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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Led by a robust performance in export-oriented agriculture, the
Guatemalan economy experienced fast economic growth in the
1970's, with an average per capita GDP increase of 2.8% and
personal income growth of 25-30% over the decade. Despite these
impressive statistics, the majority of Guatemalans did not
benefit in terms of improved 1living conditions or economic
prospects.

Indeed, evidence strongly suggests that inequalities in income
and wealth worsened continually during the economic growth period
1970-1978 and during the recession which started manifesting
itself in 1978. By 1981, the 5,200 richest individuals in
Guatemala received a share of total income equal to that divided
among the 1,800,000 poorest.

This exacerbation of the social situation is the result of the
limited bargaining power of workers in the modern industrial
sector and in export-oriented agriculture. Weak unions and an
abundant labor force combined to limit nominal wage increases and
real income dropped despite steady growth. In the traditional
sector of food production, structural factors such as the small
size of the properties, population growth and reduced labor
requirements per acre in the more dynamic export crops have
resulted in the increasing pauperization of a vast class of
peasants. The number of microfincas almost doubled between 1964
and 1979, while their average size dropped by 34.3%. This trend
should become a source of serious concerns, as these properties
are generally considered of a size insufficient to support the
average family.

Wages have remained at their traditionally low level, and at
least 63% of the population is considered 1living under the
poverty line, with almost one third being classified as extremely
poor (i.e., unable to afford the basic food basket). Almost
three-fourths of the population under the poverty line resides
and works in agricultural activities.

Although periods of economic growth are generally conducive to a
widening of economic opportunities, in Guatemala the prosperity
of the 1970's actually intensified the regressive aspects of the
social structure.

In the mid-1980's, Guatemala remained one of the least urbanized
societies in the Western Hemisphere. Throughout the 1970's,
urban population growth has remained well below the levels
reached in previous decades in other countries of the region. At
the beginning of the decade, Guatemala was still an agrarian



8

society at the very early stages of population transition as
evidenced by the high population growth rate and the extremely
low - by regional standards - urban unemployment rate. Thie
explanation for the low rate of urban migration during the 1970's
in spite of the levels of poverty in the countryside is to be
found in the probable lack of substantial differences in their
potential urban living standards and their actual conditions.

The poor educational background of large segments of the rural
poor limits their economic opportunities in urban areas.
Although efforts have been made in recent years to extend the
educational system in the countryside, 1levels of illiteracy
remain very high and large numbers of students do not even
graduate from primary school.

High rates of chronic malnutrition as indicated by severe growth
retardation among children persist in rural areas. Reported
child mortality rates are ‘improving but may substantially
under=stimate the actual rates.

Efforts to address these issues through health information
campaigns are impeded by 1language barriers and the high
illiteracy rate.

In summary, it may be said that the same problems present in the
late 1960's in Guatemala persisted in 1987. Despite the period
of prosperity in the 1970's, Guatemala society did not experience
any fundamental changes. This status quo has resulted in the
intensification of social inequalities within the country.
Preliminary indications suggest that differences between urban
and rural conditions have become such that urban migration may be
accelerating and that Guatemala may be entering a period of
structural change.
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1-BACKGROUND

1-1. The Guatemalan economy enjoyed a period of relative
prosperity and stability in the 1960's and for most of the
1970's, fueled primarily by robust prices and markets for its key
commodity exports: coffee, cotton, sugar cane, bananas and meat.
Exports grew by an average rate of 8.5% between 1968 and 1978, by
which time their value represented 21% of the country's GDP.

1-2. Feeding off of this bocm, the manufacturing, construction,
commerce and services sectors all experienced solid growth,
drawing as well the bulk of domestic investment. The growth of
these sectors also stimulated a 16.6% annual increase in imports
over the 1968-1978 period, consisting mostly of equipment and
materials for manufacturing and consumer goods. This import
growth fostered sustained balance of payments and current
account deficits, necessitating foreign investment and public
sector foreign borrowing as compensating mechanisms.

1-3. Growth in non-traditional exports, mainly manufactured
goods, derived largely from the emergence of the Central American
Common Market (CACM), which, along with El1 Salvador, benefited
Guatemala more than any other country in the region. Thus, when
the CACM began to unravel in the late 1970's and early 1980's,
export revenues suffered. This trend was exacerbated by a severe
drop in global commodity prices, which highlighted a major
structural flaw in the Guatemalan economy: the 1lack of
reinvestment in the agricultural sector and in the
diversification of the export base. With the engine of economic
growth thus undermined, subsequent hard times emerged in the
1980's.

1-4. The country's political development has shown recent signs
of relative stability after a lengthy era of right-wing civilian
and military governments dating back to a U.S.-supported invasion
by rightist exiles that ousted the constitutional government of
Jacobo Arbenz in 1954. Prior to that time, the Communist Party
and other leftist elements had played major roles in social and
economic reform movements. Consequently, left-wing political
parties were officially outlawed and suppressed. The repressive
political enviroment also entailed union activity and pro-worker
movements, which have only begun to assert themselves since 1986.

The exclusion of the left from the political process fomented an
insurgent movement that expanded into an open and violent
guerrilla conflict, which has destroyed significant agricultural
productive capacity and displaced a large segment of the rural
population. It has been estimated that hundreds of thousands.of
rural residents were uprooted from their land and homes; tens of
thousands of refugees have settled 'in border camps in southern
Mexico.
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1-5. In recent years, violence and turbulence have largely
characterized the political culture, even apart from the
guerrilla conflict. Under the government of General Romeo Lucas
Garcia (1978-1982), violence was employed by virtually every
element of the political spectrum as a means of furthering its
objectives. The political uncertainty was also manifested in
international relations, as Guatemala increasingly adopted an
isolationist posture. Diplomatic relations were broken with the
United Kingdom in a dispute over the independence of neighboring
Belize.

Constitutional rule was formally ended in 1982, when a coup
brought General Efrain Rios Montt into power. The Rios Montt
regime undertook a widespread counterinsurgency campaign against
the increasingly active guerrilla moveiment, implementing a
program of "guns and beans" to enlist the aid of the rural
population against the insurgents. Civil defense patrols were
formed in rural areas, leading to charges of coevcion and human
rights abuses against the government by organizations such as
Americas Watch.

Rios Montt alienated his military base of support, however, and
was replaced in August 1983 by General Oscar Mejia Victores, who
began to repair the isolationist damage to Guatemala's foreign
relations and move the country toward democracy. Mejia expanded
the reformist initiative begun by Rios Montt, culminating in the
drafting of a constitution in 1985. Elections held in December
of that year brought a moderate Christian Democrat, Vinicio
Cerezo, to power.

1-6. Despite these political strides, the country's economic
performance remains poor, and Cerezo faces significant obstacles
to achieving improvement. Efforts to broaden the traditionally
weak tax base, a legacy of the unusual (relative to the rest of
Latin America) strength of the private sector in the country's
industrial development, have met with stiff resistance from
business leaders. The Coordinating Committee of Agricultural,
Commercial, Industrial and Financial Institutions (CACIF), a
politically powerful coalition, has steadfastly opposed efforts
at tax or land reform. Moreover, the recent acceleration of
inflation (which averaged 18.7% in 1985 and 37% in 1986) has
spurred political activism by the country's labor unions.

1-7. Guatemala's main independent human rights organization, the
Grupo de Apoyo Mutuo (GAM), constitutes another emerging
political group and has called for the establishment of
commission to investigate the whereabouts of "disappeared" people
and other alleged abuses. Fear of offending the military is
likely to limit future government action for the time being. It
is generally agreed, however, that the human rights situation has

haae Sl
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improved compared to the early 1980's. Foreign aid, especially
from the U.S., has been increasing in response to the
government's progress.

1-8. Less success has been attained in addressing poverty, which
remains widespread in rural areas that are primarily inhabited by
Indians. A development communities ("polos de desarollo")
program has spearheaded the government's efforts at promoting
rural resettlement and improving living conditions. Cultural and
ethnic barriers and the danger posed by working in rural areas
remain important obstacles to reaching this segment of the
population.

1-9. The government's capacity to deliver social services in both
urban and rural areas has been greatly strapped by a lack of
fiscal resources, exacerbated by recent difficulties in
attracting foreign investnent and private and multilateral
lending. Although recent trends suggest a recovery of tourism,
an important source of hard currency that had dropped sharply as
a consequence of the widespread unrest, revenues have not yet
reached their previous peak levels.
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2-POPULATION TRENDS: A LATE TRANSITION

2-1. By the mid-1970's, the total population of Guatemala
amounted to slightly over six million; ten years later, it had
increased to almost eight million. The annual growth rate over
the decade 1975-1985 was 2.8%, approximately one-fourth above the
Latin American average. Had it not been for external migration
(which accounted for a net outflow of 300 thousand persons
through the period), the Guatemalan population would have reached
an even higher level; in fact, the natural growth rate (i.e., the
difference between the gross birth rate and the gross death rate)
was 3.2% per year--one-third above the regional average--ranking
among the highest in the world.

2-2. An even more striking aspect of Guatemalan population trends
is that general demographic growth has changed very little, if at
all, over the last quarter of a century. In fact, natural
growth has steadily increased not only throughout the 1960's
but--unlike most Latin American countries--during the 1970's and
even the 1980's. This acceleration is the result of an
extremely high fertility rate declining at a very slow pace (from
6.85 in 1960 to 6.12 in 1985), combined with a much more rapidly
decreasing death rate (a drop of 10.1 per thousand), which led to
an l1ll.9-year rise in the life expectancy at birth.

2-3. Long-term trends in the main fertility indicators (global
fertility rate and gross reproduction rate), which in the mid-
1980's remained at levels equivalent to those prevalent on
average in Latin America by the early 1960's, suggest that
Guatemala is still experiencing the early stages of demographic
transition. An assessment of Guatemalan urbanization, based on
comparisons with regional urban and rural population data,
supports this view.

2-4. Urban population in Guatemala has been estimated by CELADE
at 34.4% in 1970 and 36.5% in 1980. By contrast, the rates for
all of Latin America were 57.7% and 64.4%, respectively. CELADE
estimates and projections for urban growth yield a constant
annual rate of 3.6% for Guatemala over the period 1970-1995,
while urban growth in all of Latin America falls from 3.5% to
2.8%.

IDB estimates present another picture of past and present urban
growth in Guatemala: Over the period 1961 to 1986, the annual
rate has been calculated as increasing from 2.2% to 3.0%, while
Latin American urban growth fell from 4.1% to 3.6%. The
differences between the IDB and CELADE estimates are due to
methodological considerations and assumptions about the timing of
the acceleration of urban growth. But, despite the discrepancies
in magnitude, both sets of estimates (Table B-4b) confirm that
Guatemala remains essentially a rural country at a very early
stage of a shift from an agrarian society to one based on an
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urban economy, a process already achieved throughout most of the
region.

2-5. Findings from the censuses of 1973 and 1981 show a very slow
pace of internal migration to Guatemala City. In 1973, 7.3% of
the capital's population reported having moved there in the
preceding five years; during the same period, 2.5% of the
capital's population migrated to other areas, yielding a net
rate of immigration of 4.8% from 1968 to 1973. From 1976 to
1981, the net immigration rate was only 4.3%, as 7.0% of the
resident population reported having arrived during this period,
while 2.7% departed.

This apparent slight decline in migration tc¢ Guatemala City,
which seems to contradict other findings of an increase in urban
population growth, is probably due to a statistical error: the
published figures for interregional migration were not corrected
to account for an increase in the percentage of omission in the
two censuses of 1973 (10.32%) and 1981 (13.75%). It is 1likely
that estimates of the migrant population are more severely
affected by undercounting.

2-6. Although Guatemalan patterns of regional migration have
fluctuated since the 1945-1950 period, some major trends have
remained fairly constant, with the most prominent such trend
being the flow of immigrants into Guatemala City and the
department of Guatemala. Across the three periods--1945-1950,
1968-1973 and 1976-1981--for which figures are available,
Guatemala City had the highest overall migration rate and
highest percentage of total immigration in the country.

2-7. Recent immigrants to Guatemala City (1976-1981) displayed
different characteristics as a group than immigrants to other
parts of the country: They were primarily young, single and
female, while immigrants to the southern coast and the northern
(E1 Peten) regions consisted of more males and families. This
pattern suggests a correlation between degree of urbanization in
the region of destination and the proportion of females in the
immigrant population, as young, single females head for urban
areas to seek positions as domestic servants. Employment
statistics for recent immigrants to Guatemala City (Table B-8)
confirm this trend, as 65.1% of females who obtained employment
did so as domestic servants.

2~8. Education plays an essential role in the urban employment
prospects of immigrants of both sexes and may affect the decision
to migrate as well. The 1981 Census, for example, found that the
average level of education, as measured by years of schooling,
was much higher among natives of three regions--the Altiplano,
southeast and southern coast--who emigrated to the capital than
among natives who did not emigrate. In fact, the average
educational level of the migrant group was only slightly below
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that of natives of Region I (Table B-7).

The relatively high educational 1level of these immigrants,
especially the males, suggests that the majority of the recent
immigrant population emigrated from urban clusters within their
rural regions of origin. Males not only receive more education
per se, but, in all 1likelihood, different patterns of
instruction: Their training focuses on job-related (e.qg.,
vocational, technical, professional) skills, while females
probably acquire the language skills (i.e., Spanish) necessary to
perform domestic service. The trend for females to enroll in
school later and drop out earlier than males generally precludes
their acquiring more advanced job skills. The relatively high
skill levels of immigrant job applicants, as demonstrated by the
types of positions they were able to obtain, enhances their
marketability in the formal sector and may help explain why the
Guatemalan informal sector has yet to register a significant
portion of domestic economic activity, contrasting the tendency
throughout Latin America for urban immigrants to resort to
informal sector jobs.

2-9. Structural economic factors largely account for the net
inflow of immigrants to the southern coast and northern (El
Peten) regions and the net outflow from the southeast, Altiplano
and eastern regions (with the southwestern region recently
joining the latter group after having been a region of net
inflows). Driven by lack of economic opportunity immigrants have
steadily left the southeast, Altiplano and eastern regions over
the 1950-1981 period, with Guatemala City becoming their primary
destination after the drop in labor demand in the agro-export
sector. The southern coast and northern regions have served as
alternatives to the capital, especially for families still
attracted to agriculture; the government has also promoted the
colonization of Fl1 Peten to expand the nation’s agricultural
frontiers.

2-10. It is important to remember, however, that these migratory
trends are not very significant compared to the growth of the
Guatemalan population as a whole. The lack of educational
opportunities available for a significant segment of the rural
population has no doubt dampened the migratory proclivity among
rural residents so evident throughout the region. Indications of
increased migration from rural to urban areas because of a
changing economic picture (i.e., the deterioration of the rural
sector, as described in the next section) imply that Guatemala
may well face problems associated with rapid urbanization in the
next few decades, particularly in service provision and job
creation for an increasingly unskilled work force. It is
important to note as well the implications for the development of
rural areas if the more highly qualified and educated members of
the rural work force emigrate on a consistent basis because of
the lack of income and employment opportunities close to home.
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3-ECONOMIC GROWTH WITHOUT EQUITY: INCOME DISTRIBUTION AFTER A
DECADE OF PROSPERITY

3-1. The 1970's were years of economic bonanza for Guatemala.
On average, GDP grew 5.7% per Yyear, which--given population
growth--signified an annual per capita increase of 2.8%.
Notwithstanding the 1lack of reliable statistics, it may be
concluded that average personal income grew 25-30% over the
decade.

However, it 1is 1likely that this remarkable performance meant
very little for a majority of Guatemalans. By the end of this
period of prosperity (1980 was the last year of positive
growth), income distribution remained highly skewed and, most
importantly, a significant share of the population (almost one-
third of all families) went on living under conditions of extreme
poverty.

3-2. Concentration is the word that best summarizes the
structure of income distribution in Guatemala. According to the
1980 survey on Income and Expendituresl (which constitutes the
main and most appropriate method for assessing income
distribution on a national basis), the upper decile shared around
40% of total family income,2 while less than 1% of all households

1 Direccion General de Estadistica, Ministerio de
Economia. The survey was executed in two stages: the
first one concerned Guatemala City, where the
interviews were conducted from November 1979 through
November 1980; the second stage referred to the rest of
the country (both urban and rural areas), where the
field work went from August 1980 until August 1981.

The survey supposedly included all types of incomes
(cash and in kind); there apparently was a serious
attempt at measuring self-consumption but it is unclear
if housing, for example, was also included.

The high level of expenditures compared to income in
some brackets 1leads one to suspect that problems
existed in the measurement of income.

2 An accurate decile or percentile distribution is not
available. The above-mentioned figures are authors'
estimates besed on published tables and, therefore,
should be considered as an approximation of such a
distribution. According to a breakdown by levels of
annual family income, 12.6% of households shared 45.9%
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received over 15% of total family income. Even nmore
impressively, less than 0.1% of households--that is, slightly
over 1,200 out of 1,335,000 families--garnered 7.4% of annual
income (Table D-1).

At 1987 rices (i.e., adjusting the original figures by
inflation), the average annual income of the upper decile
amounted to Q/23,300 (approximately $9,300), while the average of
the top 1% was Q/107,000 (around $43,000); the mean family income .
corresponding to the richest 0.1% reached Q/510,000 ($204,000).

3-3. This scenario sharply contrasts with the condition of the
majority. The bottom quartile (which comprises over 350,000
families) gets 7.5% of total income, a share similar to the one
received by the richest 0.1%. The annual average family income
of this group (at 1987 prices) was Q/1815 ($725). Since the
average family size was 5.1, it may be concluded that the per
capita income of one out of four families was only Q/355 per
year or Q/30 per month (less than $12). The difference with the
per capita income of the top 0.1%, which amounted to $48,500 per
year or over $4,000 per month, was almost 350-fold. In other
words, the 5,200 persons belonging to the richest families (the
mean family size being 4.2) got an amount of income equal to the
combined earnings of the 1,800,000 persons who constituted the
bottom 25%.

The situation does not improve much when the next quartile is
considered. It is estimated that the second quartile shared 13%
of total income, the annual average per household being (at 1987
prices) Q/3600. This implies a per capita income of Q/679 per
year ($272) or Q/57 per month (less than $23).

of total income, and the top 0.9% received 15.2% of
this total.

3 Two problems become visible when adjusting by
inflation: the first one derives from the fact that,
as of March, 1983, a new CPI (based on the 1980 Income
and Expenditure Survey) has been compiled and,
therefore, the consumption basket is different from
the one that was computed until then; second, the CPI
as calculated by INE is restricted to Guatemala City,
thus introducing a bias since this basket is dissimilar
to those of the urban and rural areas of the rest of
the country. Given that most of the families who
belong to the bottom 25% live in rural areas and that,
presumptively, the relative prices of staples should be
lower there than in the capital, the use of Guatemala
City's CPI as a general deflator may lead to an
overestimate of income difference in terms of real
purchasing power.
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The aggregate share of the two lower quartiles was, therefore,
21% of total annual family income. This means that, by the time
of the survey, the average per capita income of one out of two
Guatemalans was (at 1987 prices) as low as Q/512 ($205) per year
or Q/43 ($17) per month.

3-4. A large proportion of the population 1lives under
conditions of extreme poverty. Based on the results of the 1980
survey, a study by SEGEPLAN estimates that almost 32% of all
families, 39% of total population, could not afford to purchase a
food basket (valued at local prices) sufficient for providing a
daily minimum intake of 2250 calories.

Another important aspect of inequality in Guatemala may be found
in the difference in average income between urban and rural
areas: 73% of the population living in conditions of extreme
poverty reside and work in rural areas. The same study
indicates that 36% of rural households (or 44% of the total rural
population) fall into this category.

3-5. The situation of the agricuitural sector in Guatemala is
characterized by an extremely skewed land distribution. In 1979,
59.7% of all farms were of a size of less than 2 manzanas (1.4
Ha) and controlled only 3.7% of total agricultural 1land. In
contrast, farms classified as large (over 45 Ha), which dedicate
most of their production to export crops, representad only 2.3%
of total farms but occupied 67.1% of the land.

A finer breakdown of farms by size within the categories of the
1979 Census (Table C-1) indicates that 10.8% of the farms were of
a size of 1less than one cuerda (i.e., 0.04 Ha) and only
encompassed less than 0.001% of total agricultural land, while
the four largest agricultural properties in the country
controlled 1.8% of the land.

The degree of land concentration is best reported by the value of
the Gini coefficient, which, in a report to USAID,4 was
calculated at 0.851 (the value 1.000 representing absolute
concentration).

3-6. Between 1950 and 1979, two distinct periods of changes in
the structure of land ownership can be noted. In the first
period (1950 to 1964), the situation of microfincas (properties
of less than 1.4 Ha) remained basically stable, as did that of
small and medium-sized fincas, while the number of large farms
dropped slightly, mainly because of a reduction in the number of

4 Richard Hough et al., Land_and lLabor in Guatemala: An
Assessment; report by USAID/Washington and Development

Associates, 1982.
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farms larger than 4,500 Ha. A slight decrease in the inequality
of land distribution was probably occurring.

But between 1964 and 1979, the number of microfincas almost
doubled and their average size decreased by 34.3%. Medium-sized
farms increased their numbers and their average size. Among the
large farms, increases in numbers were recorded for properties of
less than 4,500 Ha along with a fall in average size, but as the
number of farms of more than 4,500 Ha decreased, the average size
of the very largest farms (over 9,000 Ha) increased by 20%.

As a result of these changes, the Gini coefficient for 1land
distribution increased from 0.824 in 1964 to 0.851 in 1979,
indicating an increase in inequality.

3-7. It is significant that for the 1950 Agricultural Census
there was no counting of farms of less than one cuerda: their
number was considered insignificant. A similar census in 1964
did not establish a lower size limit for farms and the tabulation
did not separate these small plots from the rest of the
categories of microfincas. In 1979, howe er, the Agricultural
Census included all farms without size limi- and the tabulations
show that farms of less than one cuerda represented 10.8% of the
total of farms or almost 20% of all microfincas. This category
of farm, therefore, in 30 years went from being an unusual
occurrence to representing a significant segment of all farms.
Most of this development probably occurred between 1964 and 1979.
Underlying this trend is the fact that this category of farms is
probably the one experiencing the fastest growth in its numbers.

3-8. The growth in the number of microfincas and the increase in
their relative importance should be a source of serious concern:
These properties are generally considered too small to sustain an
average-sized family.

The number of microfincas grew at an average annual rate of 4.6%
during 1964-1979, a rate almost double the growth rate of all
farms and substantially above the population growth rate. The
division of family land to accommodate mature children only
partly accounts for the increasing prevalence of this type of
small property. A likely additional factor may involve the
regular sale of plots to supplement annual income and repay
debts.

The extremely rapid growth of the number of microfincas with less
than one cuerda would seem to substantiate this indication.
These small farmers are among the poorest members of the rural
population and, among landowners, derive the smallest share of
their annual income from their land: they would tend, therefore,
to survive by selling their assets.

- 3-9. Of course, this survival strategy (i.e., through the sale of
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land assets) 1is only necessary if opportunities for alternative
income sources are limited. Rural income is rarely derived from
one single activity but rather from a mix of different
activities.

Several indicators tend to show that economic opportunities
outside the family farm may be limited and shrinking. The ratio
of cultivated 1land per gainfully employed member of the
agricultural labor force dropped 5% between 1964 and 1979 (Table
c-7). Therefore, in the absence of the introduction of labor-
intensive techniques, opportunities for employment decreased.

In fact 1large farms, which by 1979 had 55% of the 1labor
requirements in agriculture, substantially increased their
capital stock in machinery over the period 1964-1979, thus
probably decreasing their relative demand for 1labor. Since
1979, a portion of the decrease in cotton acreage has been
converted into highly mechanized corn production. There appears,
then, to be a trend toward 1less manual labor required per
manzana.

In a report to PREALC it has been estimated that between 1950 and
1979, the average labor requirements per manzana have decreased
by 12% mainly because modernization in large farms decreased the
demand for labor.

Interestingly enough, despite the fast increase in the number of
non-self-sustaining farms between 1964 and 1979, the composition
of the agricultural 1labor force has remained stable at the
national level. One would have expected that with the increase
in the number of small farms, more small farmers would take up
salaried positions, since they cannot support themselves on their
properties. But it has obviously not happened. The stability of
the composition of the agricultural labor force at a time of
stress for the owners of the smallest properties may be another
indication of the lack of satisfactory economic alternatives in
agriculture.

3-10. A comparison of agricultural labor requirements by regions
and months of the year calculated by SEGEPLAN (Table C-8) for
1979 with corresponding agricultural labor force data shows a
very high 1labor surplus in agriculture at the national 1level.
Even during the last quarter of the year, when harvest
requirements push labor demand to its peak, only two regions (the
Pacific Coast and the Central Region) had a net demand for labor.
However, the labor surplus of just one region at that time--the
Altiplano--could satisfy these net demands.

It was impossible to encounter data to assess the evolution of
the agricultural labor surplus over time. But the decrease in
the ratio of cultivated land per worker and the tendency toward
increased mechanization in large farms must have constrained the
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growth in demand for 1labor, despite the dynamism of the
agricultural sector during the 1970's; meanwhile, the
agricultural labor force through continued high fertility, lower
mortality rates and very low rates of urban migration, grew
steadily. It is therefore 1likely that the 1labor surplus in
agriculture increased over the period 1964-1979.

3-11. This situation must have put a severe 1limit on the
possibility of wage increases in agriculture. No series of actual
agricultural wages was available to confirm this hypothesis.

A series of average annual salaries has been calculated by
SEGEPLAN and the Social Security Institute on the basis of
contributions paid by employers _and workers. Because the
coverage of the IGSS is reduced® and uneven, great caution
should be exercised when using this data in agriculture.

It is likely that large farms and their permanent workers are the
most heavily represented. This data shows that in the 1970's,
agricultural wages remained at around 43% of the national
average: during the 1980's the reported drops in nominal wages
in various sectors increased this ratio to 51%. Therefore,
despite the dynamism of export-oriented agriculture, permanent
workers in this subsector appear to have not been able to improve
their relative income position.

The lack of an appropriate consumer price index for rural areas
prevents an evaluation of the trend of real agricultural wages in
comparison with urban wages.

No data could be found concerning the level of daily wages for
seasonal workers and others in the traditional agricultural
sectors. If the changes in the minimum wage in_agriculture can
be taken as an indicator of actual wage trends®, nominal wages

5 In 1986, the Social Security Institute estimated that
660,444 individuals were affiliated to the IGSS
programs. The Socio Demographic Survey of the same
year gave an estimate of 2,644,288 working
individuals. The coverage of the IGSS is then in more
than 25% of the working population.

6 Although the minimum wage level was used as an
indicator by Guatemalan officials, questions about
extent of coverage and enforcement were answered by
admissions of lack of knowledge and great differences
between sectors.

It is also interesting that the minimum wage level in
some occasions appears to act as a ceiling rather than
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remained basically stable over the period.

It is also symptomatic that Alberto Hintermeister, in his study
on seasonal variations of rural activities, encountered only
slight variations in the agricultural 1labor force over the
various seasons: he explains this phenomenon by the fact that in
periods of peak demand, the wages offered are below the reserve
price of the non-active population. In other words, during
harvest season the wages offered probably do not differ
substantially from the annual average because all the demand for
labor can be satisfied at the prevailing wage.

3-12. It 1is therefore not surprising that the Incomes and
Expenditures surveys undertaken in the late 1970's indicate that
gainfully employed individuals deriving their income mainly from
agricultural activities are heavily concentrated among the lowest
levels of income (Tables D-1 through D-4).

While 87% of employed and remunerated individuals at the national
level earn less than Q/3200 per year, in agriculture the same
percentage earns less than Q/2000; it is worth mentioning that
the surveys included cash and other incomes.

The difference in individual incomes between agriculture and
other economic activity is also evident in rural areas. However,
it is worth noting that although non-agricultural workers in
rural areas represented only 19.7% of total income earners, 37.7%
of individuals earning less than Q/400 per year were in this
category: this high rate can be explained by the occasional
work and activities (e.g., weaving) undertaken by family members.

The same pattern of sharply lower incomes from agricultural
activities is repeated in the tabulations of family income. It
is worth keeping in mind that although at the lowest levels of
family income there is apparently only little difference between
the national average and the rural averages, this is the result
of the heavy concentration of agricultural households in these
categories.

3-13. The increasing number of fincas too small to sustain a
family and the depressed levels of agricultural income at the end
of the 1970's indicate that there was little trickle-down of the
high income generated by the growth in agricultural production.
The dynamism in agriculture was limited to a few export crops
concentrated in large farms, affecting only a small percentage
of the rural population.

a floor: it was reported that in the late 1970's,
construction companies lobbied to have the minimum wage
increased because they could not hire sufficient labor
at the existing level.
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The agricultural sector in Guatemala suffers from a very high
dualistic structure. Its manifestations are evident in the
contrasts between (1) export crops and basic food production; (2)
the Pacific Coast and the rest of the country (in particular the
Altiplano); and (3) the two poles of the agrarian structure, the
large farms and the microfincas.

There 1is in essence a segmentation, with the export crop
subsector absorbing the financial resources and being able to use
at its convenience seasonal labor from the microfincas (where the
opportunity cost of labor is very low).

Although the phenomenon of pauperization, made evident by the
proliferation of microfincas, occurred during a period of growth
in export-oriented agriculture, no causal relation exists between
the two. They simply coexisted as two independent trends.

3-14. The pauperization in rural areas is a secular phenomenon
unlikely to be substantially affected by changes in growth rates
in the economy as a whole or in export-oriented agriculture.
Since 1979, the trend has probably continued with only a marginal
acceleration due to the recession in export crops.

The phenomenon--and, in the absence of policies aimed at
stabilizing the course of events, the marginalization of a vast
mass of peasants--is the consequence of (1) the inherited
colonial 1land structure that expanded further in the late
nineteenth century and (2) demographic changes.

In several stages, vast, fertile Indian lands were expropriated
and the Indian population was pushed back into the remaining high
altitude areas, with unfavorable land quality and much smaller
plots. This process assured the large farms of an abundant
source of cheap seasonal labor.

3-15. The survival strategy of the Indian population in the
microfincas consists of allocating most of their land to basic
food production and supplementing their annual income by
occasicnal labor.

It is interesting to compare the allocation of land by types of
crops in microfincas with the labor requirements. 1In 1979, 91.2%
of the land in these tiny farms was dedicated to basic food
production, but this activity absorbed only 37.7% of labor
requirements (Table C-6). Anthropological literature indicates
that this is possible because the plots are too small to require
full-time work and because the major crop grown is indigenous
corn planted every year from the seeds of the previous year.
While this corn is not a high-yield crop, it has the advantage of
having a low variance in its yields. It also requires low labor
inputs, therefore freeing labor for other necessary tasks (e.g.,
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the search for fuel and for occasional work).

The introduction of cash crops is hindered by the initial cash
investment required and by their generally high variance in
output and generated income. From the point of view of the
survival strategy of the microfinca peasant, cash crops in the
current situation of unavailability of credits and other types of
institutional support present too high a risk.

3-16. The chronic scarcity of resources that peasants have at
their disposal locks them into adopting survival strategies from
which escape becomes an increasingly unlikely prospect. The
microfincas cannot make the investments needed tc introduce new,
more profitable crops or the technologies that would improve the
output of current crops. Large farms employ two main sources of
funds--credit and reinvested earnings--to make such investments.
Given that the microfincas do not generate sufficient earnings
for reinvestment, credit thus represents practically their only
source of badly needed capital. :

3-17. It is clear, however, that the credit needs of these
farmers are not being met. PREALC statistics show that large
farms received 80% of the credit extended to the agricultural
sector between 1956 and 1980. Small farmers receive credit
primarily from the National Bank of Agricultural Development
(BANDESA) and from cooperatives that lend their own funds.

BANDESA has fallen far short of its stated purpose of lending to
small agricultural producers. Its 1983 loans (Q 34.3 million),
for example, amounted to just 4% of global domestic credit and
just 20% of credit extended to the agricultural sector. A more
disturbing trend involves the distribution of BANDESA loans,
which has served to marginalize the smallest farmers even
further.

In 1983, farms of up to seven hectares in size received a
combined 68.1% of the loans extended, but only 36.4% of the value
of the loans (Table C-11). Overall, comprising 88% of the farms
in Guatemala, this category of farms received only 7% of total
agricultural credit. Farms of less than five hectares received
63% of BANDESA credits in 1973 but less than 30% ten years later,
indicating a deteriorating credit situation for this sector.

3-18. A 1974 survey sponsored in part by USAID demonstrated the
positive effects of credit on farm output (Table C-12). The
average production of farms that obtained credit was 15% greater
than that of farms without credit. The largest difference was in
farms of less than one hectare, from which the value of
production more than doubled. The increase in the value of
output was attributed primarily to the cultivation of more
profitable crops, a essential aspect of improving the incomes of
small farmers directly related to access to credit.
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3-19. The size of the microfincas has always required that
family members find other sources of income to survive. - The
reduction in the size of these tiny farms has made these
alternative sources the major component of income: it has been
calculated by PREALC that 63% of total income in microfincas
originates outside the family farms.

Alternative sources of employment consist mainly of construction
and services, which require low skills; however, in the seasons
of low employment in agriculture, these occupations do not
generate enough jobs to absorb the 1labor surplus. Therefore
there is constant pressure against a rise in wages.

Among other sources of income are the sales of weaving by women.
It is difficult to know how much income on average this activity
generates. A small survey in a village close to Antiqua and
famous for its weaving, San Antonio Aguas Calientes, indicated
that in 1980 the average gross income derived from the sale of
weaving by women was Q/84.2 for six months, or Q/168 per year
(US $168). This may be considered a maximum since San Antonio is
located <close to a major tourist attraction. Interviews
conducted by an anthropologist revealed that rural women
accepted full-time weaving work for between US $0.55 and US $0.75
per day (US $165 to US $225 per year), confirming the low amount
of income generated by this activity. However, this source of
income is only available to one class of peasants, as it requires
skills and a cash investment in yarn and thread that may not be
recuperated until the piece is completed and sold, sometimes
months later. The poorest peasants, in particular the landless
ones, supplement income from occasional labor by home production
of reed mats known as petates.

3-20. As has been discussed earlier, Guatemala is one of the
least urbanized countries in Latin America. By the mid-1980's,
urban areas defined in a very broad sense (e.g., including any
administrative center of any "municipio") represented about 41%
of total population, a share only 4.5 points above 1975 and still
far below the regional average., Unlike most Latin American
countries and in spite of widespread extreme poverty conditions
in rural areas, Guatemala has not experienced a strong internal
migration process; it may be estimated that, at an annual rate
slightly above 1%, migration accounted for no more than one-third
of urban population growth over 1975-1985.

3-21. Obviously, this pattern has a significant influence on the
labor market. Although the growth rate of the urban labor force
is relatively high--about 4% per year--most of it is explained by
natural population growth. Entrants to the urban labor market
proceeding from the rural areas are relatively few. Mission
estimates based on household surveys conducted in 1979 and 1986
suggest that over that nine-year period, 1less than 50,000

~
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workers, out of an increase in the size of the urban metropolitan
labor _force of approximately 150,000, originated in rural
areas.

A corollary of this trend is that the size of the urban labor
force is small, both in absolute and relative terms. According
to the 1986 Household Survey, the urban metropolitan labor force
amounted to 442,000 persons (i.e., only 16.1% of the Guatemalan
active population). This figure is probably too low (the 1977
survey reported an urban labor force for the Department of
Guatemala of 404,000), due to the fact that some areas regarded
as rural are mainly urban. This conjecture is based on some
survey figures that show that almost two-thirds of the workers
settled in the "rural" areas of the metropolitan region are
engaged in non-agricultural activities. Assuming that 75% of
them are urban workers, an adjusted urban metropolitan 1labor
force would amount to 530,000, which would still represent only
19.5% of the Guatemalan active population.$

Clearly, a relatively small urban labor force indicates that the
bulk of the employment problem has not yet been transferred to
the cities. It also points out that invisible underemployment,
rather than open unemployment or visible underemployment, is the
main category of labor underutilization.

3-22. Official statistics on employment and unemployment for
SEGEPLAN indicate an increase in open unemployment from 2.2% in
1980 to 16.3% in 1986. According to Peter Gregory these figures
were reached by using a 1980-81 baseline for employment derived
from the Income and Expenditure Survey and considering employment
as a direct function of sectoral outputs while assuming the
relative importance of the modern and informal sectors as stable.
Because of the recession since 1982 all projected increases in
the 1labor force have been arbitrarily assigned to open
unemployment, which as a consequence, shot up. SEGEPLAN also
calculated a rate of underemployment based on a standard wage
(equal to the basic basket of goods) for the determination of
full employment of individuals. The total published official
unemployment in 1986 was 45.6%. As Peter Gregory pointed out:
in these conditions "any resemblance to actual 1labor market
conditions would be purely coincidental."

7 The comparison between both surveys shows a total
increase, including the rural areas, of the
Metropolitan Region's labor force of almost 190,000
workers. The annual growth rate is 3.8%.

8 Another possibility, which does not necessarily exclude
the previous one, is that the expansion factors are
downward biased, thus leading to an underestimate of
the Metropolitan labor force.
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3-23. By late 1986, the National Household Survey conducted by
INE showed an open unemployment rate for the Department of
Guatemala of 7.3%; the rate for the capital city was 8.5%. These
rates are far below those prevailing in most developed countries.
However, they are much higher than in the mid-1970's: By 1979,
according to the household survey conducted that year by the DGE,
the open unemployment rate for the Department of Guatemala was
2.9% and the one for the capital city, 2.8%.

This increase denotes two different but confluent phenomena. On
the one hand, it reflects the crisis that has affected much of
the modern sector of the economy; as Peter Gregory (1987)
correctly points out,"... whereas current employment in
establishments with ten or more workers accounts for only 43% of
the total, the unemployed whose employment was in such
establishments accounts for 61% of the total." On the other
hand, since open unemployment is mainly an urban problem, its
increases may be seen as a by-product of the urbanization process
(in contrast, an extremely low rate as shown by the 1979 survey
may be understood as an indicator of a mainly traditional
society). In other words, the rise in urban unemployment is a
sign of the crisis, but also of modernization. Quite probably,
if this process goes on (including an improvement in the--until
now, low--educational profile of the 1labor force) a further
increase (or at least a certain downward inelasticity) could be
expected.®

3-24. The main urban employment problem is not one of an absolute
lack of jobs, but neither is it one of working too few hours.
In fact, the opposite is true, as urban workers report long hours
worked: According to the 1986 survey, men and women worked a
weekly average of 49 and 45 hours, respectively. Only 13.5% of
respondents worked less than 35 hours a week, and of them over
half were self-employed and unpaid family workers, with most of
them being--in all probability--voluntary part-time workers. In
1977 those who worked less than a "normal workday" constituted
14.0% of the employed population, but only 9.3% of rural workers.
Visible (involuntary) underemployment thus seems to be a minor
problem.

3-25. The real problem is low earnings. Based on the results of
the 1980 survey, SEGEPLAN estimates that 22% of the Metropolitan

9 Regarding the association between open unemployment and
educational level, it should be noted that the former
appears to be clearly correlated with the latter; that
is, with the sole exception (easy to understand) of
university graduates, unemployment rates are higher as
one moves from the non-educated to the more educated
active population.
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Region's population belongs to households whose combined income
is insufficient to purchase a food basket that provides a daily
minimum per capita intake of 2250 calories. The annual average
income of families 1living under conditions of extreme poverty
was-~by the time of the survey--26% below the cost of the
minimum food basket. Additionally, another 41% of the
Metropolitan Region's population could afford the purchase of
such a basket, but not the purchase of one including a minimum of
other basic (non-food) goods and services.

3-26. Although poverty is not a 1lineal function of poor
employment conditions, the two tend to overlap, with the latter
being, to a large extent, the main cause of the former.

A comparison of the 1986 Household Survey with a similar survey
in 1979 shows that 32% of total households in 1986 earned less
than Q/48 at 1979 prices against 33% in 1979. However the
proportion of households having an income of less than Q/80 at
1979 prices increased from 54% to 65%.

It appears then that the recession and its consequent poor
employment opportunities have increased substantially the number
of households in the low brackets of income.

3-27. Both the 1low absolute 1levels of earning and the
deterioration over the period are not surprising. The average
nominal wage paid in the formal industrial sector in 1986 was
Q/385 (Table D-5), but for the production workers it amounted to
Q/259 (i.e., slightly over $100 a month). Even in leading
private industrial firms (mostly mult.inational), wages were
comparatively low: according to a private survey conducted by a
consulting company (Table D-~6), the average wage for technicians
and production workers employed in those firms in 1986 was Q/434
(i.e., less than $175 a month). It should be pointed out that
the weight of skilled workers among them is relatively high.

3-28. Wages in the modern sector not only are 1low by
international standards, but have deteriorated almost
continuously since 1970. From 1970 to 1979, based on real wage
rates, real wages dropped by 26% in urban areas and by 46% in
rural areas. It is relevant to note, however, that 1970-1978 was
a time of economic growth for Guatemala, which did not translate
into an increase in real wages and standards of living.

3-29. This deterioration has continued in recent years.
Following an increase that lasted until 1983 (the beginning of

10 CONVERSION TABLE

Q/120 (base 1986

) = 0/48 (base 1979)
Q/200 (base 1986)

Q/80 (base 1979)
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the adjustment process), a drop of 18.5% in real terms occurred

from 1983 through 1986 in the formal industrial sector. In
multinational firms the average drop over the same period was
12.6%. As might be expected, the adjustment was even more

severe in the case of production workers: their real wages sank
by 20.3% in the formal industrial sector and by 18.5% in the
leading industries. A note of optimism: a slight recovery of
about 3% was observed in 1986. Overall, wages are still far
below the levels of 1980.

3-30. All evidence points to a deterioration of the income
situation in Guatemala since 1970. In the agricultural sector,
a vast number of peasants found themselves worse off by the end
of the 1970's than at the beginning of the decade. Although
nominal wages in the industrial sector grew in the 1970's, their
movement did not appear to compensate for the erosion of
purchasing power, and in the first half of the present decade a
further sharp drop occurred.

To complete the picture of this grim situation, two questions
remain:

1.) What was the trend of income distribution in the
period 1970-1985?

2.) Why did urban migration remain limited despite the
income gap between urban and rural areas?

3-31. The absence of an Income Survey in the early 1970's and
the lack of other relevant data does not allow for a concise
statement of the trend in income distribution in Guatemala.

An argument based on a series of developments can be built to
reach a qualified statement of the evolution of income
distribution.

In agriculture, the increased concentration of land over the
period 1964-1979 seems to point toward a higher concentration of
income. In the export-oriented crops, despite the high growth
rates experienced, nominal wages did not appear to increase
faster than the national average, which seems to imply that
workers did not succeed in maintaining their share of total
income.

The increased degree of mechanization in these crops must also
have increased the returns to landowners. In the traditional
sector of food crops, the fast rate of pauperization of a vast
class of peasants also suggests further possible income
concentration.

In industry, it is significant that most of the burden of the
1980's recession appears to have been borne by production
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workers: their wages dropped much more than administrative
wages. It is possible to use this asymmetry and apply it to the
1970's: it would then be likely that production workers' wages
did not increase as fast as administrative wages. Although this
is purely speculative, the apparent decrease in urban real wages
during the 1970's suggests the 1limited bargaining power of
production workers during a time of economic expansion.

In summary, circumstantial evidence would indicate a probable
worsening of income distribution during the 1970's and in the
first half of the 1980's.

3-32. The concentration of poverty in rural areas and the
apparent income gap with urban areas are factors which should
have stimulated a fast migration from rural areas. But at least
until 1979, evidence shows that such migration was limited.

The accepted explanation for this slow urban migration in the
Guatemalan social science community focuses on the strength of
cultural factors, such as language, attachment to a traditional
lifestyle, reluctance to abandon the land, etc. The problem with
this type of explanation involves the notion that these same
factors must have been present in many other countries that
experienced rapid urban migration. The balance between cultural
stability and economic considerations was broken by the increased
disparity in living standards and economic opportunities between
rural and urban areas.

In Guatemala, the cause of the slow urban migration during the
1970's is most probably of an economic nature. Poor peasants
did not migrate because their situation in the city would not
have been substantially better than in their traditional
locations.

3-33. Even though average salaries are higher in urban areas
than in the countryside, there are big differences in salary by
types of firms: 1In 1983, for example, according to the authors'
estimates based on data from the Industrial Survey (Table D-7),
the average salary for workers in firms of 5-9 workers was Q/98.4
per month, while for firms with over 50 workers the average
salary was Q/262.8 per month. The spread for some occupations
may actually be smaller, since salary figures for large firms
include the earnings of administrative personnel and managers.

Nevertheless, the average salary for small firms may be
considered an absolute maximum for potential urban migrants.
Their high rate of illiteracy and lack of technical skills
ensures low salaries. At the same time, the cost of living in

" the city would be greater than in the country.

It is therefore quite 1likely that the economic opportunities
offered by the city in relation to the countryside have been

-
-~
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insufficient to provide an incentive for urban migration.

3-34. However, there are indications that the situation may be
changing. The deterioration of the economic situation of a large
class of peasants may have finally led to a point where, despite
the loss of real income in the cities during the 1980's, the
rural-urban income gap is sufficient to provide an incentive to
migrate.

There is a widespread perception in Guatemala City that the flow
of new migrants has increased substantially in the 1last six
years. Hard data is non-existent as to the magnitude of the
phenomenon, but it 1is significant that SEGEPLAN is starting a
study on urban migration in the 198C's.

Data on potable water coverage in urban areas provides an
indirect indication that urban migration may be accelerating.
According to the figures, coverage dropped from 88.9% in 1980 to
70.6% in 1986. The magnitude of the change is such that it
likely has been affected by a certain degree of sampling error.
However, it still indicates a significant drop. Since there has
not been any recent catastrophe such as another earthquake, the
drop must be the result of an increase in dwellings without a
supply of potable water. If only 10 percentage points are
explained by an increase in dwellings, the data still indicates
an acceleration of urban migration compared to the late 1970's.

3-35. Another intrigquing fact about Guatemala is the very scarce
amount of information available on the urban informal sector.
This may be an indication that the informal sector is not as
important a phenomenon as in other Central American countries.

Several factors seem to support this contention. The low level
of unemployment in urban areas in the 1970's did not make it
necessary for workers to resort to informal sector activities. It
is also true that, despite the role played by the absorption of
surplus labor by the informal sector, the activity generated by
the informal sector depends on levels of income in the modern
sector. The severely compressed wages evident in Guatemala in
the modern sector may prevent the development of informal sector
activities to the extent observed elsewhere in the region.
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4-WELFARE AND POVERTY

4~1. It would be legitimate to entitle this chapter "The Art of
Survival under the most adverse conditions": Available data on
health and nutrition show, in fact, a very grim picture.
Although continuities and trends are difficult to follow because
of the diversity of the data and methodologies used to conduct
surveysll, it is possible to state that there has been very
little change since 1965, when the baseline for all Central
American countries was established.

It seems that during the past 15 to 20 years, Guatemala has been
unable to address problems involving high undernourishment rates
for the infant population and a generalized lack of available
primary health services. The sector of the Guatemalan population
most at-risk is very well-defined according to its ethnic origin,
language, occupation, educational level and geographical area.
This situation, even today, has not changed: it is possible to
superimpose the map of infant malnutrition with any other socio-
economic indicator showing extreme poverty and they will all
point towards the same direction--the Altiplano.

Methodological Problems

4-2. After 1965, INCAP (The Nutrition Institute for Central
America and Panama, based in Guatemala) conducted two surveys in
order to measure growth deficits: one in 1976 a few months after
the earthquake and the other in 1978. Both present a strong
rural bias (i.e., a greater proportion of rural respondents than
is present in the general population). It was not possible to
find original data from these two surveys and reconstruct samples
and methodologies used; however, results and _comparisons between
1965, 1976 and 1978 were available at INCAP.12

4-3. During 1978, the first functional classification of the
nutritional problem in Guatemala was conducted by the "Consejo
Nacional de planificacion economica" and INCAP, again with a
rural bias, selecting areas with the highest concentration of
small farmers. The results highlighted the severity of the
problem and where health interventions had to be targeted for
maximum efficiency in reducing the magnitude of infant
undernourishment. However, the publication of this document was

11 A description of methodologies and samples used for the
different surveys, censuses and studies can be found in
Annex E.

12 Reanalisis, bajo nuevos criterios uniformes de 1los
datos antropometricos de las encuestas nacionales de
nutricion, Guatemala 1965, 1976 and 1978.
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forbidden by the government of Guatemala until 1986 and the
status quo has been maintained due to the lack of interventions
to reduce the intensity of the problem in those high-risk areas.

4-4. Starting in 1986, new longitudinal anthropometric data was
collected in small, rural "follow-up" communities (where 20% of
the population lives), and the first "height census" of first-
grade school children was conducted. Considering the amount of
time elapsed in between each survey, it is not surprising that
they are different in terms of the samples and methodologies used
to <classify undernourishment. The 1965, 1976 and 1978
anthropometric surveys had to be "translated" by INCAP into 2Z-
Scores to allow comparisons with the 1986 surveys. Data here is
presented according to both <classifications: the Gomez
classificationl3 tends to overestimate the amount of children in
the "first degree of malnutrition" category in relation to the
Z-Score classification (the Gomez index here is 20-40% higher
than the 2-score),l4 but in general the tendencies follow the
same evolution. This fact gives relatively high credibility to
the 1976 and 1978 anthropometric data, no matter which criteria
are used.

4-5. Infant mortality data also varies a great deal from one
survey to another and different methodologies have been used for
calculation.19

However, in all cases, experts from INCAP point out that there is
a significant under-reporting of mortality in general for the 0-5
years age group--probably equal to 20-30% of the official rate--
particularly for children under 1 year of age, for whom actual
mortality rates could be as much as 80% above the official rate.

i3 See Table E-1 for criteria used to classify
undernourishment in children aged 0-5 years.

14 There are no "automatic" equivalencies between the 2
Score and the Gomez classification. In this case the
"Translation" of results has been obtained by
computing again children's measurements obtained in
surveys from the original tape.

15 Two different methods have been used for calculation of
infant mortality:
- The direct method: No. Children born
No. Children dead
- The indirect method (also called the BRASS/TRUSSEL
method) based on the mother's interview, age and
estimated fertility rate: No. children born
No. children alive
. at the time of the
" interview.
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This explains the fact that many different rates are commonly
cited for similar periods.

4-6. The height census of first-grade school children is
inherently biased in a country like Guatemala, where at least 40%
of the school-aged children (6-9 years old) do not enroll in or
attend the first grade. These children come mainly from the
poorest rural areas like Alta Verapaz and El1 Quiche, where the
cost of going to school is too high for parents. As might be
expected, the highest proportion of enrolled children was found
in Guatemala City. This bias certainly leads to underestimation
of the prevalence of chronic malnutrition in the 6-9 year old
group, especially in the rural areas where the highest prevalence
of malnutrition has traditionally been found. Moreover, these
rates cannot be compared with the 1965, 1976 and 1978 surveys
because the first graders are already "survivors" in relation to
the 0-5 year age group as a whole.

There has been no recent height/age census for the 0-5 years age
group. The estimated 1986 malnutrition rate for the school-age
population (37%) is very high and the actual rate for the total
6-9 year old population is probably higher, because it includes
the children from the poorest families, who do not attend school.

Food Consumption

4-7. At the macro 1level, food consumption data is available
through the food balance sheets which calculate availability for
human consumption nationwide.

A common problem with these balance sheets is the quality of the
data used for their computation. Often, crop production figures
are based on secondary data rather than actual production
surveys, and coefficients for wastage during storage and
processing are not derived from specific local conditions but
from international technical norms. However, given a certain
methodology, trends of availability may emerge.

This type of information is of limited scope since it can be used
only for computation of average consumption per capita. The
skewed income distribution in Guatemala between social classes
and regions is reflected by different patterns in quantity and
quality of food consumption.

Also, because the survival strategy of the poor family requires
an apportioning of food to members based on income-generating
potential, small children may not get sufficient food to allow
for normal growth.

4-8. A look at the balance sheets data provides an idea of
general trends in food availability (Table E-15). For the 1978-
1985 period, food availability seems to have been adequate from
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1978 until 1983 (average levels were approximately 95% of the
daily international requirements per capita, as recommended by
the FAO) for both calories and proteins. Curiously, the 1984
data shows a substantial decline (to 83.7% of the daily
requirement) that does not seem to correspond to a production
problem for the year or to any other valid explanation that could
justify this sharp, sudden decrease. The 1985 data is more in
line with the general trend, showing a slight but continuous
decrease since 1983: 1In 1985 food availability represented 92.5%
of the daily requirement, with this slight deficit mainly
attributed to smaller consumption of fats (o0il, lard, etc.).
Protein availability appeared to be more than adequate throughout
the period, with a slight tendency to decrease but remaining
above 100% of the daily requirements.

4-9. It is interesting to note that the proportions of different
products in the diet have not varied at all during the 1978-1985
period: Over 75% of the proteins and over 90% of the calories
are derived from vegetable products, with more than 60% of the
calories from cereals, primarily corn. The proportion of protein
from an animal source is very small and probably limited to the
metropolitan area. The composition of the diet is limited to
four main products--cereals (corn), sugar, fats and beans, in
this order of importance--and accounts for the low quality of
the diet's nutrients, especially in the rural areas, where the
diet is more monotonous than in the urban areas.

A comparison of recent data with the 1965 blaseline survey
indicates that the proportions and types of food products used in
the diet have hardly varied in 20 years: corn and cereals
represented 50% of the diet's calories in 1965, against 60% in
the 1980's. This suggests a trend toward higher dependence on a
few products and an even less balanced diet. It is to be noted,
however, that the share of milk products increased over the
period 1965-1980.

4-10. The importance of corn as a staple is underlined by the
weight this cereal has in domestic milled cereals: over 1982-
1986, corn represented an average of 96.5% of annual net milled
domestic production. The fast growth of milled corn imports
during the same period suggests the evidence of bottlenecks
either at the field 1level or downstream (where corn may be
diverted to uses other than human consumption).

It is interesting to note that food aid imports have been roughly
balanced between corn and wheat over the 1982-1986 period--corn
averaged 34.1% of aid received in terms of tonnage, while wheat
averaged 42.1%--despite the disparity in domestic production and
intake of these two staples.
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USAID Food Assistance in Guatemala

4-11. USAID/Guatemala food assistance has been based on
guidelines set forth under PL-480, commonly known as the Food for
Peace program. Title I of PL-480 furnishes excess supplies of
U.S. agricultural commodities financed on concessional credit
terms to local government agencies or private sector enterprises,
which in turn use normal marketing channels to distribute the
food domestically. Proceeds are to be used to increase 1local
food production as much as possible.

4-12. The first U.S.-Guatemalan agreement was signred in August
1984 for $7.0 million, with refined vegetable o0il provided by the
U.S. to be sold to consumers by INDECA at controlled prices. 1In
1985, a $21.0 million agreement called for unrefined vegetable
0il to be imported, refined and sold by private sector
processors. Additionally, wheat and tallow were to be processed
and sold by the private sector. The 1986 agreement, worth $19.0
million, called for the importation of wheat and vegetable oil
under the same arrangements as 1985, plus corn to be imported and
sold by INDECA as part of a government price stabilization
effort.

Under the agreements, the proceeds from domestic commodity
distribution were to be used for a variety of tasks (Table H-2),
including soil conservation, pest control, and other rural
development and institutional strengthening projects. Although
it would appear that to be effective these programs would require
adequate funding over a period of several years, the emphasis
between the different projects has shifted abruptly from one year
to the next. For example, soil conservation received 42.9% of
designated proceeds in 1984, but no funds the following two
years. Many programs were funded only in one of the three years.
Even more disturbingly, 94.5% of 1986 designated proceeds were
for government budgetary investments, giving policymakers, in
effect, free rein on where to allocate Title I revenues.

The spreading of resources over many unrelated efforts coupled
with the lack of continuity may have hampered the possibility of
attaining significant progress in any single area.

4-13. Another problem that dampened program results involved
INDECA's slowness in commodity processing and sales and the
government allocation process, which necessitated the inclusion
of sales proceeds in the government budget before disbursements
could be authorized. Thus, local currency from the 1984 and 1985
sales was not made available until 1986 (Tables H-3 and H=-4).
Also, only Q 8,540,000 was actually spent (out of Q 25,284,000
earmarked) over the two-year period, suggesting a failure of
adequate resource management by the Guatemalan agency and the
need for future institutional development programs.
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4-14. PL-480 Title II provides food donations based on agreements
with private and voluntary organizations (PVOs), government
agencies and multilaterally financed food-distribution agencies.
Distribution is typically carried out through four basic program
areas: community health programs for mothers and infants, school
feeding programs for children, food-for-work programs for
unemployed adults, and local relief programs. USAID/Guatemala
has been involved in Title II assistance for over 20 years,
consisting primarily of Maternal-Child Health (MCH), Other child
Feeding (OCF) and Food-for-Work (FFW) programs administered in
conjunction with CARE and Catholic Relief Services (CRS).
Compared to Title I, efforts in this area have proven more
successful.

During fiscal 1985, for example, CARE assistance reached 249,100
beneficiaries, with most of them under the MCH program (Table H-
5). The MCH distribution network comprised 546 health centers
and posts in all 22 Guatemalan departments. The OCF progranm,
under which meals were prepared with Title II commodities to
complement daily diets, was administered in 77 day care centers,
nurseries and orphanages located in 16 departments. FFW programs
included reforestation, soil conservation and rural development
projects at 78 sites in eastern and western Guatemala.

CRS reached 79,500 beneficiaries in fiscal 1985, with 63,900 of
them participating in the MCH program. This project employed 271
centers administered by Caritas, the Guatemala counterpart agency
in charge of distribution. Rations were distributed to pregnant
and lactating women and eligible mothers; 26 Caritas centers
distributed rations to undernourished children under the OCF
program. 56 FFW projects, emphasizing community development,
were undertaken in San Marcos and Chiquimula.

Under Section 416 of Title III, agreements were reached with the
Guatemalan government that provided for the distribution of
10,000 metric tons of nonfat dry milk through CARE, CRS and
domestic PVOs during fiscal 1983 and fiscal 1984.

4-15. A Section 416 Sugar Quota Set Aside program was instituted
in fiscal 1986 that provided commodities that could be monetized
(i.e., sold) by -government agencies to compensate for the loss of
. foreign exchange incurred by the imposition of tighter U.S. sugar
import quotas: Under an agreement with the Guatemalan
government, 24,000 metric tons of wheat and 3,555 metric tons of
nonfat dry milk, with a value of $6.7 million, were donated.
Funds gained from monetization were to be used for improvements
in the state dairy processing plant, agricultural development,
and payment of transportation, loading and shipping costs. $12.7
million worth of U.S. commodities were to be donated under the
Sugar Quota Set Aside program in fiscal 1987.
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Food consumption and expenditures per income levels in 1980-1981:
The National Survey on Income Expenditures

4-16. This one-time survey provides only a static picture, but,
as government officials comment, "It is a good baseline for the
1980's since [the situation] probably has deteriorated a lot."

The survey gives a more approximate idea of real ccnsumption
levels by income strata and of the real cost of feeding a family
in relation to their total expenditures. It clearly shows wide
differences between geographic areas and income levels.

4-17. Using the expenditure data from the survey, the "minimum
basket" team at SEGEPLAN has attempted to calculate the share of
income and expenditures spent on food in different income strata.

A review of the results of these computations suggests that they
be taken with caution (Table E-16). In the lower income classes,
total family expenditures were greater than average income.
Although special attention had been paid to adjusting income for
self-production, it is possible that it was still underestimated.
Alternatively, it is also possible that the survey overestimated
expenditures. The miscalculation of average expenditures and
average income per «classes explains the disparity of food
expenditure percentages against total expenditures or total
income.

Only families at the third income level (2401-4800 quetzales per
year) consume enough food to meet the daily requirements,
spending 55.9% of total family expenditures in the metropolitan
area and 65.3% in the rural areas. Income Levels 1 (0-1200
quetzales/year) and 2 (1201-2400), which represent approximately
65.7% of households nationwide, fall below the minimum food
intake requirements, although these households spend between
54.1-55.2% (metropolitan area) and between 68.9-69.3% (rural
areas) of their incomes to feed themselves.

4-18. The same study by SEGEPLAN also suggests that average
caloric intake is higher in rural than urban areas. This finding
contradicts a long list of studies and surveys which clearly
indicate that the nutritional problem in Guatemala is most
pressing in rural areas.

Another study by SEGEPLAN states that 63.3% of the households
nationwide lived at the poverty level. 32% of the households
were considered to be living in extreme poverty (i.e., unable to
afford the minimum food basket), with over two thirds of these
households living in rural areas and the rest in urban areas.

16 La . familia: perfil de 1la probeza en Guatemala,
SEGEPLAN, 1983, Guatemala.
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It is not surprising, then, to observe that this percentage
matches exactly the infant undernourishment rate, as indicated by
low height/age or 1low weight/age, in 1986: this fact also
verifies the hypothesis that anthropometric measurements of small
children are very effective instruments to detect the poverty
pockets in a population.

Child nutritional status

4~19. Despite the methodological restrictions outlined
previously, it 1is possible to state that the situation has
improved since 1976, when malnutrition peaked (affecting 48.2% of
0-5 year olds as measured by the weight-age indicator, which is
very sensitive to immediate changes) because of the earthquake.
Compared to the 1965 baseline level of 36.5%, this increase
amounted to almost 12% in absolute terms or 32% in relative
terms. In 1986, malnutrition decreased to 34% of rural children,
approximating the level found in the 1965 baseline survey.

This slight recuperation started in 1978, and the current rate of
34% of undernourished children by weight/age is a relatively low
one for Central America. However, +the infant malnutrition
problem is more accurately measured by the height/age indicator
which better shows chronic malnutrition. This measure has
indicated very high rates of malnutrition since 1965 with no
signs of improvements to date.

4-20. In 1978, the aftereffects of the earthquake had caused the
rate to go up again (to 59.7%) after a slight decrease during the
1965-1976 period (from 60% to 57%). The 1978 functional
classification shows a much higher rate of malnutrition than the
1978 INCAP survey, as measured by the Gomez Index (75.8% vs 44%,
respectively), but these differences are most probably due to the
different samples used. The 1978 functional survey data includes
small rural communities of less than 2,500 inhabitants, where 30%
of them are small farmers of less than 5 manzanas of land per
family.17

Although the weight/age rates almost coincide in both 1978
surveys, the different height/age rates may reflect the greater
representation of families who 1live under extreme poverty
conditions. In fact, all departments included in the 1978
functional survey fall under the "Severe malnutrition" category
(where 51% and over of the children are undernourished).
Departments 1like Solola register as much as 82.5% of
undernourished children. The classification of malnutrition by
department can be found in Table E-11l.

17 1 Manzana of land = 0.7 hectares
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4-21. By establishing simple correlations between the infant
undernourishment rate, parental occupation and educational 1level
and access of the household to basic services, it was possible
to identify and rank the socio-economic groups according to the
severity of the problem. The "most at-risk" list was established
as follows:

1. Farmers with less than 1 manzanal® of land;
2. Farmers with land between 2.0 - 4.9 manzanas:;
3. Agricultural wage earners (coffee and sugar cane
plantations):;
4. Farmers with less than 2 manzanas of land and the
rest of agricultural wage earners;
5. Not gainfully employed (rural areas):;
6. Unskilled workers;
7. Farmers with more than 5 manzanas of land;
8. Artesans/petty vendors;
9. Skilled workers;
10. Professional/administration.

The most at-risk areas were the Southern Coast (weight/age
problem), which receives most of the seasonal agricultural
workers (who during that period expose their children to higher
undernourishment as a result of migration), and the Altiplano
(height/age problem), where the problem is endemic and chronic.
In all cases the most at-risk age is between 12 months--at which
time an improper weaning diet starts the undernourishment
problem--and 5 years.

4-22. There is no evidence that this distribution of malnutrition
and rural poverty has changed since 1978. Neither have the
causes related to infant malnutrition, such as low income, high
birth rate, limited access to modern health services, potable
water and sewage, and the almost non-existent level of education
of the mother.

In fact, the 1986 weight/age data, although under different
classification criteria (Z-Score instead of Gomez) show that all
but four departments are classified as "moderate or high" risk
areas. A similar <classification has been obtained using
height/age indicators for 6-9 year old children. In 1986 the
total undernourishment rate was 37% nationwide. Here again it is
impressive that there are no departments in the "no risk"

18  71pid.

19  gstudies have demonstrated that it is only when mothers
have completed at 1least the fifth year of basic
education that they may have a positive influence in
reducing the child's malnutrition and chances of early
death.
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category and only four of them in the "low risk" category
(including Guatemala City, as might be expected). Departments
like Solola and El Quiche, using the 1986 2-Scores, remain in the
"severe undernourishment" category, with rates of 64.6% and
52.9%, respectively (data for all of this section is in Tables E-
10 and E-11).

4-23. All of the above allows us to justify our original
statement: A chronic undernourishment has created a severe
growth retardation problem among the infant and child population
in Guatemala as reflected by the deficit in <the height/age
indicator. That problem was identified as early as 1965 and the
situation has remained the same since then, especially in the
rural Altiplano areas where the population is mainly indigenous
or mestizo and lives in small, scattered villages.

Infant Mortality Rate

4-24. The infant (0-1 year of age) mortality rate has decreased
sharply in a 20-year period: According to World Bank estimates,
the decrease was equal to 39% between 1965 (109 deaths/1,000 live
births) and 1985 (66/1,000).

However, this rate fluctuates substantially according to
different sources and measurement techniques (i.e., direct or
indirect; see Footnote No. 15). For example, INCAP estimates
indicate significant underreporting of infant mortality, which
could be equal to 80% above the World Bank rate. In 1985-86,
using the indirect method (Infant mortality calculated as the
probability of dying in the first 2 years of 1ife), INCAP
calculated a 114.4/1,000 rate for rural areas, versus 77.8/1,000
as estimated by the direct method for the same survey.

4-25. Other estimates combine to yield a confusing overall
picture: In 1985, the Ministry of Health (MOH) estimated that
the rate was 68.5/1,000 as a national average, which, compared to
the MOH rate of 79.8/1,000 for 1984, indicates a sharp decrease
nationally over the 1984-1985 period. However, the 1985 MOH rate
by no means could have decreased to the official 61/1,000 rate
for 1986 quoted by UNICEF (Table E-12). Meanwhile,
USAID/Guatemala estimated a rate of 67/1,000 for 1984, well below
the MOH 1984 estimate and slightly below the MOH 1985
estimate.20

20 See document: Evaluacion de las condiciones de 1los
servicios de salud materno-infantil, MSPAS, 3julio-ag.
1985. It is also interesting to note that the 1983
APROFAM Survey using the indirect method in a sample
nationwide (with an urban bias), found that the rate
was similar (107/1,000) to INCAP rural estimates for
1985~-1986.
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Regardless of the estimates used, there has been a decline in
the rate nationwide over the 1965-1985 period. According to
official estimates?l Guatemala's rate is similar to that of
neighboring Honduras or Nicaragua, but it is still considered
high, especially among the 0-5 year olds in the rural areas.

Unofficial INCAP estimates of the infant mortality rate show a
slight tendency to increase in the rural areas where the 1985-
1986 and 1987 "follow-up" surveys were conducted, thus indicating
a widening gap between the rural and national rates.

4-26. The most at-risk age groups are consistent with the
patterns of other low income countries. The 1-4 years age group
represents by itself 18.6% of the total deaths and the 28 days-
1 year dgroup represents 17.5% of the total deaths. These
proportions of the child mortality rate to the overall mortality
rate have changed very 1little since 1979. The main causes of
infant and child mortality have also changed very little and
reflect the lack of appropriate interventions in primary health
care: Enteritis, acute respiratory diseases, measles, whooping
cough, and nutritional deficiencies are responsible for most of
these deaths.

4-27. Although substantial progress has been achieved 1in
eradicating contagious diseases such as measles, polio, TB,
malaria and whooping cough, +the immunization coverage for
children is still the lowest in Central America. A look at the
coverage between 1980 and 1986 (Tables E-13 and E-14) shows that
it has been extremely irregular and consistently 1low,
particularly in 1983 and 1984. In 1986, after deployment of a
systematic effort to improve coverage among children less than 1
year old, 67% of these children did not receive complete
vaccinations for diphtheria and polio and 54% of them were not
vaccinated against measles.

The APROFAM survey of 1983 and the 1987 "Knowledge, Attitude and
Practice" (KAP) survey of mothers noted that mothers tend to
have their children vaccinated 1later than recommended.
Immunization increases with the child's age, typically between
the ages of 2 and 4 years, as can be seen in Table E-13.
Another major problem is that, due to the low educational level
of the mother, the child all-too-often receives only the first
dose of the various vaccines. The YAP survey indicated that only
54% of the mothers interviewed were considered bilingual, 54% of
them knew how to read and writ975panish and that 48% did not
receive any formal education at zl1l.

»

/

21 See Table E-12, Fy@ Central America Report, UNICEF,
1988.

!/
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The correlation between education and the mother's acceptance of
modern health services is very high, directly affecting the
child's health. _The baseline for the child survival project in
Central America?? 1lists existing data from different sources
indicating that only 27% of all children nationwide less than 1
year old had received complete immunization in 1985. A much
lower percentage was obtained in the 1985-1986 "Simplified" rural
survey, where only 2.6% of the children had received third doses
of polio vaccine; 5.9% had received vaccination against measles;
2.6% against DPT (3rd doses) and 31.6% against TB.

4-28. Along with these diseases, diarrhea alone had the highest
association with infant mortality. The 1987 Westinghouse
maternal and child survey found that as many as 26.5% of the
children in the survey had suffered from diarrhea during the past
two weeks. The 1983 APROFAM survey gave the same figure and a
higher one for the 1Indian population alone (30%). Oral
rehydration salts had very low acceptance among mothers as a
means of treating diarrhea. They were used in only 3.5% of the
cases in the INCAP 1985-1986 "simplified" survey, in 9% of the
cases in the 1983 APROFRAM survey and in less than 10% of the
cases in the 1987 KAP survey. No progress has been made by
programs designed to increase the acceptance of this product by
mothers. A high correlation was also found in 1983 and 1987
between infant mortality, diarrhea, and the source of water
provided to the home; only 50% of the households had access to
some source of private piped water in the 1987 survey and less
than 40% of the Indian households had access to it.

Other Health-Related Issues

4-29. The maternal mortality rate is also high, ranging from 10
to 17 deaths/1,000 live births. The causes of death reflect (1)
the high fertility rate, which changed very little between the
1978 and 1983 APROFAM surveys (6.1 vs. 5.8 calculated with a
different methodology, indicating practically no reduction in the
global fertility rate); (2) the high level of abortion (13% of
the women interviewed in 1983); and (3) low levels of neo- and
pre-natal attention received by mothers. The 1983 APROFAM survey
shows that only 22.4% of the births occurred in a "formal" health
facility and that in some rural areas, as many as 87% of the
births are attended by untrained midwives. As a matter of fact,
it was found throughout the same survey that the demand for
"formal" health services is very low nationwide, particularly
among Indian women (only 57% of the Indian women interviewed used
some type of health service at the time of last pregnancy for
herself and her child).

22 Child survival baseline for Central America and Panama,
1985 USAID/ROCAP, Guatemala, by Elizabeth Burleigh.
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The use of a family planning method is still very reduced among
women aged 15-44 years. As reflected by the 1983 APROFAM
Survey, only 25% of these women used at least one method
nationwide, compared to only 4.6% of the indigenous women.
Overall, there was an increase in ceontraceptive use of 5.8
percentage points between 1978 and 1983.

Basic Services

4~30. It is difficult to obtain valid time series of basic
services coverage in Guatemala and the data also varies from one
source to another. However, available data (see Table F—l)23
point to an existing large deficit in the potable water supply
and sanitation coverage nationwide, most specifically in the
rural areas.

Data shows that on the average water supply coverage as a
percentage of the population served has remained almost constant
between 1980 and 1986 (45.7% and 44.6%, respectively), with a
marked tendency to decline in the urban areas (from 88.9% in
1980 to 70.6% in 1986). This trend is probably due to the
population increase in the urban and especially metropolitan
areas, where coverage for the 1980-1986 period was maintained at
a constant level of approximately 2.4 million persons. The
overall deficit in potable water coverage amounted to 29.4% in
the urban areas in 1986 and to 73.5% in the rural areas (after a
7.9% increase in rural coverage between 1980 and 1986).

The same declining trend occurred with sewage coverage, which
was extended by only 200,000 persons in the urban areas, thus
causing the percentage of the population served to decrease
slightly (from 44.4% in 1980 to 41.2% in 1986). By contrast, the
percentage of the rural population served in sanitation coverage
improved by 7.7% between 1980 and 1986. This gain is not only
due to the relative decrease of the rural population to be served
as a percentage of the entire population, but also to specific
efforts to reach the rural population.

4-31. The overall deficits for sewerage coverage in the urban
areas (58.8% of the population) and nationwide (66.3%) are much

23 pata used in this analysis comes from the WASH (Water
and Sanitation Health project, AID/LAC, 1987) Field
Report No. 209, which used population figures obtained
from the Demographic Data for Development (DDD) project
(Westinghouse). These figures differ from the ones
used by the USAID mission and the MOH in Guatemala, but
they are consistent with the World Health Organization
and IDB estimates. For 1986, the estimated coverage of
people served was calculated directly based on the
added coverage from ongoing projects.
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higher than the deficits for potabhle water coverage. In the
rural areas, the deficit for sanitation is similar to the potable
water deficit (71.4% of the population does not have access), but
this figure reflects the extension of water and sanitation
coverage to approximately 500,000 additional persons between
1980-1986.

Therefore, it is possible to conclude that some progress has been
achieved in expanding the coverage of these services in the rural
areas. However, coverage in 1986 was still extremely low for the
rural areas (a little over one quarter of the rural population
had access to both potable water and sanitation), and this
situation has direct implications for the health status of rural
families (as outlined previously), especially on the infant
mortality and child undernourishment rates.

Education

4-32. As has been noted with other social welfare indicators,
data on education is scarce and varies from one source to
another, but general trends follow the same direction.24
Education is probably the most complex social sector in Guatemala
because of the country's bicultural and multilingual composition.

Approximately 50% of the population in Guatemala is considered
"Indian" and approximately 45% speaks at least one of the 23
different dialects derived from the original Mayan language.
40% of the child population that enrrolls in the school system
starts with no knowledge of Spanish. The overall literacy rate
in Spanish is only 55% and bilingual education at the pre-school
level only became institutionalized in 1984, when the
"castellanization" program was expanded to include 400 schools
with USAID and IBRD financial assistance.

4-33. In general, most sources of information indicate that in a
20-year period (1965 to 1985), the system has grown
substantially, _especially in the rural areas, and now
incorporates 80%25 of the school-age population.2® In 1978,
rural enrollment was 34% of the school-age population and in 1984
it was 46%, a 12% increase. However, this system remains highly

24 Data for this analysis comes from the "Education Sector
Assessment" prepared for USAID-Guatemala in 1985 by the
Academy for Educational Development (AED) and frem the
"Basic Education Sector Memorandum" prepared by The
World Bank in 1986 (Guatemala).

25 pefined as a one-time enrollment in primary school.

26 Defined as the net enrollment rate, per age group.
World Bank data, 1984.
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inefficient and inequitable in terms of access and quality: Only
63% of the school-age population enrolled in primary school in
1984 and only 46% did so in the rural areas. Only 10% of the
rural-enrolled children were Indians, despite the high proportion
of Indians in the rural population.

Enrollment in secondary school is extremely low; only 15% of the
school-age population was enrolled in 1984, and it is important
to point out that only 10% of the secondary schools are located
outside the urban areas. Also, the enrollment rate is lower by
20% for females, who in general tend to enroll later than males
and drop out earlier.

4-34. Dropout, repetition and promotion rates changed slightly
but irregularly (Table G-5) between 1979 and 1982: 1980 was an
odd, non-representative year, when repetition rates increased
substantially and promotion rates decreased in the first two
grades (possibly as a result of military repression). But in
general, repetition rates are very high in primary school,
especially in the first grade; in 1984, for example, 60% of the
children enrolled in rural areas and 40% in the urban areas were
repeaters. Since 1979, the repetition rate has been around 50%
as a national average. Also of note is the fact that 70% of the
children who enroll in the first grade do so 1-2 years later than
the recommended age of 6 and 15% of them start school at age 10.
Dropout rates are much lower, but increase with the age and
grade level (e.g., Grades 3, 4, 5) and with time (the rate
increased between 1979 and 1982 for Grades 3 and 4). Promotion
rates have been very low at all grades since 1979, but especially
in the first grade, with less than 50% of the children enrolled
passing on to the next grade.

In general, the system has been characterized by a high rate of
internal failure. Only 37.5% of the children enrolled in
primary school finish all grades and only 59.1% of those enrolled
in secondary school graduate.

4-35. The overall literacy rate is the lowest in the region
(except for Haiti): In 1941, only 56% of the population was
considered literate (63% male and 50.2% female), which represents
an increase of only 8.5 percentage points in 11 years. In the
rural areas, however, improvement was at an even slower pace:
only 6% between 1970 and 1981. This situation has a direct
impact on the educational levels of the economically active
population (EAP; Table G-1). 88% of the EAP, in 1981, had
either no formal education at all or only a few years of primary
school, versus 94% in 1973. It is important to point out that in
1981 70% of the EAP was employed in agricultural or manual labor
and that only 12% of the EAP had received some secondary and/or a
higher education (after a 6% increase since 1973). Therefore,
less than 10% of the EAP in Guatemala occupied professional,
clerical or managerial positions in 1981.
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4-36. Another important educational issue involves the estimated
length of time required to produce a sixth-grade graduate. An
average of 9.3 years was needed to produce a graduate in urban
public schools, versus 19.0 years in rural public schools and 7.7
years in urban private schools.

This data shows substantial variations in levels of efficiency
between the three types of schools (Table G-2). Rural public
schools are, in fact, mucn more likely to be overcrowded (it is
common to find classrooms with more than 50 students in the first
grade). The percentage of teachers without adequate training is
much higher than in the urban areas, and the majority of the
students (90%) are enrolled in multiple-grade classrooms.

4-37. Public expenditures in education as a percentage of GDP are
the lowest in Central America, reaching just 2.4% in 1984 after a
substantial increase since 1980 (Table G-3). The education
sector's share of central government expenditures has been
fluctuating irregqularly since 1975 (within a range of 13-17%)

after an increase in 1979. However, 90% of this budget is
dedicated to the payment of teachers' salaries, thus leaving
little funds for investment. At the household level,

expenditures on education also represent a small percentage of
total expenditures--only .35% in rural households and 1.20% as a
national average.
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NATIONAL ACCOUNTS
METHODOLOGICAL PROBLEMS

An assessment of the trends in incomes and socioeconomic
indicators in a country such as Guatemala requires the evaluation
and comparison of data from a variety of sources. In principle,
changes in national disposable income (in nominal and real terms)
should be checked against findings from income and employment
surveys. Under the assumption that welfare indicators such as
health and nutrition are affected by changes in real income, a
study of these indicators should provide additional information
on the evolution of living standards.

A series of 'nterviews at the National Accounts Division of the
Banco de Gu.atemala have convinced this mission that serious
flaws exist in the methodology for compiling national accounts.
A brief summary of the main findings follows.

1.) Computation of Value Added

The main oddity in the published national accounts of
Guatemala is the absence of estimates of nominal sectoral
value added, and/or of sectoral price indexes. Although an
estimate of GDP at current prices is published, its value is
derived from the expenditures side of the national account
and, as will be seen further, there are reasons to doubt
its validity.

The reason for the absence of sectoral nominal value added
is a direct result of the methodology used for the
elaboration of the national accounts: the basis of the
computation is a quantum method with 1958 used as a base
year. All values for subsequent years are derived from this
base year.

Notwithstanding the problems of using a base from such a
distant past when the composition of goods in the economy
has probably changed, the elaboration of the estimates rests
on weak information. Although officials claimed that their
primary data originated in surveys, it became clear that in
most cases the surveys were of a qualitative rather than a
quantitative nature.

A.) Agriculture

The primary data is provided by the Ministry of
Agriculture and the Instituto Nacional de Estadistica
on the basis of surveys which yield estimates of
cultivated area and intentions of producers. It is
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claimed that self-consumption 1is included because
estimates of average productivity specific to small
farms and microfincas are updated regularly and that
total production is derived by multiplying acreage by
relevant productivity estimates.

Data from producers associations (Camaras Gremiales)
are also used as inputs. Although previous experience
with this type of data as to levels of production does
not inspire confidence, it 1is most 1likely used to
derive the estimates of the production cost breakdown
published by the Agricultural Division. It would then
seem that the basic elements for an estimation of
agricultural value added are present.

However, the computation of value added will be very
sensitive to the estimated agricultural production by
crops. The validity of the production data is unclear.
The surveys seem to capture mainly the intention to
cultivate a certain acreagee instead of actual
production figures. It is also worth noting that other
sources have indicated that much of the production data
for main crops is actually gathered from information
provided by processing companies.

There are reasons then to doubt the accuracy of
agricultural value added estimates published by the
Banco de Guatemala.

Manufacturing

The basic data for computation of value added in
industry originate in annual qualitative surveys of
firms of more than five workers: managers are asked to
rate their results in the semester in contrast to their
expectations and actual results in the previous year.

Additional information used to calculate the industrial
value added is picked up from indicators such as
purchases of inputs (imported and~ domestic) and
consumption of energy.

Despite repeated questions, it has been impossible to
clarify further the methodology used £for the
computation of industrial value added.

It should be noted that the INE conducts annual
Industrial Surveys but these cannot be used as inputs
into the computation of industrial value added due to
their slow processing: as an example, the 1983 Survey
of Manufacturers was not published until the fall of
1987. - o

-~

i —

wages e el
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Several problems become apparent in this process:

1.) The surveys do'not collect actual production or
costs amounts but rather a percentage deviation
from the previous period.

2.) The surveys in all likelihood are based on small
samples and it is probable that only the largest
firms are contacted. It is also unlikely that the
sample used was developed according to rigorous
statistical principles, and is representative of
the structure of manufacturing output in the
country.

3.) No attempt has been made to check the relative
sizes of the modern industrial sector and of the
informal sectors. If the latter one has been
expanding, a growing share of industrial
production is unaccounted.

One cannot help but think that the published
figures on the industrial sector are more
impressionistic than accurate.

Private Services

Private Services are a mix of very different activities
(transport companies, movie theaters, barber shops,
etc...) provided mainly by a multitude of small firms.

This dissemination of the provision of services makes
the collection of information through the type of
survey used for manufacturing even more problematic
than in the case of industry.

As far as could be determined no surveys are being run.
The data appear to be provided by a variety of
governmental agencies having some type of reporting
requirements for the firms in their sector, most
probably for collection purposes.

The evasive manner by which primary data inputs were
described leads one to suspect that here again the
final estimates of value added should be looked at
with a good dose of skepticism.

Banking, Public Administration

These two sectors are likely to have the best primary
data for the computation of value added.
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The regulatory role of the Banco de Guatemala and other
bodies on the banks and financial institutions, as
well as the centralized character of government
operations, appears to ensure that information for
these sectors is most complete and consistent.

Two types of problems in using national account data
for the purpose of this report have become clear:

1.) It is impossible to calculate national disposable
income because nominal value added figures are
nonexistent. The only available figure is value
added at 1958 prices which is of little use since
the series does not describe the evolution of real
income of the population.

2.) Primary data for the computation of value added is
extremely unreliable and the final estimates are
in all 1likelihood of 1little value. The main
information from the series may be an indication
of direction of changes from one period to the
other but the magnitude of the change cannot be
considered reliable.

GDP by Expenditures

Since GDP is computed on the income side only in real
quetzales, all expenditure components of GDP need to be
deflated to the same 1958 base year.

Public and private investment .data are collected from
two sources. Since there is little domestic production
of capital goods, investment in equipment is computed
on the basis of capital imports. One problem, which
became evident in the course of the discussions, is the
nature of the deflator used to convert the nominal
value of these imports into 1958 quetzales. Basically,
it appears that the deflator is based on a loose
version of purchasing power parity involving relative
inflation and exchange rates of Guatemala and the major
trading partners. No attempt appears to have been made
to construct an index which would reflect the changed
composition of capital goods imports (such as the
introduction of computers). Investment in fixed
capital 1is calculated on the basis of data from the
construction industry and permits granted by municipal
authorities and deflated by an index measuring the
evolution of the price of the square meter.

Government consumption data is readily available and no
particular severe deflator index problem should exist.
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The external sector data is picked up from the balance
of payments and deflated by the same index used in the
computation of total capital goods investment.

The sum of private and public investment, government
consumption and net external sector deflated to 1958
prices is subtracted from real GDP to derive real
private consumption.

The Banco de Guatemala also publishes the expenditure
side of the national accounts in current quetzales.
Nominal values for total investment, government
consumption and the external sector are available.
However, GDP and private consumption estimates have
only been calculated in 1958 quetzales. As a result,
the derivation of nominal expenditures encounters the
problem of one equation with two unknowns. From the
interviews, it seems that the conundrum is solved by
multiplying the real value of private consumption by
the consumer price index. This results in an
inconsistency: since all the values should sum up to
total value added, the appropriate index should be the
producer price index.

In the context of <this mission and during the
interviews, it was impossible to review in depth the
methodology underlying the computation of the national
accounts of Guatemala. But available information
indicates that published figures may be hghly
inaccurate and suffer from two sources of bias: 1l.) a
weak data base; and 2.) questionable methodology
particularly concerning deflators.

As a result, the mission decided to include national
accounts figures only as an indication of trends in the
economy but not to use +this data to perform an
evaluation of income trends.

Finally it is to be noted that the mission has become
aware of the existence of another set of national
accounts documents using a different base year and a
document reviewing the methodology currently used
written by Raul Garcia Belgrano of CEPAL. These two
documents are of extremely restricted circulation and
could not be obtained. Although mission members were
able to have a glance at these national accounts and
saw a breakdown of national income by functions (wages,
profits, rents...), its existence was flatly denied by
Guatemalan officials who also dismissed the critique of
the methodology by CEPAL.
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THHLE H-2
GUATERALB: CORPOSTTION HND GROHTH OF THEORTS, 1920~ 190%
(percent)

fiverage annual grouth rates Share of anpores

1970-1977 1970~ 1981 1962- 1985 1970 1941 1905

Total Inports ag.an 9.37% ~7.7% 100.02 100.0% 100,02

Consuner Goods 17.87% 7.7% -10.2% 30.1% 2167 19.52%
Rauw Rateriols @

Internediate Inputs 21.8% 7.9% -5.8% 43.6% 30.47 a2.4%

Conbustibles & Lubricants 43.2% 27.9x ~-4.0% HI ¥4 B ¥4 £5.0%

Capartal Goods 03.52% 2.67% -9.9% al1.0% 17.9% 13.04%

MOTE: Calculations based on amounts 1n current dollars

SOURCE: IDB, Informne Socioeconomico de Guatemala, 17906
Banco de Guatenales

TRBLE A-4
GUATEHMALA: COHPOSITION AND GROWTH OF EXPORTS, 1970-198S
(Percent)
AMNUAL RATES OF GROWTH PERCENTRAGE SHRAPE

1970~ 1977 1978-1981 1982-1985 1870 1981 196%
Total enports 21.4 3.9 -q.7 100.0 100.0 100.0
Coffee 30.7 -10.3 9.9 33.8 25.2 42.6
Cotton 23.3 4.9 -16.5 8.9 13.4 6.9
Bananas 4.0 37.5 8.2 6.9 1.4 6.7
Beef 16.1 2.9 -22.4 1.3 2.3 0.9
Suger Cane 96.9 21.2 ~0.6 3.1 6.6 4.9
Cardanon 4.5 13.9 23.2 1.3 2.? 5.7
Others 13.9 18.7 12.0 1.7 45.4 32.8

NOTE: X Calculated based on values in current dollers

SOURCES: IDB, Informe Socioeconomico de Guatemals, 1986;
Banco de Guatenals
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ANNEX B

POPULATION




Period
1960-1965
1965-1970
{9?0-19?5
1975-1980
1980-1985
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TABLE B-1
GUATENALA: POPULATION GROWTH, 1960-1985
(per 1000>
Gross birth Gross death Natural grouth HNet migration Popul ation grouth
rate rate rate rate rate
) 4-)] () = Ca) - (b £ M Ce) = ) ¢+ (D
47.8 18.3 29.5 -1.2 28.3
45.6 15.9 9.7 -2.0 2?.7
4.6 13.4 31.2 -3.5 7.7
44.3 11.9 32.4 -4.6 2.8
q2.7 10.S 2.2 -4.0 28.2

SOURCE: SEGEPLAN--INE--Project GUAR/79/P03-01T/FNURP,
Estinaciones y Proyecciones de la Poblacion de Guatemala, 1950-2000
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TABLE B-2
GUATENALA: SELECTED DEHOGRAPHIC IMDICATORS, 1960-198S

Guatensla Latin Anerics
Indicators 1960-1965  1980-198S 1960-1965  1980-1985
Fopuletion grouth rate D 2.83% 2.82% 2.82% Q.32
Fertility
liross birth rate (per 10003 q7 .8 42.7 q1.2 1.9
Global fertility rate 6.85 6.12 5.97 4.15
Gross reproduction rate J.34 «.99 2.91 2.02
Hortality
Death rote (per 10002 18.3 10.S 12.4 8.2
Life expectancy ot birth (yeers) 47 .0 59.9 56.8 64.4
Matural grouth rate <(per 1000 29.5 32.2 28.8 23.7
Enternal nigration rate (per 10000 -1.2 -4.0 -0.6 -0.5
SOURCE: SEGEPLAM--INE--Project GUR/79/P03-0IT/FNURP,
Estinsciones y Proyecciones de la poblacion
de Guatenals, 1950-2000
TABLE B-3
GUATEMALA: FERTILITY RATES, 1960-1985
Gross Net Global General
_ reproduction reproduction fertility fertility
Period rate rate rate rate
1960-1365 3.3490 2.301 6.850 217.7
19€5-1970 3.220 2.343 6.600 206.8
1970-1975 3.150 2.436 6.450 201.1
1975-1980 3.120 2.517 6.100 201.1
1980-1985 2.930 2.430 6.120 195.2

SOURCE: SEGEPLAM--INE--Project GUR/73/F03-01T/FNURP,
Estimaciones y Proyecciones de la
Poblacion de Guatemala, 1350-2000
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TABLE B-4
GUATEMALA: ESTIMATES OF RURAL AND URBAN POPULATION
TOTALS AND GROWTH RATES, 1970-1995

TABLE B-4a: Population Totals

1970 1980 1990
GUATEMALA:
Total (000s) 5,353 7,262 9,677
Urban (000s) 1,840 2,651 3,806
(percent) 34.4% 36.5% 39.3%
Rural (000s) 3,513 4,611 5,871
(percent) 65.6% 63.5% 60.7%
LATIN AMERICA:
Urban (percent) © 577X 64.4% 66.6%
Rural (percent) 42.3% 35.6% 33.4%

TABLE B-4b: Annual Growth Rates

1961-70 1970-75 1971-80 1975-80 1980-85 1981-86 1985-90 1990-95
" (1DB) (CELADE) (108) (CELADE) (CELLDE) (108B) (CELADE)  (CELADE)
GUATEMALA:
Total 3.1% 3.0% 2.9% 2.8% 2.8%
Urban 2.2% 3.7% 3.0% 3.5% 3.6% 3.0% 3.6% 3.6%
Rural 2.7% 2.TX% 2.5% 2.3% 2.2%
LATIN AMERICA:
Total 2.6% 2.5% 2.46% 2.3% 2.2%
Urban 4.1% 3.5% 3.8% 3.6% 3.2% 3.6% 3.0% 2.8%
Rural 1.2% 1.0% 0.9% 0.8% 0.6%

SOURCES: CELADE, Demographic Bulletins 28 (1981) and 30 (1983),
as reported in the Statistical Abstract for Latin America,
Vols 23 (1984) and 25 (1986)

10B, Economic and Socitl Progress in Latin America, 1987 Report
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TRBLE B-5
GUATERALAR: PERCENTAGE OF THE POPULATIOM
HAVING MIGRATED IN THE PRECEDING S YERRS
(population over 5 yeors old)

IN our MET

TOTAL

13968~-73 3.93x 3.93%

1376-81 3.80% 3.80%
Guatenals City

1968-73 7.33% 2.52% 4.81%

1976-81 7.00% 2.66% 4.34%
Lentral

1968-73 5.827% 5.94% -0.12%

1976-81 5.94% N -Yors 1.277%
South East

1968-73 2.612 B8.06% -5.45%

1976-81 2.17% 8.12% -5.95%
Rltiplano

1368-73 0.89% 2.46% -1.57%

1976-81 1.00% 2.29% -1.29%
Coast

1968~73 4.94% 6.14% -1.20%

1976-81 4.15% S.41% -1.26%
Horth

1968-73 5.07% 2.52% 2.55%

1376-81 5.752% 2.53% J.ea%

Morth East
1968-73 3.952 4.64% -0.69%
1376-81 2.86% 6.05% -3.19%



TABLE B-6
GUATENALA: INTERNAL HIGRATIONS, 1968B-73 nhhr 1376-61
(popul ation over S years oldl

TornL Guatenalas South Horth
City {entral East  Altiplana Loasnt Hus-th East

FRON
TOoTAL

1968-73 1676380 68860 27535 123905 12146 13997 10677 14070

1976-81 186437 75368 33027 11724 15769 13067 25878 11004
Guatenala City

1968-73 23659

1376-81 28907 957S 3171
Central

1968-73 28108

1976-81 25953 14370 2757
South East

1968-73 39762

1976-81 q3757 21758 8085 851 1710 7480 3873
Altiplano

1968-73 33581

1976-81 36160 19736 re9d 752 SE3L <364 Jo2
Coast

1968-73 16756

1976-01 17047 6050 4376 1265
Nor th

1368-73 9304

1976-81 113723 4681 1310
Horth East

1968-73 16520

1976-81 23234 9373 1787 as21

SONRCE: DGE, Population Census, 1973 and 1981
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TABLE B-7
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GUATEMALA: COMPARISON OF EDUCATIONAL PREPARATION UF IMHIGRANTS

TO DEPARTHENT NF GUATEHALA VERSUS MNON-IMHIGRANTS,
BY FREGIOM RND DEPARTHENT OF ORIGIM,

Fegions/lepartrent of Origin

Region III
El Progreso
Sants Fosa
Jalapa
Jutiapa

Fegion IV

" fQuetzal tenango
San Harcos
Huehuetenango
Totonicapan
El Quiche
Solola

Region II
Escuintle
Sacatepenquez
Chinaltenango

Guatenals
Hative Population

NOTE: #--Fegional delineations bssed on DGE population naps

1976~-1981

Hverage years of study

- o s -

Inmagrants
to
Luatenal s

naswunnoawn

Lwoooooon

LU
)
oo L

SOURCE: DGE, 1981 Population Census, Guatemals 1985
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Occupational Group

" Total

<1) Total Employed

(2> Profes=ional/Technical

(3 Industrial, Connercial, Hanagerial
D Office uorkers

(5> Sales, Vendors (encluding Anbulatoryd
(6) finbul atory vendors

<7> Agricullure, Fishing, Hunting, etc.
(8> Hining/Quarrying

(9 Transportation

(10> frtesans, Other skilled uorkers

(11> Hanual laborers, Daily workers

(12> Personal services, encluding Donestic
(13> Donestic service

€14)> Unspecified occupations

(15) Unernployed

THELE L-0

GHHTEHALH: EHPLUYHENT AHONG THHIGEHNIG 10 GHHTERNEH LTTY
NRER 1S YEARS OF AGE, BY SEX AND nigHimiIalm wikiie, 176-149n1

Volune
Total tlales
78,026 33,869
44,932 25,787
3,553 2,314
1,134 965
P 1,645
3,267 2,151
seR 378
1,484 1,432
17 17
1,589 1,512
7,H0s 6,871
1,733 1,511
6,279 5,270
12,751 287
1,962 1,434
33,034 3,082

SOURCE: DGE, 1981 Population

Ferales Intal
44 1%

19, 145 10007
1,002 T ¥4
| LK <O
1,10 bL2E
1,116 PR bt
140 1.3%
S 3.3%
17 3.4Z
1,011 17.5%
P 3.9z
1,004 1902
12,407 il ) I s
520 o4
25,012 Q2.9%

Census, Guatensla 1905

Fercentage

Fenales

100.0%

LS



THUHLE b-9
GURATEHALN: ORIGIN OF SHORT-TERH INTERNRL HIGREW INH IM REGIONS
OF MET IHHIGRATION, 1976-1981

Regions of Met Inmmigration

Volune
Southern

Region of Origin Gusternala coast Horth iuatensla
Total 75,368 33,027 25,070 0
Guatenala -— 3,575 3,171 -—-
Southern coast 14,370 - 2,757 . ey
Southeast 21,750 4,085 7,180 SHOGE
Al tiplano 19,736 7,294 2,304 26 . N
Southuest 6,050 4,376 1,265 g.0%
Horth (El1 Petem 4,681 . 1,910 - 6.2%
East 9,373 1,787 8,821 12.3%

SOURCE: DGE, 1981 Population Census, Guatenala 1905

Percentage

Southern
coast

100, 0%

23.0%

13.2%
S.gx

S.4x

oz
12.2%
m.7=
PlT DY kA

X

4.9%

K A

9
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ANNEX C

STRUCTURE AND USE OF
LAND OWNERSHIP
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TABLE C~1
GUATENALA: DISTRIBUTION OF FARHS AND LAND BY SIZE OF FARNS
1950, 1964, 1979

Total
percentage Average Inden of
number area average number area size size
Total
1950 348687 5315475 15.24 100.007% 100.00% 15.24 100.0
1964 417344 5654039 13.55 100.00% 100.00% 13.5S 88.9
1979 605037 6741969 11.14 100.002% 100.00% 11.14 73.1
Hicrofincas
1950 165850 175899 1.06 47 .56% 3.31% 1.06 7.0
1964 183741 192516 1.05 449,03% 3.40% 1.05 6.9
1979 268083 248726 0.86 47.612% 3.69% 0.86 5.7
1979 (@ 361489 253073 0.70 59.75% 3.75% 0.70 q.6
8/ < 1 nanzana
1950 74269 40821 0.55 21.30% 0.777% 0.55 3.6
1964 85083 46683 0.55 20.39% 0.83% 0.55 3.6
1979 (&) 166732 79186 0.47 27.56% 1.17% 0.47 3.1
1979 <b 73408 q3497 0.06 12.13% 0.06% 0.06 0.4
b/ 1 to < 2 manzanas
1950 91581 135077 1.497 26.26% 2.59% 1,497 9.7
1964 98658 136326 1.33 23.649% 2.41% 1.38 9.1
1979 121351 164451 1.36 20.067% 2.4497% 1.36 8.9
Snall fincas
2 to < S manzoenas
1950 99779 302987 3.04 28.62% S.70% 3.04 19.9
1964 129116 394027 3.05 30.94% 6.97% 3.05 20.0
1979 128587 q12742 3.21 21.252 6.12% 3.21 21.1
Hedium firms
5 to < 649 nanzanas
1950 75485 998202 13.22 21.652% 18.78% 13.22 86.7
1364 95679 1302730 13.62 22.932 23.049% 13.62 A9.3
1979 101307 1559245 15.39 16.79% 23.13% 15.39 101.0
a/ 5 to 10 nz
1950 424449 282730 6.66 12.17% $.32% 6.66 43.7
1969 52023 346904 6.67 12.4972 6.14% 6.67 43.7
1979 51798 343060 6.62 8.562% 5.09% 6.62 43.49
b/ 10 to < 32 mz
1950 26916 444164 16.50 7.72% 8.36% 16.50 1068.2
1964 37025 637949 17.23 8.87% 11.28% 17.23 113.0
1979 40378 711226 17.61 6.67% 10.55% 17.61 115.5
c/32 to < 69 nz
1950 6125 271309 44.30 1.762 S5.10% 44,30 290.6
1969 6631 290726 493.84 1.592 S5.19% 43.84 287.6

1979 9131 404511 44.30 1.51% 6.002 49.30 290.6
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TABLE C-1
(continued)
Lorge firns
1950 7573 3838387 506.85 2.172  72.21% 506.85 J324.9
1964 6808 3764766 427 .43 2.112  66.59% 427.43 2803.8
1979 136549 4521256 331.13 2.26% 67.06% 331.13 2172.2
a/64 to + 650 nz
1950 6488 1161803 179.07 1.867% 21.86% 179.07 1174.7
1964 7859 1307256 166.34 1.88% 23,122 166.34 1091.2
1979 12297 1831220 148.92 2.03% 27.167% 148,92 976.49
b/650 to < 1300 mz
1950 569 S06100 869.46 0.162 9.52% 889.46 5834.7
1964 Sb1 493913 880.42 0.132 8.74x% 880.42 5775.4
1979 880 765185 869.53 0.152 11,352 B869.53 5704.0
c/1300 to < 3200 mz
1950 358 707869 1977.29 0.10% 13.322 1977.29 12970.7
1964 2949 552990 1880.3%2 0.077% 9.78% 1860.92 12338.5
1979 388 7167349 1847.25 0.06% 10.632 1847.25 12117.7
J/3200 to < K400 mz
1950 1049 468070 4500.67 0.03% 8.81% 4500.67 29523.7
1964 56 242495 4330.27 0.01% q4.29% 4330.27 28405.9
1979 7S 3249509 4326.79 0.01% 4.81% 4326.79 28383.1
e/6400 to < 12800 mxz
1350 J2 280476 B8764.A88 0.01% 5.282 8764.88 57496.2
1964 30 259926 6497.53 0.01% 4.51% 8497.53 55742.5
1979 15 126661 8444.07 .00% 1.882% BA444.07 55391.8
f/ 12800 and nore
1950 22 714069 32457.68 0.01% 13.432% 32457.68 212917.4
1964 9 229896 25544.00 .00% 4.07% 25544.00 167564.7
1379 q 122319 30579.75 .00 1.812 30579.75 200598.5
Notes: (1> the 1950 Census elininated all farms of less than one cuerds €0.049 ha>
the 1969 Census established no luwer limit
the 1979 Census recorded all ferns irrespective of si
(a) does not include the farms of less than one cuerda
(b> includes only farns of less than one cuerds
() includes farms of less than one cuerda
(2> oll sizes in Hanzanas (0.7 hectares)

SOURCE: AGRICULTURAL CENSUS, 1950, 1968, 1970
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TABLE C-Za
GUATERALA: OISTRIDUTION OF FARNS DY SIZE AND REGIONS
1950, 1964, 1979

Total Central South east Coast Altipl ano Horth east Mo by

Total
1950 348607 56115 560213 19643 126265 2807o 12540
1964 417344 63546 59432 15660 164156 31518 5303
1979 605037 93594 A3954 63982 225439 523490 05727

Hicrofinces
less than 2 rmanzanas

1950 165850 28019 19778 27700 63095 11429 15829
1964 183741 28817 21054 30343 76051 10353 17117
1979 Je 1489 65990 91055 46864 144338 27056 36166

Small finces
2 to < 5 manzenas

1950 99779 164939 19948 6721 32738 9564 14369
1964 129116 20205 21630 7767 97119 11661 20534
1979 128587 15556 24076 8681 47400 11982 20892

Hedium firnms
S to < 69 menzanas

1950 75485 10260 14202 4134 29093 6296 11500
1964 95679 126890 14416 6083 39695 829u 14297
1979 101307 10265 16598 6915 32850 11938 22741

Large firms
£4 manzanas and over

1350 7573 1397 2110 1088 1339 789 850
1964 ge0s 1634 2332 1961 1291 1006 1084
1979 13654 1783 2225 1522 851 1364 5909

SQURCE: AGRICULTUPAL CENSUS, 19S50, 1969, 1970



IETE LY
1'140
1964
[RKEaE|

Hicrotincas

‘n’ﬂl

1nn.
10,
mnn.

less than ¢ nanzanas

1350
1716
1471

umall tincas

dobe 0 N nanzanas
1450
11,4
1471

Hodrumn tirne

Tob o nsl mAanzana s
1150}
19164
1471

Larage tirms

a7,
49,

(1PN
0
[P

‘l;:

ux

M P

JH
in.

B manzanas and ouer

1950
1964
1979

SOURCE: ‘AGRICULTURAL

Total
1950
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TABLE C-3
GURTENALA: AVERRAGE SIZE OF FARNS BY REGIONS
1950, 1964, 1979

Total Central South east Coast RAltiplanc Horth east North

Total .
1950 15.2 19.9 17.4 19.2 7.9 20.8 22.3
1964 13.5 17.6 16.9 17.7 6.7 19.7 18.%9
1979 11.1 12.0 12.4 14.1 1.9 13.8 21.3

Hicrofincas
less than 2 manzanas

1950 1.1 1.0 1.3 0.9 1.0 1.2 1.3

1964 1.0 1.1 1.2 0.8 1.0 1.1 1.5

1979 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.5 0.8 0.6 0.7
Small finceas
2 to < S manzanas

1950 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.2 3.1 2.9 3.0

1964 3.1 2.9 3.1 3.1 3.1 2.9 3.0

1979 3.2 3.6 2.9 3.1 3.3 3.0 3.1
Hediun firns
5 to < b4 nmanzanas

1950 13.2 13.1 14.6 17.1 11.9 14.7 12.7

1964 13.6 15.0 15.6 18.3 12.1 149.6 12.0

1979 15.4 18.8 14.7 16.0 14.6 16.7 14.6
Large tirms

1950 506.9 642.8 324.2 590.7 313.8 573.2 g72.2

1964 q27.4 510.1 293.3 444.6 309.4 q51.3 686.6

1979 331.1 469.7 314.5 486.7 429.9 345.3 238.0
SOURCE: AGRICULTURAL CENSUS, 1950, 1968, 1970

TRBLE C-4
GUATEHALR: PERCEMTRAGE OF CULTIVATED LAND
Total Central South East Coast Altiplano NHortiy East NHorth

Tatal

1950 28.5% 30.4% 29.6% q3.2% 311 18.7% 16.5%

1964 q7.2% 58.9% 54.7% 74.3% as.a2x 35.8% 29.9%

1979 47 .2 66.3% 50.3% 80.9% 40.6% 40.0% 23.92%
Hicrofincas .

950 0.0% n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

1964 99.9% n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

/979 91.4% 92.49% 107.8% 105.0% 80.3% 112.7% 93.2%
Snall finces

1950 83.7% n.a. n.a. n.s. n.a. n.a. n.a.

1964 82.6% n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

1979 77.1% 66.9% 95.3% 107.8% 65.6% 91.7% ’2.8%
Hedium firnms

1950 37.8% n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

1964 q5.3% n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

1979 q5.7% S7.7% 52.97% 100.6% 32.7% q2.1% 35.9%
Large firnms

1950 17.8% n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

1964 q1.1% n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

1979 42.5% 67.0% 4?2.3% 76.2% 28.1% 32.6% 60.8%

Note: Values greater than 100% nay be due to the practice of joint crops
as uwell as the possibility of tuo crops per year

SOURCE: Rgricul tural Census
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TABLE C-5
GURTEHALA: CULTIVATED LAND USE,
1969 AND 1979

TOorAL HICROFINCAS SHALL FINCRS HEDIUN FARNKS LARGE FRRNS
1364 1979 1964 1379 1964 1979 1964 1379 1969 1979
TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1. 0% nn.ox
Basic Foods q1.3% 37.49% 91.2% 87.4% 90.1Z 84.6% £8.0% 64.5% 19.4% 13.7Z
Corn 36.9% 32.3% 85.5% 728.3% 82.0% 73.7% 60.9% 55.5% 12.2% 11.49%
Beans 1.4% 2.2% 1.9% J3.0% 3.6% q4.7% 2.8% q4.2% 0.49% 1.0Z
Hheat 2.0X 1.492 2.6% 4.2% 3.0Z q.2% 3.12 2.3Z 1.3Z 0.3%
Others 0.9% 1.5% 1.12 1.9% 1.5 2.0% 1.7X 2.5% 0.5% 1.0
Agroindustry 21.7% 27.49% 7.5%2 10.7% 7.2% 12.3% 11.1% 15.7% 30.7% 36.2%
Coffee 12.4% 12.0% q4.7% ?2.22% 4.92 7.2% 7.7% 8.5% 16.68% 149.6Z
Cotton 4.8% 6.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0% 0.3% 0.1% B.2% 10.49%
Sugar Cane 2.2% 4.8 0.5% 0.5% 1.0Z 0.7% 1.8Z 1.5% 2.9% 7.2zx
Sorghun 0.9% 1.49% 2.0% 1.8% 1.0% 2.3% 0.6%Z 1.1% 0.92 1.49%
Others 1.3% 2.9% 0.2% 1.3% 0.49% 2.1%Z 0.6% 4.6% 2.0% 2.6%
Fruit 1.9% 2.9% 1.0% 1.49% 1.1 1.7% 1.5 3.4 1.49%Z 2.2%
Pastures 35.6% 32.9% 0.4~ 0.49% 1.5% 1.9% 19.492 16.5Z $3.5% 48.0%

SOURCE: Agricultural Census, 1964 and 1979

TL



TAB
GUATENALAs LABOR FORCE REQUL

TOTAL
1930 1979
TOTAL 102291.1 100.0% 192031.%
AGRICULTURE 65440.2 b64.0% 1214944.9
Basic Foods 45913.6
Corn 39433,3
Beens 1825.4
Uheet 17608.4
Vegetables 1873.1
Others 1012.4
Agroindustry 68258.0
Coffee 43433.2
Cotton 8544, 1
Suger Cane 8762 .4
Sorghun 1569.7
Carcaenon 2107.0
Sesane 1080.4
Rubber 1239.4
Others 1516.8
Frust 3512.5
Pastures 3769.8
CATTLE 10909.2 10.7% 25119.2
FORESTS 9434.2 9.2% 20421.2
ACMINISTPATION  16507.5 16.1% 25046.5
HEDIUR FARNS
1930
TOTAL 25074.5 100.0Z
. ACRICULTURE 19152.1 S6.42
Basic Foods
Corn
Beens
Wheat
Veqetables
Others
Agroandustry
Coffee
Cotton
Suqar Cene
Sorgnun
Cardsmon
Sesane
Rubber
Others
Fruit
Pastures
CATTLE 3130.5 12.%52
FORESTS 1003.4 27.27
ADNINISTRATION  5988.5 23.9%

100.0%
£3.2%
23.92

[
OO
' . 1)

ugeki

NWw
QOQ»‘Q‘A?“ (=1
.
"g"lﬂ
NN

a0
» @
NN

.
oo
MNNN

1.8%
2.0%
13.12
10.62%
13.0%

1929
41920.4
25619.5

16006.0
14250.2
795.3
$?4.0
96.0
370.5

773.1
4020.8
16.6
597.3
402.9
4760.0
727.7
73.4
614.4

649.2
431.3
6195.9
21011
7932.0

72

LE C-6

{Thousends of mnen/days)

HICROFINCRS
1950

17200.5 100.0%
9472.4 55.0%

1433.8
q312.1
1990.2

100.0Z
61.12

40,12
34,02
1.92
1.4
1.92
0.92

18.42
11.52
.0X
1.4%
1.0Z
11.47
1.72%
0.2%
1.5

1.52
1.0x
14.82
S.2x
18.9%

1979
26479.0
11579.5
9992.2
8913.5
216.2
453.2
248.2
163.0

1470.4
1009.3

1.1

55.2

232.0

aq.5

51.9

76.6

112.2

4.7

8.3 2432.2
25.12 8530.3

11.62 3937.1

LRROE FARNS
1930

41864.7 100.0%
30274.9 72,32

431.3 11.32
724.5 L7z
6134.1 14.72

RENENTS IN AGRICULTURE
1950 AND 1979

100.0%
q43.7%
32.7%
30.72%

0.82
1.72
0.92
0.6%
S.62
3.82
.02
Q.2
0.92
Q.2%
0.2%
0.0%
0.3%
g.4%
.ox
9.2%
32.2%

14.92

197%
100582.2
68932.2
6432.3

$215.2
383.1

1166.0
682.3

2576.5
3306.3
14180.7
690).1
10586.7

SOURCE: SEGEPLAN, “Agriculture, Poblecion y Emploo on Guatewale™, 1987

SHALL FINCRS
1950

18143.3 100.0x
11450.8 63.1%

1613.6 8.9X
2594.3 14.32
2394.7 13.2%

100.02
60.5%

0.5
0.3

$6.3%
35.9%
8.5X
8.0x
O.ex
1.85%
0.22
1.2%
0.7%

2.62
3.3
14,12
.92
10.5%

1979
23041.7
15313.8

1268).0
11056.9
461.8
631.2
29.1
214.5

2437.6
1444.0
4.8
111.6
497.0
103.3
133.2
143.5
174.6
18.6
2330.4
2806.7

2590.8

100.0:

66,5

55.0;
48.0:

2.0

2.7¢
1.4
0.9

10.67
6.3
.0/
0.5:
2.2
0.4;
0.6/
0.0
0.6;
0.8
0.V
.1
12.2

1.z
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TABLE C-7
GUATEMALA: LAND PER WORKER
BY REGION, 1964 AND 1979

(manzanag)
Total Land Cultivated Land
per worker per worker
TOTAL 1964 7.75 3.66
1979 7.42 3.50
CENTRAL 1964 7.60 4.48
1979 6.59 4.37
SOUTHEAST 1964 9.66 5.28
1979 8.40 4.22
COAST 1964 7.36 5.47
1979 6.64 5.37
ALTIPLANO 1964 5.00 1.76
1979 4.16 1.69
NORTHEAST 1964 8.43 3.01
1979 7.60 3.04
NORTH 1964 12.72 3.9
1979 10.04 2.40

" SOURCE: Agricultural Census, 1964 and 1979



Country
Requirerent
Active Pop.
Rvailable
surplus

Central
Requirenent
Active Pop.
flvailable
surplus

South East
Requirenent
Active Pop.
Available
surplus

Coast
Requirenent
fctive Pop.
Rvailable
surplus

Rltiplano
Requirenent
Active Pop.
Available
surplus

Horth East
Requirenent
Active Pop.
RAvailable
surplus

North
Requirenent
Rctive Pop.
Available
surplus

nan/days
1000upers
nan/days
nan/days

nan/days
1000upers
nan/days
nan/days

nan/days
1000upers
rnan/days
nan/days

nan/days
100Unpers
ran/days
nan/days

nan/days
100CHpers
rnan/days
nan/days

nan/days
10UCHpers
nan/days
nan/days

rnan/days
1000upers
nan/days
nan/days

Jan.

14454
1083

24309

10455
42.0x

4251
188
4324
73
1.7%

1848
149
34927
1579
46.12

3254
153

3519
265
7.5%

2436
349
7912
5416
£8.5%

1023
113
2599
1576
60.6X

1581
202
4646
3065
66.0%

Feb.

11564
1083

24309

13345
53.6%

3071
ie8
4324
1253
29.0%

1733
149
3427
1699
49.9%

1819
153
3519
1700
48.3%

2054
344
7312
58568
74.0%

1184
113
2539
1415
S4.9%

1703
202
4646
2943
63.3%

Har .

11680
1083

249909

13029
52.3%

2064
188
4324
2260
52.3%

130S
149
3427
2122
61.92

1519
153
3519
2000
56.87

4406
344
7912
3506
44.32

1040
113
2599
1559
50.0%

1545
202
4646
3101
66.7%

notes: source SEGEPLAN
average of 23 nan/days per nonth (ie 270712

PEA figures here do not include the additional adjustnent nade by SEGEPLAN

TRBLE T-8
GUATEHMALA: REQUIRENENTS OF LABOR FURCE
IN RGRICULTYURE, BY HOMNTH AND REGION, 1971
C(thousands of man/days)

fipr. Hay June July Hug. Sept.
17076 19957 14230 16116 11934 15572
1083 1083 1083 1083 1093 1083
249909 249909 24909 24303 243013 24303
7833 9952 10673 8793 12975 9337
31.49% 40.0% R.9% 35.3% S2.1% 37.5%
2967 2696 2425 3374 2778 3978
188 188 188 1868 188 188
4324 4324 4324 4324 4324 4324
1357 1628 1899 950 1546 846
J1.4Z 37.72% 43.3% 22.0% 35.82 19.8%
3143 2556 2527 2454 1865 1754
149 149 149 149 143 1499
34927 3427 3427 3427 3927 3922
281 871 900 973 1542 1673
a.3% 2S.4% 26.3% 28.49% 45.0% 48.8%
2658 2542 2781 3326 2817 9631
153 153 153 153 153 1S3
3513 3519 3519 3519 3519 3519
861 77 738 133 702 ~-1112
24.5% 27.8% 21.0% 5.5% 13,92  -31.6%
3868 3187 2555 3369 2015 1334
344 344 344 344 344 3449
7912 7912 7912 7912 7912 7912
4044 4725 43957 41543 5897 5978
51.1% 59.7% 62.7% S7.4X% 74.5% 75.6%
1558 1397 1335 1339 1038 - 1536
113 113 113 113 113 113
2593 2599 2599 2593 2593 2599
1041 1252 1264 1260 1561 i063
40.1% 48.2% 48.62 48.5% 60. 1% 40.3%
2881 2628 2206 2254 1400 2238
202 202 202 202 202 202
4696 4646 4646 4646 4646 4646
1765 2018 2440 2332 3246 2408

38.0% 43.9x 52.5% 51.52% 69.9% 51.8%

on unrenunerated fanily ucrkers

Oct.

19680
1083

24303
5229
21.0%

4504
188
4324
-180
-4.27

28493
1499

3427
584

17.0%

5874
153
3519
-2355
-66.9Z

2321
344
7912
5591
70.7%

1693
i13

2539
306

34.9%

2444
202
4646
2202
q7.49%

2

2

How.

2223
1083
4303
2686
10.8%

49472
188
4324
-148
-3.49%

2929
149

3427
498

14.5%

6376

i53

3519
2857
81.2%

4587
344
7912
3325
a2.0x

1306
113
2599
1293
49.7%

2553
202
4646
2093
45.0%

LT

223497
1083

24909
2562
.32

5252
igs
4329
~328
-21.5%

29
193

3427
480

14.02

6501
153
3519
-2982
-84.7%

3815
344
7912
4037
51.8%

1384
113
2599
1235
47.5%

2466
202
4646
2160
46.9%
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TRBLE C~-9
GUATENALA: DEGREE OF NECHANIZATION FOR PLOHING
AND TRANSPORT, BY TYPES OF FARHS,
1950, 1964, 1979

(1H TRACTORS TRUCKS
TOTAL
1950 56985 100.0% 765 100.0% 867 1090.0%
1964 36482 100.0% 3160 100.0% 1355 100.0%
1979 37440 100.0% 8331 100.0% 2eqe 100.0%
HICROFINCAS
1950 4271 7.5% 1} 0.0% 0 0.0%
1964 2037 5.6% 23 0.7% q? 3.5%
1979 587S 15.7% 201 2.3% 208 7.3%
SHALL FINCAS
1950 7026 12.3% 11 1.492 22 2.5%Z
1964 a571 12.5% 79 2.5% 419 3.6%
1979 6819 18.2% 224 2.5 152 5.3%
HEDIUNM FARNS
1950 19304 33.9% 45 5.9% 136 15.7%
1964 14011 38.49% 118 13.2% 275 20.3%
1979 15207 40.6% 1377 15.4% 17 25.2%
LARGE FARHS
1950 26384 46.3% 709 92.7% 7’09 81.8%
1964 15863 43.5% 2640 83.5% 984 72.6%

1979 9539 25.5% 7129 79.8% 1771 62.2%



TABLE C-10sa
GUATENMALA: ACTIVE POPULATION

Totel Central S.E. Coast Altiplan

PEA Total
1964 1387477 460527 154018 187559 355664
1979 2080163 700812 222663 218109 547953
PEA Agricul ture
1969 904823 167712 137014 129542 288653
1979 1082605 188094 149947 153029 3494412
Patronos
1964 24506 3339 5355 1983 7829
1979 30911 2563 5370 1769 6772
Seleried
1964 310916 75604 35269 65188 73459
1979 401273 107354 41661 81451 94152
Cuenta Propares
1964 393947 67758 63257 42833 138810
1979 76727 61009 77395 62926 167465
Fanily Horkers
19649 1754549 20811 33133 19538 68555
1979 173694 17168 25521 16883 76023

Adjustnent for
Famly Horkers
1964 210493 46947 30124 23295 70255
1979 303033 43841 51874 36043 91442
Rdjusted PER Agro
1964 1123316 214659 167138 . 152837 358908
1979 1385638 231935 201821 189072 435854

SOURCE: Agracultural Census, 1964 and 1979

TRBLE C-10b
GUATENALA: ACTIVE POPULATION

Total Central South Coast Alti~
East plano
PER Totel
1964 100.0% 33.2% 11.1% 13.5% 25.6%
1979 100.0% 33.7% 10.7% 10.52 26.3%
PER Agricul ture
1964 100.0Z 18.52 15.12 14.32 31.92
1979 100.0Z 17.42 13.9% 14.1 31.8%
Patronos
1964 100.0Z 13.62 21,92 8.1X 31.9%
1979 100.0% 8.32 17.4% S.7% 21.9%
Seleried

1964 100.0% 24.9 11.32 21.0% 23.6%2
1979 100.0% 26.8% 10.49% 20.32 23.5%

Cuente Propia
1964 100.0%Z 17.22 16.1% 10.9% 35.2%
1979 100.0% 12.82 16.2% 11.12 35.1%

Famly Norkers
1964 100.0% 11.9% 18.92 11,12 39. 1%
1979 100.0x 9.9% 14.7% 9.72% 43.8%

Adjustrent for
Family Horkers
1964 100.0% 21.5% 13.8% 10.7% 32.2%
1979 100.0% 14.52 17.1% 11.9% 30.2%
Adjusted PER Raro
1964 100.0% 19.12 14.9% 13.62 32.0%
1979 100.0% 16.72 14.6% 13.62 31.5%

SOURCE: Agriculturel Census, 1964 end 1979

TABLE C~10c

N.E.
113337
188640

85926
113344

2801
4031

24800
26380

42048
64707

16277
18226
25771
46481

111697
159825

North
Eest

8.2%
9.1

3.5
10.52

11.4%
13.02

8.0%
6.67%

10.7%
13.6%

9.3%
10.5%
11.8%
15.3%

9.9%
11.5Z

GUATENALA: ACTIVE POPULATION IN AGRICULTURE

fotel Central South Coast Alti~
East plenc
Patronos
1964 2.2% 1.62 3.2% 1.3 2.2%
1979 2.2% 1.1% 2.7% 0.9% 1.62
Seleried
1964 _27.7% 35.3% 21.1% Q.77 20.5%
1979 29.0% 46.3% 20.6Z 43.1% 21.6Z
Cuente Propare
1964 3S.1x 31.62 37.82 28.0% 38.7%
1979 3q.4x 26.3% 38.32 28.0% 38,42
Fanily lorkers
1964 15.6% 9.7% 19.8% 12.8% 19,12
1979 12.5% 7.4% 12.62 8.9% 17.47%
Rdjustment for
Femly Horkers
1964 19.5% 21.9% 18.0% 15.2% 19.6Z
1979 21.9% 18.9% 25.7% 19.12 21.02
Adjusted PEA Rgro
1964 100.02  100.0% 100.0%  100.0%  100.0%
1979 100.02 100.0% 100.0%  100.0x  100.0%

SOURCE: Raraculturel Census, 1964 end 1979 .

North
East

2.5%
2.5%

22.2%
16.5%

37.6%
40.52

14.6%
11.9%
23.12
29.1%

100.0%
100.0%

North
116392
201986

95976
201986

3199
10406

36396
50275

39241
53225

17140
19673
22101
33352

118077
167131

North
8.49x
9.7%

10.6X
18.7%

13.1%
33.7%

11.72%
12.52

10.0%
11.22

9.8%
11.92
10. 12
11.0%

10.5%
12.12

-
Nort
2.7%
6.2%

30.8%
30.1%

33.2%
.82

14.5%
11.9%
18.7%
20.02

100.0X
100.02



TRBLE C-11
GURTEHALA: DISTRIBUTION OF BANDESA LODANS
BY FARH SIZE, 1983

Percen’
Nunber Percent Armount of
of of of Loan
Size of farm Loans Loans Loans» Arount
Up to 2 ha. 5,413 29.8% 3,865.4 11.3%
2 =~ 4 ha. 4,170 23.0% 4,257.1 12.9%
q - 7 ha. 2,777 15.3% 4,355.9 12.7%
7 - 50 ha. 5,227 28.82% 13,696.2 39.92
50 ~ 300 ha. 568 3.1% 8,133.5 23.7%
Total 18, 155 100.0% 34,308.1 100.02
NOTE: ®-thousands of quetzales
SOURCE: PREALC Feport $266, June 1985,
based on BANDESA official reports.
TABLE C-12
GUATEMALA: COMPARISON OF SMALL-FARM PRODUCTION
BY FARM SIZE AND ACCESS TO CREDIT, 1974
(production values in quetzales per hectare)
Farms with Credit Furms without Credit
Total Total
Size of farm Altiplano National* Altiplano National*
0- 1 ha 1087 1121 429 446
1-5 hs. 299 354 245 334
S - 10 ha. 191 294 256 255
10 - 50 ha. 127 183 140 178

NOTE: *-excludes southern coast

SOURCE: Dats from 1974 Public Sector Agricultural
Survey published in PREALC Report #266, June 1985
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ANNEX D

INCOME AND EMPLOYMENT
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TABLE D-1
GUATEMALA: INCOME DISTRIBUTION BY REGIONS AND LEVELS OF ANNUAL FAMILY INCOME, 1980
(percent)
evels of annusl family income Total republic Metropolitan region Rest of urban sreas Rural areas
(Auetzales) (1) ] Y ] Y H Y H Y
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 15.3 39.8 20.6 21.8 64.1 38.4
0-1200 26.3 7.5 0.6 0.3 2.9 0.8 22.8 6.4
[0-2518]1
1201-2400 38.4 21.6 2.7 1.7 7.2 4.2 28.5 15.7
[2519-5035)
2601-4800 22.7 25.0 5.1 5.9 6.9 7.7 10.7 11.4
[5036-10070]1
4801-7200 6.2 11.9 2.8 5.4 2.1 4 1.3 2.4
[10071-151052
7201-12000 4.1 12.4 2.1 6.8 1.2 3.4 0.8 2.2
[15106-251761 '
12001-18000 1.4 6.4 1.1 5.0 0.3 1.3 .. 0.1
[25177-37764)
18001-36000 0.7 5.9 0.7 5.4 . 0.3 . 0.2
(37765-755281
36001-60000 0.1 1.9 0.1 1.9 L " L -
[75529- 1258001
60001 and over 0.1 7.4 0.1 7.6 " o " L

[125801 and over)

KEY
H = households
Y = family income
-« = legs than .1%
¥ = nil

NOTE: (1) Levels of income at 1980 prices. Bracketed figures show
same (evels of income, but adjusted by inflation st 1987 prices.

SOURCE: Direccion General de Estadistica, National Survey on Income and Expenditures, 1979-1981



Levels of annual fanily incone
(Quetzales)
(9 M)

TOTRL

08-~1200
[0-2518]

1201-2400
{2519-5035]1

2401-49800
£5036-10070]

4801-7200
£10071-151051

7201-12000
£15106-251762

12001-18000
(25177-377641

18001-36000
[37765-755281

36001-60000
£75529-1258001]

60001 and over
£125801 and overl

TRBL

E D-2

GUARTEHALA: AVERAGE FANMILY INCOHE BY REGIONS AND LEVELS OF HHNUAL FANRILY INCONE, 1980
Total republic Hetropolitan region Fest of urban areas Rural areas
Q/year Felative Q/year Relative Q/ycar  Relative Q/year  Relative
(4 ) @@ (¢ )] @@ 1@ )] @ (4} (€]
3051 100.0 7919 259.6 3236 106.1 1829 59.9
64021 [16617) 67901 [3838]
B6S 28.4 325 30.3 884 29.0 861 28.2
18151 13411 18551 £1807}
1716 56.2 1899 62.2 1797 58.9 1678 55.0
36001 €3985] 37701 [35211
3370 110.5 3569 117.0 3418 112.0 3246 106.4
70711 74891 [71721 [e811}
S814 190.6 5978 195.9 5799 130.1 5493 180.0
122001 [1254941 r121681 £11526]
9200 301.S 9316 305.3 017 295.5 9143 299.7
£193053 £195481] £189211 £191851
14433 973.1 14537 476.5 14065 461.0 13857 454.2
302851 305031 259133 [29077]
24452 801.4 24641 807.6 26457 867.2 18588 609.2
513082 517051 £55515) 39044]
45831  1502.2 45831 1502.2 -- -- - -
[36169] (961691
242754 7956.5 2427549 7956.5 - - - --
[509379] £509379]
NOTES: <(1> 1980 current prices. Bracketed figures adjusted by inflation at 1987 prices.

(2> Hational average = 100
SOURCE:

Direccion General de Estadistica, National Survey on Incone and Ewpenditures, 1979-1981

o8



TASLE D-3
GUATEMALA: INCOME DISTRIBUTION OF GAINFULLY EMPLOYED POPULATION, 1980
{percent)

Lavels of snrusl personal income

(Quatzales)
(3} Persone Income
T0TAL 100.0 100.0
0 0.7 .-
1-399 10.7 1.1
01-837
400-799 16.6 9.%
(838-1676)
800-1199 18.8 9.5
[1677-25131
1200- 1599 16.6 1".7
[2516-3355)
1600- 1999 9.6 8.7
[3356-4193)
2000-2399 5.9 6.5
[4194-5033)
2600-2799 4.8 6.3
(5034-5872)
2800-3199 3.7 5.7
[3873-6711)
3200-3399 2.0 3.5
(6712-7551)
3600-3999 2.1 4.1
(7552-8390)
4000-4799 2.4 5.3
(8391-10068)
48005999 2.1 3.8
(10069~ 12588)
6000-7999 1.6 S.6
{12587-16782)
8000-11999 1.3 6.4
(16783-25174)
12000+ 15999 0.4 3.2
[25175-33566)
16000~ 23999 0.3 3.1
[33567-50350)
24000-39999 0.2 3.4
(50351-83918)
40000- 79999 0.1 1.8
[83919- 167838)
80000 end over 0.1 3.3

(167839 and over)
NOTE: (1) Current prices. Bracketed fipures shov same {evels of
personal income but adjusted by infletion at 1987 prices.

SOURCE: Wission estimates bared on [NE, National Survey on Income and
end Expenditures, 1979-1981



TABLE D4

GUATEMALAS GAINFULLY BNPLOYED FOPULATION, BY OCCUPATIONAL CATRGORIES
AMD LEVELS OF ANNUAL PERSONAL INCOME, 1080

(paresnt)
Levels of snnual personal income
(Ouetamleon)
(1)) TOTAL Owrars
TOTAL 100.0 100.0
] 0.7 0.6
1-399 10.7 1.2
11-8371
400-T99 16.6 3.3
1838- 1676)
800-1199 18.8 ‘.9
[1677-2513)
1200- 1599 16.6 10.9
(2516-3355)
16001999 9.6 4.3
[3356-4193}
2000-239%9 5.9 2.3
[4194-5033)
2400-2799 4.8 3.8
15034-3872)
2800-3199 3.7 4.6
[3873-6711)
3200-3399 2.0 2.2
(6712-7531)
3600-3999 2.1 4.4
(7352-83%0)
4000-4799 2.4 3.3
(8391-10048)
4800-5999 2.1 6.3
{10069-12586)
6000+ 7999 1.6 10.5
[12587-14782)
8000- 11999 1.3 11.5
(16783-25174)
12000- 15999 0.4 8.8
[25175-33566)
16000- 23999 0.3 6.8
(33567-50350)
24000-39999 0.2 5.7
[30351-83918)
40000+ 79999 0.1 1.2
(83919 167838)
80000 and over 0.1 1.2

(167830 and over)

Saif
topioved

camanrs

100.0

0.3

9.4

6.3

1.7

1.7

1.4

1.5

1.0

0.3

0.1

Gov't
tapiovees

sessvaren

100.0

1.1

0.7

[N

10.6

8.6

4.7

10.6

13.3

8.6

8.7

9.8

r.8

4.1

1.1

0.1

NOTE: (1) Current prices. Bracketed figures show seme (evels of
personel income but adjusted by inflation at 1987 prices.

SOURCE: INE, Natlonel Survey on Income and Expenditures, 1979-1981

Private
Empioyess

100.0

0.7

9.0

17.9

21.2

19.0

10.1

5.6

1.7

1.7

1.1

0.9

0.3

0.1

0.1



Year

1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986

General

(ueighted average)

Q/n Inden
Consuner Price Hon. Real Non. Real Mon.

Inden (D @@
86.3 219 254 ’5.8 87.8 1299
94.8 254 268 872.9 9.7 1436
35.5 273 286 4.5 99.0 143S
100.0 289 283 109.0 :100.0 1560
103.3 298 288 163.1 99.8 1621
123.1 321 261 111.1 90.3 1860
163.4 385 236 133.2 91.5 2011
HOTES: (1) Current prices.

(2> Adjusted by inflation at 1983 prices.

TABLE D-S
GURTENALA: AVERAGE HAGES AND SALARIES IM THE FUORMAL
INDUSTRIAL SECTOR, BY OCCUPRTIONRL STRTUS,

Hanagers
Q/n Inden
Real Hon. Real
1493 82.9 96.0
1S1S 3.1 37.2
1565 395.8 109.3
1560 106C.0 100.0
1563 103.9 100.%6
1511 119.2 95.8
1231 128.9 ?78.9

Nonm .

ERE]
330
ans
41t
419
473

Se1

SOURCE: Nission estinates based on IHE, Quarterly Industriasl Survey, 1980-1386

1580~ 158

Llerical workers

()

Fleal

I3

b (X1

EHE

341

Irden
Hom. Rzsl
yz.”~ 9S.8
93.3 9IB.3
37,4 132.0
15C.2 19C.¢
Ly 32,3
113.7 s2.3
1349.3 82.%

Frodiction
Sm

-y
Faal

,-
o
¥y}

b
8]
VY

o

bl

¢

(W]

(]

2O S
I
o, Reosl
AT T
835.3 34
5.3 12C.
3.2 i8C
122.3 933,
1.2 3.
3.2 7S,
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TRBLE D-6
GUATEMALA: WAGES AND SALARRIES IM SELECTED LEADING PRIVATE
IMDUSTRIAL FIRNS, BY OCCUPATIOMAL STATUS, 1982-1987

General
(weighted average) Hanagers Supervisors
Consuner a/n Inden Q/n Indem Q/m Inden
Price Non. Real Mon. Real Hon. Reeol Hon. Real Nom. Real Non. Real
Year Inden D D
1982 g95.5 467 489 91.6 95.9 1630 1707 87.5 91.6 794 831 93.4 97.8
1983 100.0 S0 510 100.0 100.0 1863 1863 100.0 100.0 850 850 100.0 100.0
1984 103.3 533 S16 104.49 101.2 1956 18919 105.90 101.6 898 869 105.6 102.2
1985 123.1 617 501 121.0 98.3 2262 1838 121.4 98.6 989 803 116.3 94.5
1906 163.4 723 446 192.9 87.4 2726 1668 196.3 89.5 1177 720 138.4 g4.7
1387 181.2 834 460 163.5 930.2 3167 1747 170.0 93.8 1379 6l 162.2 B89.5
Clerical workers Production workers '
. Q/n Inden Q/m Inden
Non. Real Non. Real Non. Real Non. Real
Year
1982 483 S06 93.5 97.8 259 271 91.5 95.8
1983 517  Si17 100.0 100.0 283 283 100.0 100.0
1984 532 515 102.9 99.6 300 290 105.9 102.5
1985 658 535 127.3 103.49 324 263 114.5 93.0
1986 7?6 475 150.2 91.9 7?7 231 133.2 81.5
1987 867 478 167.8 92.6 439 240 153.3 84.6

NOTES: (1) Current prices.
(2) Adjusted by inflation at 1983 prices.

SOURCE: Hission estimates based on Profesionales Consultores Rsociados,
Los salarios en Guatenala: Analisis de los ultimos S anos, 1982-1987
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TABLE D-7
GUATEHRLA: INDUSTRIAL HAGES RAND SRLARIES

1974 1983
size of establishnent by nunber size of establishnent by nunber
of uorkers of workers
unit Total St9 10 to 19 2C to SO over 50 Total S to 9 10 to 19 20 to 50 over 50
Nunb.Establ. 1 1860 927 404 296 233 1790 692 495 383 220
100.0x 49.8% 21.7% 15.9% 12.5% 100.0% 38.72 27.7% 21.4% 12.3%
Val .Prod. HnQ 900.9 16.7 38.3 313.5 S32.4 1964.5 41.3 135.4 738.8 10639.0
100.0x 1.9% 4.3 J34.8% 59.1% 100.0% 2.12 5.9% 37.6% 54.49%
Rverage Enploynent 1 65731 S$547 6858 23171 30155 75779 5079 6013 29674 33013
100.0% 8.49% 10.49% 35.3% 45.9% 100.0% 6.7% 10.6Z 33.2% 43.8%
Hages,Sclaries HuQ 83.2 2.4 5.6 25.4 49.9 200.4 6.0 15.8 74.4 104.1
10C.0% 2.9% 6.72% 30.5%Z 60.0Z 100.0% 3.0% 7.9% 37.1Z 51.9%
Other labor costs HuaQ 11.1 0.2 0.7 c.9 7.3 27.0 0.6 1.8 9.5 15.0
Y of uage bill > 13.32 8.3% 12.5% 11.4% 14.6% 13.5% 10.0% 11.4z 12.8% 14.4%
Hen/hours H u n/hrs 123.6 8.3 12 97.2 56.1 128.7 7.5 12.7 53.3 55.2
100.0% 6.7% 9.7% J38.2% 45.9Z 100.0% 5.8% S.9% 41.49% 42.9%
ordinary H u n/hrs 114.4 8.1 11.7 43.7 50.9 121.8 7.5 12.4 49.9 Se2
100.0% 7.1% 10.2% 38.2% 44.5% 100.0% 6.2% 10.2Z 41.0% q2.7%
extraord. Htu nhrs 9.2 0.2 0.3 3.5 5.2 6.9 0 0.3 3.4 3.2
100.0% 2.2% 3.3% 38.0% 56.5% 10G6.02 0.0Z 4.32 49.3% 46.49%
AUTHORS "CALCULATIONS
Average wage’/hr Q 0.67 0.29 .47 0.54 .89 1.56 0.80 1.24 1.40 1.89
Rverage hours/nth hrs
per uorker 156.7 124.7 145.8 169.8 155.0 141.5 123.1 132.1 1493.7 139.3
Ruerage incone/nth )
Current Q 105.48 36.06 68.05 91.35 137.90 220.38 98.449 164.32 208.394 262.78
Real <1980) Q 1938.38 67.81 127.38 171.981 259.35 183.60 94.25 140.62 178.81 224.88
Average hrs’day hrs 7.0 S.S 6.5 7.5 6.9 6.3 S.5 S.9 6.7 6.2

~

dq

NOTE: <a) According to the definitions of the survey, this iten should be at least equal to 19.6Z of the uage bill,
and include 10X as enployers®contribution to the 1GSS, 12 as employers® contribution to the
Instituto de Recreacion de los Trabajadores C(IRTRAY, 0.3% as contribution to the Institute
Tecnico de Capacitacion (INTECAP), and a monthly provision or B8.3% for the "thirteenth month"
or fguinaldo.
fAll these charges are nandated by lau.
It is interesting to see that, across the types of firns in the survey, the percentage of other uage costs
renain consistently belou uhat is a legal mininun.

SOURCE : Industrial Surveys
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ANNEX E

NUTRITION AND HEALTH
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DESCRIPTION OF MZTHODOLOGIES AND
SAMPLES USED FOR DIFFERENT SURVEYS, CENSUSES AND STUDIES

1965: Nutritional Evaluation of the Population of Central
America and Panama.

Conducted by INCAP (Instituto de Nutricion de Centro America y
Panama), the Cuatemalan Ministry of Health and the National
Health Institute, USA (International Research), survey provides
baseline data for apprcximately 854 children aged 0-5 years.
The sample, based on the 1964 Census, includes 800 families out
of 40 communities in the rural areas of the country and
represents six different departments. Communities selected all
have less than 25,000 inhabitants. Measurements for children
are classified according to the Iowa standards, which were, much
later, translated by INCAP into Gomez Index and Z-Scores for
comparisons over time.

1978: Regionalization of Nutritional) Problems in Guatemala.

Conducted by INCAP and the Secretaria General del Consejo
Nacional de Planificacion Economica, published with USAID
funding, 1980.

Sample Size: Nationwide, &rural bias. Contains 114
municipalities with 355 communities of 1less than 2,499
inhabitants, based on the 1973 Census. Includes 3,317 families
and 4,120 children, 6 to 60 months old. Regions selected had
the highest concentration of agricultural workers and farmers:
30% of the population in the sample were small farmers (between
1-5 manzanas of land) and 19% were agricultural wage earners.

In Guatemala City, only urban marginal areas were selected:
Anthropometric data on children is presented according to the
Gomez classification and has not been adjusted to Z-Scores. This
study was the first attempt to introduce the functional
classification methodology in Guatemala and because of the
severity of undernourishment found, publication was forbidden by
the government from 1978 until 1986. At the time of the mission,
it was extremely difficult to get a copy. The functional
classification presents malnutrition rates of children according
to the parental income, occupation and educational level; access
to basic services; and geographical area of residence. It allows
for the identification, with a high degree of precision, of the
socioeconomic causes of child malnutrition within the household
and for the targeting of program interventions to specific areas
and income groups considered "most at risk".
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1986: National Simplified Health and Nutrition Survey for the
child and Mother.

Conducted by INCAP and MOH of Guatemala.

Sample Size: 119 communities representative of 24 health areas
within 8 departments. It is a rural survey of small communities
between 500-1,000 inhabitants, where approximately 20% of the
population lives.

Includes: 18,691 families
92,665 persons
9,637 children, 0-36 months old

Has been designed as a longitudinal study of mother and child:
these communities are used to monitor growth (weight/age) of
children on a permanent basis (1985-1986 and 1987).
Anthropometric data is presented according to the Z-Score
classification.

1986: First National Height Census of First Grade School
Children in Guatemala.

Conducted by INCAP and the Ministry of Education (Unidad USIPE).

It is the first attempt to conduct a census nationwide of the
height of all 1st-grade school children. All chiidren aged 6-9
years and enrolled in primary school were measured by their
teachers.

Sample Size: 205,956 children

6 years old = 14% Male: 53.6%
7 years old = 38% Female: 46.4%
8 years old = 29%
9 years old = 19%
Data is presented according to 2-Score classification. The

census has a strong socioeconomic and urban bias, because it
relies on primary school access and enrollment and therefore
underestimates rural malnutrition. Details are discussed in the
main text of this study.

1987: Encuesta Nacional Comunitaria de Conocimientos, Actitudes
y Practicas de Salud Materno-Infantil (KAP)

Conducted by INCAP, Guatemalan Ministry of Health

Sample Size: 17,751 families
103,092 persons
43,472 children, 0-5 years old
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Contains results of a series of health indicators (no
anthropometric measurements) and assessments of maternal
knowledge of health-related subjects.

1983: Family Planning and Maternal/child Health Survey.

Conducted by APROFAM (Asociacion pro-Bienestar de la Familia),
CDC (Atlanta), INCAP and USAID.

Survey questionnaires were translated into the five main Mayan
dialects. It 1is principally a family planning survey, but
contains results of other maternal and child health indicators,
especially of immunization coverage and prevalence of diarrhea.
Sample has an urban bias (e.g., the urban areas represented 31%
of the total sample while comprising only 22% of the total
population), especially for the Dept. of Guatemala, which is
overweighted. Small rural communities of 1less than 1,000
inhabitants are not included. The rural areas represented 69% of
the sample, but contained 78% of the total population at that
time.

Sample Size: 4,775 households
4,185 children, 0-5 years old
3,670 women, 15-44 years old

1987: National Maternal/Child Health Survey.
Conducted by Westinghouse, Guatemalan MOH, INCAP and USAID.

Contains data similar to the APROFAM 1983 family planning
survey. However, the balance between the urban and rural areas
has been corrected in the sample and adjusted to the proportions
found in the socio-demographic survey of the National Statistics
Institute (INE), which are 36% urban and 64% rural.

Sample Size: 5,459 households
5,160 women, 15-44 years old

Includes small rural villages of approximately 500 inhabitants.
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TABLE E-1
SUHMMARY OF CRITERIA USED TO CLRSSIFY
UNDERNOURISHHENT IN CHILDREM AGED D-5 YERRS

Gonez Height-for-Age Inden Haterlouw Height~for-Height and Height-for-RAge Indices
Nutritional Status Height-for-Age Nutritionsl Status Height-for-Height Height-for-fge
1. Nornal 907 and over 1. Nornal Mornal (>BS2D Normal <>30X)
2. lst degree 75% - 89.9% 2. Stunting (chronic Low (>B5% Low (<907

undernutrition)
3. 2nd & 3rd degree less than 757
3. Hasting C(ecute Low ¢<BSZ> Normal <>90%)
undernutrition)
4. Hasting and Low (<85%> Lo (<907
stunting

Z Scores CNCHS)x

Nutritional Status MWeight/Age, Height/Age and Height/Height Scores

1. Severe ) -3.0 SD (Standard Deviation)
2. NHoderate -2.0/2.9 SD

3. Nornal +1.9/-1.9 SD

4. Over +2.0 SD

N=-Z Score classifications are based on norns developed by the U.S. National
Center for Health Statistics (NCHS) according to the median Ci.e., "normal
neasurerents of U.S. children as per their age and sen. They are
based on scientific evidence that 96% of growth-related problens in
infants worlduide are the product of environment and not genetics.



Year

1965

1976

1378

1985-1986%
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TABLE F-2

GUATENALA: HEIGHT/AGE UNUERNOURISHHENT IM RURAL ARERS

74.49%

82.6%

77.0%

AHONG CHILDREM RGED 0-5 YERARS

Z-Score Categories

Z-Score
Total

Functional Hoderate Severe
classification (-2.0/-2.9 sD> (<-3.0 5D>
25.7% 10.8%

32.6% 15.6%

72.6% 31.5% 12.1%

34.0% N.A.

NOTE: #--Data from the final report, Mational Simplified Health
and Mutrition Survey for Hother & Child, conducted by INCAP and
the Guatemalan Hinistry of Health in August 1986 with & rural
sanple of 9,637 children completely different than the 1985 sanple
of 854 children.

SOURCE: Data from the 1965, 1976 and 1978 INCAP Mational surveys. Conparisons
and analysis can be found in: "Reanalisis, bajo nuevos criterios
uniformes de los datos antropometricos de las encuesta: nacionales de
de nutricion, Gustemala,'" INCAP, Guatenala.

Age (months)
TOTAL
0-5
6 -1

12-23
2 - 35
36 - 47
48 - 59

TABLE E-3
GUATEMALA: NATIONAL WEIGHT/AGE CHILD
UNDERNOURISHMENT, BY AGE GROUP, 1965

Number Z-Score Categories
of Moderate Severe 2-Score

children (-2.0/-2.9 SD) (<-3.0 SD) Totsl
854 21.0% 9.3% 30.3%

66 3.0% 1.5% 4.5%

98 13.3% 16.3% 27.6%

166 34.9% 11.4% 466.3%

165 23.0% 15.2% 38.2%

185 23.2% 8.6% 31.8%

174 28.7% 5.2% 33.9%

SOURCE: INCAP

q48.27

43.6%

34.0%
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TRABLE E-4
GUATEHMALAR: NATIONAL HEIGHT/AGE CHILD
UNDERMOURISHHENT, BY AGE GROUF, 1965

Nunber Z-5core Categories

of Hoderate Severe 2-Score

Age (nonths> children -2.0/-2.9 5D (<=3.0 SD» Total
TOTAL 791 24.6% 25.62% 50.2%
0-5 65 9.2% 3.1% 12.3%
6 - 11 93 18.3% 15.1% 33.49%
12 ~ 23 159 31.2% 37.7% 68.7%
29 - 35 147 28.6% 27.2% 55.8%
36 - 47 172 30.8% 32.0% 2.8%
48 - 59 160 30.0% 38.87 68.8%

SOURCE: INCRP

TRBLE E-5
GUATEHALA: HEIGHT/AGE UNDERNOURISHHENT IN RURRAL
AREAS AMONG CHILDREM RGED 0-S YEARS, 1965-~1978

Z2-Score Categories

Gonez Hoderate Severe
Year Inden  (-2.0/-2.9 SO (<-3.0 s Ifffif
1965 47.6% 28.3% IL.7E 60.0%
1976 42.9% 29.6% 27.4% S57.0%
197¢ 449.0% 27.9%. 31.8% 59.7%
1978% 75.8%

NOTE: X--Functional classification using Gomez Indeu.

SOURCE: INCAP



GUATEHALA: HEIGHT/HEIGHT UNDERNODURISHYENT TN RURAL

TABLE E-B

AREAS AHONG CHILDREM AGED 0-5 YERARS, 1965-1978
Z-Srore Cotegories

Hoderate Severe Z2-Score
Year (-2.0/-2.9 s (<=3.0 SD> Total
1965 2.0% 0.9% 2.9%
1976 5.3% 1.2% 6.5%
1978 3.12 0.2% 3.3%2

SOURCE: IHWCAP
TABLE E-7

Total population

Total males

Total ferales

Total population

Total nales

Total females

GUATENALA: FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATIOM SURVEY OF GONEZ INDEX

UNDERNOURISHHENT IM CHILDREN AGED 0-59 HONTHS,

Height-for-Age Scores

1978

Nunber
of ist 2nd 3rd Total degree
Respondents MNormal degree degree degree undernourish
4117 27.4x 44.0% 25.0% 3.6% 72.62
2073 26.9% 44.0% 25.3% 3.7% 73.0%
2044 27.87% 44.0% eq4.7% 3.6% 72.3%
Height-for-fAge~Scores
4120 24.1% 30.9% 27.9% 17.02% 75.8%
2074 23.0% 32.8% 28.5% 15.7% 77.0%
20496 25.2% 26.9% 27.3% 18.6% 74.8%

SOURCE: INCAP and SEGEPLAN, "Regionalizacion
de problenas nutricionales,"-1978

o)
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TABLE E-8
GUATEMALA: CHILD WEIGHT/AGE UNDERNOURISHMENT
BY AGE GROUP, 1978

Age Z-Score
(months) (-2.0 sD)
0-2 7.3%
3-5 10.6%
6-8 20.6%
9-1 32.7%
12 - 14 45.7%
15 - 17 45.0%
18 - 20 43.4%
21- 23 42.3%
2 - 26 42.6%
27 - 29 41.0%
30 - 32 38.6%
3-35 41.4%
TOTAL 33.6%

SOURCE: INCAP



TABLE E-9
GUATEHALA: FIRST NATIUNAL HEIGHT CENSUS OF lIst GRADE
SCHOGLCHILDREN <RGED 6-9 YERRS)>; CLASSIFICATION OF NUTRITIOMAL STATUS, 1986

Popul ation in Census

Nutritional status n ra
TOTAL 205,959 100.0
Hornal 129,006 B2.6
Total undernocurishnent rate 76,953 37.49
~-Hoderate undernourishnent 59,670 239.0
--Severe undernourishnrent 17,283 8.4

SOURCE: HNinisterio de Educacion (USIPE> and INCAP

TABLE E-10
GURTEHALA: FIRST NATIONAL HEIGHT CENSUS OF 1st GRADE
SCHOOLCHILDREN C(AGED 6-9 YERRS)

Classification of departnents according to degree of malnutrition reported in Rugust 1986

tloderate
No sisk Lou risk risk High risk

0%-15.92> €(16.0%-25.92) (26.0%-35.92%> (36.0%-50.92>
tone Escuintla 25.82 Retalhuleu 34.7%  San Harcos 45.72
Izabal 25.2%2 Chiquinula 33.5XZ Quetzaltenango 44.5Z
Jutiapa 25.2%2 El Peten 29.6%Z  Suchitepequez 41.5%
Zacapa 24.1%  Guatenal ax 28.7%2  Sacatepequez 41.1%
Ciudad Capital 20.3% Santa Rosa 27.5% Baja Verapaz 38.4%
El Progresc 26.9%2 RAlta Verapaz 38.32%

Jalapa 37.5%
NOTE: R--Departnent of Guatenala runicipalities, encluding Guatenals City.

SOURCE: Hinisterio de Educacion (USIPE> and INCRP

Severe
undernourishnrent
(51% and cver)

Solola
Totonicapan
El Quiche
Chinal tenango
Huehuetenango

64.62
60.92
52.9Z

S51.8%

S6
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TAULE E~11
GUATEMALA: LEVELS OF HALNUTRITION BY DEPARTHENT, 1970 HHD 1986

Classification of departnents according Lo 1906 Z~Scores

e e o o A ot St O o | W04 S S Y OON A S0 e A B e 0o B B o A8 Db ot P O B i Ot o RO

Hoderate Severe
No risk Lou risk risk High risk undernourishnent,
0%-15.8%> <16.0%-25.9%) (26.0%-35.91 (36.0%~50,9%> (51% and aver)
Hone El Peten Retalhul eu San Narcos Mone
I1zabal Chigquinula Uuntzal tenango
Jutiapa Escuintla Totonicapan
Zacapa Alta Verapoz El Quiche
Sacatepequez Dajsy Verapaz
Chi nal tenanqo Sulola
Guatenala Horte Jalapa
Suchi tepequez H-~huetenango

Santa Foza
Guatensla 5Sur
Anatitlan

El Progreso

Classification of departrents according to 1978 Gonez Indeu scores

e s i o i . e B i e L s Y i (S B v B S e o i it Y O D o o S B e e e o i e e i o B G ot e

None None None Hone All depts. surveyed:

Guatenal a
Escuintla
Suchi tepequez
El Progreco
Baja Verapaz
Huehuetenanqo
Solola <B2.5%)
Chiquinula
Jalapa

Alta Verapaz

SOURCE: IMCHP



Guatenala
El Salvador
Honduras
Hicaragua
Costa Rica

Panana

Birth rate
@

190u 1986
93 41
48 38
51 40
S1 12
47 23
41 e7

b) Deaths per 1,000 live births

(c> Deaths per 1,000 live births

TRABLE E-12

CENTRAL ANERICAM BIRTH AND NORTALITY RATES, 196i1-1386

Infant mortality

rate

1360

125
1492
144
1490

84

b9

G-1 yrsd
(€]
1986

bl
61
71
64
18

23

Hortality rate

0-S yrsd
<c>
1360 1986
230 s
206 a3
232 112
210 100
121 23
105 39

MOTES: <a) finnual births per 1,000 inhabitants

(d> Annual deaths per 1,000 irnhabitants

SOURCE: Central fmerica Report, based on UNICEF data, 1388

Uverall mortality

1368

N

17

13

13

190

10

rate
(A

1366

3

3

8

q

5

Life erpectancy

Cyears)
1369 1336
<6 £1
S £7
97 =l
<7 23
82 T3
&1 a2

.6
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TRBLE E-13
PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREM UNDER 1 YERR OF RGE WITH REPORTED
ITHMUNIZRTION IN CENTRAL AHERICAR, PANANA AND BELIZE, 1980-1986

Heasles Tuberculosis

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986

GUATEHRLRA% 2372 ax 1272 97 249%2 23% 46% 36% 29%2 28X 24% 33X2 302 31%

Belize - Q02 S1x 437 47 492  85% - Sqx 752 81% B2 91 949y

Costa Rice 60X F9r  G7% a2 7S% 81% 95X 80x gl1x B8lx 85x 81 asz 92X

El Salvadorss q5%  44x  43x 162 417z 712 452 S6% 47%  4dex  48x 22X 502 S1x

Honduras 1% 34x Q8 439 442 53X 60x 25% q1x  S0x 55z 41 652 7z

Hicaragua 15%  20% 40 Iz QX 4992 S50 33% 6S% B2X 80%X 88X 87% 935Z

Panana q97x 52X  eqx 602 657 B3x 73X 68%X F7% 83%2 8l1% 2?2 94x 912

Polio Diphtheria

1980 1981 1982 1983 19849 1985 1986 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986
GUATEMALAX qQ2x 38X 495X 43 q 9x 33% azx 3Bz 45% Q3% LF4 X 33
Belize - S1Z S2% 612 Sa4x 60% 82% - 59% 61x 59% S92 59X 82
Costa Rica 862 85%7 60X 842 76x 75% 0% 862 85% 80x 84X 76X 7S% 0%
El Salvadorxs q:x 38X qx 20%x 312 S4r 702 432 422 492% 21X 31X Sqx 20%
Honduras 312 3% 4972 512 7?3~ 59 63% 28% 3972 462 52X 41X S8z 62%
Nicaragua 212 24z r7ox ?5x 72% 70X asx 15% 232 262 227 30X 35% 402
Panana Q5% 50% 612 80% Blx 7?12 70X 77 492 61X bBI1X 59X 3% 70%

NOTES: ®--1980-1983 pclio and diphtheria dota for Guatenals represent only 2 dos

MM--1980-1982 polio and diphtheria data for El Salvador represent only 2 doses

SOURCE: UNICEF Guatemala, 1987 Annual Report



TABLE E-~14

PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN LESS THRM S YERRS OF AGE WITH REPORTED

COHPLETE POLIO, DIPHTHERIA AND HEASLES IMHUNIZATIOM, BY AGE OF CHILD,

IM GURTEMALA, 1983

Age of Child (yrsd>

TOTAL 0 1 2 3
Polio 33.42 5.3% 28.07% q3.2% 48.3%
Diphtheria 33.0% 5.5% 28.37% q2.87% 96.7%
Heasles 53.0% 11.3% 54.9% 66.0% 69.0%
Nunber of Cases
(unueighted) 4,185 B37 846 784 843

SOURCE: APROFAH/CDC--Guatenala Family Planning and Haternal
and Child Health Survey, 1983

TABLE E-15

GUATEMALA: PER CAPITA CALORIC AND PROTEIN AVAILABILITY, 1978-1985

1978-1980 1981-1983 1984 1985
Calories 2200 2115 1885 2082
X of daily 97.8% 94.0% 83.8% 92.5%
requirements*
Protein 52.5 52.2 4r.7 50.9
(grams)
X of daily
requirements** 114.1% 113.5% 103.7X% 110.7%

NOTES: *--Minimum daily caloric intake calculated as 2250 calories
per person, based on INCAP recommendstions adjusted
according to the population’s young age.

**-.Minimum daily protein intake calculated as 46 grams

per person.

SOURCE: Balance sheets, Instituto Nacional de Estadistica (INE)
de Guatemala, 1985 and 1986

q

43.5%
9_2.9%
65.77%

87.5

C\U\



Urban
Other

Rural

Urban
Other

Rural

Urban
Other

Rural

ROTE:
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TABLE E-16

GURTEMRLH: ESTIHATED PER CAPITA CALORIC IMTHKE

PER TNCOME LEVELX, 1980-1981

Incone Lovels

Sector 1 2 3 q S
(Hetropolitan) 1,728 1,884 2,284 2,654 2,863
Urban Areas 1,914 2,057 2,487 2,764 3,036

1,942 2,288 2,619 2,839 3,147
ESTIHATED FARHILY FOOD EXPENDITURES RS
A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL FAHRILY EXPENDITURES
(Hetropolitan) 55.2% 54.1% $5.9% 50.5% 44,62
Urban Areas MN.A. M.A. H.A. N.R. N.R.
69.32% 668.9% 685.3% 59.5% 61.22%
ESTINATED FARILY FOOD EXPENDITURES
RS R PERCENTRGE OF RVERAGE INCOHE
(Hetropolitamn) B8l1.67% 58.4% az.7% 40.2% 31.2z
Urban Areas N.A. N.A. K.A. N.A. N.A.
64.27 58.8% 50.8% q1.5% 35.72
#-~Yearly fanily incone levels in quetzales <1 US$ = 1 Quetz

Level 1: 0 - 1200
Level 2: 1201 - 2400
Level 3: 2401 - 4800
Level 4: 4801 - 7200
Level S: 7201 - 12000

SOURCE: National Survey on Income Enpenditures, 1979~1981, Vol II,

INE, Guatenala.
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ANNEX F

WATER SUPPLY AND SANITATION



HOH

HOH

Year
1980
1984
1984
1986

Year

1380
1984
1984

1986

@

@@

Total
popul ation
(89

7,000
7,800

8,300

Total
popul ation
(9 )

TABLE F-1

GUATEHALA: HISTORICAL UATER SUPPLY RND SANITATION COVERAGE
(1980-1986)
HATER SUPPLY
All Areas Urban Areas
Pop. Percent Urban Total Percent
served served pop. served served
($)) ($ )] (9}
3,200 45.7%2 2,700 2,400 88.9%
3,500 44.9% 3,100 2,300 74.2%
33.8%

3,700 44.6%Z 3,400 2,400 70.6%

SANITATION
All Areas Urban RAreas
Pop. Percent Urban Totel Percent
served served pop. served served
(¢ 1 (4
2,100 30.02 2,700 1,200 44.4%
2,600 33.32 3,100 1,300 41.9%
24.0%
2,800 33.7% 3,400 1,400 q1.22%

NOTES: <1> Population figures rourided to nearest thousand

(2> HOH = Guatenalan MHinistry of Health

Rural Areas

Rural Total Percen

pop. served served
D D

4,300 800 18.67

4,700 1,200 25.5%

4,800 1,300 26.5%

Rural Areas

Rural Total Percen

pop-. served served
($)) D

4,300 300 20.97

4,700 1300 27.7%

4,300 1400 28.6%Z

SOURCE: Central Anerican Hater and Sanitation Health Project,
AID/LAC, Mashington, D.C., 1987

coT
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ANNEX G
EDUCATION



Without Instruction
Some Primary Education
Some Secondary Education

Higher Education

SOURCE: World Bank estimates based on census data

Levels/Indicators

Pre-primary:
Students per tescher

Primery:
Students per teacher

Overaged atudents
Incomplete schooling

Percent of teachers
without trafning

1950

72.0%

29.5%

1.9%

0.2%

104

TABLE G-1
GUATEMALA: EDUCATIONAL LEVELS OF THE ECOMOMICALLY
ACTIVE POPULATION, 19%0-1981

TABLE G-2
GUATEMALA: EDUCATIONAL INDICATORS AT THE

Urban
Public Private

39

58%

5%

3%

26%

18%

6%

1964

65.3%

30.8%

3.4%

0.5%

1973

55.5%

38.5%

5.3%

0.7%

PRE-PRIMARY AND PRIMARY LEVELS, 1983

Rural
Public Private

40

40

5%

51X

10%

SOURCE: USIPE, Centro de Procesamiento de Datos, 1983 and

Vorid Bank, 1984

76%

1981

44.0X

43.6%

9.5%

2. x

Total

" public & Private

wesecssccssvsscas
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Year

1975
1976
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
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TRBLE G-3
GUATENALA: GOVERNHENT BUDGETRHRY ALLOCATIONSK
FOR EDUCATION, 1975-~1982

Allocations

(nillions of quetzales) Percentages
-------- i of Total-—--------—
Current Capital Government
Enpendi tures Enpendi tures Total Budget of GDP
77.1 7.7 84.8 16.0% 1.6%
82.5 7.4 89.9 13.0% 1.7%
86.2 11.5 9.7 13.0% 1.5%
96.3 19.3 115.6 13.0% 1.6%
119.8 3.8 153.6 15.0% 1.9%
130.5 39.4 169.9 17.0% 2.3%
129.6 27.0 156.6 15.0% 2.3%
123.86 23.9 197.5 16.0% 2.1x

NOTE: X-~Includes

eHpendi tures of the Hinistries of Education, Finance,

Agricul ture, Defense and Governance; the Technical Institute for

Training

and Productivity CINTECAP); and the School Construction

Unit CUCEED in the Ninistry of Communications and Public Horks.

SOURCE: Central governnent budget, various years, and
Horld Bank, 1964.

TRABLE G-4
GUATENALR: EDUCATIONAL ENROLLMENT RATES, 1984

Gross Net
Enrollnents Enrollnent Enrollment Conpletion
Level ¢in 000s> Rate Ratex Rate
Preprinary 25.0 10.0% 10.0% -
Prinary 953.0 78.0% 63.0% .52
Secondary 188.0 18.0% 15.0% 59.1%
Higher 57.0 8.0x -- --

NOTE: X--Corresponds to age group

SOURCE: Horld Bank, 1384



TABLE G-S
GUATENALA: REPETITION, DROPOUT AND
PROHOTION RATES IN GRARDES 1-4, 1979-1382

Repetition rates Dropout rates Pronotion rates
Grades 1979 1980 1982 1979 1980 1382 1979 1380 1982
1 51.6% 54.7% 49.4% 6.0% 4.0% 5.2% q2.49% 91.3% 45.42%
2 29.9% 34.9% 31.4% 12.6% 7.6% 7.7% 58.0% S7.8% 60.97%
3 30.2% J34.2% 28.2% 3.2% 9.2% 10.3% 60.6% 61.62% 61.52
4 25.7% 25.6% 24.8% 6.8% 2.49% 12.8% 67.5Z 72.0% 62.4%
S M.A. H.A. 28.1% N.A. H.A. 14.2% H.A. H.A. S7.7%
6 H.A. H.A. 35.9% H.A. N.A. 11,12 NH.A. N.R. 53.0%

SOURCE: Horld Bank estinates fron data by age and grades in 1979, 1880,
1981, 1982 and 1883 fron USIPE, Centro de Procesaniento de Datos.

90T
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ANNEX H

U.S. FOOD AID



Cannodities:

KRheat
Vegetable 0il
Tallou

Corn

Rice

TOTAL

THBLE H-1
GUATENALA: RIOUNTS AND VALUES OF CONHODITIES
INPORTED UNDER PL-480, VITLE I, 1984-1967

1984
thousands
netric of netric
tons dollars tons
-——- - 56,000
8,000 7,000 €,000
- -—- 10,400
8,000 7,000 7,400

198S

thousands
of
dollars

19,600
(4 )]

netric
tons

12,000

113,000

1908

NOTES: (1> The private sector inported only $5.6 nillion of tallou cut of
$7.0 available under the agreenent betuecen the U.S. and Guatenalan
governnents, thereby reducing the total value of connodity inports

in F¥198S to $19.6 million fron $21.0 million.

(2) Although the Guatenalan governnent ewupressed a desire to inport
$2.6 nillion of rice, it later decided not to use this availability,
thereby reducing the total value of comnodity inports in F¥1986
to $16.4 nillion fron $£13.8 miilion.

(3 Figures represent Guatenalan governnent requests for FY1967.

SOURCE: Report Ho. 22 (January 1987), Office of Rural Developnent, USAID

thousands
of
dollars

10, 400

5,000

1,000

16, 40N
[¢39)

35,000

5,000

147,000

1907 (B
thoussnds

of
dollars

14,000

5,300

3,500

1,200

<4,000

80T



Activity

Soil Conservation/
Small-Scaile Irrigation

Access Roads

Mediterranean Fruit
Fly Eradication

Screwworm Control
Africanized Bee Control
Rural Development Projects
with National Reconstruction

Comnittee

Counterpart Funds for Ongoing
AID Projects

National Agricultural Development
Bank Strengthening

Creation of Program
Coordination Unit

Support for Guatemalan Gov't
BSudgetary Investments

TOTAL
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TABLE H-2
GUATEMALA: DESIGNATED USE OF PROCEEDS, BY ACTIVITIES AND AMOUNTS,
FROM PL-480 TITLE | CONCESSIONAL SALES, 1984-1986
(amounts in thourands of dollars)

1984 1985 1986
Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount Percent
3,000 42.9% cu- --- .- ce-
1,500 21.4% --- eme - .--
1,100 15.7% 1,900 9.7% 800 4.9%
800 11.46% .- Ll cen cee
600 8.6% L v-- =e. eee
wee ce= 2,800 14.3% .es ---
.- ... 9,300 47.4% cee .-
eee ce- 5,600 28.6% “-e cee
cee coe ome eoe 100 0.6%
con . .o ame ) 15,500 96.5%
7,000 100.0% 19,600 100.0% 16,400 100.0%
(4} (4}

NOTE: (1) Adjusted for lower-than-agreed-upon commodity imports.

SOURCE: Report No. 22 (January 1987), Office of Rural Development, USAID
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TABLE H-3
GUATEMALA: ACTUAL LOCAL CURRENCY AMOUNTS ALLOCATED
UNDER 1984 PL-480 TITLE I AGREEMENT
(thousands of quetzales)

(4))
Budgeted
Activity Earmarked in 1986 Spent Balance
Soil Congervation/
Small-Scale Irrigation:
Extension Activities
(DIGESA) 218 183 101 117
Credit (BANDESA) 2,165 904 ~e- 2,165
Survey Information
(USPADA) 333 333 .-- 333
Animal/Plant Protection:
Mediterranean Fruit Fly 1,011 1,011 760 251
Screwworm 695 503 &9 646
Africanized Bee 568 568 s7 S11
Access Roads 1,327 1,146 610 77
Budgetary Reserve (2) .ee 28¢ se- see
CUP of 5% 332 cee 332 -e-
TOTAL 6,649 4,934 1,909 4,740

(¢

NOTES: (1) Exchange rate: Q91.00 = U.S. $1.00
(2) To be subsequently distributed to other line items s needed
(3) Tota! reflects Currency Use Payment of 5% of the value of imported

commodities ($350,000) from the Guatemalan goverrment to the U.S.

SOURCE: Report No. 22 (January 1987), Office of Rural Devalopment, USAID
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TABLE H-4
GUATEMALA: ACTUAL LOCAL CURRENCY AMOUNTS ALLOCATED
UNDER 1985 PL-480 TITLE 1 AGREEMENT
(thousands of quetzales)

1)
Budgeted
Activity Earmarked in 1986 Spent Balance
Rurat Development Projects
with National Reconstruction
Commi ttee:
Community Development 1,265 1,125 &9 1,196
Private Voluntary Organizations 1,265 1,125 57 1,208
Strengthening BANDESA:
Capitalization 4,215 4,215 4,215 ---
Savings Mobilization 421 421 c-e 421
Technical Assistance (IDB) 421 421 .o 421
Mediterranean Fruit Fly
Eragdication 1,686 750 501 1,185
Counterpart for AID Projects:
#520-0274 (DIGESA) 70 70 16 54
#520-0251 (MinSalud) ar . .Yl 535 344
#520-0248 (IKDE) 2,000 2,000 137 1,883
#520-0274 (Caminos) 568 568 169 399
#520-0332 (Caminos) 600 600 - 600
Balance to be assigned, 1987 4,313 o=e com 4,313
Budgetary Reserve (2) e 565 s=e uee
cuP of 5% 032 cen 932 oo
TOTAL 18,635 12,739 6,634 12,004

3

NOTES: (1) Exchange rate: Q1.00 = U.S. $1.00
(2) To be subsequently distributed to other Line items as needed
(3) After initial payment of $980,000

SOURCE: Report No, 22 (January 1987), Office of Rural Development, USAID
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TABLE H-5
GUATEMALA: COMMODITY IMPORTS AND NUMBER OF BENEFICIARIES
UNDER PL-4B0 TITLE I1 ASSISTANCE, 1984 AND 1985

Commodity Imports*

FY1984 FY1985 2-Year

Commodi ty CARE CRS CARE CRS Total
Soy-fortifiad bulgar 3,405 514 4,067 405 8,391
Cornmeal 3,620 ve- 4,323 -e- 7,743

Nonfat dry milk 3,178 720 4,063 454 8,415
Vegetable oil 1,091 267 1,3% 273 2,945
Whole grain corn .- 622 374 768 1,764
Wheat flour .- 497 .- 437 934

TOTAL 11,094 2,620 14,141 2,337 30,192

NOTE: *Commodities imported under a 1986 Emergency
Food-for-work program directed by CARE included
1,200 metric tons of corn, 1,800 of rice and 600 of beans.

Number of Beneficiaries in FY1985

Program CARE CRS Totals
Maternal-chitd health 224,000 63,900 287,900
Other child feeding 16,500 3,600 20,100
Food- for-work 8,600 12,000 20,600

TOTAL 249,100 79,500 328,600

SOURCE: Report No. 22 (January 1987), Office of Rural Development, USAID
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TASLE H-6
GUATEMALA: DOMESY'IC FOOD PRODUCTION, IMPORT REQUIREMENTS,
AND FCOD AlD, 1982-1926

(tons)
Category/Year Corn Rice Bears Wheat Total
1982
Net Domestic Production--Milled 865,169 25,112 74,074 (82,496) 881,859
Net Change in Total Stocks--Milled 6,379 (206) €1,905) (21,757 (17,489)
Official Commercial Food Imports--Milted 3,151 264 10 n,sn 75,217
Food Afd--Milled 5,911 506 2,772 5,200 14,389
1983
Net Domestic Production~-MNilled 943,708 26,075 91,949 (74,992) 986,740
Net Change in Total Stocks--Milled 30,432 é 13,095 12,712 56,245
ofticial Commercial Food Imports--Milled 3,762 m 18 82,57 86,530
Food Afd--Milled 392 506 209 1,300 2,407
19%
Net Domestic Production--Milled 9,173 27,335 82,880 (91,138) 998,250
Net Change in Total Stocks--Milled 66,059 160 (1sn 19 66,237
Officisl Commercial Food Imports--Milled 5,134 556 1% 91,79 97,483
food Aid--Milled 6,117 506 2,864 6,900 16,387
1085
Net Domestic Production--Milled 881,362 27,916 108,000 (98,897) 918,381
Nec Change in Total Stocks--Milled (62,409) ' 102 (920) (1,288) (64,515)
Official Comercisl Food Imports--Milled 14,606 740 543 100,244 116,133
food Afd--Milled 7,619 506 S,678 9,200 23,063
1986
Net Domestic Production--Milled 873,131 28,879 113,490 (9%,514) 921,99
Net Change in Totsl Stocks--Milled 11,309 €102) (4,130) 2,122 9,199
Officist Commercisl Food Imports--Mitled 26,353 0 13 10,7 3 125,749
Food Afd--Milled 4,773 $06 1,428 4,20V 10,909 -

SOURCE: USAID/Gustemals Informetion Memorencum, April 1987

|
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