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THE MIDDLE SIZED FARM IN GUATEMALA
by Lester Schmid
introduction

A growing sector of small farms In Guatémala raises crops and
livestock products for sale rather than solely for consumption, even
though the national agriculture is characterized by a large~scale,
capitalistic, export-oriented farm sector and a small to very small-
scale, traditional, family-oriented sector. A majority of the latter
subsistence farmers must seek work on the large farms in order to
obtain money for the purchase of non-food necessities, and in cases
where not enough corn and beans can be arown, for the purchase of

] However, In some regions very few of the small

these staple feods.
farmers are forced to engage in migratory work despite the predomi-
nance of small farms in these areas. Though non-agricultural employ-
ment may be an important factor in a few areas and in individual
cases, the most important factor allowing decreased dependence on
MIgratofy work appears to be a less traditional agriculture in these
reglons. The non-traditional aspects Involved consist of the choice
of crops or livestock produced, ghe methods of production used, or

a combination of these. The‘present study attempts to determine how

these farms have developed, how well they provide reasonably full

employment for the farm family, and hQW’théy earn incomes that allow

lLester Schmid, ""The Role of Miaratory Labor in the Economic
Development of Guatemala,' Ph.D. thesis, Unlversity of Wisconsin,
Department of Agricultural Economics, 1967.
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. the farm famlly to‘lfqghhga]thfquy,:educate,thelr children, and pro-

gress in other ways--all without hiring a considerable amount of outside

labor.2

ne, s-fia Jarge proportion of quthmala's‘spbslstence farms could be
autransfo(mqulqtqﬁsuqh,cO@m§£¢lalffamily.farms, a profound effect upon
‘theﬁnagjqqal(egonqmz'wpulq‘;e;u!t. First, the transformation would

:.increase the;welfafequ'the farmers themselves, who comprise a large

2The -concept of the family farm used here is more or less that

employed in the United States; that is, a.farm which furnishes to the

"~ farm family an income approxlmately equal to that which it could earn
in other occupations, and also furnishes full time employment, with
Tabor hired only: for peak periods of activity.

For many years Guatemaians have wanted to encourage family farms,
but they seem to hold confiictirg concepts of family farms. For
example, President Justo Rufino Barrios sold and gave away land in
parcels of 110 to 550 acres; to create ''family farms," then forced
indians off their communal lands in order to furnish laborers to these
farms. Here the concept of family farm appeared to be a farm which

could be operated with hired labor while the owner lived in the
capital and which would furnish an income enabling the owner and his
family to live without workinag.

On the other hand, the government has orcaslonally sold or given
land to.landless campesinos in very small plots (Ubico ceded plots of
3.5 acres), as ''family farms'-~farms on which a farm family could

. produce enough corn to sustain the family. Thus at least two con-
cepts of the family farm, one applying to the comparatively wealthy
and the other applying to the poor, have already been tried in the
past. The definition Is partly.a question of technology, since hand
tools can scarcely till enough.land to provide a satisfactory income
to the farm family unless crops are planted which produce a higher
value product per land unit than corn.

The national planning. commission at present uses a concept which
agrees fairly well with. the concept applied in the United States:
that the family size farm consists of '‘the area of land which in ac-
cord with the conditions of each zone would be sufficient to assure
an adequate subsistence and progress of the farm family, with rela-
tion to its average composition, and by means of an lnteqral applica-
tion of the work of its components in this area." -
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-proportion of the population:of: the: country.. Jt.would do this by di-
‘réctl?“incréasing-their<lncomés and: by. .reducing> their need to fipd
migratory work, in which Viving conditions.are generally even poorer
than in thelr home communities and wages are low, lndlrectiy, this
decreased supply of workers would increase wages-.and improve, condi
tions of work in the export sector .and -perhaps in other .sectors as
well,?

Second, insofar as the cause of this transformation»waé the use
of yield-increasing-fnbuts'(and was not the consolidation of small
farms into larger ‘land -units or the use of labor-saving machinery),
both agricultural and ‘sécondary employment .in the home communi ty
would be Increased, thus slowing mlgratipn to the clties and braking
urban unemployment.

vThifd, the increased production of food and other goods sup=
plied by this sector will reduce the real cost of these products
for workers in the non-food producing sectors, thus preventing
increases In the money wage of the workers, and. therefore tending
to maintain profits and -investment in=this-sector.h

Foufth, as the incomes of the farmers. increase, the demand
for non-farm products will rise also. To-the extent that this

demand can be satisfied by the non-farm sector. within the country,

3U Arthur Lewis, "Economic Development with Unlimited. Sup~
‘tes-of Labor," The Economics of Underdevelopment (Bombay, india:
Oxford Unlversity Press; 1958), p. h33

Albid.-

b
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ﬁéni?aPm”meiﬁyméht wlﬁlibe?sttmulated;irelJevlngaunannloymen;_pfqblems
“ih' urban' areas:’ ’ SThtce 'about: two-thirds.of the gainfully employed of
Glatemala work: in>agriculturei«the largest potential market for non-
Farn' products lies ‘in this-sector. AsiLewis has said, "If there Is
§Bé1antéd“deVélopmentiwlthwxhe~pnbdhctlylty,of‘farmens,gnow]ng,raptdly
‘and “the''demand: for ‘manufactures-correspondingly increasing, there is
ample scope for investment in industry."s | €

<"1 {FIFEH, 'TRsofar cas, the ‘expanded -agricultural production is exportea
‘vather than‘consumed within- the-country, further development of this
SECtor Wil ténd*to-reducebalance of payments problems.

T ThES §tudyﬂﬂéas?nét?d!rectlyldealqwlth~the typical small and
medium sized' farms in Guatemala. - In fact, the sample was dellberately”
chosen to‘represent the farms which produce other than the subsistanaa
6rbp?”bharaCtérfst!dzofftha small to medium sized farms. Because of
the heterogeneity of:Guatemalan agriculture, the farms chosen should
not necessarily' be iconsidered representative of the modernizing farm.
‘Interviews were conductedin. only 17 communltles. Several more regions
were vlslted,'ButiforZVahious.reasonsAwere-not'considerad appropriate
for"the ‘study: “:One ihundred ‘seventeen fairly.complete interviews were
madé. '‘For various:reasons, the same number of interviews was not con-
?ductedqln each-communitys - 1-nur e

The append!ces briefly treat the background of Guatemalan agri-

culturev the characteristjics.of., the ‘studied communlties, and the

‘ i ‘ \{f ”-} i |}f“.?~"‘a"" %‘, ; 2N 1 ; .
selectlon of communtties and lnterviewees. e

SW. Arthur Lewis, The Theory of Economic Developmént (Homewood
Ilinois: Richard D. irwin, 1955), p. 141.
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Results of the Interviews

Total net earnings from crop production of the 117 lntervféwed
farmers were estimatad at_$l60,000, Qlth a pér family average of
$|,368.6 The highest average inches were encountered in Tebuiutén,
Monjas, Sén Bartolomé, Mllpas Altas, and Jocotillo, and the lowest
in Chiantlg, Pajco, and Santiago S. Nef earnings per family in the
indigena (Indian) regions averaged less than one-third net eéfnings
inﬂthellgging.(”non-lndian") regions. One third of the'ladino
farmers and nearly three-fifths of the indigena‘farmers earned less-
than $400 annually from crop production.

Net earnings from livestock production of the 117 farmers were
estimated at about $18,400, with two-thirds of this earned in
Montufar. »Even excluding Montufar the ladino farmers earned much
more than the indigena farmers from this source.

Nearly one-half of the farmers received some Income from other
sources, earning a total of about $34,000. MNearly one-half of these
farmers‘liyed in three communities near the nationalucapital?-
Palencia, Santa Elena Barillas, and Jocotillo. The.mosf common
source of additional income was storekeeping.

For the farmers as a whole, 75 percent of total income céme
from crop production, 9 percent from livestock prdduction, and the
remaining 16 percent from non-agricultur;l actlvities, However,
there were large differences between farms and between regions In

the proportions of Income from each source.

6at monetary figures are given in U.S. doliars. One U.S.
dollar equals one gquetzal, however.
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In spite of efforts to interview. small, farmers with somewhat higher
than average incomes, one-fourth of the ladino farmers and over one-

half of the indigena farmers lntervlewed had crop plus livestock in=-
[ K R \i! ;_:%f P, ‘.‘”

comes from farming under 5400 whlle sllghtly over one-thlrd of the

T

Iadinos and only slx percent of the indigena farmers “earned ‘more than

,)!" R S HR ‘
$2 000 per year from farm act!vities.
Some oy o FEE Y51 NS

When total lncome, farm plus non-farm, is considered, about 15
percent of the ladlno famlhles and b2 percent of the' lnd!gena Famllles
had(ann;altinc;mes-of Iese than $k00. The proportion of those with
total annnai fnccme; of $2 000 or more was 4 percent among the-ladinos,

e 7

but only 12 percent amona the indlqenas
The Indigena farmers Ilved in the village somewhat more commonly

than did the ladlnos. |n Santa Elena, Almolonga, Zunil Pajco, and

3

Santlago S., all or a majorlty of the farmers lived within the village
! g

and commuted to their Iand Some of the indigenas rented land as far

‘away as 300 ktlometers.

. 7For comparative purposes, each ethnic group was divided into
three income groups: 1) lowest incomes--less than $400 per year;
2) ‘middle ‘incomes=--$400 to $1,999 per year; and 3) highest incomes--
$2,000 or more per year. These income groups have quite broad ranges,
bUt with the ‘1imited number of cases division into more groups.
proved unsatisfactory. The groups can be characterized as follows.
The lowest group earns -scarcely enough from all sources to properly
feed and clothe the family. The middle group--especially near the

‘upper 1imit--earns considerably more than the average rural family
and can generally make some progress. The highest group, especially
'those earning more than $4,000:per year, can live in comparative
comfort. Later discussions will refer to and compare income groups
in this context. At times the study will also consider an. income
group for the sample as a whole--both ethnic groups taken toqether.

' Wlhen crop: production is discussed, these. income aroupinq refer
to net crop income only. When total farm production is discussed,
these groupings refer to net farm income. \‘lhen the effects of ln-
come on consumption are concerned, the grouplngs refer to total
lncome--farm and non-farm.
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It was impossible to'determine what effects the number of plots
farmed had upon income. However, from comments of the farmers inter-
viewed, one can conclude that farming a number of scattered plots
(rather than farming the same amount of land in one contiguous piece)
increased the amount of time needed to guard the crop against insects,
diseases, predators, and thieves. Scattered plots in some cases also
increased losses‘from imperfect timing on the farm operations, and
made mechanization more difficult in those instances where mechaniza-
tion would otherwise have been feasible. These effects apply
especially to those indigena farmers who rented land far from their
home community--the time required for travelling back and forth and
the bus fare paid both for the farmer and his product absorbed much
time and money.

A somewhat higher proportion of the ladinos possessed titles
to their land than did the indigenas. This difference probably
reflects the generally larger size of the plots owned by the ladinos
and the complete lack of titles to the communal land among Pajco
and Chiantla indigenas, who worked a sizeabie proportion of the total
land farmed by indigenas. Within both ethnic groups, the farmers
had titles for a slightly higher proportion of purchased plots than
they did for inherited plots.

Whether or not farmers had titles to land appeared to make little
difference in productivity. Apparently farmerg were less likely .to
hold titles to land of less valué, such as found in Pajco and
Chiantla. Where a lack of titles has resulted in disputes over land

ownership, as In an uninterviewed community not far from Pajco, some
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effect upon production wolld ‘seém: td’occur. Thus, even. though absence
‘of tities did not é;béﬁf’io affect production -among the: Interviewed
?é?&érg; the;pbtéﬁtléi'¥br‘thése'effécés does exist.

| Tﬁéfbficéybf'iaﬁH:WEé’moFé closely related to land scarcity within
ﬂ:ﬁ; C6mmuditj;théh’f6'lahd productivity. ‘In all of the :indigena commu-
nities ekcept Pajco' and Chiantla, land values ranged much higher than in .
the Iadihb'Péglons.‘“fhe°%m6unt of rent pald also appeared .to be related.
‘to the scarcity of ‘land’ rather thah to its productive capacity. General-
ly rent per hectare;'gs‘wifh purchase prices, was highest for the small-
est blbté{ thi”éméll;Slbts*wére“édhcéﬁtrétéd in the indigena regions
where land is most scarce. However, rents pald per hectare by fariners
with one to five hectares of land were the lowest, apparently reflecting
the quality of the soil. |

In many communities absentee ]andlords profited greatly from the.

activities of the interviewed farmers. One of the place;'where,thls was
most evident was the municiplo of San Juan S., where chh of the land
planted to flowers was owned by people 1iving in the town of San Juan S.
or In the capltaf city.. Some small valleys here were séid to be owned
by one person; in this case the owner of but 30 hectares (74 acres)
would have a';éht'incoﬁe'éfi$6,ooo at the average rental value of $200
per hectare, with 1ittle expense to him (few pay the {éﬁd tax of $3 per
thousand of assessed valuation). One of the renters In this community
volunteered the information that fents’Wé?éiadjusted to glve the renter
a return equivaleént to that of hired labory or about 55 cents per day.
However, the rentérs' Interviewed: in-this region-apparently earned about
double thié aﬁéuﬁi“Lf’ﬁé’iﬁﬁbr*ﬁé%ihlrédj”more if labor was: hired at a

lower rate.
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In those cases of sharecropping in which the owner furniihed the
land and nothing more, and the crops-were corn and beans, the returns
to the sharecropper were meager. On the other hand, where crops
other than corn and:--beans were grown and the owner paid 50 percent of
the fertilizer, seed, soil preparation, and transportation,cps;s, the
return to the sharecropper was: somewhat above that of hired labar.

For tomato growing in- Teculutan, lt.was calculated that a sharecropper
could earn about $2 per day, as opposed- to; the 75 cents to $1 a day
paid to hired labor. Though the owners obviously exaggerated when
they ' claimed that the sharecroppers were capitalists, it was evident

that sharecroppers earned somewhat more than did hired labor.

Farming Practices--Crops

A total of 1731 hectares of land was owned or operated by the
interviewed farmers. Of this total; nearly 800 hectares was good
soil according to the interviewed farmers. Most of the 914 hectares
of dry or poor soil was located on one farm in Teculutan; about two-
thirds of the soil subject to flooding was owned by a farmer in
Monjas, but this land was located on the Pacific coast.

About 466 hectares (27 percent) of the land on the farms of
the Interviewed farmers was cultivated--about 60 percent in the
indigena regions, versus about 24 percent in the ladino regions (or
Lo percent If exception is made for the one unusual casé in
Teculutan). None of the six ladino fafmérs'wlth less than one
hectare of cultivated land had net crop eafnings of more than $400,

whereas 8 of the 13 indigena farmers with less than one hectare did
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Rave 'Het ‘cFop earnings ‘of moré than'$400.  In both ethnic groups, none
“ﬁé& ﬁgt créﬁ“earﬁln§§“6f?ﬁ6re~than $2;000:from:dess . than two hectares
of ‘cultivated-1and. =7 ¢ o't " ST

”"“DeESlte'thé genefal conclusions one may.draw from.these figures
.ahcﬁt”pd%slble“éarnlﬁgé“bn-Ver?“small farms (less than two:hectares)
JéSEh:ngs per hectare 'obViously-differed widely. Gross value:proquct
"perjhectarefalsc’varleaﬁgreatly from ohe réglon-to another; from $95
“inChiiant1a’ to $3,300° in' Aliolonga.

" The costs of farm ‘equipment, bulldings other than homes, .and trucks
“(depreciation) absorbed’ aboiut three percent of the gross value product
of the ladino farmers, but only 0.1 perdent among the indigenas.
Varlable capital costs accounted for about 11.5 percent of-thelgross
value product for both'ethnlc groups, thcugh this percent varied from
2. h percent ln Jocotlllo to 25 percent ln Monjas. The average value
product net of all capltal costs was.$h72 per hectare for the ladlno
group and $513 per hectare for the lndlgena group, a dlfference of
about $40.

The few comparlsonslposslble between levels of fertlllzer use on
the same crop lndlcated that one of the reasons for hlgher values per
hectare on =ome farms was higher fertilizer use. Apparently greater

L)

use of lnsectlcldes and funalcldes on some farms also contrlbuted to

,-l

higher yields and 2 hlgher net value product.
One, reason for hlqher crop ylelds on the smaller farms was a

hlqher multlple-cropplng ratlo. _There was much less varlatlon in the

¢ a0

_net value product per hectare glanted than there was per hectare
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cu]tivatéd-among“farmnsize groups measured by size of cultivated area.
Little difference between the”ethn}c,groups was noted in this regard.

The proportion: of land‘p1anted to corn, as opposed to higher
value crops, was one of the reasons for differences in value product
per hectare. The net value product per hectare for corn in the ladino
areas was- $90, compared to but 357.in the indigena areas despite the
high vaiues in: Aguacatan. Net‘Qalue,of production for all crops
other than corn Is $200 higher ‘per hectare in the indigena areas than
in the ‘1adino areas. If equal proportions of corn and other crops
had- been planted in both areas, the difference in net value product
would have been about $90 in favor of the indigena regions.

Farmers who rented some land in addition to land which they
owned generally used more fertlliier per hectare and also had con-
'siderably higher gross value prodﬁcts per hectare. Cash rent ac-
counted for about six percent of gross value of production on the

land which was rented, with a range of one to fifteen percent.

Farming Practices--LIvestock

In every community some of the interviewed farmers ownad

s

chickens and hogs and in all but two communities some tntervlewed
farmers owned cattle or horses. More than $70,000 worth of live- .
stock was owned according to the farmers' own estimates~~the value
of poultry was more than $2 000 of hogs more_ than $3,000, of . horses
more than $7 000, and of cattle more than $54, Odb. Most of the
value of poultry'was.in Montufar, Jocotlllo, aqd Palencia. ,Hbgs

g 0

reached greatest importahce in Montufar, Agﬁabat;n, Josotiilo,
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*Palencia‘”and?OveJero-Monjasnw1Mostoof the:cattlesand;, horses were owned

’b?“the*fa?meréhintervleWed*ﬂn?Montufar; with; Teculutan;; Jocotillo, -and

(3Lt e

MTIagro-tuyuta'tbnsIderab1y*leSs*Jmportant“thanwnontufar,,but still
havlng more’ cattle and’ horses than-any: other reglons, where numbers of
‘thése 'Vivestock- vere: quitersmall..xNearly $900.worth of, sheep and goats~5

were owned by’theifarmers Intervlewed in-Aguacatan,\Chiantla and Zunll[

Certain farmers”also ‘owned' about. $600 worth of: other; anjmals, mostly
bees\ The’ number of arimals owned by each"farmer was. smal}l except In
‘Montufar ;" and in-a few other indivldual cases .in. other:regions.. |
-+ Seventy farmerSrproduced eggs for consumption. or sale,... Annual eqaq
production'per her was estimated- .at 80~ ~90 ‘eggs,worth about: Sh to $S
Chickens ‘“are-generally .fed-only in- the dry season; they are expected to
1ive on“Tnse&ts'éndJQress-during?theyrainy,season. The death rate for
both youhd. chickens ‘and ‘hens ‘appears-high, making production unprofit-
;éblé“lﬁdﬁanyﬂcaseS; |
“Stxty-three farimers-reported owning-hogs;imost..of them had only

a few. Estlmatee nere made of the amount of sorghum or:.corn conehMed
by the hogs, but observatlon lndlcatedﬁthet hogs were- often fed 1eft-
over tortilla which were divlded’among theidog;,.chlckens turkeys,
_endfcats also' therefore, the estlmat;s ere‘not lIkely to be very ac~
'curate.. About one-half:of the'farmergoaho:owned hogs reported net
ﬁlosses, though the anount o; the;ejfossee!neewlese than the gains for
he reetlof the farmers:X:Judglng by thewappearance of the hoqs en-
U RIS L

‘countered ’onefhalf or more of the h:gs hould probably not - return to
’ LA R Y A (R IR A K N Ty

the{owner the value of the corn fed especially when corn is valued

ii L NE TR D ST PR
- : RN I S S S I R TR L TP

at $0.04 per pound as lt was ln 1967” Most of the hogs were a small
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: criollo (local): type lnfe;teﬁxwhth“external‘pergsige;,yapqhyery likely
"internal'paras}tes'aSrwelluL,chever,.Jn Moptpfagwgpme,hogs %ere_fed
whey and ‘belonged to larger .breeds.

Cattle were reported in il .of the regions. In many cases,
especially ‘in the altiplano,.the farmers owned only one or two
"animals. These grazed on the grass along roadsides or on rough land,
"but sometimes feed was-cut and carried to them. In most of theee cases
the goal seemed to be sale-of .the animal at the end of a few years

rather than milk production. .In Montufar, cows were kept for milk
production; however, the raising of beef is given priority there too.
Many of :these herds have some.Brahma blood, breeding which also indi-
cates that beef production is the primary consideration.

- Average annual production of milk per cow was about‘IZOO pounds.,
This output appears very low. However, much m{}k Is fed to calves,

the cows are not fed well during the dry season in most cases, and

they are milked but once a day..

Employment and Returns to Labor

On the whole, crop preductlon in both the ladino and indigena
regions utilized about 40 percent of the available family labor

supply with animal production taking another five percent. "Another

five to seven percent was utlllzed for makina flrewood and two to

three percent ln selling farm products. About 16 percent was

utilized ln non-farm work among the ladino farmers, and six percent

t:'fr. A

S0 used among the indlqena farmers. Overall 60 to 65 percent of the

avallable famlly labor time of the farmers was occupled In economic

actlvltnes.
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“The'farm 'of ‘less: th -haw héctare of~cultlvated land. furnished
“‘about 170" mah-days ¢ emp!oyment“for the' ‘farm /‘fami'ly -In<crop production,
compared to about 280 man-daysrfor*the"grOup with-5 to 10 hectares of
culfivated Tand. THe Tatter group ired ‘more- than 60 percent.of its
laborﬁrééuiremédtﬁyFdr*érdﬁ;producﬁfon;VCdmpared to only ‘41 percent hired
Egytfarms:ﬁltﬁ 6.55t6*5'heétéresfdficu!tiVated:Iand\and 56 percent hired
gﬁnthefémallesf‘farmé;' EXcept‘for the latter group, farms with more
‘QuTtivated land ‘genérally hiréd a greater proportion of their labor. A
somewhat higher fant iy labor:fdrcé=was‘aua]lable on the larger farms,
and about 40 percent of this labor 'was-utilized in crop production, com-
'parEd'to but 30:percentéoh'the‘farms"of’less‘than one-half hectare.
Apparently then’), much of the"family labor supply available on the
farms was:ﬂothut%1fzed.ﬁ"There’were several reasons for this. First,
‘the smallest farms were too small to fully occupy the farm family.
'Second, on' the largér farms, the Farm operator had enough income that
he did not need to work physically--he could only save a very small
fraction of his expenses by doing more work himself, since waqes are
!grthowry'Thjrd in mapy cases the farm operator could earn more than

fagmfwages in other activities; therefore he hired farm labor and

QRRA I

engaged !n other work

@ T KA

‘ Furthermore, farm work is seasonal so that surplus labor can exlst

H LN ;‘ Ty

during part, of the year. and yet labor must be hlred for other perlods

ldurlng the year. If this were a major factor one would expect the farm
g f AT T h"'.':l;\-; v
labor force to be more fully occupied where multlple cropping Is
""\f N : 4 e o i

’practlced under dry season Irrigation. However, because of the other

N EET AN ]
€A R N . - I T

factors mentioned and the small number of cases ln each reg!on, it could
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not be determined whether the‘fémlly labor force was indeed more fully
occupied where the crops were irrigated. Apparently the principal
reasons for using hired labor, rather than family labor, are the op-
portunity to earn more in other activities, or the desire for leisure
rather than work when the farm operation is large enough to afford it.

Farmers with a larger family labor supply tended to cultivate
more land, perhaps because of a greater need, perhaps because the
greater family labor force made it easier to work more land, or pos~
sibly because higher Incomes resulted in larger familles.

The wives of the farmers worked for the most part at household
activities and generally tended the hogs and chickens; a few partici-
pated in the selling of farm produce. Other work, mostly store-
keeping, was undertaken by 17 of the farm wives.

Most farmers hired labor for crop production, even those on small
farms which did not furnish full employment to the farm family. How=
ever, more than one-half of the total labor hired for crop production
occurred in three reglons--Teculutan, Jocotillo, and Cuyuta-Milagro.
Little labor was hired for livestock production, with 80 percent of
the total of such labor hired in Montufar and Teculutan.

Total wages paid to labor amounted to $37,500, with $32,000 of
that paid in the ladino regions. Wage rates averaged 81 cents per
day In the ladino regions and 53 cents per day in the indigena
regions. Total wages paid per hectare of land were greatestin vege-
table, garlic and sugar cane production in the communities .of

Almolonga, Aguacatan and Cuyuta-Milagro respectively.
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Theilarger farms?paldathe!hlghestfaverage‘wage rate~--88 cents per
day-on-farms of: 201to-50 hectares--as:compared to 58 cents per day on
farms of under one-half:hectare. - Farms were largest in those regions
itn' whifch® wage: rates: were: highest, yet:the: wage rate was .almost equal on
'small ‘and: large farms within the same region. In total wages, the small
farms ‘tended':to pay: the most per hectare because of the Intensive nature
of production on these:farms..

Onthe whole, .about 60 -percent -of -the total labor was hired, with
a considerable difference between the indigenas and the ladinos--the
‘former hiring bk percent of thelr labor requirements, and the latter 66
‘percent. Generally, on the smallest farms the family furnished a higher
proportion of the labor; on the largest most labor was hired. However,
some small farms hired most of thelr labor requirements, in some cases
because of the farmer's age or because he was engaged In other work.

On the other hand, four families in the 10 to 50 hectare farm size group
‘furnished most of their labor requirements, primarily because many
children or other family members lived on the farm.

An average of about 135 man-days of total labor (family and hired)
per crop hectare were used in the ladino regions, and ahout 250 in the
indigena regions. The: difference was widened by the extremely large
amount of labor used in Almolonga. The number of man-days of labor
used’ per  hectare was- vastly greater for the farms with less than 0.5
hectares of cultivated land; ‘the:5 to 10 hectare farms used the least
labor -per ‘hectare.

The amount of -labor required for crops other than corn varied from

47 to 60 man-days of labor for sorghum production up to 800 to 2880 for
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different types of flowers, much of the great differences owing to
the daily watering necessary with some types of flowers. For corn,
production with hand tools alone used 80 to 115 man-days; with the
use of oxen for some of the work 50 to 90 man-days; and with a
tractor 20 to 35 man-days.

Farms of the type operated by the interviewed farmers are an
important source of employment within the communities for the land-
less rural people or those with minute quantities of land, and in a
few instances for those from outside of the community. On the whole,
the interviewed farmers employed 50 percent more labor (including
family labor) than if only corn had been produced. This percentage
varied from 36 percent in the ladino regions to 160 percent in the
indigena regions. Compared to the major export crops, coffee and
cotton, the farms included in this study furnished about 30 percent
more employment than the coffee farms and about 60 percent more than
the cotton farms on a per hectare basis.8

Thirteen farms produced net incomes of $1,000 or more with 50
percent or more of the labor requirements being met by the farm
family. Nine of these farmers had net incomes of more than $2,000,
one of the nine having an income of nearly $4,000, and one nearly
$5,000. These 13 farms came closest to fulfilling the family farm
concept of furnishing a reasonable income to the farm family with-

out excessive use of hired labor. Two farms hired no labor but both

8Data concerning labor requirements on coffee and cotton farms
is from Schmid, op. cit. :
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produced over: $2,000 net incornie. ~Seven;6f theée'lB%fgrms.were partly
" mechanized: but ‘s X' were not.

‘ittle difference was found between the ladino and Indigena reglons
in ‘the proportion of net farm income attributable to labor and manage-
ment. The return to land, calculated on the rental ‘value of the land;
accounted for a greater proportion of the net incomes of the indigenas,
‘but ‘'was balanced by the proportion accounted for by return to machinery
and other fixed a§§9t5~of the ladinos.

If paid the prevalling wage for eacﬁ region, family labor would
account for only about 14 percent of the net earnings to labor and
management for the farmers as a whole. Thé proportion was somewhat
greater for the indigenas, about 24 percent, and slightly less for the
ladinos, about 12 percent. The value of family labor expended on the
farm accounted for about one-third of the earnings to labor and manage-
ment for farms from 1 to 5 hectares in size, thls préportlon being
slightly less for the smaller farms and considerably less for the
larger farms.

Alternatively, if one assumed no return to management but only to
labor, the average returns per man-day would be $2.32 for the farmers
as a whole=-$3.00 for the ladinos and $1.56 for the indigenas.

Despite higher returns to land, returns to labor and management
per hectare were areatest for the smallest farms, largely because of
high value product on these farms but also partly owing to an
increasing cost of fixed assets on larger farms up to 20 hectares.

| Retﬁrns per man-day of family labor were directly related to the

proportion of labor hired; that is, the groups with the largest
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percentage of labor hired had the highest returns per man-day of
family labor. Vhen returns per man-day of all labor are considered,
however, this relationship does not appear, indicating that family
labor used'to supervise hired labor earns more than if employed do-
‘Ing physical work.

When labor expended in livestock production Is considered,
?efdrns per man-day are roughly comparable to those In crop produc-
tion. In those few instances where returns per man-day of family
labor are high, returns per man-day of total labor are much less.

Earning opportunities In other octupations generally did not
appear much more lucrative per man-day worked than farm employment,
except for a few exceptional cases such as a labor contractor and
a restaurant operator in Chiantla, a storekeeper in Escuintla, and
a fertilizer dealer in Aguacatan. Making of firewood appears to be
worth about $1 per day, which explains why some farmers make it
themselves, while others hire it made and still others buy it--
‘apparently a fairly high proportion can earn more than this working
on their own farms.

The data indicate that the principal means to increase income
on the part of the farm operator are working more land or intensifyin
production by hiring more labor, since labor is generally more pro-
ductive than Its cost. Though there is some difference in the
nrﬁduct!Vify:df labor among farms, this factor would appear less
~ important ‘than the amount of labor hired in terms of income to the

farm operator.
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:Marketing ..

Perishable crops,uof_cqurse,iarewa]ltsold.a;‘harvqs;, About two-
thirds iof _the :farmers .who produced non-perishable crops for sale stored
‘them for.;a time before selling. Most of the qgops‘wer¢ sgld to inter-
mediaries on a cash basis; exceptions were the.contracted crops--toma-=
toes, tobacco, and sugar cane.

Guatemala City was a major market for a majority of the farmers in
the central region, but some .of the products sold in thg capital were
re-sold by their buyers from El Salvador. Vegetables from western
Guatemala viere sold in the south coast cities, the capital city,
Mexican cities, and in El Salvador. Milk produced in the parcelamiento
Montufar was sold in El Salvador.

Most municipios collected a fee for each bulto (a net holding
varying amounts) of farm products shipped out of the municipio. The
arowers were also charged a marketing fee in the capital city, and if
they sold the crop themselves, had to pay bus fare too. Vhere the
amount of pfoduce sold was small it was often more economical to sell
to an intermediary in the community, rather than pay bus fare to sell
the small quantity in the capital city.

A significant proportion of the producers in Jocotillo, Zunil, and
Almolonga owned trucks, thus reduclng.the usual cost of transportation--
20 to 30 cents per bulto--to about 15 cents. In Pajco the lack of a
convenient bridge and a road added to the marketing cost, since the
growers paid about 15 cents per box for carrying the tomatoes or pep-
pers across the river to the road. In El Milagro the sugar cane had

to be transported across a rivel also. However, this barrier did not
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affect the cost of transportation; rather the cane remaiping uncut at
the beginning of the rainy season was abandoned. The cost of a
bridge is generally too great for the local people, and larger gov-
ernmental units do not consider it worthwhile to construct a bridge
for the benefit of only one aldea.

The costs of transportation, municipal taxes, and marketing
charges seem to constitute a fairly large proportion of costs, and
may tend to restrict production.

A majority of the farmers thought that markets for thelr product
were secure. About equal numbers said that prices were set by the
seller, by the buyer, or by both, with only seven mentioning market

forces.

Living Conditions

In the less than $400 income group, the homes of the ladinos had
more rooms than did the homes of the indigenas, averaging 2.1 rooms
for the indigenas and 3.3 for the ladinos. For the higher income
groups, however, the inqigenas had a slightly higher average number
of rooms per home. In general, homes of the farmers in the higher
income groups were larger than homes of those In the lower income
group.

More than 50 percent of the homes of the ladinos had steel
roofs, whereas more than 56 percent of the homes of the indigenas
had tile roofs; thatch roofs were also more common Iin the indigena
areas. \alls were generally made of adobe. Dirt floors were more

frequent among the ladinos than among. the indigenas, though within
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'8Heh fethnTc groip,” those with higher: income. appeared, less likely to have
dfrt“ffﬁors;"a tendéncy ‘somewhat. more marked -amorig: the ~indigenas.

Y The ﬁomes'of‘theilaHans.pad an.average of /1.8 windows per home
”&édeéréd to 1.6 windows for the indigenas. Within the middle and upper
income groups however, the homes of the Indigenas'averaged slightly
‘more windows per home.

‘The average 'value of the homes was' lower for the indigenas than

ror the ladinos.  Again however, among the middle and uppor income
ugroubs, the average value of the homes was hlgher for the indigenas

than for the ladinos.

Tne general tendency for those with higher Incomes to use elec-
tricity or modern gas lanterns was more apparent among’' the indiaenas
than among the ladinos. Cooking on the floor instead of on a raised
fogon was common among the indigenas,‘but only one such case was found
amgng the ladinos. énly a siTghtly higher propartion of the higher
income farmers had toilets as compared to the lower income farmers,

“wlth differences between the ethnic groups apparently slight. Within
both ethnic groups, those amonq the hlqher income groups tended to
have greater access to potable water.

While all or nearly all of the interviewed farmers consumed
.tortillas,.black beans, and coffee, ladinos:on the whole had a more
varied diet. Amonq both ethni’c groups those with higher incomes tended
:wto consume veqetables eggs " and meat more regularly than the lower
lncome farmers. However, Ilttle dtfference could be noted in the con-

. sumpt!on of mllk amonq the Income groups of the lndlgenas.
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‘Both ladinos and-indigenas tznded to spend more for each set of
clothing as income increased, a tendency more pronounced among the
ladinos in regard to work clothingand among the Indigenas in regard to
dress clothing. The value of household goods, including radios, also
increased with income.

Food consumption, clothing purchases, housing, household goods,
and other consumption items, as indicators of the effects of income
upon the welfare of the farmers, all show that spending for these
basics increases with increasing income. This increase seems somewhat
more appzrent among the indigenas than among the ladinos, partly be-
cause the Indigenas in each income group tended to have lower incomes
than the ladinos within the same group. At the upper limit of the
$400 to $1,999 group, and for the upper Income group, expenditures
seem to fncrease more rapidly for imported items such as expensive
radios, refrigerators, television, motorcycles, and automobiles.

A large majority of the farmers reported that someone in their
family had been ill during the preceding year. A surprisingly large
amount of money, averaging $100 for those reporting illness, was
spent for medical care in the year.

_ Twenty-three percent of the children born into the families of
all interviewed farmers had died, most of them below two years of
age. The proportion among the indigenas was about 1 1/2 times that
among the ladinos. This higher child mortality was especially
evident in Almoloﬁga, which may help account for the slow population
increase in this community--mubﬁ slower than for the country as a

whole according to the 1950 éﬁd 1964 censuses, despite agreement
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‘" among 'everyone’ consiilted abOut“the.communlty’thatgnowpermanent'out-
| fﬁi’r’gﬁ‘a‘f’f’ah ‘has occurredy” | o
" For ‘the" group ‘as a whole a hlqher proportlon,had died among the
J'lower “Income groups, ‘yét’ this distlnction dld not appear. for elther the
‘Indlgenas or the ladinos when considered separately.“'The size of both
’tgrouﬁs‘uhfch”sh6&éd"téhdenclé§”c0ntrary'to this generallzation-~-the
" Vadinos in the ‘leéss than '$400 ‘gFoup -and the lndlgenas'!n:the.OVer*
$2,000 groupiewas‘very’snall,_however. Among both- 1adinos and Indige-
nas, the number of living children ‘pér family was highest for the
middle income group. |
Among both ladlnos and indigenas a greater proportion of those in
the higher Income groups purchased newspapers and magazines. B
Among all income groups the ladinos had a higher average net worth
than the indigenas."The difference was both absolutely and propor-
.tlonately less for the middle income group, yery probably because there
was less difference in average~lncome'between the two ethnic groups

within this income group than within the other tno income groups.

Personal Characteristlcs

Both the youngest and the oldest Iad!nos seemed to concentrate
in the highest |ncome group, whereas this tendency was not evident
among the lndiqenas. Accordingly, of the Iadino farmers those ln the
middle. income group. had the h!ghest average age; among the indigena
farmers those in the hlghest lncome group had the highest average age.
Among  the ladlno farmers, the $400 to $| 999 group had the hlghest

DygRee -

average number of chlldren, and among the Indigena farmers those in-

L barves 0 128 ot
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the highest income group had the-highest average number<-expectedly
so, since the farmers' average age. is‘also highest for the same
groups. The majority of the children, especially those under 17 and
those in the jndigena regions, lived with thefr parents=or~in‘the
same community as their parents. Little difference was noted among
the income levels in this respect. Most of the children not living
in the home community worked in'non-agricuitural occupatidns.

There was only a slight difference in the proportions of ladino
and indigena men who were literate, though the difference for the
wives was ¢reater. Some differences in literacy rates appeared
among the farmers in the three income groups, but these differences
were sﬁall for‘both the farmers and their wives. However, the
children, especially the girls, were more literate than thelir
parents. Ten percent of the farmers in the lowesf fncome group, and
20 percent of those in the other two groups, had learned to read and
write without‘fofmal education.

Even the slight felatiénship n