237 

7.5 

0-1,500 

Rigged 
muntains; 
small valleys 

500-1,500 

25-35 

coffee 
corn 
beans 
sorghum 
tobacco 
sugarcane 
vegetables 
beef 

pork 

9,268 

8.5 

200-1,000 

Flat to 
irregular 

1,000-2,500 

28-40 

rice 
corn 
sorghum 
tobacco 
banana 
beef 

8,809 

8.0 

1,000-2,700 

Undulating 
to ruggjed 

3,000-6,000 

15-25 

coffee 
cocoa 
rubber 
citrus 
futs 

SCU I: Censo Agropecuario 1979 and 1981 



Table 50. Por 'i.::'x: OP CJlTr,iFN J,'.H2 TAN FT YP.ARSp.V OD 
WIII <".I O" ., (,GI:r 1980 

Region Total Non- 'Ibtal Mal-
M a 

6-10% 
retarded nourished Retarded 
Children Children 

TOTAL 24.1 75.9 30.9 

Metropoli tan 
Area 37.2 62.8 36.6 

Pacific Coastal 

Plain 21.6 78.4 35.0 

Central Area 25.9 74.1 31.6 

Western 
Highlands 14.7 85.3 21.6 

East 24.4 75.6 29.6 

NorthernLowlands 18.6 81.4 28.2 

1 n o u r 
11-15% 

Retarded 

i s h e d 
More Than 15% 

Retarded 

27.9 17.1 

19.3 6.9 

29.1 

26.3 

14.3 

16.2 

31.3 

31.8 

32.4 

14.2 

31.6 21.6 

SOURCE: Rgionalization of Nutritional Problems in Guatemala, SGCNPE/INCAP, 
1980.
 



AG1fT;JITL~fT, 'ALTable 51. f !F* COVE"fE) BY IGSS 

Year Agriculture Tbal IGSS % In 

Covered Labor Force Agriculture 

1975 260,065 


1976 283,904 


1977 368,342 


1978 395,305 


1979 374,609 


1980 373,469 


1981 225,688 


1982 215,709 


1983 199,847 


1984 205,514 


1985 233,572 


528,696 49.2
 

577,920 49.1
 

708,815 52.0
 

769,045 51.4
 

756,171 49.5
 

755,542 49.3
 

591,019 38.2
 

609,144 35.4
 

583,548 34.2
 

594,936 34.5
 

631,654 36.9
 

SOURCE: Boletfn Fstadfstico, Banco de Guatemala, enero-marzo 1986.
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Figure 3 
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Figure 4 
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Figure 5
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Figure 6
 

SOIL SUSCErvrIBILITY TO ',OSION
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Figure 7 
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FOREST REGIONS
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Figure 10 

SECTOR ANID SUB-SECTOR CLASSIFICATION4 (GROUPS)
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Figure 11 

THE MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE AND THE PUBLIC AGRICULTURAL SECTOR
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INFLUENCE EXERCISED BY NON-AGRICULTURAL AGENCIES ON 
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