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Summary and conclusions
 

The study is essentially a description of the process of
 

import substitution in Central America in recent years. 
 It is
 

designed mainly to serve as a basis for further research.
 

General policy implications do emerge, however. 
Some confirm
 

the consensus of the recent literature on import substitution;
 

others consist of suggestions for fruitful avenues of further
 

research,
 

The study consists of four parts. 
 Part I is a critical
 

survey of the recent literature on import substitution as a
 

strategy for economic development, with attention paid, when

ever possible, to the special characteristics of Central Amer

ican countries. 
Part II examines the direction and extent of
 

changes in the import structure of Central America, including
 

the problem of measurement of such changes, changes in the com

modity structure of imports, and changes in the origin of im

ports. 
Part III examines the process of substitution of domes

tic production for imports: 
 various possible measures of im

port substitution are discussed, import substitution coefficieents
 

are calculated for the various sectors of manufacturing industry
 

in the five countries, some hypotheses regarding the character

tistics of the import substitution process in the Central Amer

ican Common Harket (CACH) are discussed and tested. Part IV
 

discusses some policy implications. The basic data are shown
 

in the Statistical Appendix.
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The principal findings are as follows:
 

(a) On import structure:
 

i. The structure of imports of Central American countries
 

generally changed more rapidly after the formation of the CACM
 

than in the preceding years;
 

2. Imports of the more developed countries of the CACM
 

(Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala) evidenced much greater
 

changes in structure than those of Honduras and Nicaragua;
 

3. Countries that evidenced a relatively more stable
 

structure of imports.in the 1950's were the ones to experience
 

relatively greater changes after the CACM;
 

4. Faster change in the structure of imports seems to
 

require consistency of direction of changes in the subperiods
 

aii-occaslhal sddenehancms -- instead of taking place gad.

.ay-e- with frequent reversals of direction;
 

5. The overall degree of commodity concentration of im

ports increased markedly aftc,. the CACI. In conformity with
 

finding 2. above, the greater impact of the CACII on imports of
 

its more developed countries is revealed by the much greater in

crease in commodity concentration of imports for those countries;
 

6. A large shift took place for all countries, away from
 

consumer goods' imports and toward imports of capital and inter

mediate goods for industrial use; the latter accounted, in 1968
 

for about 43 percent of total Central American imports, while
 

the share of consumer goods' imports fell to about 35 percent
 

in the same year;
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7. There is some evidence of complementarity between
 

imports of industrial capital goods in one year and imports of
 

industrial raw materials and intermediates some years later; no
 

such complementarity seems to exist between agricultural capital
 

goods' imports and agricultural raw materials and intermediates;
 

8. Comparing the 1968 data for Central America to inter

national data on the import structure of less developed coun

tries, one may conclude that consumer goods' imports cannot be
 

compressed much further, while the increase in imports of capi

tal and intermediates for industrial use shows no sign of
 

abating;
 

(b) On import origin:
 

9. A considerable increase in intra-regional trade took
 

place after the CACI for all countries, from about 4 percent of
 

total trade in 1958 to over 24 percent in 1968;
 

10. No distinction can be made here between the more devel

oped countries, and Honduras and iHicaragua; the only distinc

tion is between Guatemala's significantly slower rate of growth
 

of the share of intra-reional imports and that of the other
 

four countries;
 

11. The results of earlier studies, leading to the conclu

sion that net trade creation (more efficient resource alloca

tion) has resulted from the CACM, are confirmed by the findings
 

of the present study;
 

12. In general, the CAC[ appears to have reinforced region

al complementarities: commodities traded regionally to a
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greater extent in 1958 were the ones for which the increase
 

in intra-regional trade was most marked in the 1960's, namely,
 

consumer goods, construction materials, raw materials and
 

intermediates. National specialization must have occurred
 

within these general categories. Instead, for transport equip

ment and for capital goods the increase in intra-regional trade
 

was minimal.
 

(c) On import substitutioni
 

13. Of three possible indices of import substitution, the
 

simplest one (absolute change in the ratio of imports to total
 

availability) also gives more consistent results;
 

14. The process of import substitution on nia mal s.
 

appears to have occurred mainly in the later years (1965-68) of
 

the period considered, while the earlier years (1962-65) were
 

characterized by unchanging, or even increasing, import coef

ficients, This was, however, due to the increase in intra

regional imports in that period; replacement of extra-regional
 

irports with Central American production, instead, was signifi

cantly greater in the earlier years;
 

15. Gerally, countries experiencing a relatively greater 

degree of import substitution in the earlier period showed a 

relatively low coefficient in the later years, and viceversa; 

16. The five countries followed a similar pattern of im

port substitution: industrial sectors in which the replacement
 

of imports took place at a relatively fast, or relatively slow,
 

rate tended to be the same in all five countries;
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17. For the CACI as a whole, in no industry (2-digit
 

I.S.I.C.) was the import coefficient greater in 1968 than it
 

had been in 1961. Petroleum, Metal Products, Paper, Electrical
 

Machinery, and Textiles were the sectors exhibiting the fastest.
 

degree of import substitution. Beverages and Tobacco, Printing
 

and Publishing, Machinery, Furniture, and TI-ansport Equipment
 

were those exhibiting the smallest coefficient of import sub

stitution;
 

18. Examination of the external financial conditions of
 

Central American countries in the 1960's leads to the conclu

sion that the import substitution process was generally not
 

'forced' by unfavorable balanced-of-payments conditions. The
 

relatively favorable external financial conditions of the 1960's
 

were 
partly due to large inflows of long-term private capitalI
 

with an expected decrease in such inflows, and with the in

crease in the return flow of dividends, future prospects are less 

favorable; 

19. However, there is also no evidence that import-substi

tution policies were deliberately designed to favor certain
 

types of industries. In the case of El Salvador in 1956-61, no
 

association is found between the coefficient of import substi

tution and several industrial characteristics: average size of
 

plant, capital/labor ratio, relative value added. 
Evidence of 

a direct relationship, instead, is found. between import sub

stitu tg, :4nd change in labor productivity. 
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The main policy implications can be simnarized as follows: 

1. The "first stage" of growth through substitution of
 

domestic production for consumer goods' imports has for all
 

practical purposes come to an end;
 

2. Transition to a successful "second stage" for Central
 

America probably depends mainly on expansion and diversifica

tion of exports and, possibly, could include selective protec

tion of certain intermediate goods' industries. It is, instead,
 

quite unlikely that import substitution can be efficiently ex

tended to the capital goods' sector;
 

3. The existing structure of tariffs appears to require
 

revision in the direction of lessening its anti-export bias and
 

its bias against domestic production of intermediates; in addi

tion to a gradual lowering of tariffs on certain consumer goods,
 

and to an increase in tariffs on selected intermediate products,
 

this will require examination of possibilities for stimulating
 

export expansion and diversification;
 

14. Liport substitution policies, whether through fiscal'
 

incentives or through commercial protection, should in principle
 

be applied selectively, and should generally favor sectors with
 

a greater potential for prcductivity gains;
 

5. Subsidies or protection should in principle be tem

porary, according to a well-defined time schedule established
 

in advance and suited to the characteristics of the specific
 

industries.
 

The main suggestions for further research are:
 

1. Analytical industry studies - in order to try to
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identify sectors with a greater potential for productivity gains
 

and to determine the appropriate time-phasing of subsidies or
 

protection for these sectors;
 

2. Studies of export promotion techniques and possibilitijs,
 

centered mainly on export marketing problems;
 

3. Studies explaining and analyzing the structural rela

tionships existing between the external sector and domestic in

dustry, and eventually leading to practically useful planning
 

models.
 



Introduction
 

This study examines changes in import structure and charac

teristics of import substitution in the countries of the Central
 

American Cor~on arket (Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Hon

duras and Nicaragua). Its main purpose is descriptive, rather
 

than analytical - though several hypotheses are presented and
 

tested in the light of the available evidence. Thus, much of
 

this study is centered on measurement and quantification of changes
 

in import structure and the direction of import substitution in
 

Central American industry in the period 1953-68, and not on an
 

attempt at explanation of policies or results.
 

Some of the policy conclusions that emerge from this study
 

confirm the consensus 
of recent literature on import substitution. 

Other findings are, instead, specific to Central America. With 

reference to Central American interests, this study should hope

fully serve as the background for research under the second :'study

priority' set by the Ministers of the Economy of Central America:
 

Definition of Central American policies for tie development
of industry, of agriculture and of husbandry. These poli
cies will have to take into account the objectives of socio
economic development of each country; of the region as 
a 
whole; and [they should] respond to the interests of entre
preneurs, workers, consumers, and the fiscal authorities. l/ 

Data are presented for each country separately considered as well
 

as for Central Prnerica as a whole, and an attempt has been made
 

l/ 
 Acta de la Reunion de Ministros de Economia de Centroamerica,
 
Managua, 25 July 1970. [i4y tr nslation].
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to relate the charadteristics of import substitution in the region
 

to the characteristics of the various industrial sectors and
 

thus, indirectly, to the interests of entrepreneurs, workers,
 

consumers and the fiscal authorities.
 

The choice of the period 1953-68 is dictated by data avail

ability and by the need to avoid years of serious non-economic
 

disturbances. Thus, 1953 is taken as the earliest year owing to
 

lack of adequate data before then and in order to avoid the
 

'noise' caused by the Korean War; data for 1969, though availa

ble, would inevitably reflect the armed conflict between Hon

duras and El Salvador, and the subsequent alteration of Central 

America trade patterns for reasons obviously unconnected to 

economic policy goals. In some instances, periods other than
 

1953.-68 had to be chosen as 
dictated by data availability.
 

Data are presented in two classifications: the Internation

al Standard Industrial Classification (ISIC), elaborated by the
 

United Nations, and the Clasificacion Uniforme por Uso 0 Destino
 

Economico (CUODE), elaborated by the United Nations Economic
 

Commission for Latin America (ECLA) and extensively used by the
 

Secretaria Permanente de Integracion Economica Centro Americana
 

(SIECA). The ISIC is analytical in character, and not very use

ful when the function of the product, rather than its type, is 

relevant- the CUODE (which is derived from the ISIC at the 4

digit level) classifies products in ten functional categories,
 



and has been used whenever available. Most of the data were 

collected by the staff of the Statistical Office of SIECA, who 

also solved many of the difficulties associated with elaborating 

comparable and consistent time series.
 

Part I of this study provides an overview of import sub.

stitution as a strategy for economic development, in which the 

personal viewpoint of the author is merged with a brief survey of 

recent literature on the subject. Part II describes thc! changes 

in the structure of imports of Central American countries before 

and after the formation of the Common Market in December 1960; 

indices measuring such changes are constructed and discussed,
 

and applied to the various sectors of manufacturing in the five 

countries. Part III describes the process of import subsitut

tion. The methodology of measurement is discussed, and import

substitution coefficients are calculated for 2-digit ISIC sec

tors of manufacturing industry. Also, an attempt is made in
 

Part III to set and test certain hypotheses concerning the rela

tionship between the characteristics of industrial sectors and
 

the degree to which domestic production in those sectors replaced
 

imports. Part IV discusses soie general policy im:plications 

1/ To mention only two of these problems, data on intra-region
al trade were unavailable for certain years, and had to be 
estimated on the basis of the ratio of intra-regional to 
total trade for other years; also, the CUODE itself was re-
vised in 1962, and data had to be recalculated to ensure a 
consistent classification throughout. 



Part 	 I: ILIPORT SUBSTITUTION AJhD ECONOMIC DEVELOPIhifT STRATEGY 

'Import substitution' can be defined either as the substitu

tion of one category of imports for other categories of imports,
 

or, as is more common, as the substitution of domestically-pro

duced goods and services for imports. A fairly general consensus
 

has emerged, among economists if not yet among policymakers, that
 

import substitution of the second type is likely to giv- rise to
 

serious difficulties.--/ Partly on the basis of a priori thecri

zing and partly owing to the findings of several empirical studies,
 

a 'strategy' of development based on the systematic replacement of
 

imports with domestic production has come to be viewed with con

siderable suspicion.
 

One general difficulty with an import substitution strategy
 

is shared by other general approaches to economic development.
 

Often, the instrumental nature of any strategy is forgotten: the
 

means come to be identified with the ends, and a policy course
 

which may be efficient and rational under certain circumstances
 

becomes, when pushed to the extreme as an invariant recipe, in

efficient dogmatism.?! Indeed, the only generally valid strategic
 

l/ 	 Part of this section is based on the studies by Bruton [8],
 

and [9], Power [51], and other studies of the Williams
 

College series on import substitution (see especially [7],
 

[341, [52], [61], [64], [73]).
 

2/ 	 Partly responsible for this eventual identification of policy
 
means with development goals is the rigidity and intellectual
 
vested interests inherent in a sectoral organization of plan-

ning institutions.
 



criterion for investment for economic development is to choose
 

that package of projects and activities which, over the time hori

zon chosen and in view of the expected economic environment (domes

tic and external), offers the highest ratio of total benefits to
 

total costs, both defined in terms of the goals of the country in
 

question. This criterion is, of course, much easier to state than
 

to apply, since the quantification of benefits and costs of alter

native programs must arise as a corollary of the complex social
 

preference function which is inherently unquantifiable.- Still,
 

the involuntary metamorphosis of any policy instrument (including
 

import substitution) into an end in itself, has little to commend
 

it.
 

1. Non-economic rationale
 

Import substitution policies have been justified on several
 

different grounds. There is sometimes the belief that consolida

tion of recent political independence may require lessening of
 

'dependence" on outside sources of supply. To the extent that
 

gains from trade and division of labor are paid for by a greater
 

degree of international interdependence, it is true that a reduc

tion in imports will -lessen at acost, a country's economic
 

l/ 	This may be a reason why refuge is often sought in quantifi
able rules of thumb and in discussion about strategic 'alter
natives.' The lack of precision involved in playing guessihg
 
games about social goals may be a factor in driving planners
 
and policymakers toward the surer ground of controversies
 
about well-defined strategic routes.
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"dependence" on the rest of the world.
 

In the case of Central America, the fostering of regional
 

interdependence and the creation of new ties between Common Market
 

member countries is an explicit objective, separate from maximiza

tion 	of aggregate growth for the region as a whole and, indeed,
 

partly in conflict with the latter goal- ... new and better ele

ments of a Central American nature [must be added] to the already,
 

present considerations of economic integration" (SIECA, [56], 1965;
 

my translation). And the raison d'etre of the A.I.D. Regional
 

Office for Central America: and Panama (ROCAP) is to use foreign
 

aid and technical assistance to increase interdependence within
 

the area, whether or not that happens to improve econcmic pros

pects in the specific cases (though of course there is an assump

tion 	that they will be improved). 

The political, cultural or social nature of the non-economic 

rationale for import substitution brooks no criticism on economic 

grounds. The only requirement that economists insist on - a little 

shrilly, perhaps, but rightly - is that the objectives be made ex

plicit and the economic costs of the non-economic program realis

tically assessed, in order to increase the probability of imple

menting the non-economic program itself.
 

2. 	Import substitution and comparative advantage
 

Occasionally, instead, the stated economic rationale is only'
 



dressing for the belief that to acquire an inefficient industry is
 

better than not to have a new industry at all. This apparently
 

commonsensical statement is, of course, false for an open economy:
 

to invest in an activity where the opportunity cost of resources
 

is greater than it is elsewhere is merely a way of ensuring that
 

resources are used to less than their maximum efficiency.
 

On the other hand, specialization accoiding to the current
 

structure of comparative advantage, while maximizing static ef

ficiency of resource allocation, may be a guarantee nf slow econo

mic growth, if such a structure is heavily weighted with products 

of low price- and income.-elasticity of demandand of limited 

productivity gains owing to scale diseconomies or to a slow rate
 

of innovation. A currently inefficient industry may indeed be 

preferable to investment in exportables if that industry has the 

potential for acquiring a comparative advantage in the future. 

Exports would then expand at some future time, and import substi

tution would be the forerunner of ex]ort expansion rather than an 

alternative to it. In this case growth is accelerated at the cost 

of only temporary inefficiency. If instead the import-substitu

ting activity has no potential for productivity gains - or if the 

very nature of import substitution policies prevents such poten

tial from materializing - the country will pay for a temporary
 

acceleration of growth with permanent inefficiency and loss of
 

national economic welfare.
 



As this writer has stated elsewhere: 

Planning is essentially concerned iith the future.
 

E3conomic development is a dvnamic process, which calls 
for, among other tnings, a modification of the existing
 

conditions of production. 'Thus, plans foriaulated ex

clusively on the basis of current social and economic
 
conditions may tend to perpe;tuate tLe very state of 
underdevelopment teiey are supposed to alter, Economic 
concepts need to be reinterpreted and plans formulated 

on tae basis of tie best possible estimates of the future 
structure of production and demand. 

In an international economic framework this implies 
that the traditional economic principles governing the 
international division of labour do not necessarily pro
vide correct guidelines. ' e principle of specializing 

in t.iose activities in which a country is relatively 
more efficient is essz-ntially static. Following the 

dictates of comparative advantage interpreted in static 

sense may well result in plans that reinforce, rather 

than change, the current state of underdevelopment... 

comparative advantage should be interpreted dynamically: 

this may not indicate further specialization in those 

activities in which the country is currently most ef

ficient, but rather new investment in those in which the 

country can acquire a comparative advantage in the future. 
Thus, estimates of possible future changes in the country's 
factors of production are of paramount importance in for
mulating plans. Clearly, not only changes that are 

' "autonomous in nature should be taken into account, but 

also structural changes that can be induced by govern

ment policy. ([27], P. 11). 

3. Import substitution and the foreign exchange constraint 

Import substitution can be viewed as a corollary of domes

tic plans in those cases when foreign exchange availability is
 

the operative constraint on growth. "Two-gap' analysis, origina

ting with Chenery and others in the early 1960's is much too
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-
familiar to deserve more than a quick reference here. / Very
 

briefly, the neoclassical view of economic growth centers 
on
 

capital formation as the only constraint on growth; if substi

tutability exists between capital and the other factors of pro

duction, and if factor prices are flexible, the only limit to 

the rate of growth is the sacrifice in current consumption that 

the countrry is willing to undergo. If, instead, substitutability 

is not unlimited and factor prices not completely flexible, a 

constraint on growth may arise from factors of production other 

than capital. In addition, for a less deveplppei econony 6ubs1ti

tutabili+y bcLwocn domcotic and foreign resources may be as 

limited as that between different categories of domestic factors.
 

Hence, a foreign exchange constraint on growth may be operative 

under certain circumstances and at certain levels of development.
 

It is clear that a constraint on growth can exist only ex ante;
 

ex post, if growth has occurred at a certain rate, obviously 

l/ The interested reader is referred to Chenery and Bruno([15], 
1962), the first ccmprehensive empirical study based on a two
limit model, and to Chenery and Strout ([16], 1966), a thor
ough empirical validation of the two-gap analysis applied to
 
fifty less developed countries. For a critical view, see
 
Bruton [10], who argues, among other things, that an indepen
dent constraint on growth other than the saving rate can arise
 
only under the assumption of fixed coefficients. See also
 
Chenery's 'Reply" to the fruton comment ([.14], 1969). For a 
demonstration that a constraint on grovth .nay be operative in 
addition to the saving constraint, owing to limited factor 
price flexibility, see i1ichalopoulos [45], 1970. 
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the requisite growth in the availability of various factors must
 

have occurred also.
 

Given a target rate of growth, the "gap" will then arise as
 

the difference between the amount of imports needed and the amouit
 

of imports actually forthcoming. The existence of an import gap
 

presents a country with three possibilities: (i) increase imports
 

by engineering an increase in capacity to import (through export ex

pansion or an increase in private or public capital inflows), (ii)
 

substitute a portion of the needed imports with domestically-pro

duced goods, thus lowering import requirements rather than increasing
 

import capacity, (iii) reduce the rate of growth to that, permitted
 

by the projected level of imports. The same model thus provides a
 

rationale for export expansion as well as for foreign aid and for
 

import substitution. Import substitution may thus be viewed as a
 

residual adjustment to the existence of an import gap. This plan

ning argument leaves open the question of choosing the sectors in
 

which the replacement of imports with domestic production is feasi

ble. There is a general assumption that these, for most less devel

oped countries, and especially for the smaller ones, are unlikely to
 

be capital and intermediate goods. Indeed, should there be possi

bilities for easy substitution of imported inputs with domestic pro.

duction, an import constraint would not exist in the first place.
 

It is then likely that the residual adjustment to the existence of
 

a foreign exchange constraint will be made by substituting domestic
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production for imports of consumer goods.- / In a nutshell, import
 

requirements are reduced in the consumer goods sector in order to
 

increase the capacity to import the capital and intermediate goods
 

needed to attain the target rate of growth.
 

So far, so good. Jo lasting problem need arise from such an
 

approach, provided that the new investment made possible by the
 

capital and intermediate goods' imports either increase future im-

port 	capacity (i.e., go into sectors with a potential for exports)
 

or increase substitutability of domestic for imported capital and
 

intermediate goods. In general, it appears that substitutability
 

between domestic and foreign resources does tend to increase as the
 

/
economy grows.- There may be a timing problem: the time needed
 

for export expansion or for development of domestic substitutes for
 

capital goods and intermediates might be longer than the period of
 

time 	over which impor't substitution possibilities are fully exhaus

ted. At that point, th6 divergence between import requirements and
 

import capacity may still be considerable, while no further compression
 

of imports is possible without a reduction in the rate of growth)/
 

l/ 	 Strictly speaking, there is no necessity for substituting domes
tic production for these imports; existence of a foreign exchange
 
constraint only implies that consumer goods imports be reduced,
 
and not necessarily that domestic resources be allocated to pro
duction of goods formerly imported.
 

2/ 	 Chenery and Strout([16], 1966), have found that for most coun
tries the import constraint gives way to the gencral.saving con
straint at higher levels of development.
 

3/ 	 There is here a parellel with the problem of cumulative debt-ser
vice payments. Even if the borrowed funds are productively uti
lized, the period of construction of new debt-servicing capac
ity may be longer than the period of maturity of the loan, so 
that repayment comes due before the capacity to repay has been 
created. Debt re-scheduling is the policy equivalent of devalu
ation in such a case.
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It is even possible that, if a strong temporal interdependence exists
 

between the various stages of planning (i.e., paradoxically, if plan

ning 	is rational and consistent), such reduction in the rate of
 

growth might be large enough to imperil the aggregate productivity of
 

past 	investment itself, thus rendering permanent a i)roblem which in
 

principle should be only temporary. 

h. 	 Import substitution and balanced growth 

An argument for import substitution is implicit in the "Big Push" 

theory of development, and particularly in Nurks.'s version of that 

theory (see'[491.l The savings potential of the agricultural sec

tor 	is not utilized owing to subsidization of the "disguised unemployed'
 

in agriculture. Even if disguised unemployment were somehow elimina

ted, the demonstration effect would intervene to create new consump

tion wants and prevent immobilization of domestic savings. Indus

trializatil , too, cannot be propelled by exports, in view of the
 

low price- and income-elasticity of products exported by most less
 

developed countries. The policy implication is that a large-scale,
 

coordinated investment effort must be undertaken in a number of in

ter-related activities, in order to overcome domestic market size
 

limitations; clearly, the new activities must be import-substituting
 

in character. 

5. 	 Import substitution and unbalanced growth
 

The bias towards import substitution implicit in the balanced
 

l/ 	 The connection between balanced growth and import substitution
 
is also discussed by Power [51].
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growth approach to development is present, for different reasons,
 

also in Hirschman's argument for an optimally unbalanced sequence
 

of investments ([29]). Though 'permissive sequences through for

ward linkages may provide a sufficient stimulus to growth, Hirochman
 

states a preference for 'compulsive' sequences through backward
 

linkages. To begin with, investing in 'last touch' import-substitu

ting activities is less riskj because the market is known. the quan

tity and compositic-" of imports serves to map out the domestic mar

ket, and import-substituting investment is much less likely to re

sult in excess capacity. But also, it is argued, investment in con

sumer goods compels investment in the capital and intermediate goods 

needed for production in the import-substituting sectors, so that 

the economizing of "ability to invest" is greater. 'Theargument un

fortunately does not fully take into account the fact that, in ';he 

absence of a fully prohibitive commerical policy, the pressures
 

towards provision of the inputs necessary to the import-substitu

ting activities are likely to result in increased imports of such
 

inputs, and not in a stimulus to their domestic production.
 

6. Import substitution and capital formation 

Tko other well-known views of development policy also provide 

a rationale for import substitution. In W. Arthur Lewis' 'unlimited 

supplies of labor' model [371, income redistribution ought to take 

place in favor of the manufacturing sector; coimcercia:1 policy and 

subsidies allow higher profits to manufacturers which, unlike higher 

incomes for landowners, are likely to be re-invested and thus provide 
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the engine for further growth.- / In the Galenson and Leibenstein 

argument about factor proportions (see [25]), capital-intensive 

technologies are preferred because they also create higher profits 

and the potential for further economic expansion. The connectioc
 

to import substitution is evidenced by the consideration that tradi

tional exports are likely to be produced by less capital-intensive
 

techniques than the imported commodities are - hence, other things
 

beirg equal, that import-substituting activities are likely to be
 

more capital-intensive than the export sector. But, as we shall
 

discuss later, higher capital requirements are two-edged; even if
 

the positive re-investment effect occurs, the higher capital re

quirements will be translated in increased imports of capital goods 

perhaps to the extent of creating balance-of payments difficulties. 

7. Import substitution as a strategy of economic stagnation 

The probable disadvantages of protected industrialization are
 

many and serious. Though by no means inevitable, they are evident
 

in the results of policies followed by several less developed
 

counries2/
 
countries.-/ To begin with, the likelihood of economic damage caused
 

1/ Again, Power [51] also points out the import-substitution aspect 
of the unlimited labor supplies model. 

2/ See Nagri [47] for Pekistan, Baer and Kerstenetsky [3], Sakamoto 
[54], and Leff and Netto [33] for Brazil, Sheahan [61] for Colom. 
bia, Steel and Shilling [64] for Ghana, Reynolds [52] for Mexico. 
In particular, the studies by Soligo and Stern for Pakistan [62],
 
and that of Schidlowsky for Brazil and Chile [60] find several
 
cases of industries where value added is negative, i.e., where
 
the value of output at world prices is lower than the value of
 
intermediate inputs at world prices. 
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by import substitution policies is greater if thosr policies were 

"forced by balance-of-payments difficulties than if they were under

taken as part of a development plan. Temporary restrictions of im

ports made necessary by payments difficulties will not, except by
 

fortunate coincidence, be imposed in sectors with a potential for
 

productivity increases. Since the need for import reduction is in
 

this case an urgent one, resources are more likely to be allocated
 

to the existing import -competing industries than to new activities 

which may become competitive in the future. The time lag.inberve

ning between investment in new productive capacity and the actual
 

increase in domestic production is such that investment in new ac

tivities does nothing to solve currnt balance-of-payments diffi

culties. he urgency of the need for import reduction thus leads to
 

tight restriction of certain categories of imports which, in the ab

sence of policies to discourage internal resource reallocation, is
 

likely to simply increase capacity utilization or to lead to the
 

quick establishment of marginal plants in the existing import-compe

ting industries. Once that happens, internal pressures will inevit

ably arise to make permanent the import restrictions, contributing to
 

create an accidental structure of production with considerable inertia.
 

In fact, countries have often 'slipped' into import-substitution
 

policies, either because of balance-of--payments difficulties or be-

cause for the initial stage such policies do accelerate growth in a
 

relatively easy way. The import substitution route is easier and
 

offers a means of lessening dependence on traditional exports,
 

avoiding competition with the developed countries, and justifying
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neglect of agricultural productivity problems. The experience of
 

most less developed countries does show that the initial stage of
 

import substitution, centered on 
'last touch' production of con

sumer goods, is successful. 
The difficulties and disadvantages of
 

import substitution emerge only after the easy steps have been taken.
 

The principal1 disadvantages of protected industrialization can
 

be summarized as follows. 
As domestic production progressively re

places 'non-essential' imports, the country's import structure be.

comes more and more weighted with developmental goods necessary for
 

current production itself, i.e., raw materials, capital goods and
 

intermediates. The country's commerb-lal policy flexibility in re-

sponse to external fluctuations, such as those arising from export 

instability, diminishes.- / 
 It becomes more difficult to insulate
 

the domestic economy from external fluctuations, for the burden of 

balance-of-payments adjustment is now more likely to fall partly on 

imports of goods necessary for current production and for investment.-2/
 

l/ 	 This is also one of the conclusions of Sneahan's study of
 
Colombia [61].
 

2/ The connection between external and internal instability has been
 
examined by several authors. See FlacBean [39], Maizels [l], Erb 
and Schiavo°-Campo [24]. In the latter study, it is found that 
for a majority of less developed countries fluctuations in ex
port earnings ere partly borne by imports of capital and inter
mediate goods; the elasticity of such imports with respect to 
exports is about unity. Further, that study presents evidence 
that fluctuations in such imports are significantly associated
 
with instability of domestic product. 
 It is probable that past

import substitution policies centered on consumer goods are 
partly responsible for the vulnerability of many less developed 
countries to external disturbances.
 



Secondly, import substitution policies lead to a less efficient
 

allocation of resources. John Power [51] makes the interesting point
 

that, since restrictions are usually applied to least essential im

ports, import substitution tends to be biased in favor of the least
 

essential industries. More damaging is the bias against exports in-

herent in import substitution in general, and the specific bias of
 

import substitution centered on consumer goods against domestic pro

duction of capital and intermediate goods (which are imported more
 

freely). The anti. export bias means that: 

The resulting resource allocation would require a greater
 
value of resources at the margin to save a unit of foreign
exchange through import substitution than to earn a unit of 
foreign exchange through export expansion. (Power, [51], p. 4). 

And the lower tariffs on caoital and intermediate goods discourage
 

their domestic production and cause the effective rate of protection
 

of the import-substituting activities to be higher than the nominal
 

tariff rate: 

Not only [is there] a bias against vertical balance in 
import substitution - i.e., backward linka-e is dis 
couraged - but also an inflated...structure of protection 
at the finishing stages of production. (Ibid., p. 6).
 

What is the likely scenario confronting a country at the comple

tion of the initial stage of import substitution policies, if these 

policies were 'forced; by some balance.-of-payments difficulties in 

the past or uere undertaken as the 'easier' route to industrial 

growth over the short run? The export picture will have worsened; 

the disregard of the traditional export sector caused by resource re

allocation away from that sector was most 
probably accompanied by
 

policies penalizing indirectly export diversification and export
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Thus, in the absence of an increased inflow
expansion in general. 


of aid and private capital, import capacity will be lower than it
 

would be in the absence of protection. Import requirements will,
 

on the other hand, be higher and more rigid, unless a significant
 

degree of vertical integration has been fostered by commercial policy
 

or subsidization. On both accounts, the balance-of-payments situa

tion is likely to be worse than at the beginning of the process. In
 

addition, the country's vulnerability to external disturbances is
 

now greater, owing to the more heavily 'developmental' composition
 

of imports. In such circumstances, the conventional solution of
 

devaluation is hardly likely to be of much help; the export sector 

is still concentrated on the traditional products of low demand elas

ticity - and the consequent rise in the price of imports will be 

quickly reflected in an increase in the costs of domestic production,
 

1/
 
now heavily dependent on imported inputs.
 

On the domestic side, there is now an inefficient manufacturing
 

sector, a strong pressure for the maintenance of import restrictions,
 

If the

and continuing low productivity in agriculture and services. 


so that the domestic market iscountry's economic size is small 

insufficient to support efficient production of capital and inter

the profits generated by the protected industries
mediate goods 

profitable investment opportunitiesare not likely to be reinvested: 


in the consumer goods sector are exhausted, and they never did exist
 

l/ A possible solution in this case is dual exchange rates. See
 

See also infra, p.116, for a discussion
Michalopolous [45]. 

of policies complementary to devaluation.
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elsewhere. To be sure, this unpleasant picture may be corrected
 

gradually by disinvestment in the more inefficient industries, and
 

governnental stimulation of productivity increases in those sectors
 

which offer possibilities for export expansion. But it is fair to
 

say that in this case the transformation into a structure conducive
 

to self-sustaining growth would occur in sjEte of past import sub

stitution policies, and not because of them. 

8. 	 Import substitution and export expansion 

None of this need occur if import substitution policies are 

deliberately, and efficiently, designed as a means to self-sustaining 

industrialization by sowing the seed for the exploitation of internal 

and external economies of scale, for technological modernization, 

for a structural transformation of the economy deliberately aimed at 

creating a comparative advantage in the dynamic sectors. 

There is a consensus that two routes are available to a less 

developed country after completion of the initial stage of import
 

substitution - provided that the mode of implementation of that 

stage did not itself contain the seed of its own eventual failure.
 

First, import substitution may continue beyond consumer goods, and
 

compulsive sequences may be established towards investment in the
 

intermediate and capital goods needed in the import-substituting
 

industries. For India, Pakistan, Brazil - in short, for the largest
 

among less developed countries - this might indeed be the essence of
 

developed countries,a successful 'second stage.' But for most less 

whose absolute market size is far smaller than would be needed for 
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supporting efficient intermediates' production, continuation of im

port substitution through backwa.:d linkages does not appear too
 

promising. (For Central America, this may not be true of intermediate
 

-oods;- see infra, -p-i 

The second route is export diversification and expansion. The
 

need for a link between current import substitution and subsequent
 

export promotion is a strong one.- / 
 No lasting difficulties need
 

arise from protected industrialization if protection is selectively
 

and deliberately granted to those industries with a potential for
 

future export expansion. 
 In this case, and if policy decisions
 

and guesses are generally correct, at the end of the initial stage
 

the protected industries 
(or at least some of them) hopefully are
 

in a position to compete in the world market. 
Export diversifica

tion lessens instability of foreign exchange earnings,2-/ and export
 

expansion provides the import capacity needed to fuel further domes
 

tic investment. 
Tariffs may then be reduced, the terms-of-trade
 

losses suffered by the non-industrial sectors can be compensated
 

through the lowering of industrial prices and a rcdirection of in-.
 

vestment towards agricultural productivity improvements, and the
 

rate of growth need not fall off from the level attained during the
 

initial stage of import substitution. 

l/ Reynolds' study for Mexico [5) indicates that the good experi
ence of that country with import substitution is partly due to
 
the fact that the policy approach did not penalize exports. 

2/ For an analysis of the relationship between export concentration
 
and instability, see Hassell [43] and Schiavo-Campo [591. 
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This is, of course, a very old argument - but still one recog

nized as valid. When import substitution is neither an end in itself
 

nor forced by balance-of-payments pressures, but is the commercial
 

policy co:-Dllary of new investment in infant industries, the ef

con
ficiency loss it entAils can be much more than offset by its 


tribution to self.sustaining industrialization. The appropriate
 

criterion is not the saving of foreign exchange, nor maximization of
 

short-run growth, but the contribution of the new activity to the 

long-run development of the country. Planned" import substitution 

does not have to be a dead end. The structural shift of imports 

away from consumer goods and toward capital and intermediate goods 

is the instrument for increasing future import capacity, arid can be 

followed, if successful, by a reverse shift to the point where sub

stitutability of domestiQ for foreign inputs becomes sufficiently
 

high to eliminate the foreign exchange constraint as the operative
 

limit to growth. The 'proof' of a successful import substitution
 

strategy consists in the subsequent diversification and expansion
 
1/
 

at least for the typical small less developed 
country.-

of exports 


l17 	 But it should be pointed out that the tir~e lag between the protec

tion stage and the export expansion stage can be quite considerable,
 
For example, in the case of Mexico, which began its process of im
port replacement in the 1940's, Reynolds ([52]) found that signi
ficant diversification of exports has not yet occurred. The im
possibility of quick verification of the ultimate success of import
 
substitution makes it all the more important that the most careful
 

scrutiny be applied to the policies that are devised to implement
 
an import substitution strategy for development.
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Part II: CHANGES IN IMPORT STRUCTURE OF CENTPAL AMERICAN COUNTRIES 

1. The measurement of changes in the structure of imports
 

By the term 'structure' we refer here to the set of quantita

tive relationships existing among the several subgroups of a general 

category at one point in time. Changes in the structure of imports 

may be interpreted either as indications that domestic resource re

allocation has occurred - creating new, and different, import re

quirements - or as the result of deliberate policy to utilize flexi

bility in the external sector as an instrument for the realignment
 

of the structure of domestic production. Whether import substitu

tion policy is of the 'autarkic', 'forced', or 'planned' type, it
 

will normally cause an internal shift in the structure of imports
 

away from the policy-favored sectors and towards those commodities
 

which are needed for domestic production in the new activities.
 

One aspect of import structure is the commodity concentration
 

of imports. The overall degree of commodity concentration of im

ports can be measured by the Hirschman-Gini index (see Hirschman,
 

(4a] and [30] ); the index is defined as follows: 

HG =[E mi 

, where 

mi is the proportion of total imports accounted for by commodity i. 
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This concentration index is 'neutral', and provides no indication
 

of the type of commiodities from which the change in shares resulted. 

Moreover, the index obviously does not change if the overall degree 

of commodity concentration of imports remains the sa'.e while con

l/

siderable internal shifts talke place.-

More meaningful indices of import concentration may be easily
 

constructed, provided that one is willing to make some assumption 

about the qualitative importance of different categories of imports.
 

Considering that the normal nattern of import substitution has cen

tered on the consumer goods sector of manufacturing, one may comple

ment the HG index with a mneasure of consumer-goods-concentration; 

correspondingly, changes in the import share of capital and inter

mediates needed for industrial production can be summarized in an 

'industrial imports concentration' measure. These two are very
 

simply defined as, respectively, thie share of total imports accounted
 

for by consumer durables, non-durables, and 'various' - and, for
 

industrial goods, as the share of imports accounted for by capital
 

goods and intermediate goods for industrial use. (The CUODE clas

sification includes these categories).
 

These internal shifts are important in their ow.n right, indepen
dently of the behavior of the overall degree of corrmodity con
centration. Thus, for example, this author has shown in an ear
lier study ([251 ) that instability in certain categories of 
imports (namely, investment goods and intermediates) generates 
instability of domestic product, while instability in other im
port categories may not do so.
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In addition to the overall degree of import concentration and
 

to the degree of concentration on certain categories of commodities,
 

one is interested in assessing changes in the stncture of imports
 

as a whole. If a stable structure is defined as one in which the
 

shares of total imports accounted for by different uses or commodi

ties do not change, the measurement of changes in structure reduces
 

to the measurement of changes in import shares. A simple index is
 

given by the sum of the absolute values of changes in each import
 

category's percentage share of total imports, divided by two.i/ The
 

division by two is necessary because otherwise changes would be
 

counted twice: once for share increases and once for the necessary
 

corresponding decreases in the shares of other categories. This
 

index of percentage structural change is thus deiined as:
 

SC = 50(/ mit- mit+k), 

This index appears generally adequate for intertemporal com

parisons, i.e., to answer the question of whether the same country
 

has undergone more rapid structural change in one period of time
 

than in another. It is subject to greater difficulties, instead,
 

when applied to cross-sectional comparisons. It can be shown that
 

the absolute value of SC depends partly on the level of disaggrega

tion of imports, the index increasing the more detailed the import
 

classification. And further, also the ranking of countries according
 

This index, elaborated by Kindleberger, was used by Salette in
 
[55]. 
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to SC may differ according to the level of disaggregation. If in
 

one country, for example, share changes within a category of imports
 

reinforce one another, while in another country they tend to offset
 

cne another, the former country may yield a higher SC even if its
 

'true' degree of structural change in imports is smaller. The dif

ficulty is in practice not too serious if one can assume that the
 

countries being compared are economically similar and tend to real

locate domestic resources roughly in the same direction. This assump

tion seems realistic in the case of Central American countries; by
 

the same token, however, care must be exercised in comparing changes
 

in the import structure of Honduras and Nicaragua, the least developed
 

countries, to changes in Guatemala, Costa Rica and El Salvador.
 

One is also interested in the behavior over time of structural
 

change in imports. To begin with, the pattern of change may differ
 

for different countries. One country, for example, may undergo
 

small changes at roughly similar rates over different periods, while
 

another might experience 'bursts' followed by periods of stasis or
 

retrenchement. It is of interest to find whether import structure
 

tends to change gradually or by jumps. There can be no presumption 

that gradual change is ±pso facto "better" than change by jumps; 

however, the question has implications in terms of several impor

tant controversies in development literature, and particularly, the
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relationship of external to internal stability, and the balanced

unbalanced growth issue. "Big Push" strategy would appear to imply
 

sudden and large changes in import structure, for example. Con

versely gradualism in structural changes might derive from a strategy
 

of sequential investment or might more simply be the consequence of
 

high stability of import capacity.
 

If indices of structural change are calculated on a number of
 

subperiods, each subperiod containing the same number of years, the
 

hypothesis of gradualism in structural change can be verified by
 

looking at the variance of the series of indices calculated. The
 

reciprocal of the standard deviation of the indices for the sub

periods will provide a measure of gradualism:lj
 

G = 1/oc 
sc
 

Secondly, one also wants to know to what extent structural
 

changes occurring over the subperiod have reversed themselves over
 

1/ For comparisons of the evenness of structural changes between
 
countries characterized by quite different absolute changes, the
 
influence of the different mean index should be eliminated, and
 
the coefficient of variation would provide a better basis for
 
comparison. The index would then be given by the reciprocal of
 
the coefficient of variation:
 

x.
 

Sc
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the next subperiod. Recalling that only the absolute value of share
 

changes enters the SC index, It is quite conceivable that high in

dices may be obtained for the subperiods while no net change occirs
 

from the initial to the last year. The question is relevant because
 

resource reallocation is not costless, especially in less developed
 

countries: it is reasonable to presume that a fluctuating composi

tion of imports is related to costly fluctuations in the allocation
 

of internal resources. Prequent reversals in the direction of struc

tural changes in imports may also be due to fluctuations in domestic
 

income (if the income elasticity of demand differs for different
 

types of imports), and/or to an erratic commercial and exchange po

licy. Thus, while gradualism in structural change cannot by itself
 

be termed 'good' or 'bad', there is a strong presumption that fre

quent reversals in direction of change i.n the composition of imports
 

are costly in terms of efficiency and growth - provid6d that one
 

can assume that no shifts occur within each category of imports.
 

It can be shown that, if the SC's for the various subperiods are 

added, the su u is the highest possible total SC for the period as a 

whole, as computed on the initial and terminal years. That is, if 

all changes in all import categories are consistent, positive in all 

subperiods if they are pooi 4A.ve in the first, and viceversa, the SC 

computed on the initial and terminal years will be equal to the sum 

of the indices computed on the subperiods. The overall change in 
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import structure has in this case been fully 'consistent', insofar
 

as the direction of change (though not the magnitude) of each cate

gory's import share has remained the same throughout the period under
 

consideration. Conversely, if all changes fully reverse themselves,
 

the SC computed on the initial and terminal years will be zero.
 

An index of'consistency of structural change' (C) can be ob

tained by dividing the SC computed on the initial and terminal years
 

by the sum of the SC's computed on each subperiod. in the case of
 

full consistency, the index will equal one; in the case of complete
 

reversals, the index will equal zero. Correspondingly, an index of
 

'reversals' (R) will be the complement to one of the index of con

sistency. In symbols:
 

n )
C =S(l and 
SSC( ,j) 

n) -
 C 
 , whereESC(i,J) 

the period as a whole comprises years 1 through n; i varies from 1
 

to (n-m), and j varies from (l+m) to n; m is the (constant) number
 

of years within subperiods; the number of subperiods is (n/m).
 

Clearly, the greater the number of subperioda within a period
 

of given length, the greater the likelihood of direction-of-change
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reversals; in particular, if the number of years within each subperiod
 

is less than the duration of the import 'cycle', reversals are almost
 

bound to occur. But in this case one would be measuring short-term
 

variability in import structure and not the more lasting changes.
 

However, if the subperiods are longer than the import cycle, and if
 

for the various countries both the number of subperiods and their
 

length is the same, international comparisons based on an index of
 

consistency will have some meaning.
 

2. 	Changes in the structure of imports of Central American
 
countries, 1953-68
 

The indices elaborated in the previous section were applied to
 

the data on imports of Central American countries in selected years
 

of the period 1953-68. The CUODE classification has been used; it
 

classifies imports in ten functional categories: durable consumer
 

goods, non-durable consumer goods, fuels and lubricants, raw materials
 

and intermediates for agriculture, raw materials and intermediates
 

for industry, construction materials, capital goods for agriculture,
 

capital goods for industry, transport equipment, 'various'._/
 

l/	The same indices have been calculated for the International Stand
ard Industrial Classification ( ISIC)r the interested reader is
 
referred to Table A-8 in the Appendix. By and large, the pattern
 
of change in import structure revealed by the CUODE classifica
tion is not evident in the ISIC, except in its most generic lines.
 
This highlights the limited usefulness of an analytical classifi
cation.
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Table 1 shows the results; Table 2 shows the rankings of coun

tries according to the various indices of structural change. From
 

these results one observes the follo-ring:
 

(i) In general, the structure of imports changed more rapidly
 

after the formation of the Common Market than in the period 1953-59.
 

The fastest change (7.32percent) is observed for 1962-65, the second
 

fastest (5.28percent) for 1965-68; the periods 1956-59 and 1959-62
 

show the smallest change  less than three percent of the structure
 

of imports as a whole. Although the eyperience of the various coun

tries differs, the general pattern is one of concordance for the
 

Common Market as a whole. The Kendall coefficient of concordance (W)
 

among the five rankings of periods according to SC in the five coun

tries is 0.344, significant at the 0.10 level. If Nicaragua is ex

cluded (for reasons that will be discussed presently), Kendall's W
 

increases to 0.634, significant at the 0.01 level.
 

(ii) Imports of the more developed countries of the CACM (Costa
 

Rica, El Salvador and Guatemala) evidenced much greater changes in
 

structure than those of the less developed countries (Honduras and
 

Nicaragua), after the Common Market. The unweighted average SC for
 

the former three countries in 1962-68 was 13.34, compared to 8.90
 

for Honduras and Nicaragua. In the earlier period, instead (before
 

the formation of the CACM), the picture is quite mixed 
- with Costa
 

Rica exhibiting the only significantly different SC. The ratio of
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the 1962-68 SC index to that for 1953-59 is, for the five countries,
 

as follows: 

Costa Rica El Salvador Guatemala Honduras Nicaragua 
2.34 1.44 1.89 1.10 0.77 

Whether this can be interpreted as an indication that the Common
 

Mark-t had a greater effect on the import structure of its more de

veloped member countries is a matter of conjecture; but the hypothesis
 

is consistent with the general pattern and parallels the consensus
 

that the CACM did have a generally greater impact on these countries
 

than on Honduras and Nicaragua.1/
 

(iii) As mentioned above, significant country differences exist.
 

In particular, it is of interest to note that Costa Rica and El
 

Salvador, on the one hand, and Guatemala and Honduras, on -the other,
 

exhibited an almost identical pattern of changes in import structure
 

in the different subperiods, with Nicaragua standing on its own. The
 

Spearman coefficient of correlation (R)between the country rankl.ngs
 

of subperiods according to SC is 1.00 for the pairing Costa Rica-El
 

Salvador, and 0.90 for Guatemala-Honduras; the former coefficient is
 

significant at the 0.01 level, the latter at the 0.02 level. 
The
 

ranking for Nicaragua instead is not significantly similar to either
 

the combined rank for Costa Rica-El Salvador or to that for Guatemala

_ The slower change in import structure of these countries might also
 
have been due, however, to their greater emphasis on agricultural
 
investment.
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Table 1: Indices of Changes in the Import Structure of Central
 

American Countries, 1953-1968 (*) 

Costa Rica 

Period Index of 
Change 

Index of 
Gradualism 

Index of 
Consistency 

Index of 
Reversals 

1953-56 ........ 

1956-59 ........ 

1953-59 ........ 

1959-62 ........ 

1962-65 ........ 

1965-68 ........ 

1962-68 ........ 

1953-68 ........ 

4.12 

2.75 

5.45 

6.44 

12.54 

8.57 

12.76 

11.43 3.45 

0.79 

0.60 

0.33 

0.21 

0.40 

0.67 

El Salvador 

1953-56........ 5.81 

1956-59 ........ 4.58 

1953-59........ 7.82 

1959-62 ........ 8.12 

1962-65 ........ 10.96 

1965-68 ........ 9.36 

1962-68 ........ 11.24 

1953-68 ........ 15.87 2.32 

0.75 

0.55 

0.41 

0.25 

o.45 

0.59 

(*) CUODE classification of imports, in current prices and in
 
U.S. $ equivalent. Source: Table A-2
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Table 1: continued 

Guatemala 

Period Index of Index of Index of Index of 
Cha ge Gradualism Consistenwy Reversals 

1953-56........ 12.94 

1956-59........ 7.51 

1953-59 ........ 8.48 0.41 0.59 

1959-62 ........ 2.88 

1962-65 ........ 9.06 

1965-68 ........ 7.41 

1962-68 ........ 16.02 0.97 0.03 

1953-68 ........ 22.18 3.23 0.56 o.44 

Honduras 

1953-56 ........ 9.10 

1956-59 ........ 5.40 

1953-59 ........ 8.52 0.59 o.41 

1959-62 ........ 4.26 

1962-65 ........ 6.33 

1965-68 ........ 4.24 

1962-63 ........ 9.40 0.89 0.11 

1953-68 ........ 15.18 1.79 0.52 o.48 
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Table 1: continued 

Nicaragua 

1953-56 ........ 8.96 

1956-59 ........ 3.81 

1953-59 ........ 8.82 

1959-62 ........ 10.76 

1962-65......... 879 

1965-68 ........ 5.04 

1962-68 ........ 6.78 

1953-68 ........ 11.27 2.61 

0.69 

o.49 

0.30 

0.31 

0.51 

0.70 

Total Central America 

Period Index of 
Change 

Index of 
Gradualism 

Index of 
Consistency 

Index of 
Reversals 

1953-56 ........ 

1956-59 ........ 

1953-59 ........ 

1959-62 ........ 

1962-65 ........ 

1965-68 ........ 

1962-68 ........ 

1953-68 ........ 

4.24 

2.75 

5.45 

2.91 

7.32 

5.28 

8.60 

14.3S6 1.69 

0.78 

0.68 

o.64 

0.22 

0.32 

0.36 
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Table 2: Rankings of Certral.American Countries According to
 
Indices of Changes in import Str'ucture, 1953-68
 

A. Index of change (by period)
 

Period Costa El Guatemala Honduras Nicaraua Central 
Rica Salvador America 

1953-56 4 4 1 1 2 3 

1956-59 5 5 3 3 5 5 

1959-62 3 3 5 4 1 4 

1962-65 1 1 2 2 3 1 

1965-68 2 2 4 5 4 2 

B. Index of change (by country)
 

1953-56 5 4 1 2 3
 

1956-59 5 3 1 2 4
 

1959-62 
 3 2 5 4 1
 

1962-65 1 2 3 5 
 4
 

1965-68 
 2 1 3 5 4
 

1953-68 4 2 1 3 5
 

C. Index of gradualism (by country)
 

1953-68 
 3
 

D. Index of consistency (by country)
 

1953-59 
 1 2 5 4 3
 

1962-68 3 4 1 2 
 5
 

1953-6R 4 3 1 2 
 5
 

Period 	 Costa El Guatemala Honduras Nicaragua Central
 
Rica Salvador 
 America
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Honduras. This is also true with respect to 'reversals': Costa
 

Rica - El Salvador show more consistent changes in import struc

ture in the earlier period, Guatemala-Honduras in the later period.
 

(iv) If the rankings of countries according to SC are compared
 

for all five subperiods, no general pattern of concordance emerges
 

(W=0.l0); this is, however, due to the considerable differences
 

between the pre-CACM years and the post-CACM years. The rank cor

relation coefficient between country rankings for 1953-56 and 1956-59
 

only is 0.90; the coefficient is also 0.90 if the rankings for
 

1962-65 and 1965-68 are compared, while a negative correlation appears
 

between the country ranking for 1953-59 and that for 1962-68
 

(R= -0.48). Thus, countries that evidenced a relatively stable
 

import structure in the 1950's were the ones to experience rela

tively greater changes in structure in the Common Market years, and
 

viceversa. After a period of relatively rapid change, a period of
 

'retrenchement' seems to occur, during which the changes are di

gested; for Guatemala and Honduras, 1959-62 was such a period. With
 

the onset of the CACM, structural change resumed, especially for
 

Guatemala. For Costa Rica and El Salvador, instead, the period of
 

retrenchement was 1956-59; then rapid change resumed. It may be
 

concluded that structural change in imports restuned after the period
 

of retrenchement in any case, but that the formation of the CACM
 

intensified such a trend.
 

(v) No general pattern is revealed by the index of gradualism.
 

Although the more developed countries show more gradual change, with
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an avera-e index of 3.0, t.i, difference from the 2.0 average for 

Honduras and Nicaragua is not ve°:y large. There might be, however, 

a possible relationship betwr.en the speed of change in import struc

ture and the time-phasing of such change. Spearman's R between the 

ranking of countries according to SC and the ranking according to G 

is very low and not significant. Preliminarly, it can be concluded 

that sudden changes in import structure are not necessary for sus

tained structural changes in the medium run. 

(vi) As already mentioned, the index of consistency provides a 

further hint of the similarity in general pattern between Costa Rica 

and El Salvador, and between Guatemala and Honduras, and of the dif

ference between the two pairs of countries. It may also be noted 

that structural changes were generally less consistent after the
 

formation of the Common Market than before. This does not, however, 

imply that fast change is accompanied by greater reversals. On the 

contrary, it appears that consistency of direction and speed of 

structural change are positively related: Spearman's R is 0.90, 

significant at the 0.02 level. In general, therefore, it seems 

that faster change in the structure of imports requires consistency 

of direction in the subperiods. 

As discussed in the previous section, the indices of overall 

structural change should be complemented with measures of commodity 

http:betwr.en
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concentration of imports. The Hirschman-Gini coefficient, an
 

'industrial import concentration' measure, and a 'non-developmental
 

import concentration' measure have been calculated and are pre

sented in Table 3. Tables 4 and 5 show the ranking of countries
 

and years according to these indices. From these results, we may
 

observe the following:
 

(i) The overall degree of concentration of imports increased
 

for all countries. However, this increase occurred mostly in the
 

post-CACM period; the degree of commodity concentration instead de

creased from 1953 to 1962. In Central America as a whole, a 2.5
 

percent decrease in concentration coefficient from 1953 to 1959 was
 

followed by a 7.5 percent increase from 1962 to 1968. As hypothe

sized in the general literature (see above, p.16), the import sub

stitution policies of the CACM have in fact increased to some extent
 

the overall commodity concentration of imports. In turn, this is
 

probably due to the rise in demand for imported inputs that accom

panies economic growth.l/
 

(ii) Significant shifts have occurred in relative country posi

tions with respect to overall commodity concentration, and even more 

significant shifts with respect to industrial import concentration 

while relative country positions with respect to non-developmental 

import concentration have remained rather stable. This appears to
 

indicate that, while country policies have had considerable dif

ferential influences on required imports of industrial inputs,
 

changes in imports of consumer goods have occurred in the same di

rection and at approximately the same rate in all countries.
 

See Adams "l] , and Maizels [40] l 
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Table 3: Alternative indices of concentration of total imports,
 

Central America, 1953-68 

I. Overall Costa El Guatemala Honduras Nicaragua Central 
import con- Rica Salvador America 
centration 

1953 O.4C6 0.436 0.437 0.408 0.385 o.414 

1956 0.407 0.L12 0.387 0.426 0.378 0.304 

1959 0.394 0.420 0.393 0.427 0.390 0.404 

1962 O.3R8 0.420 0.395 o.414 o.414 0.402 

1965 o.413 0.414 0.405 0.426 0.398 0.408 

1968 o,441 0.456 0.442 0.420 0.410 0.432 

II. Indus
trial invort
c'.ncOntrt.tion 

1953 30.48 26.68 32.54 28.11 30.60 29.74 

1956 33.30 30.04 30.98 34.67 32.41 31.95 

1959 32.76 32.39 36.26 31.22 31.93 33.33 

1962 32.00 32.70 34.25 33.01 42.32 34.68 

1965 4'.00 39.12 41.84 37.17 37.46 40.23 

1968 41.96 42.07 48.85 39.82 39.40 42.81 

III. Non-de
velopmental 
intport con
centration 

j 
1953 40.15 46.18 44.68 45.08 39.25 43.28 

1956 37.27 41.79 37.69 40.34 38.50 39.02 

1959 35.49 4o.8,0 36.24 42.28 39.20 38.37 

1962 34.20 41.1o 36.98 39.44 34.79 37.31 

1965 30.90 35.70 31.01 39.35 34.24 33.01 

1968 35.33 37.55 30.06 35.99 36.55 34.86 

Sources and notes on the following page
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Source: Table A-2
 

a/ Hirschman-Gini coefficient, of the form: 

C =[z m]] 
, where mi is the proportion 

of total imports accounted for by category i.
 

bJ Percentage share of total imports accounted for by imports di
rectly needed for industry, i.e., CUODE 5. (Raw materials and
 
intermediates for irdustry) plus CUODE 8. (Capital goods for
 
industry). 

j Percentage share of total imports accounted for by imports of 
consumer goods, both durable and non-durable, plus imports not
 
elsewhere classified in CUODE, i.e., CUODE 1., 2., and 10.
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Table 4: Ranking of countries according to alternative indices
 

of concentration of total imports, 1953-68 

I. Overall Costa El Guatemala Honduras Nicaragu.
 
import concen- Rica Salvador
 
tration
 

1953 4 2 1 3 5 

1956 3 2 4 1 5 

1959 3 2 4 1 5 

1962 5 1 4 2.5 2.5 

1965 3 2 4 1 5 

1968 3 1 2 4 5 

II. Industrial
 
import concen
tration
 

1953 3 5 1 4 2 

1956 2 5 4 1 3 

1959 2 3 1 5 4 

1962 5 4 2 3 1 

1965 1 3 2 4 5 

1968 3 2 1 4 5 



Table 4: continued 

III. Non-de
velopmental 
import concen-
tration 

Costa 
Rica 

El 
Salvador 

Gunte alJj Honduras Nicaragua 

1953 4 1 3 2 5 

1956 5 1 4 2 3 

1959 5 2 4 1 3 

1962 5 1 3 2 4 

1965 5 2 4 1 3 

1968 4 1 5 3 2 

Source: Table 3; see Table 3 for definition of indices.
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Table 5: Ranking: of years accordinr to alternatives indices 

of concentration of total imports, 1953-68 

I. Overall Costa E1 Guatemala Honduras Nicaragua Central
 
import con- Rica Salvador America
 
centration
 

1953 2 2 6 5 2 

1956 3 6 6 2.5 6 6 

1959 5 3.5 5 1 4 4 

13-62 6 3.5 4 5 1 5 

1965 2 5 3 2.5 3 3 

1960 1 1 1 4 2 1 

II. Industrial
 
import con
centration 

1953 6 6 5 6 6 6 

1956 3 5 6 3 4 5 

1959 4 4 3 5 5 4 

1962 5 3 4 4 1 3 

1965 1 2 2 2 3 2 

1968 2 1 1 1 2 1 
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Table 5: continued 

III. Non-de- Costa El 
velopmental Rica Salvador 
import con
centration 

Guatemala Honduras Nicaragua Central 
America 

1953 1 1 1 1 1 1 

1956 2 2 2 3 3 2 

15q 3 4 4 2 2 3 

1962 5 3 3 4 4 4. 

1965 6 6 5 5 5 6 

16 4 5 6 6 6 5 

Source: Table 3; see Table 3 for deiinition of indices.
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(iii) While the rankings of the various years according to
 

overall import concentration differ markedly (W=0.28), the rankings
 

according to industrial import and non-developmental import concen

tration are quite similar; this would tend to confirm the limited
 

usefulness of a 
'neutral' aggregative index of concentration of the 

Hirschman-Gini type (see above, p. 21 ). 

(iv) One observes a very large shift away from consumer goods
 

and toward industrial imports: a large increase in the share of
 

industrial imports (from 29.74 percent to 42.81 percent for the
 

CACM as a whole) was accompanied by a decrease in the share of con

sumer goods (from 43.28 percent to 34.86 percent for the CACM as a
 

whole). 
 In fact, the increase in overall import concentration is
 

largely explained by the fact that the increase in the share of
 

industrial imports was not fully offset by the decrease in the share
 

of consumer goods' imports which formerly were the largest category
 

of imports). 
 This finding is also in accord with previous empirical
 

studies on the subject.l/
 

In particular, Adams [1] , through cross-sectional as ;ell as
 
time-series analysis, found a positive association between the
 
share of intermediate goods in imports and the level of develop
ment - association which is in keeping with the theoretical ex
pectation discussed in Part I of this study. 
He also found a
 
negative association for consumer goods, which he explained as
 
due to import substitution centered on these goods; however, and
 
this is of interest for the Central American case, he found a
 
continuing dependence on imports of capital goods, irrespective
 
of country size: "The esserial elements...are the dependence of
 
underdeveloped countries on imports on imports for capital goods
 
irrespective of country size.. .The nature of this dependence
 
on imports follows directly from the production structure of
 
these countries which.. .are wholly lacking a capital goods sec
tor of any significance"(p.147).
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(v) Again, the indication (see p.31) that the CACM has had a
 

greater impact on the import structure of its more developed mem

bers is confirmed by the finding that, during the CACM period, the
 

increase in import concentration was much greater for these coun

tries than for Honduras and Nicaragua. Indeed, commodity concentra

tion for the latter two countries shows practically no increase
 

from 1962 to 1968. This is in particular true of changes in indus

trial import concentration and non-developmental import concentra

tion; the 1962-68 shift away from consumer goods and toward indus

trial inputs was much less pronounced for Honduras than for the
 

more developed countries of the CACM, and was actually non-existent
 

for Nicaragua.
 

Figure 6 shows graphically the internal shift in import
 

structurei for the five countries and for Central America.
 

(vi) It seems reasonable to postulate a direct association
 

between imports of capital goods and imports of raw materials and
 

intermediates for the same sector. New capacity cannot usually be
 

supplied with inputs from domestic sources only, and it is to be
 

expected that an increase in investmont goods' imports will in
 

time generate an increase in input requirements, and thus reflect
 

itself in imports of raw materials and intermediates. It is also
 

to be e-ected that there will be some lag between a change in
 

capital goods' imports and the corresponding change in imported
 

inputs - for it takes time to build the new productive capacity to
 

which the new investment goods' imports are presumably destined.
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The data provide some mixed evidence in favor of this hypothesis.
 

The test used correlates for all five countries combined the share
 

of imports accounted for by capital goods in industry and the share
 

of imports accounted for by raw materials and intermediates for
 

industry - and similarly for agriculture. The results of the test
 

of complementarity between imported capital goods and imported inter

mediate goods confirm the expectation in the case of industry: the
 

correlation coefficient is at a maximum with a lag of six years on
 

intermediates' imports, and is 0.45, significant at the 0.05 level.
 

For agriculture, the lag is shorter, the correlation coefficient is
 

significant at the 0.10 level, and it is at a maximum with a lag
 

of three years on intermediates' imports; this seems to make sense,
 

since the period of construction is normally longer in industry
 

than in agriculture. The correlation coefficient is however, nega

tive, which is of course in direct contradiction to the hypothesis
 

presented. This is potentially a striking result, of which much
 

further scrutiny will be necessary; a preliminary possible explana

tion is that in agriculture capital investment may tend to produce
 

growth that is self-sustaining in character, and can be fueled by
 

an expansion of domestically - produced inputs - while an increase
 

in industrial capacity cannot be supported without a complementary
 

later increase in imports of intermediate goods. Further, the
 

kernel of this divergence in results might arise from the different
 

influence of market size limitations upon production of inter

mediates for different sectors - with constant returns, or smaller
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economies of scale, in the production of agricultural inputs as
 

compared to the production of industrial inputs.
 

(vii) Finally, it is worthwhile to compare the 35 percent
 

average share of consumer goods' imports in 196R for Central America
 

as a whole, to the correaponding figure of 56 percent for a group
 

of 28 less developed countries in 1955-5R, and of 44 percent for
 

a group of 15 developed countries also in 1955-58 (calculated from
 

data in Adams, [1S );to be sure, the comparison data are older,
 

and the basis for classification is different. Still, it would
 

seem unlikely that further significant decreases of consumer goods
 

imports are possible for Central America, especially when noting
 

that their share seems to have bottomed out in 1965 and actually
 

grew slightly from 1965 to 196%'.j
 

A note of caution is in order, however. Certain imports of
 
motor vehicles and other durable and non-durable consumer goods
 
are not recorded since they are duty-free when destined to
 
diplomatic and military commissaries; their total value is quite
 
significant. It is reported that recording of these imports
 
improved after 1965; this may well be a major explanation of the
 
1965-68 increese in the share of c.nsumer goods imports.

(I am indebUed to 11r. Anderson of ROCAP for this point).
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Figure 1, continued; 
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Figure 1, 

percent: 100 

continued: 
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Figure 1, continued: 
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Peren-t 

Figure 1, continued: 
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Figure 1, continued: 

percent; 100 
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3. Changes in the origin of imports of Central American countries,
1956__ 8 

The results of the previous section showed significant changes
 

in the internal structure of imports by economic use, but could, of
 

course, provide no indication of shifts, if any, in the origin of
 

imports. Presumably, the formation of the Central American Common 

Market encouraged intra-regional trade, partly the expenseat of 

trade with countries outside the region. Indeed, it is firmly held
 

by most that this has in fact been the Thecase. purpose of this
 

section is to quantify the geographic shift in trade, to identify
 

the countries for which such 3 shift has been 
particularly large, 

and to indicate the types of commodities more intensely traded
 

within the CACM. The analysis is limited to the period 1958-68 

owing to the lack of reliable data on intra-regional imports prior
 

to 1958. 
Howevez, as may be seen from Table 6, intra-regional im

ports constituted such a small percentage of total Central American
 

imports in 1958 that little purpose would be served to try to ex

tend the period to the earlier years. 

Table 6 shows imports from other Central American countries as 

percentage of totrl imports of each country, and Table 7 ranks the 

countries of the CACh4 according to the importance of intra-regional 

imports. Figure 2 shows graphically the information contained in 

Table 6. 

From these data one observes the following:
 

(i) A considerable increase in intra-regional trade took place
 

in 1958-68 for all countries. 
For Central America as a whole,
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Table 6: Imports from other Central American countries 

as_ percentage of' total imports, by country, 1958-68 

Country 1958 1962 1964 1966 1968 

Costa Rica 1.04 2.92 5.98 12.97 22.83 

El Salvador 9.72 17.67 20.53 23.65 30.52 

Guatemala 1.52 8.53 13.o4 16.30 17.29 

Honduras 6.09 11.17 17.71 22.85 26.35 

Nicaragua 3.49 5.44 i0.44 17.40 25.01 

Central America 4.14 9.21 13.78 18.65 24.09 

Source: Table A.-l 

Table 7: Ranking of countries according to relative importance 

of imports from Central America, 1958-68 

Country 1958 1962 1964 1966 1968 

Costa Rica 5 5 5 5 4 

El Salvador 1 1 1 1 1 

Guatemala 4 3 3 4 5 

Honduras 2 2 2 2 2 

Nicaragua 3 4 4 3 3 

Source: Table 6 
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Figure 2 	 .Imports from otaer Central American countries as
 
percentage of_ total imnport,;, 1958-
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intra-regional trade grew from four percent of total trade in 1958
 

to over twenty--four percent in 1968. When combined with the growth
 

of total trade, such an increase in intra-regional trade is remark

able. A significant increase in the share of intra--regional imports
 

occurred also in the years immediately preceding the formation of 

the Common .iIarket, but was much smaller than the increase visible 

after 1962. the average annual increase in the share of intra-*re-

gional imports was 1.27 percent of total imports during the period 

1958.62, and almost doubled to 2.48 percent in 1962-68. 

(ii) No distinction can be made here between the more devel

oped and the less developed countries of the CACM. The only dis

tinction is between Guatemala's significartly slower rate of growth
 

of intra-regional imports and that of the other four countries. As
 

shown in Table 8, the increase over the 1958 level was smallest for
 

Guatemala (a total change of 15.77 percent of total imports, or of 

1.58 percent per year on the average), and almost identical for 

the other countries. Even in absolute terms, Guatemala's total in

crease in yearly intra-regional imports from 1958 to 1968 was the 

lowest: 41 million dollars, as compared to an average of 46 million 

for the other four countries. If, instead of using 1958 as the 

reference year, 1962 is used, !Lmore accurate indication is ob

tained of the relative impact of the CACM on the origin of imports 

of the five countries. Guatemala lags then even further behind, 

and El Salvador's rate of growth of intra-regional imports falls 

below that of the other three countries, owing to the considerable 

increase in Salvadoran imports from Central America during the 
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years prior to 1962.
 

Table 8: Changes in the share of intra.-regional imports, 1958-68
 

and 1962 -68
 

1958-63 1962-68 

Country 

Total per- Ave. annual 
centage percentage 
change change 

Total per- Ave. annual 
centage percentage 
change change 

Costa Rica 21.79' 1.98 19.91 2.84 

El Salvador 20.80 1.89 12.85 1.84 

Guatemala 15.77 8.76
1.43 1.25
 

Honduras 20.26 15.18
1.84 2.17
 

Nicaragua 21.52 1.96 19.57 2.80
 

Central
 
America 19.95 1.81 14.88 2.13
 

Source: Table 6.
 

As noted by Balassa ([4]), growth in the share of intra-.re

gional trade out of total trade can be interpreted as prin,. facie
 

evidence of the tradecreating effects of a customs' union. There
 

can be no question that, on the basis of this limited criterion, the 

CACM appears to have had trade-creating effects of a considerable 

magnitude. However, net trade creation can only be identified af

ter correcting for the diversion in trade from outside sources to
 

regional sources. Balassa's general criterion, as discussed and
 

applied by Wilford [71], is as follows; an increase in the income
 

elasticity of demand for intra-regional imports would indicate
 

'Igross trade creation," and a decrease in income elasticity of
 

http:intra-.re
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demand for extra-regional imports would indicate "gross trade diver.',
 

sion." Net trade creation is thus reflected in an increase in the in

come elasticity of demand for all imports, and net trade diversion in
 

a decrease.1 Wilford applied this criterion to the countries of Cen

tral America over the period 1953-67, and concluded that, on balance,
 

-/
net trade creation did result from the formation of the Common Market.2


This conclusion, if correct, is of considerable importance for an
 

assessment of the process of import substitution in Central America.
 

Net trade creation is an increase in the efficiency of resource uti

lization; we have discussed in Part I the negative relation between
 

the degree of misallocation of resources and productivity growth
 

which, in turn, is necessary for the long-run success of import sub

stitution policies. It now appears that, contrary to the general pre

sumption, the formation of the CACM may have resulted, on balance, in
 

an improved allocation of resources. This justifies a somewhat less
 

pessimistic outlook on Central America's prospects for entering the
 

"second,stage" of import substitution - i.e., as we discussed earlier
 

(pp. 19-21), expansion of extra-regional exports or investment in
 

intermediate goods.
 

Table 9 shows the sectoral shifts in import origin, for Central
 

l_/ But Nugent [431 has argued that the relationship between imports
 
and GNP appears to be exponential, rather than linear. Further,
 
he found that this method of estimating efficiency gains is likely
 
to be partial, for it cannot take into account the income increase
 
caused by the customs' union itself.
 

_/ 	Wilford found evidence of net trade diversion for two categories
 
out of eight; fuels and lubricants, and fats and edible oils. He
 
found -.
istead significant trade creation in foodstuffs and raw
 
materials, among other categories, and concluded that "improved
 
resource allocation has been occasioned in almost all major cate
gories that are regionally free traded..." (t71]), p. 3).
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America as a whole, Table 10 the ranking of sectors according to
 

the importance of intra-regional imports, and Table 11 the changes
 

in intra-regional import shares for the various sectors. The fol

lowing main points may be noted:
 

(i) The growth in intra-regional imports was not evenly
 

shared by all import categories. In general, commodities for which
 

intra-regional trade was important before 1962 were also the ones
 

most 	affected by the formation of the CACH, i.e., all consumer
 

1/ 	 2/ 
goods,-- construction materials ,- raw materials and intermediates. 

It thus seems that in general the CACA reinforced complementarity
 

within the region: though the importance of intra-regional trade
 

increased for almost all categories the types of commodities re

gionally traded to a relatively greater extent have remained the
 

same. The Kendall coefficient of concordance among the rankings
 

of sectors in the several years considered is 0.86, significant at
 

the 0.01 level, and the Spearman correlation coefficient between
 

the 1958 ranking and the 1968 ranking is 0.81, also significant
 

at the 0.01 level.
 

l/ 	 Despite the general growth in intra--regional trade, non-durable
 
consumer goods were in 1968 the only category for which more
 
than 	half total import requirements were supplied from Central 
American sources; for all other categories, extra-regional im
ports were still quantitatively more important. 

2/ 	 The very large increase in intra-regional trade in construction 
materials may be explained by reference to their low value/
 
freight ratio; the lower costs of transport incurred in region
al trade may thus have been the main factor in the increase of 
intra-regional trade.
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Table 9: Imports from other Central American countries as 

percentage of total imports, by sector, 1958-68
 

Sector 1958 1962 1964 1966 1968
 

1. Non.-durable 
consumer goods ............. 6.87 16.07 28.85 40.50 50.87
 
2. Durable 
consumer goods .............. 1.26 2.93 5.17 10.90 15.14 
3. Fuels and
 
lubricants .................. 0.23 0.34 10.35 8.68 8.32
 
4. Raw mat.s & inter
medts. for agriculture ...... 3.67 8.87 6.17 11.51 16.89
 
5. Raw mat.s & inter 
medts. for industry ......... 6.13 14.29 16.59 18.58 20.79
 
6. Construction
 
materials ................... 3.25 9.00 13.02 18.34 28.15
 
7. Capital goods
 
for agriculture ............. 2.52 3.12 3.04 6.55 8.99
 
8. Capital goods
 
for industry ................ 2'.05 1.08 1.09 3.11 4.60
 
9. Transport
 
equipment ................... 1.06 3.18 0.91 0.33 0.76
 
10. Various
 
products .................... 6.51 3.70 14.87 23.87 15.91
 

T 0 T A L................... 4.14 9.21 13.78 18.65 24.09
 

Source: Table A-i
 

Table 10: Ranking of sectors according to importance of
 

imports from Central American countries, 1958-68
 
"Best 

Sector 1958 1962 1964 1966 1968 Rank
 

1. Non-durable
 
consumer goods ............... 1 1 1 1 1 1
 
2. Durable 
consumer goods ............... 8 8 7 6 6 6
 
3. Fuels and
 
lubricants.................. 0 10 5 7 8 8
 
4. Raw mat.s & inter-
mediates for agriculture ..... 4 4 6 5 4 5
 
5. Raw mat.-: & inter
mediates for industry ........ 3 2 2 3 3 2
 

6: Construction
 
materials ................... 5 3 4 4 2 4
 
7. Capital goods
 
for agriculture .............. 6 7 8 8 7 7
 
8. Capital goods
 
for industry ................. 7 9 9 9 9 9
 
9. Transport
 
equipment .................... 9 6 10 10 10 10
 
10. Various
 
products ..................... 2 5 3 2 5 3
 

Source: Table 9
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Table 11: Changes in the importance of intra-regional imports, by
 

sector, 1958-62, 1962-663, and 1958.68 

1958-62 1962-68 
 1958-68
 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)


CUODE Sector Absolute Relative 
 Absolute Relative Absolute Relative
 
changre 
 change* charge change* change change*
 

1. Won--durable 
cons. goods ......... 9.20 80.2 34.80 104.0 44.oo 152.4 
2. Durable 
cons. goods ......... 1.67 79.9 12.21 135.2 
 13.88 169.3
 
3. Fuels and
 
lubricants .......... 0.11 39.3 7.98 184.3 
 8.09 189.5
 
4. Raw mat.s & 
intermed. for
 
agriculture ......... 
5.20 82.9 8.02 62.3 13.22 128.6
 
5. Raw mat. & 
intermed. for
 
industry ............ 8.16 79.9 6.50 
 37.1 14.66 108.9
 
6. Construction
 
materials ........... 
5.75 93.9 19.15 103.1 24.90 158.6
 
7. Capital goods
 
for agriculture ..... 0.60 
 21.3 5.87 97.0 6.47 112.5
 
8. Capital goods
 
for industry .......- 0.97 .62.2 3.52 123.9 
 2.55 76.8
 
9. Transport 
equipment . 2.12 100.0 -2.42 -122.8 -0.30 -32.9
 
10. Various
 
products ............ 2.81 -55.1 12.21 124.6 9.40 
 83.8 
T 0 T A L 5.07 76.0 14.88 89.3 19.95 141.4 

1. Non-durable 
R a n k i n g s 

cons. goods ......... 1 4 1 5 1 4 
2. Durable 
cons. goods ......... 6 5.5 3.5 2 4 2 
3. Fuels and 
lubricants .......... 8 7 6 1 7 1 
4. Raw mat.s & in
termed, for agricul. 4 3 5 8 5 5 
5. Raw mat.s & in
termed, for indus... 2 5.5 7 9 3 7 
6. Construction 
materials ........... 3 2 2 6 2 3 
7. Capital goods 
for agriculture..... 7 8 8 7 8 6 
8. Capital goods 
for industry ........ 9 10 9 4 9 9 
9. Transport 
equipment ........... 5 1 10 10 10 10 
10. Various 
products 10 9 3.5 3 6 8 

Source: Table 9. 
See p. 64 for rank correlation coefficients.
 
*Relative to mean proportion, and in percentage terms.
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Rank correlation coefficients (Spearman) for data in Table 11: 

R = 0.74 (significant at the 0.02 level)
 
(1),(2)
 

R = O.4o0 
(3),(4) 

R = 0.55 (significant at the 0.10 level)
 
(5),(6)
 

R = 0.36
 
(1),(3)
 

R =-0.55 (significant at the 0.10 level). 
(2),(4) 



65.
 

(ii) The categories of imports for which the increase in
 

intra-regional trade was minimal are the predictable ones: trans

port equipment and capital goods (especially those for industrial
 

use). This is in keeping with the consensus that import substitu

tion centered on consumer goods implies greater requirements for
 

imported capital goods (see above, p.ll,.) and confirms the less
 

developed countries' difficulties in developing an indigenous
 

capital goods industry. However, as noted above, the same has: not
 

been true of intra.-regional trade in raw materials and interme.

diate goods, whether -destinedto agriculture or to industrial use.
 

The level of aggregation of the classification does not allow con

cluding that the increase in this category's trade was shared by
 

intermediates and was not solely due to an increase in raw mate

rials' trade. If the latter was not the case (availability of
 

separate data for raw materials would allow verification of this), 

the conclusion is a very important one: 'second.-stage" develop

ment through backward linkage might be possible with respect to 

certain specific intermediate goods - even though it certainly
 

can be ruled out with respect to capital goods.
 

Counter to the general theoretical expectation that market
 

size limitations in the smaller among the less developed coun

tries prevent such expansion of import substitution to the in

termediate sectors (see above p.1), the Central American case
 

seems to evidence some possibilities in this direction. Clearly,
 

more detailed analysis is needed. But, provided that the anti

export bias is gradually removed, and that the potentially
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efficient intermediate activities are carefully identified and
 

selectively protected, second-stage import substitution activities
 

in intermediates could be added to export expansion as a possible
 

route for further development. 

(iii) Finally, Table 12 shows the intra-regional import co-

efficient, by sector, for the five countries separately considered,
 

in 1958 and in 1968, and Table 13 shows the sectoral rankings. Of
 

the five countries, El Salvador shows the strongest intertemporal
 

concordance, with a coefficient of correlation between the 1958
 

rank and the 1968 rank of 0.782 (significant at the 0.02 level).
 

The corresponding rank correlation coefficients for the other four
 

countries are not significant (Guatemala: 0.497; Honduras: 0.103;
 

Costa Rica: 0.036; Nicaragua: -0.186). El Salvador, however, is
 

the only country for which intra--regional imports in 1958 were not
 

a minimal proportion of total imports.
 

Corresponding to the inter-year stability of sectoral rankings
 

by importance of intra-regional imports, noted above for Central
 

America as a whole, considerable cross-.sectional stability is also
 

evident. The Kendall coefficient of concordance among the rankings
 

for the various countries is 0.418 for 1958 (significant at the
 

0.05 level), and 0.823 for 1968 (significant at the 0.01 level).
 

This clearly indicates the general economic similarity of the five
 

countries, the regional results are confirmed by the national ones.
 

Since intra-regional trade is centered on a few well-specified
 

categories common to all five countries, specialization on a nation

al basis must have occurred within each of these categories. A
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less aggregated commodity classification would, of course, in

dicate where each separate country's apparent comparative advan.

tage seems to lie.
 



Table 12: Intra-regional imports as percent of total imports, by CUODE category. 1958
 

1)53 

Category 	 GUATEMALA 

1. 	 Non-durable 
consum.er goods .................................... 2.C6 

Durable
 

2. 	ccrurner oods...................................0.35 

3. 	Fuels and
 

lulbricants
lubica.. ..............................

4. 	 Raw aterials and inter
iediates fLor agriculture .......................... 2.75 

5. 	Raw materials and inter

6. 


7. 


o. 


9. 


10. 


,:ediates for industry ............................. 	 3.85 

Construction
 
materials .........................................0.42 

Capital goods
 
for agriculture ................................... 


Capital goods
 
for industry...................................... 

Transport
 
equipment ......................................... 

Various
 
products .......................................... 


Total 


Source: Table A-2. 

0.11 


0.02 


0.60 

0.47 


1.53 


EL SALVADOR HONDUIVIS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

15 67 11.25 4.80 1.35
 

1.1' 2.Q.2 3.79 0.07
 

004O17.Ol0.04 0.17 1.01 

2.35 1.57 5.28 5.10 

18.68 3.35 2.15 0.69 

9.69 6.5o 0.55 0.09 

01M 2.46 P.65 2.05 

1.72 7.82 1.78 1.18
 

0 .8 2.47 2.2D 0.23 

O.94 0.57 10.14 2.31 

9.72 6.09 3.4. 1.04 

http:004O17.Ol
http:consum.er


Table 12, continued 	 1968
 

Category 
 GUATF MALA 

1. 	Non-surable
 
consumer 7oods .....................................36.29 


2. 	 Durable 
consumer goods .....................................11.42 


3. 	Fuels and
 
lubricants..........................................8 
 O 


4. 	 Ra-r -aterials and inter
mediates for agriculture ........................... 29.34 


5. 	 Ra7f raterials and inter
mIediates for industry .............................. !6.04 


6. 	 Construction
 
i.aterials ..........................................
20.18 


7. 	Capital Goods for 
agriculture ........................................ 5.-i; 

,. Capital goods for
 
industry ........................................... 
3.63 

Transport
 
equipment .......................................... 0.02 


10. Various
 
products ........................................... 
5.82 


Total 
 17.29 


Source: Table A-2. 

Er, SALVADOR 

57.27 


19.73 


1.34 


l.49 


26.04 


50.20 


10.26 


4.39 


3.26 


20.29 


30.52 


HONDUPAS 

14.22 


23.55 


20.16 


21.-6 


41.07 


14.14 

3.77 


0.07 

39.31 


26.35 


NICARAGUA 

56.45 


18.96 


1.64 


13.99 


l9. o 


33.48 


6.04 

6.02 


1.16 


10.57 

25.01 


COSTARICA 

48.6
 

12.12
 

333
 

9.32
 

21.38
 

13.74 

10.67 

5.77
 

O.80 

F.44
 

22.3
 



Table 13. 
 Rankings of economic categories according to importance of intra-regional imports
 

1953
 

Category 
 GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARPGUA COSTA RICA 

1. 	Non-durable
 
consumer goods .................................. 3 
 2 1 4 
 4
 

2. 	]Durable
 
consuxer goods.....................................7 
 6


3. 	 Fuels and 
lubricants ...................................... 
10 10 10 
 9 10
 
Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture ......................... 2 4 8 3 
 1
 

5. 	Raw materials and inter
uediates for industry........................... 1 1 4 
 7 6
 

6. 	Construction
 
materials ....................................... 
 6 	 3 3 10 8
 

7. 	Capital goods
 
for agriculture .................................. 8 7 7 2 
 3


8. 	 Capital goods
 
for industry.................................... 9 5 2 3 5
 

9. 	Transport
 
equipment ....................................... 
 4 	 9 6 6 
 7
 

10. 	Various
 
products ......................................... 5 . . . .
 1 2
 

Source: Table 12.
 

W=0.418 (F = 2.14; F 9 5 = 2.15) ", 



Table 13: Rankings of economic categories according to importance of intra-regional imports
 

196F
 

Category 	 GUATEWiA EL SALVADOR HONDURS NICARACUA COSTA RICA 

1. 	Non-durable
 
consumer goods ................................... 1 1 1 1 
 1
 

2. 	 Durable
 
consumer -oods ................................... 5 5 7 4 4
 

3. 	Fuels and
 
lubricants ...................................... 6 10 4 9 9
 

4. 	Raw materials and inter

!r-ediates for agriculture ......................... 2 6 6 5 6
 
5. 	RaeT materials and inter

rmediates for industry ........................... 4 3 5 
 3 	 2
 
6. 	Construction
 

materials ....................................... 3 2 
 2 2 	 3
 
7. 	Capital goods
 

for agriculture ................................. 7 
 5
 
.	 Capital goods
 

for industry .................................... 9 
 8 9 7 	 (R
 
9. 	Transport
 

equipment ....................................... 10 
 9 10 10 10
 
10. 	Various
 

products ........................................ 7 4 3 6 7
 

Source: Table 12. 

W = 	0.823 (F = !P.60; F = 2.4)
99
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Part III. IHPORT SUBSTITUION III CENTRAL XERICA 

As we have discussed earlier, the term import substitution"
 

can be interpreted either as substitution of certain categories
 

of imports for other categories of imports, or - more usually 

as substitution of domestic production for imports. Import sub

stitution in the former sense is discussed and described in Part
 

II, for its measurement reduces to the measurement of changes in
 

the structure of imports. Iport substitution in the tradition

al sense is dealt with here.
 

1. The measurement of import substitution
 

The measurement of import substitution in the traditional
 

sense relatjs changes in the level of imports in one sector to
 

changes in domestic production in the same sector. The common
 

assumption underlying cc.nventional indices of import substitu

tion is that, in the absence of policy, imports would tend to
 

grow proportionately to domestic production in each and all sec.

tors. It follows that import substitution should be measured
 

only with reference to that portion of the total change in im-

ports (or domestic production) which is not accounted for by pro.

portional growth with domestic production (or imports).
 

One type of index starts from the notion of import coef

ficient - the ratio between imports and total availability (im

ports plus domestic production). If m. designates the import

i
 

coefficient in industry i, S !. is total imports, and is
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is domestic production in that industry, we have:
 

M.
 
m. -

+
 
?. + Q* 

The change in import coefficient between two points in time 

may be taken to represent the extent of import substitution that 

takes place in that period. A negative change in import coef

ficient, of course, implies 'ositive import substitution. The 

measure of import substitution may be the absolute change in im

port coefficient, or the relative change.-/ If ms is the import
a 

substitution measure in absolute terms, and ms the index in relar 

tive terms, we have, for years 1 and 2: 

ms = m. i.. , and,a i1 12 

2(m. -- mn. ) 
ms = I M2 [or: msa .(i + (Q + Q2 )]. m. 	+ m.
 

m1 12 
 M1 + M2. 

Instead of measuring import substitution starting from the
 

;..,.port side, one may of course 'look at the change in domestic 

production over and above proportional growth. An index of this 

type was elaborated by Ghenery ([13], 1960), and was used, among 

others, by Lewis and Soligo ([35], 1965; see also Soligo and Stern, 

([62], 1965). Import substitution is defined as "the difference 

between the growth in output with no change in the import ratio 

and the actual grr,,.th" (Chenery, ibid.). In symbols, if R is 

intermediate demand, D is final demand, X is exports, and S is 

l/ A relative index of this type was used by Baer and Kerstenet
sky in [3j.
 

http:grr,,.th
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total availability, we have the following identities: 

S Q + m; AS E AQ + A!j;
 

S E R + D + X; AS EAR + A D + AX;
 

Define the domestic production coefficient as:
 

= =2 Iu
uI S = Q2 . If u = 2 , i.e., if by 

assumption no import substitution occurs, then the change in
 

domestic output is: AQ = u1 . AS = u1 ( AR + AD + AX). If 

instead u 1 0 u2 , then the change in output, AQ, can be appor

tioned between the change that would occur if the domestic pro

duction coefficient had stayed the same (the change due to pro

portional growth), plus the change due to exports, plus the change
 

due to the change in the domestic production coefficient. In
 

symbols, we have: AQ = uI ( AR + AD) + u (AX) + (u2 - u ) S2, 

where the measure of import substitution is given by the third 

term. Dividing through by AQ, to obtain a relative index, we 

have, after simple manipulation, the Chenery index of import sub

stitution: c = (1/ AQ) [Q2 .- 1 I.(S2/S1]'-/
 

The Chenery index yields of course the same direction of 

change as the previous two indices (ms and ms r ), but its magni

tude is different because it is based on changes in domestic 

I/ An aggregate index is obtained by adding across industries
 
1 through n: 

C = [ ( 7 "Q 2/ ES i2) - ( ZQil / ES i l ) 

EAQi 
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production rather than in imports. 
This would not be a serious 

difficulty. But P. Desai ([17], 1969), has shown that the rankings
 

of sectors may also differ according to the import substitution
 

measure used. If the relative position of industries with re

spect to degree of import substitution is strongly influenced by
 

the import substitution index used, any conclusion on possible re

lations between import substitution and industrial characteristics
 

would be highly doubtful. 

To test whether use of a different index of import substitu

tion yields significantly different results, we have calculated
 

msa, msr , and c for Guatemala in five three-year periods, from
 

1953 to 1968, for I.S.I.C. sectors of manufacturing industry. The
 

coefficients are shown in Table 14; the rankings of sectors ac

cording to import substitution coefficients are shown in Table 15. 

Table 16 contains the coefficients of rank correlation and of
 

linear correlation between pairs of import substitution indices
 

for the 20 I.S.I.C. sectors in the five periods. It is clear
 

that indeed the absolute degree of import substitution changes
 

according to the measure of import substitution used; further,
 

that the relative position of sectors also depends partly on the
 

index used. 
However, the rankings are quite similar. The index
 

that correlates best with the other two is 
ms , while ms has the 

lowest correlation of the three, First, the large differences in
 

absolute results of the different indices make it advisable not
 

to place excessive reliance on the absolute magnitude of any im

port substitution measure. Secondly, however, the similarity
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Table 14: 
 Import substitution coefficients, GUATEMALA, 1953-56 to 1965-63
 
ISIC 1953-56 
 1956-59 
 1959-62 
 1962-65 
 1965 68
a-r msr
msa c ms ms c
r- - msa msr C-- msa msr c-- msaa Msr -c 

20. -0.0004 -0.50 -0.35 +0.0261 +38.84 
 16.22 +0.0058 +11.31 5.28 
0.0090 --17.01
21. -7.63 -0.0108 -17.20 -6.8o
-o.oi6 -35.10 -7.97 -0.0058 -15.10 -3.67 +0.0105 +29.17 
 9.88 -0.0390 --77.53
22. -.......... -46.98 +0.0307 +56.43 21.75
 
23. --0.0014 -0.39 -1,68 +0.0425 +12.54 
 16.23 +0.0737 +26.25
24. +0.0161 +9.21 

26.58 -0.0370 -14.09 -19.24 +0.0020 +0.71 1.23
11.14 +0.1059 +93.14 58.09 
 0.0023 -3.72 
 -0.05 -0.0148 -20.99 -.11.16 +0.0675 +153.06
25. -0.0071 -4.25 -.2.45 +0.1093 +94.22 43.68
102.05 +0.0418+103.21 
18.66 -o.o414 -102.73
26. +0.0053 +13.18 4.86 -0.0389 -14.33 +0.0092 +16.31 5.95
68.37 -.6o.41 +0.0393 +69.31 
 39.13 --0.0578 -85.63 
-62.84 +0.0151 +17.30
27. +0.0625 +6.90 17.55
75.00 +0.1020 +12.38 
 60.74 +0.1958 +29.00 
 72.36 -0.0713 
 -11.64 -50.4o +0.0451
28. -o.0o41 +7.20 46.o
-2.19 -1.75 +0.0506 +30.87 
 30.57 +0.0108 +8.11 
 14.90 -0.0683 -42.19
29. -30.25 +0.0139 +7.35 6.26
0.0437 -34.90 -49.07 +0.0002 +0.14 15.90 +0.0174 +12.59 14.75 -0.0872 -50.38 
-34.65 +0.0541 +28.53 17,
30, -- -- - +0.3191 +r -,S 108.38 +0.2126 +52.12 
 45.45 -0.0935 -26.84
31. -0.0400 -9.08 -40.15 -0.1226 --23.49 -148.02 +0.0075 +12.94 
-56.15 +0.1804 +59.17 42.5 /
5.77 -0.1020


32-- .. -16.27 -359.10 +0.0136 +2.03 19.14
 
33. +0.0223 +19.59 45.33 -0.1102 +69.83 -155.96 +0.0167 
+8.17 4o.oo +0.0136
34. - -- -- +7.18 3.49 -0.0343 -17.18 -38.05-
35. +0.0039 +0.52 - -3.52 +0.0821 +11.51 
 79.63 +0.1599 +26.98 
 73.40 +0.1488 +33.95 
 34.31 +0.2080
36. -0.0054 +80.03 37.48
-0.55 -90.40 +0.0117 
+1.20 107.35 +0.0142 +1.47 70.00 +0.0365 +3.89
37. -0.0122 65.58 +0.0934 +10.70 80.38
-1.29 -75.60 +0.0180 
 +1.91 68.65 +0.0557 
+6.15 103-38 +0.0332 +3.85
38. 30.70 +0.1728 +22.79 80.82
-0.0480 -5.25-231.99 +0.0743 
 +8.25 250.48 +0.0412 
+4.89 161.52 -0.0425 
 -5.04 -104.71 +0.0059 +0.68
39. +.0488 -+6.38 43.87 +0.0381 +5.0O 32.46 +0.0268 +30.92 

83.60
 
93.95 +0.0458 +8.37 
 16.37 +0.1813 +41.77 50.70
 

2-3 -0.0664 -23.37 -60.23 +0.0350j+11.67 28.16 +0.0268 
+9.97 21.68 -0.0581 
-20.42 -41.59 +0.0364 +12.32 20.52
 

Sources: n Tables A-3 and A-4. 

http:0.0350j+11.67
http:5.25-231.99
http:0.0418+103.21


Table 15: Rankings of industrial sectors according to different measures of import 
substitution, Guatemala, 1953-56 to 1965-68 -

ISIC No. 1953-56 1956-59 1959-62 1962-65 1965-68 ISIC No. 
Ms. ms ms IS msa ms ms ms ms ms a r c a r- r c a r c a r c 

20. 11 12 11 10 4 12 16 11 16 9 13 9 19 20 19 20. 
21. 16 20 15 17 18 17 14 5 14 12 18 15 
 9 4 9 21.
 
22. 8.5 8.5 8.5 15 16 15 18 17 18 7 7 7 17 17 17 22. 
23. 12 11 12 8 7 11 5 8 10 11 11 12 15 14 15 23.
 
24. 4 3 3 3 2 8 20 20 20 10 14 10 6 1 6 24.
 
25. 15 16 14 2 1 4 7 1 11 13 20 11 13 9 14 25. 
26. 5 2 5 18 19 18 9 2 9 15 19 18 
 10 8 11 26.
 
27. 1 4 1 4 8 7 3 6 5 17 10 16 8 12 5 27. 
28. 13 15 13 7 5 10 13 13 12 
 16 16 13 11 11 13 28,29. 19 19 17 13 14 13 10 10 3 18 17 14 7 6 12 29. 
30. 8.5 8.5 8.5 1 3 2 1 3 7 19 15 17 3 3 7 30. 
31. 18 18 16 20 6 15 15 12 12 10
19 9 20 20 13 31.
 
32. 8.5 8.5 8.5 15 16 15 18 18 18 7 7 
 7 17 17 17 32.
 
33. 3 1 4 19 20 20 11 12 8 5 3 5 
 20 19 20 33.
 
34. 8.5 8.5 8.5 15 16 15 18 19 18 7 7 7 17 17 
 17 34.
 
35. 6 6 6 5 9 5 4 7 4 1 1 2 1 2 8 - 35. 
36. 14 13 19 
 12 13 3 12 16 6 3 4 1 5 10 3 36.
 
37. 17 14 18 11 12 6 6 14 2 4 5 3 4 7 2 37. 
38. 20 17 20 
 6 10 1 8 15 1 14 9 19 14 15 1 30. 
39. 2 5 2 9 11 9 2 4 3 2 2 4 2 5 4 39. 

Source: Table 14
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Table 16: Correlation between different measures of import substitution,
 

Cuatemala, 1953-56 to 1965-68
 

Rank Correlation (R)
 

Period PR R 
mSamsr msr, c rnSa, c 

1953-56 0. 9l 5*** 0. 8100** 0. 92** 

1956-59 O.77."'** 0. 570,!.818"

1959-62 0.704,:"-* 0.613* 0.842***
 

1962-65 0.779*,** O.717-- o.928*-.
 

° 
1965-6 O898o* 0.612*-* 0.775*** 

Average 0.819 0.664 0.855 

Linear Correlation (r)
 

Period r r r 
mSa,msr msr, C mSa, c 

1953-56 .o600 0.216 0.748 

1956-59 o.684 0.232 0.689 

1959-62 0.279 - O.15 

1962-65 0.603 0.192 0.610 

1965-6n 0.543 0.349 0.595 

Average 0.5k2 0.10 o.623 

Sources: Tables 14 and 15.
 

x: Significant at the 0.10 level; **: Significant at the 0.05 level; 

***: Significant at the 0.01 level. 
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between the rankings is sufficiently high that calculation of the
 

relative position of sectors with respect to the degree of import
 

substitution is meaningful. Thirdly, the one index which seems
 

to yield practically better results is the simplest of the three: 

iSa, the absolute change in import coefficient will therefore be 

use,' in the rest of this section.-

2. 	 Import substitution in Central American manufacturing
 

industry, 1962.-68
 

As concluded in the previous section, the measure of import
 

substitution that will be used to describe the process in Central 

America is msa, i.e., the absolute change in import coefficient
 

between reference years. An increase in import coefficient is
 

reflected in a negative ms ; the degree of import substitution is
 

therefore directly related to the coefficient. The analysis is
 

limited to the CACH years (1962-68). Import coefficients for the
 

years prior to 1962 have, however, been calculated by UUC2AD [68]
 

in constant prices; we refer the interested reader to the UNCTAD
 

study. Data on domestic production are not available in the CUODE
 

1/ 	 It is not unusual to find that a simpler method yields results
 
as good as, cr better than, the results of more complicated
 
measures.
 

2/ 	 During the 1960's some import substitution occurred in other 
sectors of the eccnomy also, particuarly in specific service 
activities. In agriculture, however, virtually no import sub
stitution has tak]en place; imports have been quite low to be
gin with, owing to the countries' comparative advantage in 
several agricultural activities. The process of import sub
stitution of the 1960's has centered mainly on the manufac

turing sector.
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classification by economic use; since, 
obviously, the same classifi

cation is needed to relate changes 
in domestic production to changes
 

in imports, the I.S.I.C. classification 
(by type of commodity) is
 

here used at the 2-digit level to calculate 
import substitution co-


Both imports and
 
efficients for sectors of manufacturing 

industry. 


domestic production are in current 
prices, thus incorporating in
 

the import-substitution coefficient 
the effects of relative price
 

changes.
 

Table 17 shows the import coefficients 
for 1962, 1965 and 1968;
 

Table 18 shows the coefficients 
of import substitution; Table 19
 

shows the rankings of industrial sectors 
in the various countries
 

according to import substitution coefficient, 
and Table 20 presents
 

several coefficients of rank correlation.
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Table 17 Import coefficients,al I.S.I.C. sectors of manufacturing
 
industry, Central American countries, 1962, 1965, and 1968, at
 
current prices
 

I.S.I.C. No. COSTA RICA 	 EL SALVADOR
 

1962 1.965 1968 1962 965 1968
 

20. 	Food 0.0362 0.0811 0,0675 0.0833 30.0804 30.1156
 
21. Beverages 0.0851 0.0614 0.0633 0.0474 0.0422 0.0465
 
22, Tobacco 0.0084 0.0103 0.0229 0.0157 0.0235 0.0687
 
23. 	 Textiles 0.5898 0.6002 0.6326 0.3645 0.3577 0.3528
 
24. 	Apparel 0.1132 0.1590 0.0826 0.1040 0.1002 0.0238
 
25. 	Wood 0.0826 0.0495 0.0440 0.0685 0.7814 0.7798
 
26. 	 Furniture 0.0254 0.0645 0.0586 0.1612 0.1732 0.1547
 
27. 	 Paper 0.8142 0.7181 0.6711 0.7087 0.6190 0.6055
 
28. 	 Printing 0.1577 0.1957 0.1902 0.1829 0.2263 0.1939
 
29. 	Leather 0.2425 0.3000 0.2244 0.2876 0.3200 0.2834
 
30. 	Rubber 0.6775 0.6772 0,3220 0.6519 0.6265 0.6489
 
31. 	 Chemicals 0.6L1 3 0.5857 0,424.3 0.6437 0.0(24 0.6193 
2. Petroleum 0.9999 0.9999 0.3992 0.9999 0.1231 0.1171
 

j3. 	 Non-metallic 
minezls 0.5412 0.3285 0.2748 0.3640 0.4246 0.3553 

34. 	Basic
 
metals 0.9999 0.8472 0.9999 0.9349 0.8124 0.6875
 

35. 	Metal
 
products 0.7263 0.5532 0.4596 0.6583 0.6376 0.4604
 

36. 	Nachinery 0.9104 0.9009 0.8677 0.9544 0.9346 0.8473
 
37. 	 Electrical
 

machinery 0.9296 0.8827 0.7169 0.8998 0.7865 0.5723
 
38. 	 Transport
 

equipment 0.7262 0.7543 0.6716 0.7522 0.8269 0,5622
 
39. 	Various 0.6618 0.5238 0.5145 0.5916 0.5443 0.4090
 

2-3 0.3428 0.3871 0.3337 0.3484 0.3623 0.3281
 

Sources: Tables A-3 and A-4
 

a/ hen no domestic production is recorded, the import coefficient
 
is taken as 0.9999 instead of:l.0
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(Table 17 - continued)
 

T.S.I.C. No, GUATMIALA HO],DURAS 

1962 1965 1968 1962 1965 1968 

20. Food 0.0484 0.0574 0.0682 0.2048 0,2228 0.2532 
21. Beverages 
22. Tobacco 

0.0305 
-

0.0698 
-

0.0391 
-

0.0415 
0.0096 

0.C']-03 
0.080 

0.0485 
0.0830 

23. Textiles 0.2440 0.2310 0.2790 0.8808 0.6036 0.5653 
24. Apparel 0.0631 0,0779 0.0104 0.3956 0.3465 0.2067 
25. ocd 0.0196 0.0610 0.0518 0.0271 0.0353 0.0347 
26. Furniture 0.0371 0.0949 0.0798 0.2926 0.1898 0.3535 
27. Paper 0.5772 0.6485 0.6034 0-8250 0.4568 0.4671 
23. Printing 0.1278 0.1961 0.1822 0.3200 0.4825 0.3272 
29. Leather 0.1295 0.2167 0.1626 0.6887 0.6787 0.2694 
30. Rubber 0.3016 0.3951 0.2147 0.8031 0.6873 0.6819 
31. Chemicals 0.5758 0.6778 0.6642 0.7162 0.6680 0.7.13 
32. Petroleum 0.9999 0.9999'o 0.9999 0.9999 0.9999 0.9999 
33. Non-metallic 

minerals 0.1962 0.1826 0.2169 0.3668 0.3373 0.3553 
34. Basic 

metals 0.9999 0.9999 0.9999 0.9999 0.9999 0.9999 
35. Metal 

products 0.5127 0.3639 0.1559 0.7796 0.7350 0.5942 
36. Mpchinery 0.9560 0.9195 0.8261 0.6735 0.7277 0.8575 
37. Elect.:ical 

machinery 0.8779 0.8447 0.6719 0,9780 0.9811 0.9701 
38. Transport

equipment 0.8224 0.8649 0.8590 0.8347 0.9094 0.8947 
39. Various 0.5704 0.5246 0.3433 0.8417 0.7286 0.4151 

2-3 0.2555 0.3136 0.2772 0.5001 0.4663 0,4853 
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(Table 17 - continued) 

I.S.I.C. I-To. NICARAGUA 	 CENTRAL AIiERICA 

1962 1965 19 8 1961V 1964 1968 

20. 	Food 0.1005 0.0901 04i030 0.069 0.073 0.048 
21. 	 Beverages 0.0361 0.0382 0,0306 0.039 0.033 0.039
 
22. 	 Tobacco 0.0080 0.0138 0.0091 0.005 0.006 0.005
 
23. 	 Textiles 0.5192 0.5700 0.4909 0.437 0.389 0.276
 
24. 	 Apparel 0.0595 0.1184 0.0495 eO.074 0.003 0.002 
25. 	 Wood 0.0"156 0.1322 0.1134 0.048 0.022 0.023 
26. 	 Furniture 0.3769 0.3342 0.3086 0.074 0.053 0.050
 
27. 	 Paper 0.9999 0.6593 0.6663 0.768 0.583 0.539
 
28. 	 Printing 0.3727 0.3528 0.3646 0.188 0.161 0.176 
29. 	Leather 0.1697 0.2000 0.1643 0.227 0.210 0.109
 
30. 	Rubber O..637 0-7177 0.7736 0.592 0.535 0.485
 
31. 	 Chemicals 0.7491 0.6003 0.609/4 0.648 0.574 0.567
 
32. 	 Petroleum 0.5999 0.3429 0.1939 0.999 0.534 0.340
 
33. 	 Non-metallic
 

minerals 0.3937 0.3651 0.3406 0.372 0.296 0.233
 
34. 	Basic
 

metals 0.9999 0.9999 0.9999 0.979 0.951 0.901
 
35, 	 ietal 

products 0.8181 0.4766 0.4893 0.691 0.524 0.276 
36. 	 Niachinery 0.9999 0.9999 0.9999 0.877 0.918 0.863
 
37. 	 Electrical 

machinery 0.9323 0.9641 0.9634 0.918 0.904 0.702 
38. 	 Transport
 

equipment 0.9821 0.8027 0.8511 0.807 0.831 0.788
 
39. 	Various 0.8164 0.5471 0.4731 0.692 0.535 0.352
 

2-3 0.4581 0.2180 0.3917 0.4117 0.3310 0.2866
 

b_/ 	Honduras estimated.
 



Table 18: Import substitution coefficients, I.S.I.C sectors
 
of manufacturing industry, Central American countries, 1962-68
 

COSTA RICA EL SALVADOR 
ISIC Yo. 

1962-65 i.96r-6G 1962-68 1962-65 1965-68 1962-68 

20. -0.0449 0.01.36 -0.0313 0.0029 -0.0352 -0.0323
 
21. 0.0237 -0.0019 0.0218 0.0052 -0.0043 0.0009
 
22. -0.0019 -0.0126 -0.0145 -0.o078 -0.0452 -0.0530 
23. -0.0104 -O 0324 -0. 0428 0.c068 o.0049 0.O117 
24. -0.0458 0.0764 0.03j.6 0.0038 0. 0764 0.0802 
25. 0.0331 0,0055 0.0386 -0.1229 0.0016 -0.1213
 
26. -0.0391 0.0059 -0.0332 -0.0120 0.0185 0.0065
 
27. O.0961 o.W0400 0.1401 0.0389 0.0143 0.1032 
28. -0,330 0.0055 -0.0325 - 0.0434 0.OOZ4 -0.OllO 
29. -0,0575 0.0756 0.010.1 -0.0324 0.0366 0.0042 
30. 0.0003 0.3552 0.3555 0.0254 -0.0244 0.0030
 
31. 0.0556 O.1614 0.2170 0.0211 0,0033 0.0244 
32. - o.6007 o.6007 0.768 O.0060 0.8828
 
33. 0.2127 0.0537 0.2664 -0.05C6 0.0693 0.0087
 
34. 0.1527 -0.1527 - 0.1225 0.1249 0.2474
 
35. 0.1731 0.0936 o.LG667 0.0207 0.1772 0.1979
 
36. 0.00 0.0332 0.0427 0.0198 0.0873 0.1071
 

37. C.C'469 0.165p 0.2127 0.1133 0.2142 0.3275
 
38. -0.0281 0.0827 0.0546 -0.0747 0.1747 0.1000
 
39. 0.1380 0.0C93 0.1473 0.0473 0.1353 0.1826
 

2 -0.0443 0.0534 0.0C91 -0.0139 0.0342 0.0203
 

Source: Table 17.
 

a/ Import substitution coefficient msa; see text for details.
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(Table 18 - continued) 

CUATEIALA HONDURAS 
ISIC No. 

1962-65 ].965-68 1962-68 1962-65 1965-68 1962-68 

20. -0.0090 -0.0].08 - 0.0198 -0.0130 -0.0304 -0.0484 
21. -0.0390 0.0307 -0,0083 0,0012 -0.0082 -0.0070 
22. - - - -0.0784 0.0050 -0.0734 
23. -0. 0370 0.0020 -00350 0.21?'2 0.0383 0.3155 
24. -0. 0148 0.0675 0,C527 0.0491 0.1398 0.1889 
25. -0.0414 0,0092 -0,0322 -0.0092 0.0006 -0.0065 
26. -0.0578 0.0151 -0.0427 0.1.028 -0,1637 -0.0609 
27. -0.0713 0.0451 -0,0262 0.3682 -0.0103 0.3579 
28. -0.0683 0.01-39 -0.0V44 -0.1625 0,1553 -0.0072 
29. -0.0872 0,054). -0.0331 0.0100 0-4093 0,4193 
30. -0.0935 0,1004 0.0869 0.1158 0.0054 0.1212 
31. -0.1020 0.0136 -o.o4 0,0482 -0.0433 0,0049 
3 2 . - ..... 
33. 0.0136 0.03!?43 0.0 479 0.0205 -0.018O 0.0115 
34. - - - -
35. 0.11188 0.2000 0.3560 o.c446 C,1408 0.1854 
36. 0.0365 0.0934 0.1299 -0.0542 -0,1298 -0.1840 
37. 0.0332 0.1728 0.2060 -0.0031 0.0110 0.0079 
38. -0.0425 0.0059 -0.0366 -0.0747 0.0147 -0.0600 
39. 0.04,58 0.1813 0.2271 0.1131 0.3135 0.4266 

2-_3 -0.0581 0.0364 -0.0217 0.0338 -0.0190 0,0].48 
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(Table 18 - continued) 

NICARAGUA CEITTRAL AIIERICA 
ISIC i*o. 

1962-65 1965-68 1962-(8 1.961-64 .964-68 1961-68 

20. 
21. 

0-010,' 
-0.0'.I 

-0,0129 
0(.6 

-0.0025 
o. (';e 

-0.0o04 
O.0006 

0.025 
-c,oo6 

0,021 
-

22. -0.0058 0.0047 -0.0011 -0.001 0.001 -
23. -0.0235 -,C. 02119 -0. 043.'? O.OLO 0.113 0.16. 
24. -0.0b, O00689 o. oio 0.071 0.001 0.072 
25. -0.0866 0. 0Wi8 -O.06O. 0.026 -0. OO1. 0.025 
26. 0.L27 02j6 .00U'3 0.021 -0.005 o,016 
27. 0.3406 -0.0070 0.5 6 0.185 0.050 0.229 
28. 0.0199 -0.0118 0,O'-1 0.027 --0.015 0.012 
29. -0, 0303 0. 1357 0. 1054 0.017 0,101 0.118 
30. 0.1460 -0.0559 0.0901 0. 057 0.050 0.107 
31. 0.1478 -0.0091 0.1337 0.o074 0.007 0.081 
32. 0.6570 0.1490 0.8060 o.465 0.194 0.659 
33. 0.0286 O.0245 0.0531 0.026 0.063 0.089 
34. - - - 0.028 0.050 0.078 
35, 0.3415 -0.0127 0.3208 0.167 0.248 0.415 
36. - - - -0.041 0.055 0.014 
37. -0,0318 0,0007 -0.0311 0.014 0.202 0.216 
38. 0.0994 0.0316 0.1310 -0.024 , 0.043 0.019 
39. 0.2693 0.0740 0.3433 0.157 0.183 0.340 

2-3 0.2401 -0.1737 0.0664. 0.0807 O.0452 0.1251 
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Table 19: Rankings of industrial sectors according to dePree of
 

im-port.b~ttu~hn, 1062-.65, 1965-68, an. 1962-68. 

No.'E..N PC. It. SATNADOCRj 

I_9_2-65 J96-.8 1962-68 19-65 l - 68 1962-.68 

20. 18 22 17 13 19 
 18
 

21. 9 1? 13 11 17 A
 

22. 13 18 16 14 20 19
 

23. 14 
 19 20 10 14 11 
24. 19 7 12 12 7 9 
24. 8 15.5 11 20 16 20 

26. 17 14 19 15 11 13 

27, 5 10 8 4 12 7 

28. 16 15.5 13 17 10 17 

29. 20 8 14 16 
 9 14
 

30. 11 2 2 6 18 15 

31. 6 4 6 7 15 
 10 

32. 12 1 1 1 13 
 1
 

33. 1 9 4 18 
 8 10 
34. 3 20 15 2 5 
 3
 

35. 2 5 3 8 2 4 

36. 10 11 10 9 6 6
 

37. 7 3 5 3 1 
 2
 

38. 15 6 9 19 3 8
 

39. 4 13 7 5 4 5
 

Source: Table 18.
 

http:1962-.68
http:1062-.65
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(Table 19 - Continued)
 

I.S.I.C. 
Jo. GUATEMALA HONDURAS 

1,962-68 I965-68 1962-68 1962-65 1965-68 1962-68 

20. 9 20 10 16 1.7 16 
21. 10 10 11 11 14 13 

22. 7 18 9 19 10 19 
23. 9 16 16 2 6 4 

24. 10 6 6 6 5 5 

25. 13 14 14 15 11 15 

26. 15 11 18 5 20 18 

27. 17 8 13 1 15 3 
28. 16 12 19 20 3 14 

29. 19 7 15 10 1 2 
30. 19 3 5 3 9 7 

31. 20 13 20 7 18 10 
32. 7 18 9 12.5 12.5 11.5 

33. 5 9 7 9 16 8 
34. 17 18 9 12.5 12.5 11.5 

35. 1 1 1 8 4 6 
36, 3 5 4 17 19 20 

37. 4 4 3 14 8 9 
38. 14 15 17 18 7 17 

39. 2 2 2 4 2 1 
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(Table 19 - continued)
 

CENTRALI.S.I.c. ."Best" 

a/ b/No. NICARAGUA Rank AIRICA 

1962-65 1965-68 1962-68 1962-68 1962-68
 

20. 11 18 17 19 14 

21. 14 9 13 14 19.5 

22. 15 10 16 7
 

23. 16 19 19 15 6
 

24. 19 4 11 8 12
 

25. 20 8 20 19
 

26. 8 6 9 16 16
 

27. 3 14 3 4 4 

28. 10 16 12 19 18
 

29. 17 2 7 10 7
 

30. 6 20 8 5.5 8
 

31. 5 15 5 2 10 

32. 1 1 1 3 1
 

33. 9 7 10 7 9 
34. 12.5 12.5 14.5 11 11
 

35. 2 17 4 2 2
 

36. 12.5 12.5 14.5 12 17
 

37. 18 11 18 5.5
 

38. 7 5 6 13 

39. 4 3 2 1 3
 

a/ Combined rank for the five countries; it represents an un
weighted rank of import substitution on a national basis. 

12/ It represents a ranking by import substitution on a regional
 
basis, since only extra-regional imports enter the calculation
 
of the import coefficients.
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Table 20: Correlation coefficients among import-substitution rankings
 

(a) 	Correlation (Kendall's w) among country rankinps:
 

1,62-65 1365-68 1;62-6nb

(F ratio) (2.62) (2.62) (4.11)
 

(b) 	Correlation (Spearman's R) between 1(62-65 and:c/rankings
1"165-6R 

Costa Rica El Salvador Guatemala Honduras Nicaragua 

R O.041 O.16 0.lql 0.021 -0.o4 

t
(c) 	Correlation (Spearman's R) between ranking for eac
 

country and the combined rank for all countries:
 

Costa Rica El Salvador Guatemala Honduras Nicaragua 

R 0. 0 4 
I o 7 4 3 - o. 6-a6_/ 0.67o_/ 0.616a/ 

Source: Table 19 

a/ Si,>nificant at the 0.01 level.
 

b/ If Nicaragua and Honduras are excluded, the correlation coefficient
 

increase to: W'=0.667 (F=3.,6). 

c/ 	 The correlation coefficient between the "best" (combined) rank 
for 	1962-68 and the l962-6q rank for Central America as a whole 
is +0.71 significant at the 0.01 level.
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From these data one observes the following main points:
 

(i) For the period 1962-65 negative import substitution took
 

place in three countries: in that period, the import coefficient for
 

manufacturing industry as a wnole actually increased by about 12 per

cent in Costa Rica, 4 percent in El Salvador and 20 percent in
 

Guatemala. (It decreased instead by about 7 percent in Honduras, ani 

by a drastic 71 percent in Nicaragua). This, however, did not reflect 

an increase in the relative importance of extra-area imports, but 

was due to an increase in imports from other Central American countries. 

For Central -'ericaas a whole the process of import substitution is 

evident in both 1962-65 and 1965-68. This confirms the co-existence 

in the CACI.1 years, of two inter-connected phenomena: the substitution 

of regional production for extra-area imports, and the expansion in 

regional market size (as evidenced in the increase in intra-regional
 

trade) which made it possible. While on a national basis the import

substitution process generally appeared centered in the later 1960's,
 

regional import substitution was instead somewhat faster in the early 

CACM years than in the later years: the coefficient of import substitu

tion was 0.0807 (or 21 percent in relative terms) in 1961-62, and 

0.0452 (or 17 percent in relative terms) in 1964-68. 

(ii) A significant negative correlation (R = -0.90) exists be

tween the 1962-65 ranking of countries according to import-substitu

tion coefficient and the 1965-68 ranking. Generally, countries ex

periencing a relatively higher degree of import substitution in the 

earlier period showed a relatively low coefficient in the later period, 

and viceversa. One notices again the retrenchment- effect we dis

cussed with reference to change in the structure of imports (see p. 36): 
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Country Rank by import-substitution coefficient
 

1962-65 1965-68 1962-68
 

Costa Rica 4 1 4 
El Salvador 3 3 2 
Guatemala 5 2 5 
Honduras 2 4 3 
Nicaragua 1 5 1 

Source. Table 19.
 

(iii) The rankings of industrial sectors according to'msa are
 

similar for the five countries in a given period: the coefficient of
 

concordance is significant at the 0.01 level for 1962-65 and 1965-68
 

as well as for 1962-68 as a whole. Again, this indicates that the
 

five countries have followed a similar - though by no means identical 

pattern of import substitution, and have tended to specialize in the
 

same general categories (see above, pp._ML); national specializa

tion for intra-regional trade must therefore have occurred at a dis

aggregated level within those categories. Instead, practically no
 

relationship seems to exist between the sectoral rankings for the two
 

different periris. Sectors in which import substitution proceeded at
 

a relatively fast pace in 1962-65 were not necessarily either the
 

leading sectors or the lagging ones in the following period. The
 

pattern is an erratic one. There may have been no deliberate policy
 

to favor consistently certain specific sectors; more accurately, if
 

such a policy was operative, its effects are not apparent from the
 

data.
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(iv) Due to the lack of correspondence between the 1962-65 and
 

the 1965-68 sectoral rankings, the rank for the entire 1962-68 period
 

is of limited value. Also, as already mentioned, the I.S.I.C. classi

fication is not very meaningful in our context. At any rate, it is
 

worth noticing that, for the CACM as a whole, in no industry was the
 

import coefficient higher in 1968 than in 1962. The industries ex

hibliting tho fastest degree of import substitution were in this order: 

Petroleum (0.659), iletal Product- (0,415), Miscellaneous (0.340), 

Paper (0.229), Electrical 1Miachinery (0.216), and Textiles (0.161).
 

All of these categories include large proportions of consumer goods,
 

both durable and non-durable. However, it is clear that in those
 

categories some import substitution must have occurred for certain
 

intermediate products as well (see above, pp. 65-66). 
 Industries ex

hibiting the smallest degree of import substitution, on the other hand,
 

were, in this order: Beverages and Tobacco (constant import coef

ficient), Printing and Publishing (0.012), Machinery (0.014), Fur

niture (0.016), and Transport Equipment (0.019).
 

3. The external financial position of Central American countries
 

The somewhat erratic temporal pattern of sectoral import sub-

stitution described in the previous section raises the possibility
 

that the import substitution process might have occurred as a forced
 

response to balance-of-payments difficulties. 
 In terms of the general
 

discussion in Part I (see pp. 14-18 ), 'forced' import substitution
 

ip likely to give rise to serious difficulties without appreciably
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improving the prospects for long-term growth. It is, of course,
 

impossible to assess with any certainty the motivations behind any
 

commercial policy measure; to some extent, balance-of-payments con

ditions always play a role in economic policy decisions, and the
 

dividing line between 'planned' and 'forced' import substitution is
 

not clear-cut. It would be particularly hard to demonstrate that
 

a given commercial policy course was in fact undertaken in response
 

to unfavorable financial developments. On the other hand, it seems
 

reasonable to interpr6t a favorable balance-of-payments situation
 

as prima facie evidence of the absence of 'forced' import substitu

tion - in the assumption that a less developed country is not in

terested in increasing reserves per se, and in fact has not done so.
 

On this basis, there is no evidence that Central American import
 

substitution policies were undertaken as a forced response to
 

balance-of-payments problems.
 

Table 21 shows the basic balance (balance on current account
 

plus balance on 2ong-term capital account) for the five countries
 

from 1960 to 144. The only country for which, in these years, un

favorable financial circumstances might have compelled restriction
 

of imports is Costa Rica, which had an average annual basic deficit
 

of $ 1.3 million. By comparison, El Salvador showed an average an

nual surplus of $ 4.0 million, Guatemala of $ 4.4 million, Honduras
 

of $ 2.8 million and Nicaragua a surplus of $ 2.8 million. For
 

Central America as a whole, the average annual surplus amounted to
 

$ 13.4 million. These are not large amounts, but they are compatible
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with the absence of a policy of import substitution compelled by
 

financial problems.
 

Perhaps more indicative of a country's external economic po

sition is the capacity to import, i.e., total exports plus net trans

fers plus net long-term capital deflated by the index of import
 

prices. Table 22 shows import capacity in the 1960's. A consi

derable increase is evident for all countries. In 1960-68, the an

nual rate of growth (least squares) of import capacity was 5.86
 

percent for Costa Rica, 6.31 percent for El Salvador, 5.17 percent
 

for 	Guatemala, 8.38 percent for Honduras and 10.40 percent for
 

Nicaragua. This certainly does not support the hypothesis of forced
 

import substitution in that period.-


Still, it is possible that import restrictions arose from un

foreseen fluctuations in capacity to import, whatever the long-term
 

trend might have been. Under conditions of reserve inadequacy, a
 

sudden decline in import capacity (whether due to a decrease in the
 

volume of exports, in aid, or to an increase in import prices) may
 

force a country to restrict imports - without a corresponding increase
 

1/ 	It is worth pointing out that the improvement in the balance-of
payments position in the 1960's was due principally to an in
crease in long-term capital inflow and in public transfers. This
 
has led to a general impression that the benefits of Common Mar
ket 	protection have been enjoyed mainly by foreign investors.
 
The possibility is very real, though of course any discussion of
 
itlies outside the scope of this monograph. At any rate, one can
 
certainly expect the return flow of dividends to increase in the
 
future, if the experience of other Latin American countries is
 
any indication. Thus, not only can this source of increasing im
port capacity not be counted upon for much longer, but also, ca
pital outflows must be expected to increase in the relatively
 
near future. If to this one adds the consideration that the
 
very process of import substitution has increased the require
ments for imported inputs and capital goods, it is not easy to
 
be optimistic about Central American external financial pros
pects, unless export expansion is successfully undertaken.
 



Table 21: Balance of payments position (basic balance),a/ Central American countries, million 1, 1960-1968
 

Country 196o 1961 1962 193' 1964k' 1965 1966 19%7 19,)68 

Costa Rica -10.9 -9.7 12.6 12.8 13.4 -20.4 -6.5 10.4 -- 5 

il Salvador -11.1 12.8 15.1 11.9 15.3 1.9 -13.7 2.8 0.6 

Guatemala 13.6 2.1 -2.5 21.1 2.2 20,9 -6.9 -13.1 2.6 

Honduras 0.9 -2.6 5.4 5.4 6.4 20.3 -5.8 -9.8 5.2 

iicara* ua .3.8 -7.0 8.3 14.7 3.1 26.2 -2.3 -23.5 4.3 

Central 

ATeri ca -11.3 -4.4 38.9 65.9 45.9 48.9 -35.2 33.2 5.2 

Source- I> ' International Financial Statistics, various issues 

a/ 	 Tne basic balance' comp-rises the sum of the current account balance and of the capital account balance. Hence 
the basic balance is equal to the cashi account balance with the opposite sign. The above figures are obtained 
by adding the onetary autnorities item to the jet errors and omissions item, and inverting the sign. To 
obtain the capacity to import' add total imports to tae above figures and deflate the series by an irport 
price index. 

b/ 	There are discrepancies between the figures given in earlier IFS issues and in later ones. The more recent 
fig.ures are used here. Tae discrepancies are large enough in some cases to turn a surplus into a deficit or 
viceversa, also. the errors and omissions item is nearly always quite large in relation to the basic balance. 
Caution in reading the above figures is in order. 



Table 22: Import capacity, ( * ) Central American countries, in million U.S. $, 1960-68. 

Country 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 

Costa Rica 90.8 85.4 109.6 115.8 128.8 133.7 144.5 160.9 165.1 

xi Salvador 113.6 121.5 139.9 158.9 189.4 163.8 224.7 211.1 1)1.3 

Guatemala 153.0 131.7 124.3 183.0 201.4 242.9 188.7 220.9 225.2 

honduras 71.3 68.0 82.7 96.6 105.0 118.1 132.7 140.9 172.0 

Nicaragua: (a) 67.2 65.4 103.6 122.6 141.2 175.9 164.8 159.7 167.2 

(o) 66.5 64.3 99.9 116.3 132.1 171.1 167.9 158.3 166.0 

Sources: Table 21, and LIF, International Financial Statistics., various issues.
 

(.) 	 Total exports, plus net transfers (public and private), plus net long-term capital (public and private inclu-
ding net changes in assets and liabilities of commercial banks), deflated by an import price index on a 19553 
base. 

(a) 	An index of import prices is not available for Nicaragua; this series uses the United States export price index
 
as the deflator. 

(b) 	This series uses as the deflator the average import price index for the other four Central American countries.
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taking place in the subsequent years. Measuring the variability
 

of import capacity by the coefficient of variation, we obtain the
 

following: 

Country Variability of import capacity, 
1960-68 (standard deviation divided 
by the mean) 

Costa Rica 0.212 
El Salvador 0.218 
Guatemala 0.214 
Honduras 0.298 
Nicaragua 0.310 

This is not very high variability,!/ either in relation to
 

that for the same countries in previous years (for Guatemala in
 

1953-60 variability was about 0.251) or in relation to the degree
 

of import variability prevalent in less developed countries (see
 

Erb and Schiavo-Campo, [241).
 

Import variability needs to be looked at in conjunction with
 

the behavior of recerves. Table 23 shors two measures of reserve
 

adequacy: the ratio of gross reserves to imports, and the ratio
 

to the trade balance, for 1962-68. On the first criterion re

serve adequacy has remained virtually unchanged throughout the
 

period, except for a small decline in the cases of Honduras and
 

Nicaragua; on the second criterion Nicaragua and Guatemala show
 

a decrease. On balance, although the reserve position of Central
 

_/ 	2.ub it is interesting to note, as a further indication of
 
the dichotomous pattern of development in the CACHi, that
 
the variability of import capacity for Honduras and Nica-..
 
ragua is significantly higher than that of the more developed
 
Central American countries.
 



Table 23: Measures of adequacy of reserves, Central American countries, 1962-69 

(i): Ratio of gross reserves / to imports. 

Country 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 Average 
1962-1965 

Average 
1966-190-

Average 
1962-1969 

Costa Rica 
i Salvador 
Guatemala 
Honduras 
•Aicaragua 

0.12 
0.21 
0.34 
0.16 
0.17 

0.13 
0.29 
0.33 
0.13 
0.29 

0.08 
0.28 
0.29 
0.19 
0.29 

0,11 
0.28 
0.30 
0.19 
0.36 

0.10 
0.26 
0.29 
0.28 
0.32 

0.09 
0.24 
0.26 
0.19 
o.16 

0.10 
0.29 
0 26 
0.17 
0.26 

o.14 
0.30 
0.29 
0.17 
0.28 

0.11 
0.27 
0.31 
6.2]4 
0.29 

0.11 
0.27 
0.27 
0_. 7 
0.25 

0.11 
0.2---7 
0.29 
0-19 
0.27 

Sources: I.M.F., International Financial Statistics and Table 1-A. 

(ii): Ratio of gross reserves a- / to trade balance~i/ 

Country 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 
- -

1969 Average 
19b2-19u5 

Average 
190-196-9 

Average 
1962-1969 

Costa Rica 
El Salvador 
Guatemala 
Honduras 
Aicaragua 

1.34 
1.86 

11.79 
1.50 
3.86 

0.77 
22.20 
18.90 
3.18 
3.46 

0.90 
3.28 
9.60 

197.00 
4.05 

0.41 
4.50 
4.84 
1.56 
5.31 

0.65 
1.83 
2.26 
2.42 
4.37 

0.70 
3.35 
2.88 
7.20 
1.15 

1.17 
11.23 
15.60 
2.36 
6.14 

1.95 
9.38 
4.47 
1.67 

10.52 

0.65 
4.02 
T9 
2 .- 8 

.-26 

1.00 
3.98 
3-77 
2.75 
3.42 

0.82 
60

5.0---9 
2.64 
3.75 

Total 
Central 
America 8.52 11.58 7.76 4.54 5.96 2.18 16.89 8.41 6.82 5.24 5.84 

Source: IMF, International Financial Statistics. 
%0 

a/ 
b/ 

Defined as gold, convertible currencies, I.F gold tranche position and .SDR s. 
In absolute value. 
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American countries has been by no means enviable, no significant
 

deterioration is generally evident during the 1960's.
 

For the 1950's, instead, there is evidence that relative
 

changes in imports were in fact brought about partly as a result
 

of changes in external financial conditions. The UNCTAD study
 

referred to earlier discussed the possibility that up to 1962
 

variations in import coefficient in Central American manufac

turing industry followed variations in the purchasing power of
 

exports. Their calculations showed an increase in import coef

ficiervt from 38.1 percent of total availability in 1953 to 39.9
 

percent in 1957, and a decrease thereafter, to only 29.1 percent
 

of total availability in 1962 ( [68] , pp. 371-72). That study 

concluded that the relative decrease in imports "more or less 

coincided with the worsening of the crisis on the coffee market" 

thus by implication ruling out that such decrease might have been 

the autonomous result of deliberate policy for long-run develop

ment objectives. A test of this possibility has been carried 

out here; the UNCTAD data on the import coefficient for Central
 

American manufacturing industry as a whole were related to our
 

terms-of-trade series, obtained as an unweighted average of the
 

national gross barter terms of trade constructed on the basis of
 

flIF data (see Table A-? for details). As Table 24 below shows,
 

the two have been closely and directly related; thelinear cor

relation coefficient is 0.906, significant at the 0.01 level
 

(the rank correlation coefficient is 0.79).
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Table 241 Import 2oefficient and terms of trade,
 
Central America, 1953-62
 

Year Import coefficient Rank Terms of trade Rank 

1953 0.381 5 
(1958 = 100) 

113.4 5 
1954 0.389 4 133.h 1 
1955 0.400 1 124.0 3 
1956 0.398 3 128.4 2 
1957 0.399 2 118.8 4 
1958 0.373 6 100.0 6 
1959 0.346 7 86.0 7 
1960 0.337 8 85.2 8 
1961 0.300 9 81.0 10 
1962 0.291 10 83.2 9 

Sources: For import coefficient, UNCTAD [68]; for terms of
 
trade, Table A-7.
 

It certainly does seem that changes in import coefficient
 

were in those years at least partly caused by terms-of-trade
 

changes. (The reverse could hardly be true, in light of Central
 

America's negligible quantitative importance in world trade).
 

It is thus all the more significant that no such relationship
 

appears in the Common Market years, when the marked import-sub

stitution process described earlier was accompanied by virtually
 

unchanged terms of trade; indeed, in the period of faster imn

port substitution (1961-64) the terms of trade improved, from
 

81.0 to 84.8.
 

On balance, there is no evidence that unfavorable external
 

financial conditions compelled Central American countries to fol

low their policy of import substitution, On the other hand, the
 

somewhat erratic pattern of import substitution in the 1960's is
 

no evidence of a systematically planned policy either. We turnthen
 

to an examination of the industrial characteristics of import
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substituting sectors, in the attempt to find some regularities
 

in the process - as also in order to test certain commonsensical
 

hypotheses on industrial import substitution.
 

4. Import substitution and industrial characteristics 

It is to be expected that the de;ree of import substitution
 

in an industry is related to its principal characteristics. If
 

import-substitution policy is deliberately selective, one can ex

pect certain types of industries to be systematically favored;
 

if policy is not selective, but is applied across the board, then
 

the connection between import substitution and characteristics
 

of industries should emerge anyway - from the interplay of pro

duction functions and. factor endowments.
 

A first possible relationship may exist between the degree
 

of import substitutin and relative value added. For example,
 

a policy directed to maximize industrial growth in the short run
 

would emphasize sectors with a high proportion of value added
 

out of gross output: instead, a policy emphasizing the trans

mission of growth through backward linkages would probably cen

ter on 'last-touch' substitution in sectors with low relative
 

value added. Policy can, of course, arise from multiple objec

tives. On balance, in the Central American case, the emphasis
 

on consumer goods might lead one to expect an inverse relation

ship between relative value added and import-substitution coef

ficient. That expectation is a weak one, however, considering
 

thatimport substitution in the 1960's extended also to certain
 

raw materials and intermediates.
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A second possible relationship may emerge between import
 

substitution and the capital/labor ratio. If policy is not
 

selective, one would expect that domestic production-tends to
 

increase more in the sectors with factor proportions closest to
 

the resource endowment of the country in question. All Central
 

American countries being characterized by relative scarcity of
 

capital and abundance of unskilled labor, one would thus expect
 

to find a negative association between the capital/labor ratio
 

and the coefficient of import substitution.
 

Thirdly, average plant size may be a factor conditioning the
 

extent of import substitution in the industry. To begin with,
 

the direct connection between capital intensity and plant size
 

is well known; if in fact import substitution has taken place
 

mainly in the labor-intensive sectors, that is a reason for pre

suming that it also centered on industries characterized by
 

small plants. But also, in the first stage of import substitu

tion, export expansion cannot be counted on; unless the increase
 

in efficiency is large and sudden, the size of the domestic mar

ket will be the operative constraint; in that case, production
 

would tend to increase mainly in industries characterized by a
 

smaller efficient minimum size of plant. On both accounts then,
 

one would expect a negative association between average plant
 

size and import-substitution coefficient.
 

Finally, there are two good reasons for hypothesizing an
 

association between import substitution and productivity gains.
 

First, if policy is selective and rational it probably centers
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on protecting those industrial sectors with a greater potential
 

for gains in productivity (see the general discussion in Part IV).
 

Second, if protection is indiscriminate, domestic production should
 

tend to increase more in sectors with greater-than-average produc

tiviLy gains: other things being equal, a productivity increase will l-ah.'
 

total supply, and thereby reduce the import coefficient to a
 

greater extent than in industries with lower productivity gains.
 

The expectation of a direct relationship between change in produc

tivity in a sector and import-substitution coefficient in that
 

sector is stronger than the previous three presumptions.
 

These four hypotheses have been tested very simply and very
 

preliminarily in the case of El Salvador In 1956-61. It must be
 

stressed at the outset that the results are highly tentative.
 

This is so, in part, because adequate data were not readily avail

able. Also, the obvious interaction between the:independent vari

ables would make it necessary to test these hypotheses through a
 

simultaneous equation partial equilibrium model. At any rate,
 

one of the results is interesting enough to deserve brief notice.
 

The coefficient of import substitution is as defined and
 

discussed earlier. "Productivity" is defined as average labor
 

productivity, i.e., as the value of gross output divided by the
 

number of persons engaged. "Capital intensity" is defined as the
 

capital/labor ratio; in turn, that is measured in physical fIM

terms, i.e., total energy consumed divided by number of engaged,
 

"Relative value added" is measured by value added divided by
 

gross value of output, and "size of plant" is given by value addedd.vided
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by the number of establishments.
1 /
 

Table 25 shows the data; Table 26 shows the ranking of the
 

various sectors according to each of the variables examined. Ho
 

relationship is found between import-substitution coefficient
 

and average size of plant, nor between import substitution and
 

capital intensity, nor between import substitution and relative
 

value added. It would not be warranted to interpret this lack
 

of evidence as a firm indication that Central American import

substitution policies were erratic. The reascnis why an associa

tion between import substitution and industrial characteristics
 

might not emerge from the data presented include the early years
 

examined, the aggregate nature of the classification used, and
 

the sinple methodology. However, this lack of evidence is cer

tainly consistent with the possibility that the pattern of im

port substitution was spontaneous rather than planned.-


A direct association does irstead appear between the coef

ficient of import substitution and the change in labor produc

tivity: the linear correlation coefficient is significant, albeit
 

at a low level (r = 0.372; t = 1.65). This may have been either
 

a result of deliberate policy or merely the corollary of greater
 

l/ 	 All data were derived from the United 1ations publications
 
The Crowth of World Industry, 1938-6,and 1953-65.
 

2_/ 	SIECA made a similar point in 1967, stating that industrial
 
growth in the CACM had not enjoyed a coordinaLion mechanism
 
that 	could ensure "an orientation in conformity with prin
ciples that tend to avoid proliferation in saturated sec
tors" ( [57) P p. 3). 
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shifts in total supply for the sectors with greater-than-average
 

productivity gains, and hence with declining import coefficients.
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Table 25: Import substitution and industrial characteristics,
 

El Salvador, 1956-61
 

ISIC No. ms a/ Change in Average capital Average size Relative value 

produt~l y_ intensityc/ od plant !j/ added e 

20. 0.030 0.1 0.106 13.3 0.522
 

21. 0.006 1.9 0.444 580.4 0.587
 

22. 0.024 0.9 0.080 49.7 0.637
 

23. 0.091 2.8 0.228 28.2 (0.999)
 

24. 0.008 0.2 0.013 	 4.0 '0.274
 

25. -0.059 1.1 0.026 	 6.6 0.875
 

26. 0.232 -	 0.016 5.3 0.555
 

27. 0.189 3.2 0.253 72.4 0.333
 

28. 0.061 -0.2 0.086 40.6 0.645
 

29. -0.015 0.6 0.102 16.4 0.385
 

30. 0.104 0.6 0.381 54.2 0.500
 

31. 0.084 2.3 0.226 45.3 0.450
 

32. -0.046 -0.9 0.492 14.9 0.400
 

33. -0.028 -0.7 0.204 15.4 0.800
 
34. 0.099 0.6 0.116 	 5.0 0.440
 

35. -0.013 -0.8 0.140 18.9 0.833
 

36. 0.027 -1.1 0.'054 	 6.4 0.500
 

37. 0.083 -	 0.099 18.7 0.586
 

38. 0.067 3.4 0.066 11.1 0.710
 

Source: Calculated from data in United Nations, The Growth of World
 
Industry, 1938-61 and 1953-65; for msa, author's calculations.
 

a/ 1960-62
 
/Change in value added (in thousand colones) per person engaged,
 

1956-61.
 
/ 	Energy consumed per person engaged, average 1956 and 1961.
 

In thousand colones; value added per establishment, average 1956
 
and 1961.
 

e/ 	Value added divided by gross value of output, in 1961. Caution is
 
to be used in interpreting these figures, since value added comes
 
from the U.N. document referred to above, while the gross value of
 
output was calculated directly by SIECA.
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Table 26: Rankings of industrial sectors according to import
 

substitution and to various industrial characteristics,
 

El Salvador, 1956-61.
 

ISIC No. 	msa Change in Average capital Average size Relative value 
- productivity intensity of plant added 

20. 	 10 12 10 13 11
 
21. 	 14 5 2 1 8
 

22. 	 12 7 14 4 7
 

23. 5 3 5 	 7 1
 
24. 13 11 19 	 19 19
 

25. 	 19 6 17 15 2
 

26. 1 13.5 18 	 17 10
 

27. 2 2 4 	 2 18
 

28. 9 15 13 	 6 6
 

29. 16 9 11 	 10 17
 

30. 3 9 3 	 3 12.5
 
31. 6 4 6 	 5 14
 

32. 	 18 18 1 12 16
 

33. 	 17 16 7 11 4 
34. 4 9 9 	 18 15
 
35. 15 17 8 8 3
 
36, 11 19 16 16 12.5
 

37. 7 13.5 12 	 9 9
 
38. 8 1 15 	 14 5
 

Source: Table 25. 
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PART IV: SOME POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

Most policy implications of relevance are straightforward.co

rollaries of the theoretical discussion in Part I and of the em

pirical findings in Parts II and III. It seems clear that the "first
 

stage" of import substitution in Central America has just about run 

its course. The "second stage" can, in principle, consist either 

of an extension of import substitution to intermediate and capital
 

goode, or of an expansion of exports, or of some measure of both. 

There is a broad consensus that import substitution in the capital 

goods sector is practically out of the question for most less de

veloped countries, owing to market size and to resource li itationsl 

this general presumption is confirmed in the Central American case 

by our empirical findings on import structure and on import sub

stitution. There is also ana prioriconsensus that extension of im

port substitution tc the intermediate goods' sector is generally
 

not feasible either; but in this case, our evidence for Central
 

America points to at least the possibility that certain specific
 

intermediate goods' industries could acquire a comparative ad

vantage at some future time, if selectively and consistently pro

tected.
 

The very rationale of the argument for planned import sub

stitution, however, rules out wholesale protection of intermediate
 

goods' production. Most of the emphasis for a successful transition
 

to a "second stage" should. stil.l be placed oii export, expansion. It 
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in very important that the utmost care be exercised to prevent pro

tection from penalizing ee:ports. Policy implications for Central
 

America are thus mainly centered on the need for assuring comple

mentarity between policies for current substitution of imports and
 

policies for future ex:pansion of exports. These may be categorized
 

as follows: 

1. 	Selectivity of protection: No country can acquire a com

r
parative advantage in everything. One knows in advance that onl a 

few activities have the potential for future comparative advantage 

even if that potential can be realized. Across-the-board tariffs
 

are a guarantee of inefficiency greater than the unavoidable mini

mum and, in principle, protection should be selective if it is
j 
granted in order to stimulate promising domestic industries. Only
 

if no gui.lelines whatever existed for the choice of industry to be
 

protected, would it be inevitable to protect the manufacturing sec

tor in its entirety in the hope that certain industries would e

merge as competitive. At any rate, even in this case, after a
 

relatively short period there should be enough evidence at hand to 

evaluate which industries appear to deserve continuing protection 

l_/ However, Nugent[ V I has concluded that the welfare cost of 
tariffs is, other things being equal, directly related to the 
degree of dispersal of tariff rates. Hence, the short-run 

efficiency loss caused by selective protection as advocated 
here would probably be higher than the loss caused by across
the-board protection - if the average tariff level were the 
same in both cases. however, selectivity of protection would 
enable a country to achieve its development objectives with a 
lower average tariff level. 



in view of their better performance, and for which industries pro

tection should be discontinued.l/
 

International trade economists have faced for some time the
 

need for evolving reasonable criteria for transforming their general

ities concerning the dynamic nature of comparative advantage into
 

operational guidelines that can be of concrete assistance for the
 

initial choice of candidate industries. Recently, Bruton ([8], see
 

also [9] ) has proposee 7.simple, yet convincing rule-of-thumb cr

-
t~rion for such choice.2 / Since the essence of the "planned" import
 

substitution argument is the expected increase in competitiveness
 

of the activities chosen for protection, ".,,projected productivity
 

growth should a major criteria in the selection of the new activities
 

1_ 	 Recently, ir. Juan Carlos Vercesi, President of the Guatemala
 
Bankers' Association stated that, yes, priorities should be es
tab.ished for the granting of credit; and that such priority
 
should be given to "agriculture, husbandry, industry, foreign
 
trade, in addition to the very important sectors of small in
dustries and crafts." (Quoted in La Nacion, Aug. 3, 1970). This
 
is not the kind of "selectivity" discussed here.
 

2/ 	His re:-ults for Argentina, Prazil, Colombia and liexico ([9]) 
confirm that world demand is the most important single determi
nant of export expansion, though supply considerations are re
levant also; and that the income elasticity for manufactured
 
products is ;.uch greater than for total exports. Also, Bruton
 
suggests that less developed countries face their most serious
 
problems when a'btempting to enter the world market for manufac
turen and not in increasing manufactures' exports per se. That
 
leads to re-asserting the importance of a system of tariff pre
ferences for manufactures' -xPorts from less developed countries.
 
However, it must be noted that the advantage from preferences is
 
once-and-for-all; thereafter, the less developed country's com
petitive position m-ast at least be maintained. Bruton reminds 
us of the results of much recent empirical work (see, for ex
ample, Chenery and Strout [16]), that indicate that no less de
veloped country has maintained for long a satisfactory rate of
 
growth of cutput si-nificantly greater than the rate of growth
 
of its exports, Correspondinly, nothing in our study should be
 
construed as downplaying the importance of demand obstacles to 
the expansion and diversification of less developed countries'
 
exports.
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to be established."' Bruton also points out that there is evidence
 

that growth in productivity is negatively related to the degree of
 

misallocation of resources. Insofar as import substitution policies
 

result in resource misallocation, they are damaging to productivity
 

growth, and it is all the more important that the activities to be
 

protected be chosen with particular attention to their potential for
 

innovation and efficiency improvements. The findings of Ifilford's
 

study [71], of Nugent's work [48], and of the present study, how

ever, make it clear that in Central America the formation of the
 

Common Market increased the efficiency of resource utilization, owing
 

to its net trade-creating effects. It is thus possible to be mod

erately optimistic about Central American prospects for export ex

pansion.
 

In the absence of detailed and reliable information that allows
 

projecting the pace of productivity gains in different industries,
 

perhaps an initial criterion for selection could rely on past per

formance; those industries might be selected for protection which
 

have evidenced a faster rate or productivity growth in the recent
 

past. Put there is no substitute for careful industry studies in
 

this context.
 

Whatever the selection criterion adopted, one must also examine
 

the question of the policy means best suited to implement it. There
 

is a general presumption that tariffs are not flexible enough in

struments for this purpose. To begin with, they are usually legis

1_/ He found significant evidence of a positive relationship between
 
the rate of growth of labor productivity and the rate of growth
 
of exports.
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lated - thus ruling out the possibility of quick adjustment to
 

changing conditions. Secondly, in absence of extensive Iowledge
 

about the relevant elasticities, determination of the height of a
 

tariff is often no more than a brave guess (or a bargaining outcome
 

in response to an industry's requests). Thirdly, the existence of
 

internal taxes and subsidies, and the complication of different ta.
riffs at different vertical stages of production renders nomnal ta

riffs almost meaningless as a measure of the rate of effective pro

tection. A more flexible system worth considering, instead, is
 

the import licensing system adopted with some degree of success by
 

-
several countries.1 In particular, Mexico appears to have used im

port licensing selectively and judiciously; this may have been a
 

factor in its good experience with import substitution policies. To
 

be sure, import licensing imposes rather strong demands on the ef

ficiency of the government apparatus; but it can hardly lead to more
 

random results than the determination of tariffs without a factual
 

basis.
 

2. Temporariness of protection: The rationale of "planned"
 

import substitution on the basis of dynamic comparative advantage
 

also calls for temporary protection. If the planners have guessed
 

right to begin with, at some point protection can be terminated with

out injury to a newly-competitive industry. If they have guessed
 

l_/ See, for example, Steel and Shilling's study of Ghana [64], 
Reynolds' study of liexico [52] Noffatt's study of Australia [46], 
and i-agri's study of Pakistan 147], Another tool often used is 
the advance deposit system; see Birnbaum and Qureshi [6], and 
Elahi [20].
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wrong, then at least the efficiency loss will be out short. The
 

pressures for continuing protection coming from "infant industries"
 

are well-known, even when the infants grow up. It would thus seem
 

politically advisable - in order to lower industries' expectation 

and minimize friction at the time of removal of protection - to set
 

clearly in advance the maximum period of time over which protection
 

shall be granted.
 

In this context, SIECA has recommended ([57]P.5) a transitory
 

clause that would make the continuation of tariff protection con

ditional on the entreprise's submission to the requirements esta

blished for that sector, The problem is that the burden of proving
 

violation of the requirements would fall on the policy-makers, thus
 

renderin] implementation of the provision difficult. Also, such a
 

provision assumes as its point of departure that, in principle,
 

tariff protection can be continued indefinitely, provided that the
 

entreprise "behaves". But, on the contrary, "planned" import sub

stitution policies call for temporary protection by their very nature. 

A possibility worth exploring is that of a sliding scale of
 

tariffs, with the higher protection which is granted in the first
 

years, gradually (and systematically) being reduced over the fol

lowing years, and eliminated after a pre-determined period of time,
 

There is a presumption that most "learning-by-doing" and/or most
 

potential economies of scale can be exploited at the beginning of
 

the period of protection, and that productivity gains will decrease
 

thereafter. This is consistent with our earlier finding that the
 



115. 

degreo of import substitution in Central America was greater in the
 

earlier years of the CACi period than in the later years. But in
 

general, the time-phasing of protection ought to be tailored to the
 

expected rates of productivity gain within the period of protection
 

in each specific cF.se, as determined by careful industry studies.
 

Again, detailed industry studies are seen to be a pre-requisite for
 

efficient import-substitution policies.
l
 

3. Avoiding penalization of exports: A first possibility in
 

this context is an export bonus scheme of the type recently adopted
 

in Pakistan2 and other countries. Both for reasons of limited fis

cal 	capacity of Central American countries and following the ra

tionale of efficient import substitution, an export bonus scheme
 

ought also to be selective, and in the same direction as pro

tection through commercial policy. A second possibility, suggested
 

l/ 	A practical difficulty with temporary protection through tariffs 
has been pointed out to me by a SICA oificial. If, after a firm 
is established behind temporary, and decreasing, tariff protec
tion, another entrepreneur wishes to begin operations in the same 
activity, the statutory temporariness of the tariff implies that 
he will not receive the same dgree of protection. A strengthen
ing of the tendency towards monopoly will be the result. This 
is an additional point in favor of the economist's general prefer
ence for subsidies or.other fiscal incentives-- since these.can
 
be tailored to the needs of a particular firm under specific con
ditions. The limited fiscal capacity of most less developed
 
countries, however, makes extensive subsidization impractical.
 
And this, in turn, is a strong argument in favor of selectivity
 

in the granting of fiscal assistance. It should be pointed out
 
that the monopoly difficulty is in practice not very great: li
mitations of domestic market size mean that in most activities
 
the choice is not betwreen a monopolistic new industry or a com
petitive one, but between a monopolistic new industry or no new 
industry at all (at least until a comparative advantage is ac
quired). On this last point, see ilerhav[ 44]. 

/ See Pruton and Pose[12]. 
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by Pruton ([3]), is a general devaluation accompanied by a tax on
 

traditional exports. If accompanied by measures to keep domestic
 

absorption from rising, such a policy might have some success in
 

easing the transition to the "second stage" of an import-substitution
 

strategy (thourgh devaluation can present serious difficulties in a
 

less developed region). In general, it should be kept in mind that
 

the much greater demand elasticities for manufactured exports call
 

for separate treatment (and lower relative pricing) of such exports
 

from the traditional export categories. These two possibilities
 

could perhaps be combined: an export bonus scheme could be esta

blished to favor the new activities, and could be accompanied by a
 

tax on traditional exports. The amount of subsidy could be set e

qual to the receipt of the tax, thus causing the net fiscal burden
 

to be zero.
 

4. Economic inte!gration: twvo factors point to the importance
 

of regional economic integration for successful import substitution.
 

First, there is the Bruton finding (see n..2 p.lll)of the considerable
 

difficulties faced by less developed countries when attempting to
 

enter world markets in manufactured products; these difficulties
 

would of course be lessened if new exports were dLLected towards
 

other less developed countries, at least at first. Secondly, intra

regional export expansion allows producers a gradual transition while 

at the same time providing enough of a competitive stimulus for con

tinuinS gains in productivity. As Nurkse ([49], p. 318) suggested: 

I - 1 ,,, 
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"Manufacturing for home markets in the less developed countries must 

include also production in these countries for export to each other's
 

markets." And, as Power notes ((51], p.30): 

What would appear to each individual country as 
new exports irould represent a more rational pat
tern of import substitution for the group of
 
countries. !lore stress on vertical balance with
in each country would be combined with some hor
izontal balance for the group.
 

This is exactly what we found with respect to Central American
 

import substitution in the 1960's: 
 the substitution of extra-regional
 

imports with domestic production was made possible only through the
 

increase in intra-regional trade arising from the formation of the
 

Common Market. 
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Table A-i: Value of exports, Central American countries, in thousand current C.A. pesos, 1953-68.
 

(a) Total exports:
 

YEARS TOTAL GUATEMALA 
 EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGOA COSTA RICA
 

1953 380 132 88 922 89 615 67 217 54 506 79 872
 
1954 403 773 95 66o 
 105 045 55 574 62 775 84 719
 
1955 414 622 98 700 106 931 48 065 
 80 022 80 904

1956 433 970 
 116 291 112 731 72 417 65 077 67 454
 
1957 465 773 108 839 133 464 
 63 900 71 209 83 361
 
1958 450 150 102 459 
 116 023 68 682 71 086 91 900
 
1959 
 431 491 102 065 113 373 
 67 183 72 192 76 678
 
1960 440 074 112 674 
 116 792 61 906 62 871 85 831

1961 454 077 110 174 119 098 72 293 68 357 84 155
 
1962 513 746 114 513 136 300 
 79 793 90 170 92 970
 
1963 589 070 151 512 
 153 844 81 924 106 767 95 023
 
1964 673 357 
 164 347 178 095 91 831 125 185 113 899
 
1965 761 255 185 794 188 708 
 125 983 148 946 111 824 
1966 836 893 226 120 
 188 926 i44 131 142 207 135 509
 
1967 856 549 197 940 207 232 155 935 
 151 682 143 780
 
1968 951 300 227 507 211 705 
 178 966 162 301 170 821
 

Source: Data supplied by the Statistical Section of SIECA.
 



(Table A-i - continued) 

(b) Intra-regional exports:
 

YEARS TOTAL GUTEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

1953 11 026 1 523 3 100 4 120 1 780 503
1954 13 435 1 509 4 390 4 231 2 281 1 024
1955 12 998 1 703 4 080 5 088 1 153 974
1956 14 941 1 486 5 225 6 548 743 939 
1957 17 562 2 589 6 328 5 983 1 186 1 476
1958 20 946 2 978 8 150 6 614 I bn 1 7841959 28 781 4 232 10 519 7 930 4 288 1 815 
1960 30 278 - 4 960 12 292 8 078 2 527 2 4211961 36 216 8 564 15 032 8 620 1 803 2 197 
1962 44 722 8 694 18 695 12 082 3 531 1 720
1963 68 692 17 294 30 228 12 466 4 759 3 945
1964 105 308 29 558 36 795 16 442 7 124 i 389
1965 a32 117 35 566 45 394 20 525 12 400 i8 232 
1966 170 284 50 826 58 608 19 518 16 175 25 157
1967 205 648 57 945 79 '53 23 397 18 214 26 9091968 247 G28 70 891 84 915 30 348 24 636 3C 228 

Sources: Guatemala, 1958/68, Ainuarios de Cc<nercio Exterior, D.G.F.C.; 1953/u7, Ii Con; endio ktadistiL' 
Centroamericano, CEPAL. El Salvador, 1953/55, 1i Compendio Estadstico Centroainericano, CEPAL;
1956/68, Anuarios de Comercio Exterior, D.G.E.C. Honduras, 1953/55, II Compendio Estadistico
Centroa-mericano, CEPAL; 1956/58, Anuarios de Comercia E.-terior, D.G.E.C. Nicaragua, 1lemorias de
la Recaudacion General de Aduanas. Costa Rica, 1953/54,I ompendio Estadistico Centroamericano,

CEPAL; 1955/68, Anuarios de Comercio Exterior, D.G.E.C. 
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(c) a.lra-regiona!exports: / 

YEARS TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

1953 369 106 87 399 86 515 63 097 52 726 79 369 
1954 390 338 94 151 loo 655 51 343 60 494 83 695 
1955 401 624 96 997 102 851 42 977 78 869 79 930 
1956 419 029 114 805 107 506 65 869 64 334 66 515 
1957 448 211 106 250 132 136 57 917 70 023 81 885 
1958 429 204 99 481 107 873 62 068 69 666 90 116 
1959 402 707 97 833 102 854 59 253 67 904 74 863 
1960 409 796 107 714 104 500 53 828 60 344 83 410 
1961 417 861 101 610 1o4 066 63 673 66 554 81 958 
1962 469 024 105 819 117 605 67 711 86 639 91 250 
1963 520 378 134 218 123 616 69 458 102 008 91 078 
1964 568 049 134 789 141 300 75 389 118 061 98 510 
1965 629 138 150 228 143 314 105 458 136 546 93 592 
1966 666 609 175 294 130 318 124 613 126 032 110 352 
1967 650 901 139 995 128 079 132 518 133 438 1-6 871 
1968 704 282 156 616 126 790 148 618 137 665 134 593 

1/ Difference between total exports and intra-regional exports. 
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Table A-2t Value of imports, classified by economic use (CUODE),
 

Central American countries, in thousand current C.A.
 

pesos, 1953-68:
 
(a) Total imports
 

(b Intra-regional imports
 
(c Extra-regional imports
 

Sourcest
 

United Nati-3ns Economic Commission for Latin America (ECLA), II
 
Compendio Estadistico Centroamericano, for total imports in 1953
60, intra-regional imports in 1953-57 and 1959-60;
 

Special tabulations.of SIECA, for total imports in 1963-64 and
 
1966-68, and for intra-regional importsiin 1963-64 and 1966-68;
 

SIECA, Anexo Estadistico jT0 62, for total
o. 57, Carta Informative 11o. 

and intra-regional imports in 1965;
 

SIECA, Listado de Comercio Exterior CODE (Seccion de Estadistica),
 
for intra-regional imports in 1958
 

SI,CA, Anuario de Comercio Exterior, for intra-regional imports in
 
1961;
 

For intra-regional imports in 1962: Honduras, Compendio 2stadistico
 
1967/68; Direccion General de Estadistica y Censos, El Salvador,
 
Anuario de Comercio Exterior 1962; Hicaragua, Informe Anual de la
 
Oficina de Planificacion Pconomica, 1967-68;
 

For total imports of Guatemala in 1961 and 1962: Panco de Guatemala,
 
Sector Externo Estadisticas, 1966-,;
 

For total imports of E1 Salvador in 1961 and 1962: Direccion
 
General de Estadistica, Anuario de Comercio Exterior, 1961 and
 
1962;
 

For total imports of Honduras in 1961 and 1962: Coxsejo Superior de
 
Planificacion Economica/DGEC, Compendio Estadistico 1967/68;
 

For total imports of Nicaragua in 1961 and 1962: Danco Central de
 
iicaragua, Inportaciones 1965-66, Vol. 1;
 

For total imports of Costa Rica in 1961 and 1962: Direccion General
 
de Estadisticas y Censos, Anuario de Comercio Exterior, 1961 and
 
1962.
 

General notes:
 

The CUODE classification was revised in 1963-64; the series is
 
consistently in terms of the old classification, from 1953 to 1968.
 

(continued)
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(Table A-2 - continued)
 

Extra-regional imports are the difference between total imports
 
and intra-regional imports.
 

Intra-'.and extra-regional import data are not available for 1953
57 dnd for 1959-1961; they have been estimated on the basis of the
 
1958 proportions. This of course assumes that no change in the
 
origin of imports took place from 1953 to 1958; but the minimal im
portance of intra-regional imports in those years renders these
 
data almost insignificant in any case.
 



(a) 	Total imports: -I/
 

1953
 

Categcry TOTAL 'iUA2ULEALA EL SALVAIDOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

TOTAL 	 337,887 79,481 72,1:9 61,968 50,453 73,656 
1. 	U-)r-dir.abie
 

consimer goods 103,758 25,115 24,910 19,357 12,926 21,450
 
2. 	 D-U.-bhie !.-onsL-iet 

37,629 10,293 8,225 5,423 6,381 7,307
 

3. 	 IFuels a: I
 
lubricants 23,393 6,724 4,862 4,188 3,576 4,043
 

4. 	 Raw materials and
 
intermediates for 
agri cult ure 14,280 2,315 3,717 1,598 2,700 3,950
 

5. 	 Raw materials and
 

intermediates for
 
industry 66,083 18,175 13,734 11,390 8,188 
 14,596
 

6. 	 Construction
 
materials 25,283 3,919 5,746 4,980 3,292 7,346
 

7. 	 Capital goods for
 
agriculture 14,022 2,384 1,762 2,948 3,990 2,938
 

8. 	 Capital goods for 

industry 	 34,384 7,689 5,560 
 6,030 7,251 7,854
 

9. 	 Transport
 

equipment 1L-,214 2,761 3,544 2,899 1,655 3,355
 
10. 	Various
 

products 4,84i 106 269 3,155 494 
 817
 

1/ 	 For the years 1953 to 1962 categories 4 and 5 (new CUODE) were obtained on the basis 
of the 1958 data for these
 
two categories. For the years 1962-68 the data, whe- expressed in terms 
of the new CUODE were adjusted to cor
respond to the old classification. 
The entire series is therefore in terms of the old classification, and the
 
1953-62 values of 4 ani 5 are estimates.
 



(Table A-2, (a), continued) 

1954 

Catego TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 380,836 86,311 86,742 51F,953 68,218 30,612 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 115,591 28,583 27,917 21,013 14,827 23,251 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 42,080 10,359 9,101 6,299 9,128 8,193 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 25,549 6,977 5,412 3,815 4,242 5,103 

4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 17,524 2,582 4,847 1,727 4,050 4,318 

5. Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry .... 78,723 20,268 17,908 12,316 12,279 15,952 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 25,605 4,037 6,381 3.668 4,168 7,351 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 

10. Various 
products ................. 

16,315 

39,337 

16,696 

3,416 

2,821 

7,290 

3,197 

197 

1,626 

7,780 

4,243 

1,527 

2,382 

5,352 

2,264 

117 

7,259 

8,302 

4,101 

862 

2,227 

10,613 

2,891 

713 



(Table A-2, (a), continued) 

1955 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 414,409 103,536 91,882 61,971 69,551 87,469 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 119,624 31,472 27,794 20,961 17,071 22,326 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 47,763 13,236 11,573 7,062 7,911 7,981 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 27,614 8,268 5,373 4,127 4,960 4,886 

4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 1,859 2,774 4,804 1,,985 L3 74 5,022 

5. Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry .... 84,790 21,'77F 17,75C 13,441 13,265 18,556 

6. Constructio. 
materials ................ 3.,471 5,5(3 9,146 3,648 4.2428 8,686 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 16,8173 4,191 2,2)40 2,314 5:516 2,612 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 41,830 10,975 7,582 4,933 7,141 11,199 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 22,303 5,082 5,210 2,222 3 856 5,933 

10. Various 
products ................. 3,282 197 410 1,378 1,029 268 



(Table A-2, (a), continued)
 

1956 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 469,175 137,709 104,701 66,872 68,673 91,220 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 

4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 

5. Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry .... 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 

10. Various 

products ................. 

127,509 

51,441 

32,860 

20,816 

95,254 

37,229 

20,756 

54,673 

214,500 

4,137 

34,829 

16,872 

10,508 

3,217 

25,252 

9,742 

9,875 

17,408 

9,798 

208 

30,801 

12,334 

6,476 

5,902 

21,807 

9,218 

2,288 

9,640 

5,617 

618 

19,892 

6,708 

4,805 

2,277 

16,236 

3,989 

2,878 

6,945 

2,769 

373 

16,451 

7,396 

5,610 

4,299 

13,036 

4,689 

2,356 

9,220 

3,018 

2,598 

25,536 

8,131 

5,461 

5,121 

18,923 

9,591 

3,359 

11,460 

3,298 

340 

\J> 



(Table A-2, (a), continued) 

1957 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 524,943 147,346 115,046 78,992 80,782 102,777 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 142,o84 37,684 33,490 25,482 19,086 26,342 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... .. 54,921 17,390 12,837 7,389 7,576 9,729 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 37,000 10,623 7,309 6,oo 6,419 6,648 

4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 23,403 3,977 6,505 2,286 5,005 5,630 

5. Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry.... 107,536 31,218 24,037 16,302 15,176 20,803 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 44,161 11,179 10,068 4,985 6,7o6 11,223 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 21,597 7,826 2,729 4,099 2,432 I, 

8. Capital goods ,511 
for industry............. 61,333 18,598 10,809 8,310 12,679 10,937 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 28,837 8,627 6,709 3,758 3,121 6,622 

10. Various 
products ................. 4,071 224 553 380 2,582 332 

-! 



(Table A-2, (a), continued)
 

1958 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 510,516 149,553 108,058 75,650 77,940 99,315 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 

2. Durable 
consumer goc............... 

3. Fuels, lubricalits and 
related products ......... 

4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 

5. Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry .... 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 

7. Capital goods
for agriculture .......... 

8. Capital goods
for industry ............. 

9. Transport
equipment ................ 

10. Various 
products ................. 

138,339 

58,125 

38,657 

22,998 

105,239 

38,724 

20,334 

59,704 

24,159 

4,237 

38,882 

20,041 

11,296 

3,962 

31,102 

10,445 

6,219 

19,334 

7,843 

429 

30,683 

12,209 

7,159 

6,200 

22,909 

8,865 

3,576 

10,048 

5,666 

743 

23,291 

7,192 

6,493 

2,094 

14,930 

4,972 

3,002 

9,495 

4,007 

174 

18,984 

8,12'7 

7,426 

5,118 

15,518 

4- 3 

3,.l42 

9,656 

2,352 

2,5144 

26,499 

10,556 

6,283 

5,624 

20,780 

9,869 

3,895 

11,171 

4,291 

347 

H 
! 



(Table A-2, (a), continued)
 

1959 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 473,975 134,000 99,537 70,983 66,835 102,620 

1. Non-durable consumer goods ........... 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 

4. Raw mat:rials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 

5. Raw materials Pra inter
mediates for industry .... 

6. Construction 
materials................. 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture.......... 

8. Capital goods 
for industry............. 

9. Transport
equipment ................ 

10. Various 

products ................. 

128,212 

50,772 

37,165 

22,603 

104,321 

33,760 

17,812 

53,642 

.>786 

2,902 

33,046 

15,292 

12,352 

3,967 

31,143 

9,049 

4,411 

17,451 

7,059 

20 

28,507 

11,914 

6,930 

6,370 

23,534 

7,439 

2,203 

8,713 

3,657 

270 

22,661 

7,163 

6,112 

2,073 

14,781 

3,871 

2.583 

7,383 

4,165 

191 

17.614 

6,607 

6,150 

4,225 

12,811 

4,389 

C,384
.,8 

,5321,6 

2,144 

1909 

26 
384 

, 
9796 

5,621 

22 
052 

9,01P 

6231 

11,563 

5,761 

232 

230 70 11 L9 9 23 



(Table A-2, (a), continued)
 

1960 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 514,141 137,865 122,402 71,774 71,712 110,388 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 132,767 31,763 34,350 20,438 19,106 27,110 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 54,202 13,540 15,032 7,639 7,794 10,197 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 38,085 12,664 7,083 6,020 6,525 5,793 

4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 26,146 4,672 7,249 2,344 4,8o 7,080 

5. Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry .... 120,893 36,675 26,786 16,715 14,558 26,159 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 36,186 8,208 9,536 4,179 4,141 10,122 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 14,976 3,884 1,860 2,814 1,957 4,461 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 59,326 17,030 12,572 7,967 8,059 13,698 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 23,615 6,649 5,403 3,449 2,514 5,600 

10. Various 
products ................. 7,945 2,780 2,531 209 2,257 168 

ThI
 



(Table A-2, (a), continued)
 
1961 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 495,779 133,555 108,708 72,OO4 74,351 107,161 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 

2. Durable 

consumer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 

4 Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 

5. Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry.... 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 

8. Capital 
goc.s 

f'ni industry. ............. 

9. 1 ransport 
equipment ................ 

10. Various 
products .................. 

137,839 

52,107 

r42,421 

27,260 

103,445 

36,167 

13,124 

5.164 

23,195 

5,057 

34,697 

16,017 

13,433 

4,695 

28,365 

6,880 

4,932 

Th,473 

P.114 

919 

30,003 

11,197 

11,414 

7,175 

23,481 

7,610 

1,739 

11,088 

4,240 

7C1 

23,018 

7,166 

6,839 

2,195 

17,060 

3,583 

2,301 

6,650 

2,834 

358 

21080 

6,154 

3,984 

4,9143 

16,643 

4,270 

1,580 

11,773 

1,149 

2. 5 

29,041 

11,573 

6,751 

8,252 

17,896 

13,824 

2,57? 

30,180 

(,858 

2114 

I 
I-



(Table A-2, (a), continued)
 

1962 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 552,126 135,966 124,795 79,793 98,226 113,346 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 

4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 

5. Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry.... 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 

10. Various 
products ................. 

146,098 

54,878 

44,387 

27,593 

120,277 

41,438 

17,791 

71,255 

23,512 

14,97 

33,700 

15,588 

12,829 

5,345 

29,138 

8,010 

5,425 

17,429 

7,513 

9589 

37,439 

13,103 

12,854 

5,990 

25,957 

7,363 

2,745 

14,72C 

3,869 

'749 

23,120 

8,042 

6,790 

2,176 

17,426 

5,686 

3,413 

8,914 

3,916 

310 

23,956 

7,490 

4,660 

6,375 

24,873 

6,551 

3,601 

16,698 

1,300 

2,722 

27,883 

10,655 

7,254 

7,707 

22,783 

13,828 

2,607 

13,488 

6,914 

227 

[" !. 



(Table A-2, (a), continued)
 

1963 

Category TOTAL GUPTF.MALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 652,582 171,121 151,746 95,081 110,787 123,847 

1. Non-durable 

consumer goods ........... 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 

related products ......... 

4. Raw materials and inter

mediates for agriculture. 

5. Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry.... 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 

10. Various 
products ................. 

157,191 

66,885 

47,456 

36,166 

162,157 

40,554 

23,203 

84,452 

30,157 

4,361 

37,612 

17,039 

12,558 

9,974 

48,015 

8,664 

7,036 

22,208 

7,260 

755 

41,093 

16,593 

12,814 

9,561 

35,118 

10,423 

3,881 

15,290 

5,902 

1,071 

27,391 

9,881 

7,061 

2,236 

19,265 

5,947 

3,694 

12,139 

6,981 

486 

25,524 

11,593 

7,779 

6,842 

25,585 

5,760 

5,126 

15,864 

5,020 

1,694 

25,571 

11,779 

7,244 

7,553 

34,174 

9,760 

3,466 

18,951 

4,994 

355 

I



(Table A-2, (A), continued)
 

l964 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 770,498 202,109 191,23 101,634 137,031 138,601 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 183,940 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 75,376 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 47,676 

4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 43,891 

5. Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry .... 195,584 

6. Constructicn 
materials ................ 48,154 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 28,370 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 104,564 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 39,561 

20. Various 
products ................. 3,382 

40,736 

19,885 

14,070 

11,445 

55,095 

11,909 

7,594 

27,773 

12,589 

1,013 

49,283 

19,490 

12,274 

12,627 

46,379 

12,291 

4,711 

23,991 

9,257 

820 

29,677 

9,609 

6,531 

2,784 

23,982 

4,788 

4,043 

13,939 

5,655 

626 

32,850 

13,707 

7,324 

8,850 

33,093 

9,227 

8,039 

17,177 

6,274 

490 

31,394 

12,685 

7,477 

8,185 

37,035 

9,939 

3,983 

21,684 

5,786 

433 

j oH 



(Table A-2, (a), continued)
 

1965 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 889,289 228,278 200,559 121,938 160,288 178,226 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 206,217 45,547 52,176 35,114 36,286 37,094 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 87,819 23,866 18,290 11,952 16,211 17,500 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 46,436 14,1482 9,913 6,643 7,254 8,144 

4. Raw materials and inter

mediates for agriculture. 46,428 11,796 10,869 3,876 10,056 9,831 

5. Raw materials and inter

mediates for industry .... 233,519 64,310 49,179 31,O41 39,236 49,753 
6. Construction 

materials ................ 57,943 13,489 15,145 6,272 9,945 13,092 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 30,982 9,167 3,902 4,241 9,409 4,263 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 124,231 31,212 29,281 14,202 20,802 28,654 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 49,412 13,026 10,676 7,598 8,698 9,414 

10. Various 
products ................. 6,302 1,383 1,128 919 2,391 481 

* II 



(Table A-2, (a), continued)
 

1966 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 937,009 207,580 220,004 149,050 181,922 178,453 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 223,953 44,525 59,347 37,441 42,316 40,324 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 97,277 

3. Fuels., lubricants and 
related products ......... 43,591 

4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 49,008 

5. Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry .... 248,496 

23,415 

9,721 

11,006 

60,001 

21,136 

10,489 

12,723 

57,569 

13,512 

7,616 

5,175 

41,449 

19,865 

7,209 

10,582 

41,292 

19,349 

8,556 

9,522 

48,185 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 

8. Capital goods 
for industry............. 

55,734 

25,488 

132,536 

11,790 

5,051 

29,672 

14,522 

2,364 

25,264 

7,070 

5,14u 

21,518 

10,615 

8,459 

29,798 

11,737 

4,474 

26,284 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 

10. Various 
products ................. 

54,106 

.820 

10,638 

1.761 

15,1430 

1.16c 

8,558 

1,571 

9,970 

1,816 

9,510 

512 

58 

I 



(Table A 2, (a), continued) 

1957 

Cater-ory TOTAL GUID, 'ALA ,.L SALVD&O l -ODURAS .. ICLEAGUA COS2.r. iICA 

Total ............... 

1. -Jon-durable 
consumer gooas ............ 

2. Durable 
'consumer gzoods ............ 

a3. Fuels, labricants and 
relatea procucts .......... 

4. iraw materials and inter-. 
mediates for aTiculture,. 

5. Raw materials an" inter
wediates for industry..... 

6. Construction 
materials .................. 

1,030,395 

238,026 

95,504 

47,502 

60,967 

P.9 152 

5 0,069 

247,098 

50,161 

22,486 

3,706 

12,782 

91 988 

11,861 

223.927 

b,o51 

20_15: 

12 31 

14 66 

6166; 

12 ' 

154:762 

4u oIi 

1546 

11.204 

5,37" 

39 437 

o 556 

203.910 

4* 49i 

20 5)5 

9 733 

1 595 

43 209 

12031 

19OoJ 

43 3J1 

16 7-)2 

10 4 d 

52 ''.&" 

i "3 

7. Capital goods 
for ariculture .......... 

8. Capital goods
for industry .............. 

9. Transport
equip.ient ................. 

10. Various 
products .................. 

25,b71 

150,284 

57,843 

7,575 

5,930 

33,111 

13,343 

1,730 

2.239 

28 439 

13 o0 

1,343 

5 '02 

24,379 

10 874 

1,46s3 

.,933 

34."69 

7 52 

2 447 

4.767 

Cd 966 

12 014 

572 



(Table A-2, (a), continued) 

1968 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 1,0146,227 249,411 213,514 184,714 184,646 213,942 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 

related products ......... 

4. Raw materials and inter

mediates for agriculture. 

5. Raw materials 
and inter

mediates for industry .... 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 

8. Capital goods 
for Industry ............. 

9. Transport 
equipment .................. 

10. Various 

.It. t. .................. .... 

260,068 

97,195 

46,554 

53,539 

312,430 

60,745 

24,624 

135,464 

,173 

...,5 

49,230 

24,006 

14,411 

12,497 

84,379 

15,547 

6,715 

37,461 

13,447 

1,718 

60,798 

18,237 

11,721 

ii 625 

66,925 

12,463 

2,037 

22,904 

5,641 

1,]63 

47,289 

17,800 

12,226 

6,653 

49,730 

8,680 

5,624 

23,820 

11,506 

iTh6 

45,683 

19,541 

9,180 

11,387 

46,41.7 

10,317 

4,914 

26,488 

8,44o 

2.279 

57,068 

17,611 

9,016 

11,377 

64,979 

13,738 

5,334 

24,791 

9,139 

I> 
0 



(b) Intra-regional imports: 

1953 
Category TOTAL GUATEMLUA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

TOTAL 11,893 940 6,669 2,512 1,345 427 

1. Non-durable
consumer goods 5,411 330 3,054 1,429 451 147 

2. Durable consumer 
goods 388 29 93 11l 152 3 

3. Fuels and 
lubricants 45 0 2 7 36 -

4. Raw materials and 
intermediates for 
agriculture 406 44 93 17 133 119 

5. Raw materials and 
intermediates for 
industry 3,712 493 2,721 274 165 59 

6. Construction 
materials 757 18 547 176 12 4 

7. Capital goods for 
agriculture 252 3 20 40 156 33 

8. Capital goods 
industr-y 

for 
653 2 107 404 85 55 

9. Transport 
equ2 !ment 131 20 27 53 27 4 

]C. Vat- , 

15 2l 3 

I' 



(Table A-2, (b), continued) 

1954 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 14,038 1,132 7,858 2,4o9 2,177 462 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 

4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 

5. Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry .... 

6,255 

500 

68 

524 

4,395 

397 

35 

0 

53 

594 

3,599 

110 

2 

110 

3,206 

1,371 

106 

7 

17 

263 

729 

246 

59 

216 

268 

159 

3 

-

128 

64 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 

10. Various 
1rod,,ti s ................. 

858 

355 

712 

153 

218 

22 

W 

2 

24 

1 

644 

24 

126 

31 

6 

169 

38 

388 

50 

0 

19 

253 

137 

43 

207 

4 

36 

59 

5 

4 

! 
ro ro 



(Table A-2, (b), continued)
 

1955 

Category TOTAL GUATE4ALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 13,106 1,577 6,841 2,550 1,542 596 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 

related products ......... 

4. Raw materials and inter

mediates for agriculture. 

5. Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry .... 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 

8. Cajita] gccdr 
lcr izdusiry ............. 

9. ' ransport 
equipment ................ 

30. Various 
producl .................. 

5,860 

435 

52 

507 

4,169 

788 

292 

696 

150 

157 

554 

49 

0 

74 

828 

30 

5 

3 

33 

1 

3,133 

96 

2 

96 

2,791 

561 

21 

109 

27 

5 

1,451 

112 

8 

18 

278 

178 

11 

411 

53 

0 

516 

174 

42 

153 

190 

14 

179 

97 

31 

1),-6 

206 

4 

-

166 

82 

5 

46 

76 

6 

5 

LA3 



(Table A-2, (b), continued)
 

1956 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 13,689 1,586 8,064 1,644 1,466 929 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 

5,997 

407 

47 

557 

49 

0 

3,693 

113 

2 

935 

72 

5 

491 

166 

40 

321 

7 

-

4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 603 75 113 12 145 258 

5. Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry.... 4,611 833 3,290 179 181 128 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 827 30 661 115 13 8 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 297 5 24 26 170 72 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 608 3 129 265 92 119 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 138 33 32 35 29 9 

10. Various 
product: ................. 154 2 6 0 139 7 

!'. 



(Table A-2, (b), continued)
 

1957 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 16,916 1,84-3 8,677 2,758 2,755 883 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants aid 
related products ......... 

4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 

5. Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry.... 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 

7,418 

616 

85 

745 

5,269 

973 

647 

57 

0 

87 

967 

35 

3,974 

121 

3 

12. 

3,540 

712 

1,569 

121 

8 

19 

301 

193 

923 

311 

74 

273 

339 

25 

305 

6 

245 

122 

8 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 

8. Capital goods 
for industry............. 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 

10. Various 
product ................. 

463 

873 

196 

270 

5 

4 

39 

2 

26 

139 

35 

44 

444 

58 

1 

320 

173 

55 

262 

68 

113 

9 

7 

b r> 



(Table A-2, (b), continued) 	 19581
 

Category 

Total .............. 


1. 	 Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 


2. Durable
 
consumer goods ........... 


3. Fuels, lubricants and
 
related products ......... 


4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 


5. 	 Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry .... 

6. Construction
 
materials ................ 


7. Capital goods
 
for agriculture .......... 


8. Capital goods
 
for industry ............. 


9. Transport
 
equipment ................ 


10. Various 
product ................. 


f_ ateira]a, lioni 

TOTAL 


21,146 

9,500 


733 


89 


845 


6,453 


1,260 


512 


1,222 


256 


276 


uras. arni 

GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR 


2,281 10,503 

801 4,809 


70 145 


0 3 


109 146 


1,197 4,279 


44 859 


7 36 


4 173 


47 	 46 


2 7 


Ncaragua adjusted according to the 


HONDURAS 


4,608 


2,621 


203 


11 


33 


500 


323 


74 


743 


99 


1 


ctal reported 

NICARAGUA 


2,721 

9]2 


308 


75 


270 


334 


25 


315 


170 


54 


258 


in STECA.
 

COSTA RICA
 

1,033 

357
 

7
 

-


287
 

-43
 

9
 

80
 

132
 

10
 

8
 

Anuario dc Comcrcio Exterior. 1967. 
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(Table A-2, (b), continued)
 

1959 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 28,655 3,100 12,489 5,192 4,000 3,874 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... .. 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 

4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 

5. Raw materials and inter
mcdiates for industry.... 

C. C, nstruction 
.;terials ................ 

2,439 

978 

128 

1,830 

8,317 

1,517 

1,088 

96 

0 

146 

1,628 

59 

5,720 

175 

4 

175 

5,o96 

1,024 

2,954 

228 

16 

36 

566 

363 

1,340 

452 

108 

396 

492 

36 

1,337 

27 

-

1,077 

535 

35 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 

8. Cap!tni goods 
fr industry............. 

9. ransport 
equipment ................ 

10. Various 
products ................. 

891 

1,790 

343 

422 

9 

6 

65 

3 

37 

200 

50 

8 

83 

836 

109 

1 

464 

252 

80, 

380 

298 

496 

39 

30 

7! 

Ro 



(Table A-2, (b), continued) 

196 0 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 32,672 7,580 13,491 5,311 2,776 3,514 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 14,004 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 997 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 95 

4. Raw materials and inter
'!tiees for agriculture. 1,89-4 

.. .-aw muteriels and inter
!v-diatez for i:rdustry .... 10,889 

6. Construction 
mn'atcrials ................... 1,679 

7. Capital goods 
for gricuture .......... 741 

H. Capi ia] goods 
or >dustry................1.711 

.. i raunrort 

equipment ................... 45 
.10. Vrjo is 

;._- , . ................ .07 

2,661 

235 

0 

356 

3,980 

144 

23 

15 

159 

7 

6,179 

189 

4 

189 

5,504 

1,106 

41 

216 

54 

3,022 

234 

16 

37 

579 

372 

85 

855 

111 

C 

930 

314 

75 

275 

341 

25 

322 

175 

56 

k 

1,212 

25 

-

977 

485 

32 

270 

450 

35 

28 

!Q 
00 



(Table A-2, (b), continued) 

1961 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 36,806 8,867 14,663 6,353 2,877 4,046 

1. Non-durable 
ccnsumer goods ........... 15,803 3,112 6,716 3,615 964 1,396 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 1,313 275 205 280 325 28 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related producLs ......... 101 0 4 19 78 -

4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agricultLre. 2.076 417 205 4L 285 1425 

5. Raw materials and inti
mediates fcr industry .... 12.242 4,655 5,983 692 354 558 

5. Construction 
materials ................ 1,77 168 1,202 444 26 37 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 819 27 44 102 334 312 
Cuaiti.. pocds 
I"i n ta.............. 1,975 18 235 1,023 181 519 

9. Tran ~t:crt 
equipment ................ 475 186 59 133 57 40 

10. Various 
3roduc, ................. 325 9 J 273 32 



(Table A-2, (b), continued)
 

1962 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 50,847 11,228 22,057 8,911 5,343 3,308 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 

related products ......... 

4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agrf culture. 

5. Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry.... 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculiure .......... 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 

10. Various 
products .................. 

23,477 

1,609 

151 

2,447 

17,175 

3,728 

556 

771 

748 

185 

3,941 

348 

0 

528 

5,895 

213 

34 

22 

236 

1i 

11,604 

455 

2 

2j6 

6,656 

2,628 

95 

110 

285 

6 

4,902 

633 

1 

270 

2,166 

658 

99 

75 

22 

1,889 

150 

148 

513 

2,001 

199 

74 

141 

172 

56

1,150 

23 

-

928 

461 

30 

256 

427 

33 

0 



(Table A-2, (b), continued)
 

1963 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 72,098 19,747 27,923 13,258 7,353 3,817 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 

4. Eaw materials and inter
mrliates for agriculture. 

L .:, materials and inter
m-d4ates for industry .... 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 

10. Various 
products .................. 

36,618 

2,820 

3,741 

1,747 

20,475 

4,874 

589 

745 

207 

2 2 

8,269 

646 

2,944 

728 

6;629 

271 

213 

23 

9 

15 

15,370 

707 

9 

359 

7,617 

3,357 

169 

147 

116 

72 

7,945 

786 

1 

266 

3,193 

(95 

79 

194 

19 

80 

3,919 

458 

49 

132 

2,113 

192 

81 

269 

42 

98 

1,115 

223 

738 

262 

923 

359 

47 

112 

21 

17 

F" 



(Table A-2, (b), continued) 19624 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 106,188 26,357 39,234 18,004 14,308 8,285 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 

4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 

5. Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry .... 

53,060 

3,897 

4,933 

2,710 

32,452 

10,259 

699 

3,761 

1,O81 

9,794 

20,148 

1,001 

148 

602 

12,768 

10,575 

1,000 

8 

384 

4,641 

7,837 

715 

120 

201 

3,687 

4,241 

482 

896 

442 

1,562 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 

10. Various 
products ................... 

6,268 

862 

1,143 

360 

503 

539 

73 

107 

1 

43 

3,799 

152 

342 

181 

93 

717 

211 

261 

13 

196 

864 

371 

326 

39 

148 

349 

55 

107 

128 

23 

i Some total figures were adjusted according to those reported in SIECA, Anuario de Comercic Exterior. 

- -- | 



(Table A-2, (b), continued)
 

1965 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 135,503 31,530 42,406 25,480 21,395 14,692 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 

4.Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 

5. liaw materials and inter
mediates for industry .... 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 

8. Capital goods 
for industry,.............. 

9. Transport
equipment ................ 

]'0. Vvrious 
jI', L ,tE ................. 

70,787 

6,321 

3,451 

4.667 

37,327 

8,277 

1,211 

2,308 

230 

874 

12,912 

908 

2,022 

2,240 

12,116 

546 

144 

423 

0 

219 

23,865 

1,356 

203 

636 

10,322 

5,156 

189 

3S2 

150 

337 

14,898 

1,520 

7 

687 

6,548 

905 

192 

330 

7 

11,355 

1,453 

40 

581 

5,285 

1,353 

301 

803 

123 

01 

7,757 

1,084 

1,179 

523 

3,056 

317 

385 

360 

0 

32 

LA(-. 



(Table A-2, (b), continued) 

1966 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. .. 74,734 33,834L 52,032 34,053 31,659 23,156 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 90,701 14,905 28,431 19,371 16,558 11,436 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... .10,608 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 3,783 

1,453 

119 

2,672 

203 

1,476 

2,000 

2,284 

47 

2,723 

1,414 

b . Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 5,642 2,340 844 789 793 876 

5. Rav materials and inter
me,.iates for industry.... 4,175 12,642 13,686 7,531 7,185 5,135 

6. Ccnstru:-tion 
mate:ials ................ 10,220 862 5,030 1,021 2,583 674 

7. Capital goods 
fcr ugriLculture .......... 1,669 289 178 508 441 253 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 4,124 794 679 729 1,289 633 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 180 1 57 6 114 2 

20. Various 
1- od:.,,s ................. (.429 202 622 365 O 



(Table A-2, (b), continued)
 

1967 

Cate~y TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 213,958 42,104 54,506 40,754 42,373 34,221 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 

4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 

5. Raw materials and inter

mediates for industry .... 

6. Construction 
materials................. 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 

8. Capital goods 
for industry............. 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 

10. Various 
products ................. 

111,603 

10,512 

4,343 

8,956 

54,503 

15,150 

2,076 

5,123 

691 

1.001 

18,160 

1,802 

189 

3,185 

15,097 

2,114 

467 

985 

4 

101 

29,559 

2,34-9 

212 

1,748 

13,400 

6,143 

0 

741 

174 

180 

23,018 

1,748 

2,429 

1,265 

8,251 

2,295 

534 

758 

l6 

1440 

22,873 

3,042 

93 

2,045 

8,612 

3,085 

627 

1,708 

59 

229 

17,993 

1,571 

1,420 

713 

9,143 

1,513 

448 

931 

438 

5i 

U. 
'd1 



(Table A-2, (b), continued)
 

1968 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 251,990 43,138 65,161 48,671 46,171 48,849 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 

related products ......... 

4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 

5. Raw materials and inter

mediates for industry.... 
6. Construct on 

materials ................ 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 

8. Capital goods
for industry ............. 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 

10. Various 

prouct ................. 

132,303 

14,711 

3,875 

9,043 

64,958 

17,100 

2,215 

6,236 

366 

1,183 

17,864 

2,741 

388 

3,666 

13,535 

3,138 

345 

1,358 

3 

100 

34,820 

3,599 

157 

1,336 

17,427 

6,256 

209 

937 

184 

236 

26,403 

2,531 

2,879 

1,388 

10,872 

2,365 

795 

899 

8 

531 

25,787 

3,705 

151 

1,593 

9,234 

3,454 

297 

1,611 

98 

241 

27,429 

2,135 

300 

1,060 

13,890 

1,887 

569 

1,431 

73 

75 

O 
0\ 



(c) Extra-regional imports: 

1953 
Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

TOTAL 325,994 78,541 65,660 59,4 56 49,108 73.229 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods 98,347 24,785 21,856 17,928 12,475 21,303 

2. Durable consumer 
goods 37,241 10,264 8,132 5,312 6,229 7,304 

3. Fuels and 
lubricants 23,348 6,724 4,86o 4,181 3,540 4,0OM3 

4. Raw matrials and 
intermediates for 
agriculltrc 13,874 2,271 3,624 1,581 2,567 3,831 

5. Raw materials and 
intermediates for 
industry 62,371 17,682 11 013 11,116 C.023 14,537 

6. Construction 
materials 24,526 3,901 5,199 4,804 3,280 7,3h2 

7. Capital goods for 
agriculture 13,770 2,382 1,742 2,908 3,834 2,905 

8. Capital goods for 
induftry 33,731 7,687 5,453 5,626 7,66 7,799 

9. Transport 
equipment 14,083 2,7hl 3,517 2,8W6 1,628 3,351 

]0. V 'ious 
Prcd4cl, 4,703 205 261 3,l.14 2CC L]21 

-.



(Table A-2, (c), continued) 

1954 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 366,798 85,179 78,884 56,544 66,041 80,150 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 

4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 

5. Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry .... 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 

10. Various 
products ................. 

109,336 

41,580 

25,481 

17,000 

74,328 

24,747 

15,960 

38,625 

16,543 

3,198 

28,186 

10,324 

6,977 

2,529 

19,674 

24,015 

2,817 

7,288 

3,173 

196 

24,318 

8,991 

5,410 

4,737 

14,702 

5,737 

1,602 

7,654 

4,212 

1,521 

19,642 

6,193 

3,808 

1,710 

12,053 

3,499 

2,344 

4,964 

2,214 

117 

14,098 

7,882 

4,183 

38334 

12,011 

4,149 

7,006 

8,165 

4,058 

655 

23,092 

8,190 

5,103 

4,190 

15,888 

7,347 

2,191 

10,554 

2,886 

709 

cc, 



(Table A-2, (c), continued)
 

1955 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 401,303 101,959 85,041 59,421 68,009 86,873 

1. Non-durable 
coisumer goods ........... 

2. Durable 
consamer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 

4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 

5. Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry.... 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 

10. Various 
products ................. 

113,764 

47,328 

27,562 

18,352 

80,621 

30,683 

16,581 

41,134 

22,153 

3,125 

30,918 

13,187 

8,268 

2,700 

20,950 

5,533 

4,186 

10,972 

5,049 

196 

24,661 

11,477 

5,371 

4,708 

14,959 

8,585 

2,219 

7,473 

5,183 

405 

19,510 

6,950 

4,119 

1,867 

13,163 

3,470 

2,273 

4,522 

2,169 

1.378 

16,555 

7,737 

4,918 

4,221 

13,075 

4,414 

5,337 

7,044 

3,825 

83 

22,120 

7,977 

4,886 

4,856 

18,474 

8,681 

2,566 

11,123 

5,927 

263 

!i 



(Table A-2, (c), continued) 

1956 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 455,1486 136,123 96,637 65,228 67,207 90,291 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 121,512 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... .. i,04 

34,272 

16,823 

27,108 

12,221 

18,957 

6,636 

15,960 

7,230 

25,215 

8,124 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 

4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 

5. Raw materials aa; inter
mediates for industry .... 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 

32,813 

20,213 

90,643 

36,402 

20,b59 

54,065 

24,362 

10,508 

3,142 

24,419 

9,712 

9,870 

17,405 

9,765 

6,474 

5,789 

18,517 

8,557 

2,264 

9,511 

5,585 

4,800 

2,265 

16,057 

3,874 

2,852 

6,68b 

2,734 

5,570 

4,154 

12,855 

4,676 

2,186 

9,128 

2,989 

5,461 

4,863 

18,795 

9,583 

3,287 

11,341 

3,289 

10. Various 
products .................. 3,9?3 206 612 373 2,459 333 

4
o 



(Table A-2, (c), continued)
 

1957 

Category TOTAL GUATE4ALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 508,027 145,503 106,369 76,234 78,027 101,894 

2. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 134,666 37,037 29,516 23,913 18,163 26,037 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ............ 54,3C 17,333 12,716 7,268 7,265 9,723 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 

related products......... 36,915 :0,623 7,306 5,993 6,345 6,648 

1. Raw materials and inter

mediates for agriculture. 22,658 3,890 6,3(4 2,267 4,732 5,385 

5. Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry .... 102,267 30,251 20,1497 16,001 14,837 20,681 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 43,188 11, 1411 9,36 4,792 6,681 11,215 

7. Capital goods 

for agriculture .......... 21,134 7,821 2,703 4,055 2,1112 4,443 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 60,460 18,594 10,670 7,866 22,506 10,824 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 28,641 8,588 6,674 3,700 3,066 6,613 

10. Various 
products ................. 3,793 222 547 ', 2,37 325 

-




(Table A-2, (c), continued)
 

1958 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total.............. 489,370 147,272 97,555 71,042 75,219 98,282 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 

h. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 

128,839 

57,392 

38,568 

22,153 

38,081 

19,971 

11,296 

3,853 

25,874 

12,064 

7,156 

6,054 

20,670 

6,989 

6,482 

2,061 

18,072 

7,819 

7,351 

4,848 

26,142 

10,549 

6,283 

5,337 

5. Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry.... 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 

10. Various 
products ................. 

98,786 

37,464 

19,822 

58,482 

23,903 

3,961 

29,905 

10,401 

6,212 

19,330 

7,796 

427 

18,630 

8,006 

3,540 

9,875 

5,620 

736 

14,430 

4,649 

2,928 

8,752 

3,908 

173 

15,184 

4,548  

3,327 

9,486 

2,298 

2,286 

20,637 

9,860 

3,815 

11,039 

4,281 

339 

4



(Table A-2, (c), continued) 

1959 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 445,320 130,900 87,048 65,791 62,835 98,746 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 115,773 31,958 22,787 19,707 16,274 25,047 

2. Durable 
consumer gcods ........... 49,794 15,196 11,739 (,935 6,155 9,7C9 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 37,037 12.352 6.926 6,096 6,042 5,621 

h. Raw materials an~d inter

mediates for agriculture. 20,773 3,821 6,195 2,037 3,8294,91 

5. Raw materials cm inter
mediates fr industry .... 6,oo4 29,515 18,1438 ].4,215 12,319 21.517 

6. Consitruction 
mateilals ................. 32,21,3 8,990 6,r415 3,508 4,353 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 16,921. 4,1402 2,166 2.500 1,920 5,933 

8. Capital goods 
for industr................51,852 17,445 8,53 6,547 8,280 11,067 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ .. 22,443 6,994 3.607 4.056 2.06 5,722 

10. Various 
1 oduc tF................. 2,LC.1-0.. .. ,'J- ->q9202 

-- 7
 

U"
 



(Table A-2, (c), continued) 

1960 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 481,469 130,285 108,911 66,463 68,936 106,874 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 118,763 

2. Durable 
consumer gc.ds ........... 53,205 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 

related products ......... 37,990 

4. Raw materials and 
inter

mediates for agriculture. 24,312 

5. Raw materials and Tnter
mediates for industry .... 1_10,004 

. Construction 
materials ................ 34,507 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 14,235 

8. Capital 
goods 

for industry ............. 57,615 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 23,200 

10. Various 
products .................... ,63 

29,102 

13,305 

12,664 

4,316 

32,695 

8,064 

3,861 

17,015 

6,490 

2,773 

28,171 

14,843 

7,079 

,060 

21,282 

8,450 

1,819 

12,356 

5,349 

2,522 

17,416 

7,405 

6,004 

2,307 

16.136 

3,807 

2.729 

7,112 

3,338 

209 

18,176 

7,480 

6,450 

4,526 

14.217 

4,116 

1,63 

7,884 

2,458 

i, 9 9 h 

25,898 

10,172 

5,793 

6,103 

25,674 

13,248 

5,565 

140 

4-



(Table A-2, (c), continued)
 

1961 

Categorj TOTAL GUATE24ALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total ............... 458,973 124,688 94,045 65,651 71,474 103,115 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 122,036 31,585 23,287 19,403 20,116 27,645 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ............ 50.991j 15,742 10,992 6,886 5,829 11,545 

3. Fuels, lubricants 
and 

related products ......... 42,320 13,433 11,410 6,820 3,906 6,751 

4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 25,184 4,278 6,970 2,151 4,658 7,127 

5. Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry.... 91,203 23,710 17,498 16,368 16,289 17,338 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 34,290 6,712 6,408 3,139 4,244 13,787 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 12,305 4,905 1,695 2,199 1,246 2,260 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 53,189 15,455 10,853 5,627 11,592 9,662 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 22,720 7,928 4,181 2,701 1,092 6,818 

10. Various 
prodcts ................. 4,732 940 75. 357 2,502 182 



kTable A-2, (c), continued)
 

1962 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 501,279 124,738 102,738 70,882 92,883 110,038 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 

4. Raw materials and inter
mediates for agriculture. 

iaw materials and inter
mediates for industry .... 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 

8. CapitQd goods 
for industr,............. 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 

10. Various 
products ................. 

122,621 

53,269 

44,236 

25,146 

103,002 

37,710 

17,235 

70,484 

22,764 

4,812 

29,759 

15,240 

12,829 

4,817 

23,243 

7,797 

5,391 

17,407 

7,277 

978 

25,835 

1260 

12,852 

- ;774 

19,301 

4,735 

2,650 

14,616 

3,584 

743 

18,218 

7,409 

6,789 

1,906 

15,260 

5,028 

3,314 

8,839 

3,894 

225 

22,067 

7,340 

4,5-2 

5,862 

22,872 

6:352 

3,527 

16,557 

1,128 

?.6(< 

26,733 

10,632 

7,254 

6,779 

22,322 

13,798 

2,351 

13,061 

6,881 

227 

4-ON 



(Table A-2, (c), continued) 
1963 

Cat egory TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 580,484 151,374 123,823 81,823 103,434 20,030 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 

4. Raw materials and inter

mediates for agriculture. 

5. Raw materials and inter

mediates for industry.... 

120,573 

64,065 

43,715 

34,419 

141,682 

29,343 

16,393 

9,614 

9,246 

41,386 

25,723 

15,886 

12,805 

9,202 

27,5CI 

19,446 

9,095 

7,060 

1,970 

16,072 

21,605 

11,135 

7,730 

6,710 

23,472 

24,456 

11,556 

6,506 

7,291 

33,251 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 35,680 8,393 7,066 5,252 5,568 9,401 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 22,614 

8. Capital goods 
for industry............... 83,7C7 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ .29,950 

10. Various 
products ................. [,079 

6,823 

22,185 

7,251 

740 

3,712 

15,143 

5,786 

999 

3,615 

11,945 

6,962 

406 

5,045 

15,55,95 

4,978 

1,596 

3,419 

18,839 

4,973 

338 

/1., 4: 



(Table A-2, (c), continued) 

1964 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 664,310 175,752 151,889 83,630 122,723 130,316 

1. Non-durable 

consumer gocds ........... 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 

4. Raw materials and inter

mediates for agriculture. 

5. Raw materials and inter

mediates for industry.... 

130,880 

71,479 

42,743 

4-LLi 

163,132 

30,477 

19,186 

10,309 

10,364 

45,301 

29,135 

18,489 

12,126 

12,025 

33,611 

19,102 

8,609 

6,523 

2,400 

19,341 

25,013 

12,992 

7,204 

8,649 

29,406 

27,153 

12,203 

6,581 

1,743 

35,473 

6. Construction 
materials ................ .1,886 11,370 8,492 4,071 8,363 9,590 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 27,508 7,521 4,559 3,832 7,668 3,928 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 

10. Various 

products ................. 

103,421 

39,201 

2,87) 

27,666 

12,588 

970 

23,649 

9,076 

727 

13,678 

5,644 

430 

16,851 

6,235 

342 

21,577 

5,658 

410 

C 

co 



(Table A-2, (c), continued) 

1965 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDUbRAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 753,786 196,748 158,153 96,458 138,893 163,534 

1. Non-durable 
consuiner goods ........... 135,430 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ............. .493 

3. Fuels, lubricants 
a:d 

related products ..... 42 09qrltdpout............42'.5 

14.Raw n.Lterial and inter

mediates for agiiculture. 41.761 

32,635 

22,958 

12,460 

9,56 

28,311 

]6,931 

9,710 

10,233. 

2q2,216 

10,432 

6,636 

9 

2!,931 

14,75?1,6 

7.214 

9,303 

29,337 

6,965 

Raw materials and Jn'Lr
mediates fcr indulstry .... 196,192 52,194 38,857 2493 33,951 46,697 

6. Construction 
materials .................. 

7. Capital goods 

for agriculture .......... 

9,666 

29,77. 

12,943 

9,023 

9,989 

3,713 

5,367 

4,049 

8,592 

9,108 

12,775 

3,878 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 121,923 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 49,132 

10. Various 
products ................. .5,142P 

30,789 

13,026 

1,164 

28,889 

10,526 

991 

-3,952 

7,591 

533 

19,999 

8,575 

2,290 

2L,294 

9,414 

450 



(Table A-2, (c), continued)
 

1966 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 762,275 173,746 167,972 114,997 150,263 155,297 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods........... 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 
related products ......... 

4. Raw materials and inter

mediates for agriculture. 

5. Raw materials and inter

mediates for industry .... 

133,252 

86,669 

39,808 

43,366 

202,317 

29,620 

21,962 

9,602 

8,666 

47,359 

30,916 

18,464 

10,286 

11,879 

43,883 

1.8,070 

22,036 

5,616 

4,38( 

33,918 

25 ,75 

]7,5E1 

7,162 

9,789 

314,107 

28,888 

16,626 

7,142 

8,646 

43,050 

6. Ccnstruction 
materials ................ 45,514 10,928 9,442 6,049 8,032 ll,O63 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 

8. Capital goods 
for industry............. 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 

10. Various 
products ................. 

23,819 

128,412 

53,926 

5,192 

4,762 

28,878 

10,637 

1,332 

2,186 

24,585 

15,373 

958 

4,632 

20,789 

8,552 

949 

8,018 

28,509 

9,856 

1,451 

4,221 

25,651 

9,508 

502 

! 



(Table A-2, (c), continued)
 

1967 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDURAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 816,437 204,994 169,421 124,008 161,537 156,477 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ........... 126,425 32,001 27,095 17,843 23,618 25,868 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 84,992 20,684 17,804 13,740 17,553 15,211 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 

related products ......... 43,159 3,517 12,104 8,775 9,695 9,068 

4. Raw materials and inter

mediates for agriculture. 52,011 9,597 12,718 4,113 17,550 8,033 

5. Raw materials and inter
mediates for industry .... 234,649 76,891 48,269 31,186 34,597 43,706 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 42,919 9,747 6,845 7,261 8,946 10,12C 

7. Capital goods 
for agriculture .......... 23,395 5,463 2,239 5,068 6,306 4,319 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 145,161 32,126 27,698 24,121 33,161 28,055 

9. Transport 
equipment ................ 57,152 13,339 13,486 10,858 7,893 11,576 

10. Various 
products................. 6,574 1,629 1,163 1,043 2,218 521 

.2 %I 
! 



(Table A-2, (c), continued) 

1968 

Category TOTAL GUATEMALA EL SALVADOR HONDUPAS NICARAGUA COSTA RICA 

Total .............. 794,237 206,273 148,353 136,043 138,475 165,093 

1. Non-durable 
consumer goods ............127,765 

2. Durable 
consumer goods ........... 82,484 

3. Fuels, lubricants and 

related products ......... 42,679 

4. Raw materials 
and inter

mediates for agricalture. 44,496 

5. Raw materials and inte5:

mediates for industry.... 247,472 

6. Construction 
materials ................ 43,645 

7. Capital goods 

for agriculture .......... 22,409 

8. Capital goods 
for industry ............. 129,228 

9. Transport 
equipment ................... 47,807 

10. VariouB 
produts ................. 6,252 

31,366 

21,265 

4,023 

8,831 

70,844 

12,409 

6,370 

36,103 

13,444 

1,618 

25,978 

14,638 

11,564 

10,289 

49,498 

6,207 

1,828 

21,967 

5,457 

927 

20,886 

15,269 

9,347 

5,265 

38,858 

6,315 

4,829 

22,921 

11,498 

855 

19,896 

15,836 

9,029 

9,794 

37,183 

6,863 

4,617 

24,877 

8,342 

2,038 

29,639 

15,476 

8,716 

10,317 

51,089 

11,851 

4,765 

23,360 

9,066 

814 

IN) 



Table A-3: Value of imports, classified by type of product
 

(2-digit I.S.I.C.), Central American countries,
 

in thousand current C.A. pesos, 1958-68:
 

(a) Total imports
 
(b Intra-regional imports 
(c Extra-regional imports 

Sources: 

Special tabulations of SIECA, for total imports in 1958 and in 
S963-681 

Mision Conjunta de Programacion para Centroamerica, Centroamerica: 
Valor de la importaciones, -opase,sectores de origen, y por 
productos, 1958b j26O 1961 y resumen de 1962, for total and intra
regional imports in 1959-61; 

Hision Conjunta etc., Centroamerica: Series Estadisticas Historicas
 
Seleccionadas, for total and intra-regional imports in 1962;
 

SIECA, Seccion de Estadistica, Listados de Comercio Exterior CIIU,
 

for intra-regional imports in 1958 and in 193-68.
 

General notes:
 

Extra-regional imports are the difference between:total imports and
 
intra-regional imports.
 

The sum of the partial items may not equal the total due to rounding,
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(Talle A-3, (a), continued) 
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Leat'ier 

Rubb er 
Cneia'cals 
Uetroleum 

Jon-metallic 
:-inerals 
Basie me als 
Met'l products 
Machinery 

Electrical 
machinery 

Transport
-quipment 

rious 

),236 

321 
11,18b 

264 
1,025 
1,381 
2,944 

737 
1,067 

2,188 
17,132 
6,475 

2,800 
3,413 
5,945 

10,071 

6,515 

9,185 
4,658 

3,98r 

1,071 
2i0 

7,01.1 
2,806 
1,034 

ju67 
1,037 
763 
843 

2,292 
16,201 
6,290 

2,370 
3,502 
4,474 
7,865 

5,035 

8,573 
h ,802 

L-

Li, 109 

251 
11,226 
3,020 
1,201 
1,084 
3,464 

)92 
949 

3,136 
19,836 
6,436 

2,765 
4,949 
5,307 

1i1)85 

6 ,j16 

14,238 
5,246 

7,3C2 

17 
if1 

8,990 
2,805 
1,527 

451 
3,636 

770 
930 

2,208 
20,376 
6,098 

2,716 
4,692 
4,905 
8,775 

5,362 

9,919 
4,391 

log, 

3,745 

135 
10,278 
3,039 
1,778 

387 
4,252 

823 
1,064 

3,129 
21,308 
6,754 

3,021 
4,394 
5,135 

13,744 

5,939 

9,779 
5,206 

,-,55-

11,163 

791 
186 

13,200 
552 

2,598 
306 

5,256 
926 

1,051 

3,488 
25,975 
5,643 

3,969 
6,256 
4,983 

16,124 

8,306 

12,728 
5,412 

1 

11,584 

703 
150 

17,383 
582 

3,139 
515 

6,426 
866 

1,191 

4,094 
37,260 
3,820 

4,643 
7,482 
6,836 
24,941 

9,680 

16,400 
6,787 

3,90 
10,936 

836
703)

228 
14,737 
4,170 
3,751 

539 
7,066 
1,471 
-,536 

3,759 
34,803 
2,548 

6,4ii 
10,074 
8,544 

24,114 

1"3,999 

17,695 
6,640 

13,48D 
1,340 

4431 

16,438 
5,3147 
11,38(-

80 
8,368 
1,411 
1,956 

4,1'42 
41,236 
2,115 

5,137 
13,512 
8,340 
21,272 

14,110 

21,482 
7,J31 

1.8,5_ 
1 "2 

20,)3 
1,171 
3,5b6 

855 
8.766 
1,508 
2,018 

3,773 
12,702 
2,642 

5,856 
12,511 
7,588 
24,805 

13,084 

20,922 
6,938 

t183,663 
L,498 

1-,01 

20, 42 
1,121 
3,665 

753 
3,901 
1,571 
1,417 

4,672 
43,721 
2,624 

5,756 
12,100 
7,274 

19,487 

12,247 

10,892 
6,708 



(Table A-', (a), continued) 

GUAT EMINALA 

L;IC t'ategory 1)58 195) 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 67 1968 

L2,> '02 120, ,D 127,039 123, 126, 121; 156,682 185,413 210,805 188,763 224,618 234,523 

:0. 

a. 

20. 

2.3. 

2). 
3)l. 
31. 
32. 

:' 
. .,309 

e 

Api" rel 
,.. and cork 
_urxitur: 

rirting 
T-,ather 
Rucber 
Cemicals 
Petrolem 

"3. 

10,985 

18 
i~xsites1630 

176 
273 
352 

3182 
26) 
825 

3,030 
15,386 
9,071 

7,, 
1 

, 

2 o 
399 
68-3o .... 

35 
59" 
529 

1,337 
17,-50 
10,77 

',709: 
p77 

10
-" 

- ,-9 
2,697 

324 
413 

3,732 
566 
535 

1,;50 
21,754 
11,167 

7,7"1 
9J983 

12 
14477 

2,711 
2LL 
342 

3,757 
547 
510 

1,690 
22,714 

0 

7,722 
898 

9
21,0

12,687 
3,771 

153 
3564,27 

4,271 
588 
492 

1,508 
23,723 
10,276 

12,229 
1,13 

12 
19,314 

318 
300 
7195, 499 

5,499 
64 
618 

1,568 
29,930 
11,776 

, 

,'74 
1,.15 

15
" 

22,712 
399 
L38 
7457,182

7,022 
718 
738 

1,583 
33,155 
11,791 

10,673 
2,360 

2 3 
21,331 
5,652 

641 
1,073 

,
10,441 

1,373 
910 

3,121 
40,398 
9,730 

10,6 
1,098 

4 
2L,73 
6,467 

74' , 

1,22"3 
8,351 
2,026 

960 
2,599 

35,386 
4,395 

15,752 
1,810 

87
:9-8 

, 
959 
486 

1,114
-
10,04 
1,908 
].,114 
2,227 
45,563 
5,457 

15,255 
1,518 

4529,324 

836 
617 
990 

11,283 
1,767 

992 
2,813 

48,290 
6,184 

33. 

34. 
35. 
36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

Hon-metallic 
minerals 
Basic metals 
Metal products 
Machinery 

Electrical 
machinery 

Transport 
equipment 
Various 

3,516 
6,171 
9,966 
17,717 

5,976 

11,831 
3,522 

3,258 
7,308 
7,802 

15,330 

7,002 

14,595 
5,687 

3,232 
7,965 
7,801 

14,433 

6,744 

15,678 
5,199 

3,069 
6,428 
6,827 
6 18 

6,620 

13,124 
4,709 

3,139 
7.186 
7,280 

18,738 

6,409 

12,419 
4,449 

3, '65 
7,965 
8,681 

23,910 

8.392 

15,086 
5,j-33 

4,227 
11,655 
9,268 

28,625 

12,183 

20,120 
6,235 

4,692 
12,241 
11,572 
29,055 

13,769 

23,958 
7,816 

4,448 
10,418 
11,003 
24,531 

13,459 

21,794 
7,479 

5,293 
14,358 
10,941 
30,263 

14,303 

22,231 
8,380 

5,250 
16,913 
10,972 
35,109 

14,984 

23,278 
8,103 



(Table A-3, (a), continued) 

HONDURAS 

ISIC Category 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 

TOTAL 63,358 66,733 69,399 68,518 76,223 90,984 97,515 116,619 142,048 157,664 173,120 

20. 
21. 
22. 

Food 
Beverages 
Tobacco 

6,333 
694 

3 

6,435 
675 
55 

6,550 
582 
51 

5,895 
743 
49 

5,672 
631 
45 

7,774 
732 
107 

8,503 
867 
126 

8,889 
975 
510 

o,860 
i,80 

644 

13,180 
1,012 

810 

i,,904 
1,091 

606 
23. 
24. 
25. 

Textiles 
Apparel 
Wood and cork 

10,071 
769 
179 

10,134 
2,734 

257 

8,806 
2,624 

369 

11,026 
2,773 

246 

9,953 
2,888 

285 

12,724 
1,202 

275 

13,999 
1,271 

410 

15,211 
4,227 

600 

12,972 
5,200 

687 

15,329 
2,294 

512 

17,241 
2,419 

663 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 

Furniture 
Paper 
Printing 
Leather 

746 
1,298 

373 
869 

528 
1,505 

592 
849 

461 
1,834 

556 
1,213 

468 
3,324 
623 
998 

556 
1,815 

672 
1,102 

394 
3,768 

681 
1,059 

578 
5,280 

775 
1,001 

854 
8,406 
1,158 
1,018 

1,044 
16,558 
1,318 

965 

1,257 
13,901 
1,219 

614 

1,414 
16,675 
1,407 

835 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 

Rubber 
Chemicals 
Petroleum 
:on-mettalic 

1,463 
8,652 
5,012 

2,047 
9,176 
5,344 

2,447 
10,748 

5,339 

2,309 
9,482 
5,983 

2,329 
11,818 
6,028 

2,923 
11,685 
6,260 

2,171 
14,oo 
5,907 

2,818 
16,834 
6,054 

3,456 
19,177 
6,698 

3,403 
22,534 
7,362 

4,228 
26,675 
7,942 

34. 
35. 

minerals 
Basic metals 
Metal products 

1,907 
2,423 
3,683 

1,633 
1,949 
3,990 

1,465 
1,993 
4,668 

1,514 
1,961 
),146 

1,724 
3,046 
5,301 

1,997 
3,182 
5,342 

2,087 
3,181 
5,554 

2,395 
5,053 
6,027 

2,587 
5,022 
7,116 

2,959 
7,932 
7,797 

3,802 
6,561 
8,438 

36. Macinery 8,206 7,342 8,074 6,349 9,160 11,292 14,079 13,172 20,156 23,836 22,038 
37. Electrical 

machinery 2,748 2,9h! 3,319 2,854 3,912 7,632 4,899 5,246 7,026 9,333 10,768 
38. Transport 

equipment 5,655 6,447 6,099 5,535 6,845 8,871 9,568 13,095 i4,670 16,808 17,895 
39. Various 2,274 2,100 2,153 2,240 2,441 3,084 3,258 4,080 4-714 5,581 6,518 



(Table A-3, (a), cntinued) 

NICARAGUA 

ISIC Category 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 

,76,016,070 60,019 70,176 84,200 104,870 127,116 143,930 168,339 189,078 170,208 

20. Focd 
21. Bev ra-:2s 
22. 'Ur :a2o 
23. Textile_-
24. Anparel 

5.;lanl 
2.'. Fr :1ttU'e 

27. :7aier 
28. Printin-
29. Leather 
30. Rubber 
31. Chemicals 

o.-k 

6,065 3,674 
428 376 

J4 U 
8,500 o ,32 

153 1,105 
114 105 
471 46 

1,587 1,549 
331 240 
741 599 

2,358 1,809 
15,068 13,027 

4,506 
3 6 

c8 
7,470 
1,313 

87 
295 

1,729 
396 
568 

2,371 
14,581 

5,49C 
277 
3) 

6,814 
1,201 

135 
350 

1,852 
365 
495 

2,053 
15,211 

5,487 
473 
43 

6,865 
1,334 
i78 
490 

2,381 
559 
543 

2,332 
19,751 

3,168 
484 
58 

11,188 
208 
219 
503 

3,130 
618 
611 

2,969 
22,913 

9,47 
*56 

86 
12,485 

478 
288 
81.1 

3,297 
539 
623 

3,051 
30,782 

7,866 
760 
131 

14,591 
3,066 

476 
1,571 
3,626 
1,129 

660 
2,225 

31,695 

10 ,L7 
817 
148 
o,044 

4,047 
517 

1,629 
4,017 
.,065 
616 

3,270 
35,722 

11,755 
874 
121 

19,118 
1,44-

511 

1,906 
5,572 
1,231 

749 
3,958 

46,769 

12,257 
758 
10i 

16,782 
1,223 

533 

1,759 
4,931 
J-,349 

575 
4,100 

41,991 
32. Petroleum 7,586 6,525 6,877 7,125 6,617 5,346 3,187 3,326 3,999 3,565 3,704 
33. Hon-metallic 

34. 
35. 
36. 

minera-Is 
Basic metals 
Metal products 
Machinery 

1,720 
2,667 
4,486 

10,048 

1,477 
2 ,306 
3,665 
7,752 

1,545 
,045 

3,928 
6,444 

1,739 
3,590 
3,679 
8,350 

1,614 
5,365 
4,254 

11,262 

2,407 
4,387 
4,642 

i7,009 

3,962 
6,4)5 
5.,651 

19,990 

3,322 
9,140 
7,292 

22,569 

4,161 
8,979 
8,300 
28.841 

5,081 
8,836 
8,675 

31,048 

4,258 
9,501 
8,269 

22,606 
37. Electrical 

machinery 4,285 3,665 4,355 3,,304 4,102 6,241 9,192 8,77" 11,337 13,536 12,813 
38. 

39. 

Transport
equipment 
Various 

5,362 
4,3?08 

4,387 
2,467 

5,388 
2,737 

5,188 
2,413 

7,366 
3,124 

8,966 
4,798 

10,676 
S,329 

16,241 
5,471 

19,566 
6,147 

17,236 
7,097 

15,319 
7,380 



(b) Intra-regional imports: 

C OS TA R I C A 

ISIC Category 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 

TOTAL 883 1 289 1 833 3 094 2 977 3 593 7 712 21 560 30 699 43 532 

!0. Food 
'!. Beverages 
?2. Tobacco 
23. Textiles 
24. Apparel 
25. Wood and Cork 
6. Furnigure 

27. Paper 
28. Printing 
29. Leather 
30. Rubber 
31. Chemicals 
32. Petroleum 
33. Non-metallic minerals 
34. Basic metals 
35. Metal products 
36. Machinery 
37. Electrical machinery 
38. Transport equipment 
39. Various 

554 
76 
-
69 
10 
0 
0 
0 
2 
1 
0 

10 
-
0 
0 

125 
10 
1 

12 
12 

91 
109 
16 
23 
77 
44 
2 
2 
5 

36 
14 

535 
0 
3 
0 

199 
95 
6 

16 
17 

126 
134 

8 
68 
64 
40 
2 
1 
3 
1 

117 
937 
1 
6 
0 

220 
89 
1 
3 

12 

233 
226 
-
53 
78 
68 
1 

64 
6 
7 

442 
1 439 

15 
6 

10 
45 

345 
2 

32 
22 

805 
174 
0 

276 
115 
57 
19 

238 
27 
1 

135 
287 
738 
123 
145 
169 
67 
11 
32 

175 

1 455 
186 
17 

1 040 
517 
37 
34 

314 
171 
6 

292 
1 328 

896 
140 
195 
273 
96 
70 

130 
515 

2 569 
192 
44 

3 881 
2 107 

279 
137 
759 
225 
52 

2 459 
4 491 
1 418 

180 
465 
678 
71 

903 
21 

630 

5 443 
245 
79 

8 823 
1 348 

486 
234 

1 171 
242 
11K 
959 

3 932 
1 453 
470 

1 387 
1 247 

71 
1 596 

65 
1 336 

8 675 
322 
225 

13 750 
1 828 

612 
267 

1 371 
300 
410 

1 247 
6 379 

268 
1 03. 
1 413 
1 237 

133 
2 047 

173 
1 824 



(Table A-3, (b), continued)
 

E L S A L'V.A D'D R 
(in millions of current C.A. ,pesos) 

ISIC Category 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 
 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968
 
TOTAL .41959 ",790 6,701 7,914 1,949 17,203 27,010 40,624 44,028 51,317
 

20. Food 880 1 262 1,550 1,716 3,413 3,696 5,625 3,177 9,873
21. Beverages 266 '548 202 119 
 99 110 139 132 17222, Tobacco 180 114 113 19 131 95 3148 819 571 
23, Textiles 378 128 652 894 3,365 5,359 6,269 9,574 10,618
24. Apparel 163 363 458 696 478 525 3,855 1,090 1,053

Ap Cork25. Wood d 806 625 825 1,149 2,404 2,898 3,836 3,294 1,53
26. Furniture 9 61 17 9 2,41 14 
 484 457 466
 
27. Paper 250 262 267 264 585 
 '650 1,443 1,271 1,568

28. Printing 
 45 20 39 63 201 185 445 298 302

29. Leather 105 91 
 71 84 523 678 1 062 1 377 958

30. Rubber 103 14 483 5539 68 1951 i 54 2, 89931 Chemicals 
 163 531 795 972 2205 7 333 7,980 7,547 9438
 
32. Petroetm 
 331 9 7 5 207 292 ,24133. Non-metallic minerals 65 131 353 656 1,398 375 1,305 1,913 2,398
34. Basic metals 14 10 60 36 67 170 1,534 1,3496 1 ,693
35. Metal products 57 34 64 124 544 7.34 980 1,093 1,57736. Machinery 184 157 193 
 176 102 264 364 
 247 368
37. Electrical machinery 
 6 17 27 26 367 740 964 i,554 1,776
 
38. Transport equipment 112 155 282 139 
 173 "277 281 247 244
 
39. Various 173 162 236 250 559 
 939 1,502 1,596 1,750
 

0o' 



(Table A-3, (b), Continued) 

G U A T E M A L A 
(in milli-tis of current C.A. pesos) 

ISIC Category 1.953 1959 1360 1961 1362 1963 1S54 1965 1966 1357:1 1% 
TCTAL 1 191 2 Oil 5 254

" 
7 9152

.i 7 122 15 0cc 2 2 4 1,22 2 ',0 
347 

3 4 "5 

20. rood 
21. Deverpges 
22. Tobace 
23. Te7:--iles 
24. 1.pporcl 
25. cod and Cork 
26. Prraiture 
27. lapr.r 
23. Ptit:ins 
29. Leathr 

254 
102 
. 

424 
36 
65 
32 
10 
15 
12 

426 
164 

481 
1:_ 
131: 
50 

6 
22 
30 

1 S77 
124 

2 22-
421 
123 
191 

0 
7X 

1 

2 

930 
9 

330 
SG3 
43 

17r 
231 
70 
94 

2 719 
1 
0 

5 730 
Z 23/3 

1!1. 
542 

1 035 
I0 
117 

2 986 
1 

6 3 
. 

247 
551 

2C2I 
157 

3 757 
2 

25 
35! 

3 l 
332 
C(l 

221 
675 
3C 

4 ?C5 
4 

52 
c 431 

90 
0 

.Jp 
2-75 

53 
4'2 

4 220 
4 

13 
S 500 

772 
54 

2C-1 
4' 

30. Rubber 
31. Cheinicals 
32. Patro,2 um 
33. Lon-metallic minerals 

"33 
133 

-
.I 

32 
435 

-
6 

1 
35 
1" 
-

29 

1 
67 

522 
0 
13 

2c 
1 97,5 
2645 

34 

2 
15 

802 
762 
25 

-
251 
,j 
34 
51 

7 
2 
714 
70 

352 

q 
, 

4 4 
209 
965 

34. Basic metals 
35. Metal.;Products 
35. IIacbinery 
37.Eectrical iachinery 

-. Transport equipnt 

39. Various 

7 
45 

4 
-
2 

16 

4 
45 

2 

-

24 

20 
127 

2 
1 
2 

205 

ii 
ICI 

I0 
5 

13 

44 
453 

9 
34 
0 

403 

235 
614 
40 

135 

7 4 

74n 
1 143 

109
1 197 

cZ 

1 106 

1 525 
1 125 

151
2 031 

1 6S7 

1 354 
1 413 

4002 747 
3 

1 754 

C. 



(Table A-3, (b), Co-atinued) 

:L 0 .: D U A S 
( n ri!..li,ns of current C.A. -,asc:i) 

TSIC CatorX 1 '5S ic59 1'60 361 1S62 ] "63 i'-.4 I9.' 6 " ! 
31 181 38348 

TCTAL 3 7?7 4 E4 A .32 5 S%6 2 6,/ 1a 3 16 979 31 181 38 348 ; c35 

20. -,,od21. "-e. . ..!r q
2 vr~gcs 

L 53 
21 

1 Eli.1 B,,4Q 5 
110 

15-5 
'47 

4 %U 
150 

5 5381--'. 
1-' 

8 017 £ -G1 
12C 

22. Tcbac io 1. 0 - 7 733 57$ 
23. Te:Gioe 616 4S/ "I 302 2 "50 : 03 7 2 7 3L32 S 
24. Apparcl 110 .... 325 , 1 01 2 1 2 "5 
25. W.ood and Coik 6 17 S13 15 20i 3£8 4 1.A3 
26. Furniture 9 6 4 12 "77 4 . 04S 1 53 
27. Pa) :r -.7 52 56 14 3 .',4-2 1 
2-. Prir.ing 31 36 -6 -2 203 2---3 540, 511 
29. Leather 60 12 1.55 154 4L~ 5 7 
30. Rubber 6 &2 273 37. 313 - '3 1 1 
31. Chemicals 162 0 5.40 £2 2 AM6 5525 352 6 107 7 323 
22. Petroleum 3 1 1 2 0 . 2335 "51 

N2Non-metallic minerals 2(1 29 111 36 435 22 721 1 141 
"4. Basic MIetals 1. 2 10 10 g01 210 675 1 230 i 536 

Hatal Pro&Ixs 42 iCO 1-2 .5. 412 620 1 425 1 r25 2 42£ 
36. Eachinery 
37. Tlectrical machinery 

167 
16 

4!'3 
19 

357 
19 

11£ 
13 

162 
14 

131 
"45 I 

112 
07- 1 

233 
739 2 

2'3 
031 

33. Transport equipr.ent 122 125 147 41 -3 22 2,5 27 6Q4 
'9. Various 53r 26 93 145 412 637 1 536 1 C5 2 2.,;6 



(Table A-3, (b), Continued) 
NICARAGUA 

(in millions of Current C.A. pesos) 

ISIC Category 1958 1-959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 19(7 168 

TOTAL 1,927 3,562 2,366 2,510 3;972 7,178 13,171 2C 877 3-).t,9 43,300 

20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 

Food 
Beverages 
Tobacco 
Textilzs 
Apare l 
Wood and Cork 
Furniture 
Paper 
Printing 
Leather 
Rubber 
Chemicals 
Peti-oleum 
Non-metEllic minerals 
Basic metL-s 
Metal products 
Machinery 
Electrical machinery 
Transport equipmert 
Various 

300 
0 
1 

279 
54 
4 
5 

13 
5 
3 
45 

309 
3 
9 
8 

31 
422 
15 

237 
182 

-

306 

0 
162 
222 
2 
3 
1B 
12 

5 
78 

1 259 
82 
37 
23 
29 

750 
37 
448 
89 

300 
3 
1 

180 
17 
3 
7 

2B 
2 
5 

45 
810 
132 
31 
26 
52 

162 
38 

214 
131 . 

428 
13 
3 

178 
222 

1 
7 
96 
18 
17 
46 

724 
138 
21 
30 
66 
223 
30 
96 
53 

1 318 
61 
1 

1,173 
161 
16 

133 
439 
161 
94 
273 

1,695 
22 
169 

79 
153 
250 
317 
194 
467 

2,235 
82 
0 

2,352 
14314 
92 

508 
121 
170 
288 

3,280 
134 
433 
3cI. 

347 
617 
156 
713 

3595 5-23 
106 21:1 

a h 
4 03 I 
3, o5. i,?)7 

1 202 1 315 
718 1235 
467 535 
171 2 C. 
5i4) ".31 

6,057 3 ih8 
3.71 119 
647 93 

1, 31 2,h13 
1,136 1,428 
79) 1,292 

1,360 2 264 
228 131 

1i446 1,712 

06, 
53 

9.621 
1 211 
282 

1 162r 
921 
)3,' 
8, 

1 41 
8' 759 

185 
983 

3,057 
427 
071 

2,318 
4h2 

1,686 

!l

UJ 



(c) rx-tra-reiona1-imports: 

C 0 T A R I ! A 
(in m llirns of current C.A. pesos) 

ISTC Ct gory .;195 .50 116'3 i1 16 . !c4 -157 

T3TAL SG 303 S5 7- 10.. 402 120 5-r 10r 555 118 311 122 32:. 150 617 -+7 v.f'0 120 C23 

20. Frod 
21. Be-erages 

22. Tobi.ib15 
23. Te: tIl1e 
24. 1.j)ptLcl 
2 . lUoo -Lid Cork 
26. r;,rI -ui:::2 

To 

IC 7 ' 3 _, 

52'1 

12 445 
51 

31C 

171 

10 S55 

123 
IC 1,'-. 
2 "Z: 

237 

135 

1', 075 -723 
/ 5 ,52 
4 33 

I .3 10 ;,:.3 
2 531 2 145 

205 7-' 

1,C . 133 

12 

57 
f.5 

31 
. 

12.£ 
" 

ic 

1 

:L7 
717 

53:5 
/. 
:"77 

235 

1 c17 

-7 
14 S 
] 6% 

7.7 

7 

I? 

_ 
£3C...512 
5 

35. 
21 

171 
'.3 

[ 7$. 
i ,27 

44 
-3 51 

24 
1.C 

2"2 
27. Yap" 2 7S3 2 S42 3 75S7 4 2S7 9:.26. 1 , 57 1'0 5 5 52 
20. Printin-g 452 7.2. 870 ?% 607C. 1 453 35 1 .5C 
29. Leather 677 610 7"5 /,73 7- 531I 72- -
30. PRubber 
31. Chemic= 
32. Petroleum 

2 224 
15 4c6 
6 343 

2 140 
15 543 
5 855 

2 461 
17 .c, 
5 i:-. 

2 137 
5 SC3 
5 71 

3030 
19 21 
6 727 

2 53 
1r'24 
7 205 

2 4 
25 '73 
7 3'2 

2 44 
25 _.3 

5 294 

1 §41 
7. 13£ 

4 254 
33. Ion-me~aic miierais 3 71-. 3 553 3 850 4 176 4 326 4 43C 3 725 3 152 3 2.134 
34. Basic Mct.-Im. 5 i5 5 170 6 248 7 C14 734 7 3SC 7 £15 2 315 13 3_k. 
35. Metal Prod,;:ts 
36 1.;chinery 

5 49S 
11 C54 

5 331 
10 532 

5 453 
12 201 

5 273 
1 509 

5 75C 
17 1V2 

' 325 
1.7-, 

" 112 
21 344 

6 732 
24 509 

5 SS1 
21 734 

37. Electrical mr.cbinry 5 474 5 '54 ! US' 6 07 l,*" C 565 12 3C 12 323 11 215 
33. Transport eqApipment 3 414 10 371 S 3.19 3 333 -.52 452 14443 1,5'7 14 3 
3£. V.orious 3 764 3 77 3 7.,*.S73 555 3 6"3 4 ,0.31 5 22: 4 6'73 5 S43 

4

(I
 



(Table A-3, (c), continued) 
EL SALVADOR 

(in millions of current C.A. pesos) 

ISIC Category 153> 156c50 1561 1S62 1963 1564 1S5 1566 1567 1563 

TOTAL C3 341 3 521 106 ]55 540 S7 750 111.655. 137 472 152 424 154 405 132 346 

20. Food 0 355 7 723 9 559 5 646 7 750 7 33 C 415 C51 3555 
21. Beverages 925 523 645 655 537 593 3fCl 777 347 
22. Tobacco 143 146 137 72 55 55 .3 
23. Textiles 10 20, ,  6 913 1( 574 3 146 9 .35 12 024 iC 15 II 335 10 C24 
24. Apparel 101 2 443 2 561 2 110 74 57 1 4S2 6( 

25. Wcod and Cork 21S 410 377 375 154 241 550 272 312 
26. Furniturc 1..372 1 056 1 0563 442 265 351 321 353 252 
27. Piper 2694 2 775 3 197 3 372 4 671 5 776 7 425 7 45 7 333 
23. Printing 6,2 744 953 7)7 725 651 566 1 210 1 25( 
29. Leather S56 751 :72 316 527 513 3,4 541 459 
30. Rubber 2 035 2 132 2 654 1 7)" 2 54 3 404 2 191 2 21C 1 773 
31. Chemicals 16 969 15 670 1, 040 1 4)5 23 770 29 527 33 255 35 155 34 2'23 
32. Petroleum 6 472 6 275 6 422 6 0;6 5 634 3 665 1 902 2 35r 2 3]3 
33. Von-metallic minerals 2 735 2 240 2 412 2 0SO 2 571 3 306 3 "32 3 543 3 5' 
34. Basic metals 3 399 3 492 4 ;!0 4 656 6 1'2 7 312 11 S7: 1 C15Ci1 407 
35. Metal products 533'3 4 440 5 244 4 71 4 43c 6 02 7 360 6 495 5 5c7 
36. Machinery S ' 7 7 7,3 I 552 :3 5i3 15 C22 24 677 2C 9(3 24 55" 1 11 
37. Electricol machinery 6 50 5 .12 6 25 5 335 7 S35 S.40 13 146 11 53P 10 471 
33. Transport equiprent 6- 3 413 13 956 9 73 12 555 15 123 21 2C1 2C 675 i 542 
3S. Various 4 435 4 63, 5 0 4 141 4 '53 5 :4 5 529 5 342 4 953 



(Table A-3, (c), continued) 

ISIC Category 

TCTAL 

2(. Food 
21. Beverages 
22. Tobacco 
23. Textiles 
24. Apparel 
25. Wood and Cork 

26. Furnittre 

27. Paper 
2'. Printing 

2&. Leather 
3C. Rubber 
31. Chemicals 
32. Petroleum 

33. lion-metallic minerals 

24. Basic metals 

35. Metal products 

36. Machinery 
37, Electrical machinery 

33. Transport equipment 

39. Various 

,5_ 

124 014 

10731 
I 207 

13 
21 2C6 

140 
2C 
320 

3172 
254 
n13 

2997 
15 253 

9 071 
3 515 
6 164 
S S21 

17 714 
5976 

11 329 
35C 

G U A T E M A L A 

(in millions of current C.A. pesos) 

115. 1.960 1961 1962 1963 1964 

113 21 12C 7C5 115 5i2" 11S 03 14C 6c3 162 955 

7 222 6 331 5 351 ; 31C 96: 

1 264 %53 :374 1 C12 1 114 

16 20 12 12 15 

11 053 12 357 II 547 13934 162(6 

2 n22 2276 2 C43 45 51 

264 202 231 119 191 

63,r 222 135 177 1 4 

3551 3723 3476 4464 4 c41 

575 497 477 554 551 

494 5C4 417 501 611 

13C6 1415 1523 1535 1564 

17 415 2C 442 21 151 27 945 29 353 

IC 775 II 167 Ir 694 9131 7 r2 

3 252 3 204 3 052 3731 42C2 

7 304 7 946 6 417 7 921 11 42C 

7 757 7 673 6 726 3 22'3 - 654 

15 327 14 431 16 3C7 23 (01 23 57,5 

7 Cci 6 743 6 615 3 35_ 12 ril.. 

14 595 15 676 13 116 15 k 36 2C 117 

5663 5094 4570 4727 5451 

1965 1966 

15"' 923 

, -cc 
1 (§5 

9 
14 15 

2655 

415 
327 

560C 
1 350 

51C 

2342 
23 637 

4 361 
4397 
9 67C 

24 422 
12 262 
21 7 .5 
6 373 

1,67 1,"'; 

1 r 244 1,5 664 

11 447 IC 935 
1I 6 1 514 

35 27 
22537 19 16 

.5 64 

176 263 

2r6 332 

7 :2, 315 

1 34, 1 427 
616 42_ 

2 rl 2 1-3 
37 '4c 3 .-6 

5 3'7 5975 
4941 425 

12 '33 15 249 
1615 c 55c 

Cr 112 34 7 c 

12 272 12 237 

22 17 23 742 
6673 6 319 

0' 



(Table A-3, (c), continued) 

H 0 1 D U R A S 
(in millions of current C.A. pesos) 

ISIC Category 155 155 1 6 r. 1S61 1562 156__3 1S64 ir.65 15 6 IM37 1 6 

TOTAL 55 571 62 C70 64 467 62 053 6:7 C56 7:2 641 22 535 I1 :'G7 110 316 127 C35 

2i. Food 4 770 4 324 4 7C6 4 2'1 4 515 4 443 5 322 5163 5 323 
21. Beverages 673 Sr'1 573 733 535 717 1 046 (_,2' 052 
22. Tobacco 2 54 51 40 4-' 20 37 27 3C 
23, Tex.Itiles 
24. Apparel 

0 455 
65S 

0 65C 
2 14 

456 
2 CU 

1, 524 
1 ,CC 

1C 374 
314 

I, 55, 
17' 

7 
1 

122 
C71 

7 (3. 
133 

2 342 
134 

25. Wood and Cork 173 24C 275 143 116 2c 2c 03 22r 
26. Furniture 737 522 427 365 135 174 157 202 361 
27. Paper 1 271 1 452 1 327 3 131 3 423 4 .337 15 726 13 C:'3 15 556 
2". Printing 342 56r' 510 551 473 542 77:: 661 216 
20. Leather .IC. 725 1 5 -! 245 621 506 46 321 24c 
30*. Rubber 1 457 10.25 2 165 103" 2610 162 2632 20C7 31 
31. Chemicals 40' 3 '3 Ir 2rc ' 530 S 275 10 53c 13 325 13 427 10 33S 
32. Petroleum 5 COS 5 343 5 33? 5 S, I5 260 5 0 6 597 5 027 5 32.1 
33. l:on-mctallic minerals 1 646 1 334 1 354 1 27- 1 562 1 7.3 2 259 2 23 2 661 
24. Basic metals 2 405 1 012 1 ,022 1 .51 3 rc02 2 071 4 347 3 652 5 C'25 
25. Metal products 
35, Machinery 

3 635 
3 3 

3 '01 
299 

4 506 
7 716 

3 9Sc0 
6 23C 

4 ,30 
11 120 

4 *74 
13 94 

5 630 
2r 044 

5 372 
23 333 

3 C"', 
21 775 

37. Electrical maciinery 2 732 2 022 3 3P0 2 235 7 47? 4 450 5 047 7 554 2 717 
33. Transport equipment 5 533 6 312 5 c52 5 4S4 j 22 11546 14 644 16 781 17 755 
3,. Various 1 736 2 r75 2 0S 2 r(4 2 672 2 621 3 17._,- 3 5,6 4 312 

C' 
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Table A-4: 
 Gross value of industrial Droduction, by 2-di-it I.S.I.C., Central American countries,
 
various recent years.
 

COTA RICA
 

(in million colcnes)
 

ISIC Category 1953 1954 
 1954 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1953 1954 1965 1966 1967 1968
 

fOTAL 691.2 740.0 816.5 
 354.9 970.7 
1048.9 IC92.0 125'.3 1200.6 1403.0 1584.9 
1677.8 1503.9 
 2031.9 2232.8 2557.4
 
20. Focd 
 411.3 433.7 465.1 473.5 554.0 
 600.P 62"4.7 741.6 667.6 213.5
21. Beveres 46.5 45.2 57.1 

85.4 833.7 853.1 1005.8 1076.4 1223.6
5s.9 66.1 71.0 75.0 78.7 79.0
22. Toacc, 23.1 
83.5 94.7 106.4 113.9 120.5 13. i2.7
24.6 25.3 26.7 2S.5 30.3 31 6 
 35.2 37.3 39.S 49.8 50.1 
 51.7 56.2 63.5 75.7
23. Textil=; 11.1 13.7 21.3
24. ApFarel 25.2 26.5 27.4 32.9 37.2 L0. 149.4 54.0
49.7 54.7 58.2 60.0 67.1 71.7 9 65.1 72.6 84.3 90.5 1C4:.3
73.2 85.6 82.8 27.3
25. cod an cork 49.7 107.9 112.3 120.4 131.5
56.4 63.0 66.1 66.5 127.3 135.6
67.7 70.1 72.0 74.3
26. 20. 23 80.6 84.3 92.5 94.1Furniture 20.2 99.7 101.5 110.3
23.0 25.9 25.9 27.2 29.3 31.2
27. aper 33.1 34.9 37.337.3 40.9 41.39'20.
2.0 2.4 2.6 47.2 43.9 5
4,.91.24.9
2.9 4.1 
 3.9 4.4 58.1
2S. Printin 13.4 12.3 14.1 1.3 

4.8 5.6 10.6 20.7 25.2 26.9 30.4 40.4 47.720.2 18.2 21.5 21.5 22.3 
 26.7 32.5
29. Leather 11.7 12.4 13.5 32.9 35.0 38.6 45.9 49.0
14.0 12.9 13.2 14.0 
 13.7 13.0 
 11".2 14.9
30. Ruber 3.0 13.1 12.6 13.1 16.7 21.9
3.1 3.- 4.2 5.0 5.8 6.0
3]. 7.5 7.4 7.9 7.7
hemicz.s 20.5 9.5 11.1 13.8 18.127.4 23.0 44.64.7 J;3.3 55,1 51.9 55.4
32. Petrol n 53.7 73.7 93.9 142.7 154.7- - - - - 145.3 184.0 204.?- - -3, iOn-meallic minerals - - 6.7 45.39.4 10.0 12.- 15.3 
 14.6 17.5 15.0 22.3 
 21.7 22.4
34. Basic .tals - - 33.1 36.5 55.6 61-8 71.1 75.2- - -35 . roducts 1.3 1.8 3.3 
4.6 8.0 14.8 16.3 - 3.3 4.7 5.9 6.4 9.4 
 14.1 15.336 hinry 1.8 22.9 35.5 46.3 47.3 58.2
2.5 3.5 3.4 3.3 64.13.5 3.8 4.4 7.0
37 9.4 11.3 13.2 14.4
ectrcal machinery 1.7 1.9 2.0 2.1 2.3 

16.5 22.1 26.62.5 2.8 4.8 4.0 4:.1 6.8 10.938 srrt equirment i1.6 11.6 12.8 14.2 25.6 35.4 34.4
16.6 13.8 20.0 19.0 
 22.3 22.1
39. .ouj 21.1 19.6 22.5 29.E 35,03.2 47.9 49.3
3.4 4.3 4.5 4.6 5.1 
 5.5 6.S 
 8.1 11.5 19.5 24.8 
 32.7 39.0 44.3 47.4,
 

-tral 
Bank of Costa Rica, Alrunos Indicadores Oconomicos del Sector Industrial, 1969.
 



(Table A-4 - continued) 

EL SALVADOR 

(in millions of current C.A. pesos) 

ISIC Category 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 

TOTAL 177.4 189.5 205.2 233.7 270.4 306.1 332.2 353.6 376.0 

20 . Food 87.2 88.1 96.3 100.0 109.6 125.1 124.8 132.2 139.5 

21. Beverages 14.2 13.8 14.9 16.1 17.6 19.0 21.5 20.9 20.9 

22. Tobacco 7.2 8.0 8.5 8.4 9.1 9.5 9.3 9.1 8.9 

23. Textiles 13.4 16.2 17.9 20.7 24.3 26.5 29.8 30.3 37.9 

24. Apparel 23.7 26.3 26.6 28.4 33.6 37.4 43.3 47.1 46.0 

25. Wood and Cork 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.0 0.9 1.0 

26. Furniture 1.7 1.8 2.0 3.4 3.7 2.8 3.7 3.5 4.1 

27. Paper 0.4 1.5 1.7 3.2 4.3 4.3 4.1 5.2 5.8 

28. Printing 3.1 3.1 3.7 3.7 4.8 5.0 6.2 6.1 6.5 

29. Leather 2.4 2.6 2.6 2.8 2.8 3.3 3.0 3.1 3.6 

30. Rubber 1.0 1.4 1.7 1.8 2.1 2.2 2.5 2.7 2.5 

31. Chemicals 7.4 10.0 11.8 13.3 17.7 21.1 25.9 26.3 26.9 

32. Petroleum - - - 11.1 16.8 18.2 16.6 18.6 19.8 

33. Non-metallic minerals 6.0 5.5 5.3 6.5 7.6 8.7 11.8 11.4 10.4 

34. Basic metals 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.5 0.6 2.3 3.2 4.4 5.5 

35. Metal products 1.7 2.5 2.7 3.0 3.3 4.9 5.4 5.7 8.5 

36. Machinery 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.9 1.2 1.7 1.9 2.8 3.5 

37. Electrical machinery 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 3.8 7.5 9.6 9.2 

38. Transport equipment 2.8 2.9 3.2 3.4 3.7 3.7 4.2 6.0 5.8 

39. Various 2.7 3.1 3.6 4.7 5.9 5.6 6.7 7.6 9.7 

0 



(Table A-4 - continued) 

GUATEi iALA 
(in millions of 1958 C.A. rezos) 

[1I Category 1913 1954 1955 1956 1957 1953 1959 1960 1961 1962 19 3 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 

TOTAL 22'.2 235.7 235.1 252.6 276.5 292.9 30C.9 325.2 345.5 367.5 4C4 .4 432.9 46.0 509.8 553.0 599.4 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 

28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 

Food 
Beverages 
Tobacco 
Textiles 
Apparel 
Wood and Cxr4 
Furnituro 
Parer 

Printing 
Leather 
Rubher 
Chemicals 
Petroleum 

103.1 
24.7 
12.0 
14.1 
32.0 
4.8 
7.1 
0.1 

2.3 
2.7 
0.4 
8.C 

-

111.5 
26.3 
12.9 
13.9 
32.7 
5.1 
7.3 
0.2 

2.3 
3.2 
0.4 
8.1 

-

106.6 
24.1 
12.4 
14.6 
34.0 
6.c 
7.5 
0.2 

2.7 
2.9 
0.4 
3.7 

-

109.9 119.6 
27.2 30.0 
13.2 13.2 
15.1 17.4 
36.9 140.7 
6.8 7.0 
7.7 8.0
0.3 0.4 

3.0 3.4 
2.9 3.1 
0.5 0.5 
10.3 11.6 
-19.4 

127.9 
31.5 
13.3 
19.5 

44.0 
7.0 
3.2
0.6 

3.6 
3.2 
0.7 

10.5 

13;9 
32.8 
13.5 
25.0 

466.3 
6.2 
3.4
1.1 

3.7 
3.1 
1.3 
12.9 

1L2.7 
30.9 
14.5 
2.L 

49.6 
6.0 
8.7
1.3 

3.7 
3.3 
2.5 
14.2 

1414.9 
30.0 
?'4.4 
34.7 

53.1 
7.3 
9.0
2.4 

3.7 
3.3 
3.1 

14.9 

152.9 
28.3 
L4.$ 
3.4 

50.1 
7.6 
9.23.2 

4.0 
3.3 
3.5 

17.5 

167.3 
30.0 
15.5 

.9 

59.1 
7.7 
9.53.9 

4.2 
3.3 
4.3 

17.6 

171.1 
32.3 
16.2 
50.7 

64.1 
9.0 
9.84.2 

5.6 
3.2 
4.7 

18.7 

177.0 
31.7 
17.7 
55.1 

67.6 
10.0 
10.35.3 

5.7 
3.3 
4.9 

19.4 

134.3 
34.1 
18.5 
61.7 

71.1 
10.0 
10.66.0 

6.0 
3.6 
7.5 

22.0 

195.5 
33.9 
21.3 
68.1 

73.5 
9.7 

10.96.7 

6.3 
4.2 
8.4 

24.9 

204.4 
36.6 
19.9 
7.3 

77.9 
11.1 
11.27.3 

7.7 
5.0 

10.1 
23.9 

33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 
a9. 

Uon-metall mine.isEasic iietal. 
Netal produ-s 
Machinery 
Electrical mailiner-
Transport equi-ent 
Various 

7.4 

1.5 
0.2 
0.2 
1.3 
0.4 

7.4 
_ 

2.1 
0.3 
0.3 
1.4 
0.5 

9.9 

2.3 
0.3 
0.3 
1.6 
0.6 

13.1 -
2.6 
0.3 
0.3 
1.8 
0.7 

15.C -
3.0 
0.4 
0.4 
1.9 
1.0 

15.1 -
3.4 
0.4 
3.4 
2.2 
1.3 

12.1 

3.8 
0.5 
0.5 
2.3 
1.6 

11.1 

4.0 
0.5 
0.5 
2.4 
2.1 

13.4 

5.0 
0.6 
0.6 
2.6 
2.7 

12.912. 

7.0 
0.9 
0.9 
2.7 
3.4 

14.814. 

10.2 
1.3 
1.3 
2.9 
4.4 

19.219. 

12.1 
1.5 
1.5 
3.4 
5.6 

21.221. 

20.4 
2.5 
2.5 
3.8 
7.2 

. 

22.62. 

31.1 
3.9 
3.9 
3.5 
9.2 

. 

20.820. 

42.3 
5.3 
5.3 
3.5 

11.8 

2 

18.618.6 

58.2 
7.3 
7.2 
3.7 
15.2 

Source: 
 Fank of Guatila, "Caentas Yacionales de Guatemala, 1960".
 



(Table A-4 - continued) 

HONDURAS 
(in millions of current C.A. pesos) 

ISIC Category 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 

TOTAL 76.2 89.5 116.5 133.5 138.4 161.4 183.6 

20. Food 22.0 26.0 27.0 31.0 35.9 42.0 46.9 
21. Beverages 14.6 17.3 21.8 23.2 19.3 19.5 21.4 
22. Tobacco 4.6 5.0 5.4 5.3 5.4 6.0 6.7 
23. Textiles 1.4 1.3 6.8 10.0 10.5 12.3 13.3 
24. Apparel 4.4 5.1 7,8 8.0 7.1 8.3 9.3 
25. Wood and Cork 10.2 12.6 13.7 16.4 14.2 16.4 18.4 
26. Furniture 1.3 2.2 2.4 3.6 2.3 2.2 2.6 
27. Paper 0.4 0.7 7.4 10.0 12.6 18.1 19.0 
28. Printing 1.4 1.4 1.1 1.2 2.6 2.7 2.9 
29. Leather 0.5 0.5 0.4 0.5 1.5 2.1 2.3 
30. Rubber 0.6 0.8 1.4 1.3 1.4 1.8 2.0 
31. Chemicals 4.7 5.5 8.6 8.4 8.5 9.5 10.8 
32. Petroleum - - - - - -
33. Non-metallic minerals 2.5 3.0 3.8 4.7 5.3 5.9 6.9 
34. Basic metals - - - - - -
35. Metal products 0.8 1.5 1.6 2.2 3.4 5.0 5.8 
36. Machinery 5.3 4.4 4.8 4.9 3.6 3.6 3.7 
37. Electrical machinery 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.3 
38. Transport equipment 1.2 1.4 1.2 1.3 1.7 1.9 2.1 
39. Various 0.2 0.5 1.1 1.5 3.1 3.7 9.2 



(Table A-4 - continued) 

NICARAGUA 
(in millions of 1958 C.A. pesos) 

ISIC Category 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 

TOTAL 98.6 106.0 118.3 134.1 185.7 197.6 222.3 242.5 

20. Food 39.3 46.4 51.1 55.5 70.8 77.1 84.9 97.9 
21. Beverages 10.5 11.0 13.1 14.5 22.3 18.5 21.0 22.0 
22. Tobacco 5.4 5.4 5.5 5.9 8.7 9.1 9.7 10.1 
23. Textiles 4.2 4.1 5.8 6.4 8.1 10.7 11.4 10.6 
24. Apparel 22.0 19.9 22.0 22.6 20.4 22.1 21.2 21.6 
25. Wood and Cork 3.4 3.7 3.9 3.3 2.8 3.0 3.5 3.9 
26. Furniture 0.6 0.8 0.8 0.9 2.6 3.0 3.1 3.6 
27. Paper - - - 0.2 1.3 1.8 1.8 2.3 
28. Printing 0.9 1.0 0.9 0.9 1.8 2.0 2.0 2.2 
29. Leather 2.6 2.7 2.8 2.9 2.5 2.5 2.4 2.7 
30. Rubber 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.1 
31. Chemicals 6.3 6.8 6.9 8.8 20.1 20.5 22.9 24.7 
32. Petroleum - - - 4.3 7.5 6.2 13.1 14.1 
33. Non-metallic minerals 2.0 2.3 2.6 3.3 4.8 5.6 6.7 7.5 
34. Basic metals -....... 

35. Metal products 0.5 0.8 1 0.9 1 3.0 1 5.8 7.8 8.1 7.9 
36. Machinery - - - - - - - -

37. Electrical machinery 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.5 
38. Transport equipment 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 1.9 2.1 2.4 2.5 
39. Various 0.3 0.4 0.7 0.8 3.3 4.4 6.4 7.5 

lncludes ISIC 34., "Basic metals". 



Table A-5: Gross Domestic Product and its origin by economic activity, Central American countries,
 
various recent years.
 

COS TA RICA
 
(in millions of current C.A. pesos)
 

Economic activity 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968
 

TOTAL 372.2 388.3 417.6 440.7 479.1 522.9 543.4 596.2 640.4 693.6 763.8
 

Agriculture, forestry,
 
hunting, and fishing ........... 100.8 95.2 101.5 115.3 121.7 132.1 132.7 146.6 150.7 164.9 181.8
 

Mining and quarrying ............. ... ... ... ... ... ... ..............
 

Manufacturing industry ........... 61.2 63.8 71.9 70.4 80.4 91.5 98.0 105.6 117.5 131.9 147.9
 
Construction..................... 18.1 21.5 19.6 22.7 26.0 27.7 22.7 28.1 38.2 30.0 34.7
 
Electricity, gas and water ....... 3.5 4.5 5.1 5.6 6.0 7.0 7.8 8.9 9.8 10.5 12.1
 
Transport and communications..... 13.8 14.8 15.9 16.7 17.8 19.7 21.7 23.5 24.0 27.8 30.8
 
Wholesale and retail commerce .... 65.6 71.0 76.2 73.5 81.2 86.7 91.2 99.8 106.6 108.2 119.0
 
Banking, insurance, real estate.. 8.8 9.7 10.7 11.2 11.0 12.0 14.1 15.6 17.3 19.9 22.9
 
Housing .......................... 34.2 36.2 38.6 41.1 44.3 47.6 49.6 51.5 53.4 55.5 58.0
 
Public administration and defense. 32.0 34.9 38.2 41.4 44.1 48.3 51.1 57.4 66.8 74.2 81.2
 
Services ......................... 34.2 36.7 39.9 42.8 46.5 50.3 54.5 59.2 64.1 70.7 75.4
 

Source: Central Bank of Costa Rica.
 

lncludes "Mining and Quarrying."
 

-7 



(Table A-5 - continued) EL SALVADO 

(in millions of current C.A. pesos) 

Economic activity 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1963 

TOTAL 466.6 503.2 520.8 540.8 561:6 555.6 539.9 568.0 577.7 641.0 677.5 746.7 796.9 - 843.9 C86.3 916.3 

Agriculture, forest:y, 

hunting, and fishing 
linin- and quarrying 
Manufacturing industry 

Constructicn 
ElectriciLy, gas and water 

Transport and communications 
Wholesale and retail commerce 

Panking, insurance, real estate 
Housing 
Public adninistration and defense 

Services 

202.9 
1.2 
75.5 

16.7 
5.3 

22.8 
114.5 

8.4 
28.8 
44.6 
34.7 

134.1 
1.1 

74.2 
17.7 
5.9 

24.7 
112.3 

7.9 
30.1 
44.7 
36.9 

179.7 
1.0 

32.7 
18.8 
6.5 

26.6 
127.0 

8.5 
32.1 
45.9 
39.2 

186.2 
0.8 

89.4 
18.9 
7.1 

27.7 
119.7 

9.4 
23.2 
48.4 
41.8 

214.8 
0.9 

15.9 
7.4 

30.0 
139.7 
10.5 
27.9 
52.7 
44.7 

209.1 
1.1 

107.1 
19.3 
8.6 

30.9 
160.9 
10.3 
28.6 
53.2 
48.4 

227.9 
1.0 

122.4 
22.8 
9.7 

34.2 
179.9 
12.5 
29.2 
53.9 
53.1 

231.3 
1.1 

140.9 

24.8 
10.6 

35.8 
192.9 

13. L 
31.2 
56.9 
57.5 

229.6 
1.2 

15S.7 

29.9 
11.9 

36.5 
204.5 
15.3 
32.6 
62.1 
61.8 

239.9 
1.4 

165.9 
27.3 
12.5 

39.1 
211.2 
16.9 
34.3 
67.0 
67.7 

241.1 
1.2 

179.2 

22.7 
14.0 

45.5 
215.9 

18.4 
36.1 
63.0 
74.6 

Source3 Central Bank of E1 Salvador. 

-- 4 



(Table A-5 - continued) 

GUATEIIALA 
(in millions of 1958 C.A. pesos)
 

Economic activity 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 
 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 
 1968
 

TOTAL 775.3 789.6 809.1 882.7 932.5 976.1 
 1,024.2 1,049.2 1,094.3 1,133.0 1,241.1 1,298.6 1,355.2 L,429.9 1,488.6 1,574.1 

A'riculture, forestry

hunting, and fishing 251.4 252.8 248.6 264.9 
269.3 286.5 309.8 218.1 ..6 334.9 
 363.5 384.8 359.'L 407.7 408.1 431.2
:lining and quarryin- 1.4 1.2 1.9 2.4 2.6 2.2 1.8 1.9 2.4 
 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.0 1.8 1.8 1.3flanufacturlnp industry 93.4 98.9 98.3 106,8 116.8 124.0 129.3 135.5 143.3 151.1 165.9 176.4 190,8 210.7 228.4 249.2Construction 18.7 18.6 21.9 29.3 36.7 31.3 
 23.7 20.7 25.6 21.8 19.8 25.0 
 24.5 26.6 29.3 27.6
 
Electricity, 7as and

viater 3.9 4.6 4.9 5.1 5.7 6.4 6.9 7.3 8.3 8.9 11.2 12.2 IL.1 15.9 16.7 18.3Transport and commu
nications 30.3 30.8 39.9 42.3 48.8 49.4 
 49.9 50.3 55.3 67.5 59.3 66.7 
 7.i 75.5 78.1 79.9


Uholosalo and retail 
commerce 203.0 210.5 217.4 239.9 
255.1 253.7 265.1 274.5 280.8 294.7 
 335.7 356.1 376.6 397.2 417.6 
 448.4


Panking, Insurance,
real estate 10;0 8.6 10.8 14.3 13.1 16.0 
 16.8 lo.7 20.8 25.0 28.9 
 32.4 32.7 33.4 35.0 36.2
Housing 67.2 69.5 71.6 73.7 75.9 90.3 
 92.6 94.4 96.8 98.9 101.6 104.2 107 6 111.5 114.9 118.3
 
Public administration
 
and defense 50.5 47.1 44.0 51.7 52.4 56.6 64.8 63.7 
 71.5 60.5 61.2 63.1 65.1 
 66.8 72.2 73.3
Services 45.5 47.0 49.9 52.3 56.2 59.8 
 63.0 64.1 66.0 68.3 72.5 76.0 
 79.0 83.0 86.3 90.3
 

Source: _?ank of Guatemala, Cuentas ilacionales de Guatemala, 1968. 



(Table A-5 - continued)
 
HO,DURAS
 

(in millions current C.A. pesos)
 

1967 1968
1963 1964 1965 1966
1959 1960 1961 1962 

Economic activity 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 


583.4
481.0 508.8 548.2
393.6 403.3 432.6
345.1 342.6 362.3
263.7 286.6304.8313.3332.3
TOTAL 276.8 	 206.6 212.3 224.2
 
206 .6 12.7 

Agriculture, forestry 	 81.5 89.0
183.3 173.3 199.4 74.0
158.9 161.e 153.0 168.2 175.6 

huntinm, and fishing 137.8 129.9 147.7 145.3 152.9 


9.0 18.9 23.7 8.12.8 3.5 4.6 3.5 5.2 7'. 

iining and quarrying 6.6 4.2 3.0 2.5 2.6 3.0 	 18.9 23.7 28.1
49.6 51.9 61.1 67.2
36.7 40.3 41.8 47.6 

Manufacturingr industry 24.3 23.4 25.8 34.5 35.7 


Construction 15.9 12.5 14.0 13.6 14.0 15.3 12.6 12.1 11.0 15.2 15.9 17.1 
 18.5 5.2 6.5 7.1 
Cas and
 

Electricity, 

2.7 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.6water 	 0.5 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0 1.2 1.4" 1.6 

and commu-
Transport 

71.9 76.0 30.7 
Ifholesale 	and retail 

commerce 34.7 37.5 39.2 40.0 -1.6 44.2 46.4 47.0 50.8 53.2 59.7 63.3 67.6 0.7 9.6 11.4 

nications 14.2 14.4 15.2 15.6 16.0 16.4 18.0 18.9 20.3 22.6 24.4 25.9 28.3 


4

Banking, insurance, 43.1 46.6 50.

real estate 1.4 1.8 2.0 2.5 2.7 3.1 2.8 3.1 3.1 3.5 3.5 6.5 7.5
 
Housing 17.3 18.5 20.5 22.1 23.4 24.9 26.6 27.6 26.7 27.5 27.9 36.8 39.8 14.5 16.1 17.1
 
Public administration
 31.4 33.7 36.3
14.6 16.7 13.0 13.4 14.3
11.3 13.7 15.1 15.9 15.7
and defense 8.6 9.5 1.0 
Services 15.3 15.8 16.5 17.5 18.5 20.5 22.0 22.8 24.1 23.6 25.6 27.1 29.2 

Sources: 	Direccion General de Estadistica y Gensos, Honduras en Cifras, 1964 (for 1953-59): Central Bank of Honduras
 
(for 1960-68).
 

I/ The total may differ from the sum of the cojnDonents due to small statistical discrepancy.
 



(Table A-5 - continued) 
IPICARACUA 

(in millions of current C.A. pesos) 

Economic activity 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 -966 1967 1966 

TOTAL 261.2 283.6 311.4 296.3 323.8 330.1 327.7 327.8 360.9 415.8 446.5 474.8 559.0 576.2 606.6 635.3 

Agriculture, forestry, 
hunting, and f; 
lining and quarryin7 

Uanufacturing industry 
Construction 

107.4 
5.5 

26.4 
7.2 

109.7 
5.0 
31.1 
8.2 

126.7 
4.9 

34.5 
9.9 

113.5 
4.6 

33.4 
11.4 

129.6 
4.3 

37.3 
10.6 

129.0 
4.7 
40.9 
10.4 

130.6 
5.1 

41.1 
12.9 

123.2 
5.6 
40.3 
11.8 

133.6 
6.5 

49.9 
12.8 

153.3 
7.0 
5.29 
11.7 

165.4 
6.6 

59.9 
13.6 

151.6 
7.3 
61.C 
15.0 

179.9 
7.9 

74.1 
18.0 

164.4 
8.6 

81.7 
23.8 

l9.7 
8.0 
91.6 
21.1 

178.0 
7.8 

102.8 
20.7 

Electricity, gas and 
water 1.3 1.8 1.8 1.9 2.1 2.7 4.3 4.9 5.2 5.8 6.4 8.0 10.1 11.4 14.0 17.0 

Transport and 

nications 

commu
8.9 10.8 11.3 11.0 1.7 10.7 9.5 9.1 10.0 21.1 22.3 24.3 28.3 29.2 30.6 31.4 

holesale and retail 
commerce 58.2 6&,5 69.3 64.2 63.3 67.3 62.9 68.4 74.6 83.3 88.3 95.8 111.2 115.0 120.2 123.5 

ran!:ing, insurance, 
real estate 4.0 5.0 6.3 6.2 6.3 6.9 5.4 5.8 6.4 7.1 8.9 11.5 11.9 14.0 14.8 15.8 

Housing 11.7 12.7 13.7 14.9 15.9 17.2 18.2 20.0 21.6 23.4 - - 39.1 40.4 42.1 43.2 

Public administration 
and defense 13.9 13.7 14.5 17.0 17.3 19.6 16.7 18.8 18.8 22.1 23.61 28.1 40.5 45.3 53.7 53.0 

Services 16.7 17.2 18.5 18.2 20.2 20.7 20.7 19.8 21.5 23.3 51.5-i 71.4/ 38.0 39.3 40.9 42.0 

•tral Bank of Nicaragua, Annual Reports. 

1/ Includes 

CD 



Table A-6: 
 Gross Domestic Capital Formation and related items, Central American countries, 1953-68
 

COS TA RICA
 
(in millions of current colones)
 

Gross Domestic Total Change in Fixed Capital Private and Total
 
Year Fixed Capital Consumption inventories consumption public Domestic
 

Formation 
 allowance construction savings
 

1953 299.8 1 458.4 7.7 71.8 137.4
 
IQ54 313.5 1 613.0 40.9 
 79.9 148.7 ...
 
1955 375.8 1 724.6 - 12.0 92.6 173.1 ...
 
1956 401.3 1 856.8 - 0.3 104.3 187.1 ...
 
1957 494.7 2 015.5 
 39.5 111.5 227.7
 
1958 455.9 2 084.1 - 48.3 
 127.6 229.1 228.8
 
1959 498.8 2 190.5 23.0 137.5 
 261.4 239.9
 
1960 524.6 2 372.4 
 5.9 143.6 254.9 256.0
 
1961 526.3 2 461.4 
 52.0 143.9 279.5 324.7
 
1962 663.0 2 587.2 29.1 162.9 339.9 
 401.1
 
1963 724.8 2 797.3 113.7 176.0 360.1 490.2
 
1964 659.5 3 101.1 - 15.7 181.0 267.1 308.9
 
1965 896.7 3 227.3 238.6 
 217.0 378.7 472.4
 
1966 862.7 3 532.9 98.5 
 252.1 349.9 414.4
 
1967 914.0 3 841.7 132.2 269.5 
 358.4 427.5
 
1968 1 026.8 4 096.8 113.3 289.7 
 ...
 

Sources: 
 Planning Office, Compendion de cifras basicas de Costa Rica, V Cucntas Nacionales (Provisionales), 1950-66
 
(for 1953-57); Central Bank of Costa Rica, Cifras de Cuentas Nacionales de Costa Rica, Serie 1958-67,
 
Estiiacion 1968 (for 1958-68).
 



(Table A-6 	- continued) 

EL SALVADOR
 
(in millions of current C.A. pesos)
 

Gross Domestic Total Change in Fixed Capital Private and Total
 
Year Fi:ed CapiLtal Consumption inventories consumption public Domestic
 

Formation 
 allowance Construction savings
 

1958 66.2 484.3 - 0.6 26.2 32.9 ...
 
1959 63.9 495.4 -12.7 27.3 34.6 
 ...
 
1960 81.7 514.8 6.0 28.8 36.1 ...
 
1961 67.1 513.6 9.6 28.9 36.7 ...
 
1962 69.3 554.2 8.5 31.3 30.4
 
1963 81.0 587.9 4.8 33.7 34.8
 
1964 105.1 632.4 21.8 38.1 39.0 
 96.9
 
1965 	 118.6 679.6 
 4.5 	 39.6 44.2 106.9
 
1966 	 130.2 730.9 14.3 
 41.6 57.1 113.5
 
1967 129.5 772.0 1.2 
 43.9 50.8 119.7
 
1968 99.3 815.2 2.9 45.2 42.9 ...
 

Sources: 	 Central Bank of El Salvador, Revista Mensual, January 1969, and May 1970; National Planning Council,
 
Tend~ncias Economicas 1 Socia]es, 1966, and 1967 (for Total Domestic Saving).
 

-~! 



(Table A-6 	- continued) 

GUA TEMALA
 
(in millions of 1958 pesos)
 

Gross Domestic Total Change in Fixed Capital Private and 
 Total
 
Year Fixed Capital Consumption inventory consumption public Domestic
 

Formation 
 allowance construction savings
 

1953 	 67.6 707.7 
 1.2 ... 32.5
 
1954 67.0 741.1 0.3 
 3
33.0 
1955 	 90.4 729.0 14.1 ... 42.7 
1956 142.5 781.1 7.2 •.. 62.7
 
1957 154.2 830.2 4.2 	 ... 77.3 ...
 
1958 136.3 883.5 - 1.1 47.4 
 65.7 91.5
 
1959 125.5 919.1 
 - 3.3 49.7 49.6 94.4
 
1960 107.8 948.2 
 5.4 51.6 41.1 85.3
 
1961 113.5 990.1 - 13.0 53.0 
 48.5 85.5
 
1962 108.7 1032.5 - 6.0 54.5 42.1 77.8
 
1963 128.8 1094.0 8.6 
 56.1 42.8 106.3
 
1964 157.8 1153.2 7.3 
 58.3 53.3 115.9
 
1965 158.8 1192.6 8.2 
 62.3 53.2 121.8
 
1966 170.2 1225.9 - 17.3 
 66.5 59.4 150.9
 
1967 184.3 1282.0 10.6 
 ... 62.0 139.9 
1968 204.8 1330.9 - 0.3 ... 62.7 	 159.7
 

Sources: 	 Bank of Guatemala, Memoria de Labores y Estudio Economico, 1967 and 1968; Cuentas Nacionales de 
Guatemala, 1968. 



(Table A-6 - continued) 

HONDURAS
 
(in millions of current C.A. pesos)
 

Gross Domestic Total Change in Fixed Capital Private and Total
 
Year Fixed Capital Consumption inventory consumption public Domestic
 

Formation allowance construction savings
 

1953 47.5 240.4 0.8 13.0 34.4 30.5
 
1954 36.7 248.8 1.8 15.2 26.3 24.2
 
1955 41.4 276.1 2.8 15.8 30.6 22.2
 
1956 41.8 279.7 5.2 17.7 27.9 23.1
 
1957 47.1 305.2 4.9 19.8 29.4 18.5
 
1958 46.0 318.9 2.0 20.0 27.2 19.1
 
1959 44.7 328.6 2.6 20.2 28.1 25.9
 
1960 47.9 333.8 4.5 22.2 15.2 33.5
 
1961 43.5 347.5 4.4 22.9 28.4 27.4
 
1962 56.4 363.5 3.7 19.8 36.4 37.9
 
1963 63.7 383.5 3.6 19.6 36.9 29.9
 
1964 65.7 410.7 4.5 22.8 38.1 36.1
 
1965 72.7 441.2 8.2 21.8 40.6 52.0
 
1966 84.2 472.6 7.5 21.9 42.2 52.7
 
1967 98.7 501.3 10.9 22.9 51.8 56.7
 
1968 108.9 533.6 6.3 24.1 61.6
 

Sources: For capital formation, consumption, change in inventories, capital consumption allowance in 1953-59:
 
Direccion General de Estadistica y Censos, Honduras en Cifras 1964; in 1960-68: Central Bank of Honduras.
 
For construction in 1953-63: DGEC, Honduras en Cifras 1964; in 1964-68: Central Bank of Honduras,
 
Informe Economico, 1967 and 1968.
 
For domestic saving in 1953-59: DGEC, Honduras en Cifras 1964; in 1960-68: Consejo Superior de
 
Planificacion, Compendio Estadistico 1967-68.
 



(Table A-6 - continued) 

NICARAGUA
 

(in millions of 1958 C.A. pesos)
 

Gross Domestic Total Change in Fixed Capital Private and Total
 
Year Fixed Capital Consumption inventory consumption 
 public Domestic
 

Formation 
 allowance construction savings
 

1953 43.6 222.1 17.1
 
1954 53.4 252.0 17.8
 
1955 53.2 266.8 18.9
 
1956 51.1 266.8 20.0 ...
 
1957 49.5 306.3 20.9 ......
 
1958 47.7 305.6 a)r, 21.7
 
1959 51.2 277.1 Z 22.52 . ... ... 
1960 47.2 307.9 r-4U 23.4 39.6 
1961 51.4 329.4 -. 24.1 48.1 

1962 60.2 370.0 24.9 ... 50.31963 75.9 372.3 4' 26.0 ... 69.6 
1964 86.3 406.3 27.4 ... 75.9 
1965 104.5 454.1 12.2 29.2 37.2 85.4
 

.1966 121.2 470.5 12.7 
 31.6 48.3 74.4
 
1967 115.0 516.8 13.4 
 34.2 40.9 60.9
 
1968 108.2 548.7 13.9 
 ... 42.1 

Sources: 
 For capital formation and total consumption in 1953-56: Mision Conjunta de Programacion, ErTA; in 1957-61:
 
SIECA, V Compendic Estadistico Centroamericano; in 1962-68: Central Bank of Nicaragua, Ini .ne Anual, 1964,
 
1965, 1966, 1967, 1968.
 
For change in inventories: Central Bank of Nicaragua, Informe Anual, 1968.
 
For capital consumption allowance in 1953-59: Mision Conjunta de Programacion, ECLA; in 1960-68: Consejo

Nacional de Economia, Estadisticas del Desarrollo Economico de Nicaragua 1960-67.
 
For construction: Central Bank of Nicaragua, Informe Anual, 1968.
 
For domestic saving: Consejo Nacional de Economia, Estadisticas del Desarrollo Economico de Nicaragua 1960-67.
 



Table '1-7: Indices of consumer prices (Pd), of export prices (Px), and of import prices (Pml); 
Relative price ratios P and ter--s of trade (?: Pm), Central 'mierica, 1953-68. 

Country 1Q53 1954 1955 1)36 1957 19 5P 6591601 .61 1-62 1.6 4 i6 6c- 1 i7 6 

Costa Ricaf_/
Pd ......... S' 91 95 96 97 100 100 101 104 107 ! !4 l l 14- 115 11 
Px ......... 109 
Pro......... 
(Pd-Pm) .... 0.'3 
(!-P..P) 1.14 
'.1 Salvador: 

128 
5 

0.S6 
1.35 

117 
100 
0.95 
1.17 

122 
i01 
0.95 
1.27 

120 
100 
0.-7 
!.20 

100 
100 
1.00 
1.00 

)0 
98 

1.02 
0.92 

3C 
o. 

0.93 
0.7; 

23 
114 
0.; 
0.'t3 

,Lr 
115 
10.93 
0.73 

84 
18 

0.94 
0.71 

8) 
11e 
0.97 
0.75 

87 
118 
0.'7 
0.74 

85 7 
1l! 125 
0. '"60.2 
0.71 0.63 

77 
_25 
0.-.5 
0.62 

Pd ......... .0 
hi..........110 

Fm ......... .. 
(Pd- 1) .... 0.91 
(Pz<.x ) .11 

94 
137 

97 
0.'7 
1.41 

9 
120 
;6 

1.02 
1.25 

99 
121 
101 
0.jq 
1.20 

95 
120 
101 
0.84 
1.1) 

100 
100 
100 
1.00 
1.30 

99 
31 
4 

1.05 
0.77 

99 
1 

:.8 
1.01 
0.20 

97 
7? 

100 
0. '7 
0.80 

97 
71 

100 
0.7 
0.73 

98 
74 

103 
0.95 
0.83 

100 
! 

3.09 
0. 3 
0.87 

100 
86 

110 
0. "1 
0.7 

> 

r!5 
.0 

3.F1 

100 
76 

I!! 
0.. 0 
0.68 

103 
6 

10' 
0.;5 
0.70 

Cuate-.a1 a:d/....... 959 
P/ ...... 1 

. 
(Pd-Pm).... 0.9) 
(P.C'Pm).... 1.14 

9717 
132 
105 
0.-)2 
1.2( 

12 
122 

C,2 
1.02 
1.33 

1900100 
13' 
9b 

l.0' 
1.47 

-9 
13 
100 
0.9) 
1.26 

100100 

100 
1.00 
1.00 

19, 

90 
1.01 
0.25 

86 
9 

0. -
0.87 

C 

103 
0.-5 
0.,-0C 

1.100 
82 

105 
0.:5 
0.78 

100 
77 

105 
0. 5 
0.73 

100 
85 

107 
0.,3 
0.7>. 

1D3 
0.9 

0.56 

19!00 
85 

106 
0. 
090 

100 
2 

10& 
040.54 
0.77 

102 

ill 
0.:_ 
0.21 

Honduras: 
?d ......... 

....... 

(Pd-Pm).... 
(P-Pm) .... 

..-0 
10 

0.)'7 
1.12 

95 

3 
1.02 
1.17 

103 
i, 

1.10 
1.21 

9' 
116 

737 
1.02 
1.20 

1 
100 
0.97 
1.13 

1100 
100 
100 
1.00 
1.00 

101 

10l 
1.00 
0. ;0 

9 
_0

1i2 
0.7 
0. 

101 
P 

102 
0.:. 
0.87 

102 

l03 
O. 
1.06 

103 
11 
1. 
1.01 
1.13 

110 

103 
1.07 
1.16 

113 

105 
!.Oq 
1.iO 

115 

60 
1.06 
1.07 

115 

116 
1..05 
1.05 

120 

1e 
1.0 
1.04 

Nicaragua:
Pd ........... 3 00 102 ? 95 100 '7 <5 95 6 :6 i00 103 16o0 i 

....... 
Pro... 
(Pd.P) .... 
(m'-P:) .... 

O. 
1.16 

137 
93 

0.:.7 
1.47 

117 
.4 

1.09 
1.21 

124 
97 

1.02 
1.2 

116 
100 
0.;r5 
1.16 

100 
100 
1.00 
1.00"-

,6 
100 
0.97 
0.'.6 

3 
101 
0.94 
0.2 

103 
0.;2 
0. 5 

29 
102 
O. ;4 
O.°( 

i 
102 
O. 4 
0. "0 

,4 
102 
0.-
.2 .!"7. 

106 
0.7 
0O ..-

3 
10; 
0.0 7 
0.250 . 

CO,0 
112 
0.97 
0.80 

7 
113 
0.3 
0.8O.P6 



Table A--7, (continued) 

Source: INF, InternationalFinancial Statistics. various issues. a/ P. in colones 
?x in US $. b/ For 1964-69 prices of cotton and bananas only. c/ Import 
component of wholesale price index. _/ U.S. exports. e/ Last quarter of 
1967. / Estimated. 



A-85
 

structure ofTable A-8: 	 Indices of chanre in the i 
Central American countries (2-digit I.S.I.C. 
classification of imports)at current prices, 1953-68.
 

Costa iica 

Period Index of 
change 

Index of 
gradualism 

Index of 
consistency 

Index of 
reversals 

1953-56 15.43 

1956-59 8.10 

195359 14.86 o.63 0.37 

1959-62 0.-13 

1962-65 6.78 

1965-68 9.21 

1962-68 10.65 0.6Z 0.)3 

1953-68 23.68 2 0.48 0.52 

El Salvador
 

6.16
 

1956-59 9.23
 

1953-56 


0.75 	 0.251953-59 11.53 


1959-62 8.68
 

1962-65 11.69
 

1965-6; 14.41 
0.55 	 o.41962-68 i4.29 

o.622.81 	 0.381953-68 18.95 
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(Table A-8,continued)
 

Guatemala 

Period Index of 
change 

Index of 
gradualism 

Index of 
consistency 

Index of 
reversals 

1953-56 

1956-59199759 

13.58 

20.2317,20_! o. 51 ,4_2 

1959-62 7.60 

1962-65 6.49 

1965-68 8..07 
1962-0 9.66 

1953-6826.65 5.14 

o.66 

0.48 

o.34 

0.52 

Honduras 

1953-56 

1956-59 
195-59 

1959-62 

1962-65 

1965-63 

1962-68 

1953-68 

15.13 

9.05 
14.52 

5.88 
n, 54 

8.60 

13.11 

21.25 3.06 

0.76 0.24 

0.o, 
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(Table A-C, continued)
 

Nicaraaua 

Period Index of 
change 

Index of 
gradualism 

Index of 
consistency 

Index of 
reversals 

1953-56 

1956-59 

1953-59 

1959-62 

1962-65 

1965-60 

1962-68 

1953-68 

13.20 

11,05 

12.49 

8.13 

9.30 

7.81 

8.40 

16.13 L 

0.51 

0.48 

0.32 

0.49 

0.52 

0.68 

Central America 

1953-56 

1956-59 

1953-59 

1959-62 

1962-65 

1965-68 

1962-68 

1953-60 

Q.19 

0.92 

7.18 

8.21 

6.38 

7.44 

7.93 

16.04 0.062 

0.42 

057 

0.41 

0.58 

0.43 

0.59 

Source: Table A-3; see text for description of indexes. 

/ 
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Table A--,: 	 Import concentration in Central American 
countries, (Hirschinan-Gini index, on a 
2-dirit I.S.I.C. classification), 1953-68. 

Year Costa Rica i Salvador Guatemala Honduras Nicaragua 
CFNTRAL 
AMERICA 

1953 
1956 
1959 
1962 
1965 
1968 

0.302 
0,301 
0.302 
.3302 

0.305 
0.321 

0.29, 

0.303 
0.297 

O.306 
0.310 
0.333 

0.29, 

0.332 
0.301 
0.31 
0.316 
0.333 

0.293 
0.30' 
0.301 
0.299 
0.256 
0.302 

0.327 
0.344 
0.321 
0.332 
0.337 
0.366 

0.292 
0.305 
0.31P 
0.309 
0.310 
0.317 

Ranking of years 
(w=0.74, significant at 0.01) 

1(53 
1956 
195).
1,62 
1965 
1269 

5 
2 
5 
5 
3 
1 

5 
4 
6 
3 
2 
1 

6 
2 
5 
3 
4 
1 

6 
1 
3 
1 
5 
2 

5 
2 
6 
4
3 
1 

6 
5 
1.5 

1.5 

Ranking of countries 
(W=O.60, significant at 0.01) 

1953 
1956 
1)59 
1'621965 
96 

2 
3.5 
2 
114 
1, 

3.5 
5 
5 
32 
2.5 

3.5 
2 
3.5 
23
2.5 

3.5 
3.5 
55
5 

1 
1 
1
1 

Source: Table A-0 . 


