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size. 26 However, a much smaller proportion has actually attempted to do
something about the problem. Of those :iwho thought that something could be
doneaboutthe,J;>r9blem,.,47. 8p~~,cen,tha¢L,actpal,ly attempted action. Put in
other terms, for the' entIre samp'le, 38.'0' 'percent 'who named a major community
problem both believed that someth.ing could be dOne to resolve it and had actu­
ally attempted to do something. That proportion corresponds rather closely to
theone:obtained< in Santa;'Barbara (39.7%) • This means that: neariy'''two~fi'fths

of th~.:~~~l?onde~tsdemonstrp,t,:ed,highlevels of problem-solving;ef!~:ca~y, indi­
cating '''asolid 'base for community development projects. Indee'd,much more
pessimistic assessments have often been made about the feasibility of such
projects in;, :rural Honduras. It is also of note'that'tnere;was sbme'relation­
ship of this last item (working to resolve the pr9qlem) .and,~arm',si~~; among
those who had farms larger than 50 mz., the proportion of respondents who re­
sponded posi,tively rose significantly. These findfngs contrast\Jith tbosefor
Santa Barbara, where no uniform pattern was uncovered.

Participation in Organizations

In orde~r for community action to be effectively translated'; into meaningful
development, organization of community groups is a k~y requisi.te. T}h'e Santa
Barbara study found that participation in many such organizations was quite
.~()\il.,.,The ~e",~l, 9f.part.icipation in o.rg,anizations was, in most c-ases, even
lower in Comayagua. The proportion of both samples participating in community
organizations is given in table 5.1.

As shown in the table, in every case except foragricultural'i.sso~i~t~9rls

ahd ~avings"'and.~J..oa·n coope,ratives,r the respondents in Comayagua were'!'ess,: a6'-
t~ve than those' in santa. Barbara. Mostdistresslng is thEl 1~~ le'li.elb~ f~r~
;tic:ipatiooi io'ag:ricUltural oooperatives, since sales 'of farm produge ',tf>.a:,ccr
ope:J:at.,ive"proved' to r'be~,-sig'nificantly relatedto;'ahigher value 'of p~odtiction

in. tqe Sahta Bar.bara sttidy.Less,thah2 perdento£ tae comayagua'bEmeffc~cl;ri~'s
Rar.ticipated in agricultural cooperatives. savings.;.ana-~oan?obpera't:iy~par­
ticipation was higher but still·-involved'fewer than 5 'percent o~f',th'e""samp'le.
Participation in religious associations was measured in Comayagua but not in
Santa Barbara. It was found that such participation w~s guit~.\ higpwhje:,n,com­
pared to other types of organization. Further researchnee~s-~o be co~ducted,
however, before any developmental implications are drawn from these findings.
One first needs to know the types of ,activity, in\t?hich these :qrganiz,a,ti:Qns are
l:n'v()lvetl. "

'The only pO,si ti've sign in ~_heparticipation da,t;a ,;rel:ates,~qparti,oipation
. in' the p~tronato, . ~ ,groupth,atoften ,is the focus of cOIIlll\unityproblem­
sQl\7'ing in rur'al Honduras., ~lthough, p~tr~Jlato participation inComay.ag,ua

',26'. '. IIl"santaBar-bar,a, "the, figure was 97 ~:5~, although in Jon·es etal,.
(1~84:65)th~ figure ~f 87.5% i~ repqrted. The8? 5%tigure is correct but
~ef~rs to 'the entire sample~ i~cluding those who did not mention any problems
and who therefore were not asked if they believed that they could solve one.
The comparable figure in Comayagua is 75.8%.

-_._---~~--------------------~--------'--"
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TABLE 5.1

Organizational Participation: Comaya9\1a and"S'anta Barbara
(,)

ORGANIZATION

Agr,icultural cooperative

Agricultural association

Savings-and-loan cooperative

Patronato

PTA

Peasant association

Sports association

Religious association

'COMAYAGUA

1.8

7.5

4.5

42.7

30.6

3.4

9.0

57.3

SANTA~

4.6

6.5

4.4

50.1

3,3~1

7.9

9~3

was lowertnan in qanta Barbara, it still involved oV.er two-fifths 'of the ben­
eficiaries. Nonetheless, one would expect that,the greatest impa~t on' Impt6v-­
ing ,:agricultural ,income, the primary goal of the titling, ptoje6t,<'would<be
ach!e,vedthrough membership in agricultural cooperatives and agrieultural:ass'o-
,,~iations~: Until these organizations acquire more resources and until promo­
tionalactivities are undertaken'to increase their membership, it is'not likeiy
th~t,they'will have much to offer -the small'farmer.

Potential for CooPeratives

Given the potential importance of cooperatives, the questionnaire prob~d

inclinations to join such organizations. A, promotional program designed to
,increa~e cooperative m~mbership wo~ld nC?t fall an deaf ears in,Comayagua. As
in Santa Barbara, a high proportion of the sample' expressed in~e,restin 90oP­
eratives. It was found that 61. 5 percent of the Comayagua respondents ,'would
'be' 'willing to join with their neighbors in selling' their products. An addi-
tional 20.4 percent said that they were not sure, while only 17.7 percent said
that they would not do so. In contrast to Santa Barbara, these'resu1ts were
somewhat ,lower ithere 80. a percent said that they would be wi11i,ng "to ,joi~ with
their neighbors in selling ,their products, 10. 7 percent said no, :~nd 9. 3, pe~r­
cent said that they were unsure. 27 The respondents were also a~ked directly

27. In Jones et a1.
"don't know" category.

(1984:66) the answers to the question excluded the
With those responses excluded, in Santa Barbara 88.2
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if they would be willing to join a cooperative if one were. established ina
nearby vill~ge, '" and 63.1 percent, said yes.28 An, additional ,23. 9 pe.rcent
s~idthat they did not know, while.only 13.0 percent would not join. In Santa
Barbar.a, the, proportion of potent,ic,il joipers w~s even higher: 81~ 4. percent, said
yes, 12.3 percent were not sure, ,and only 6.3 percent said no. 29

~,n sum., ,although the, attitude.. toward cooperatives was not quite so'· favor­
able as it was in S,anta Barbara" it is clear. thata,substantialproport:ion ., of
the,reepondents w()uld be interested1n joining one. At present, however,on1y
3,.3 percent of t~e Comayagua sample was ,selling at least some products through
a cooperative as-compared to 11.2 percent in Santa Barbara. 3,0

Farm size had little direct relationship to organizational participation
except with respect to cooperatives and only when comparisons are made between
,tllosewith ~armslarger than 50 mz. and all others. It was found that 20.5
perc:;ent of those with the largest farms were members, of an ,agricultural CQOP-

.erative as compa-red to 7. 5 percent overall. The largest .. farmers. were three
t,im~s,mor~ :Likely to selltoacooperative. than the sample ·asawhoI;e ,.( 9.1%
v,s:. 3,. 3%,e~c+uding missing data). However, additional interest in <joining a
.cooperative among., this group was lower than the sample as a·whole;(71.,1%ys.
83.1,% ," ~,xc:J,.uCliIl9., "do not know"). Yet nearly tl.'lree-quarters ,of;' the lar:gest
fa,rmers were interested in joining a cooperative.,.

Percept~onof the Titling Project

,:rherewas much lees, knowledge of the titl~ngprogr~m rep9rted~inCQtnay.agua

.\>,tbaq .i.p SantaBarbara. In Santa Barb~ra ~nly4.9 percent of thQ~e ini:,erviewed
s~ated,.tl)at; they bad not heard 9£ it, wpereas. inComayagua 35. 3pe,r;.Q~,nt'ga,ve

·,·.J:llisr;.espons~. This may, be bec,ause:promotional a~tiviti~;sllad\.notyet"been
~ully developed ,by the ~ime,of 1:he study, or .~it may be Q,ecause,t:he 'pro11lot:!on
in Comayagua was not as effective as it had been in SaIlt:a< Barbara. It,is
clear, however, that up to the time of the study INA had had much less contact
w~~h th~beneficiaries in Comayagua,than in Santa Barba:ra. Qn~ylJ..4 ' percent
of the ,respQnd~nts in .Comayaguastated:. that th~y bad had som~<:olltaQtW.ith;INA

,a§ compared to 14.7 percent in SantaBarbara. Of those who had",been"visit,ed
by' ~NA, most (66.7%) nadsee.n a promoter. The;evaluation of the,visit',~o'n(t'he

pa~t. o~the. beneficiary was rated as. "good" by 79.7 percent comp~redto, 88,.9

percertt would be will'lng to join with their neighbors, whereas in Comayagua
the figure was 77.3 percent.

28. If this question had been rephrased to focus on a cooperative.' set up
in the respondent's village rather than one nearby, a higher proportionCo£ af­
firmative responses might h,vebeenobtained.

29. The results reported in Jones etal. (1984: 66) correctly identified t'he
"yes·"responses,including lido not know."

30. It should be noted that the fact that more respondents s'old to' cooper­
ativet;· ·than partic:ipated in them is not an &rror. Cooperatives will purchase
products from nonmembers in Honduras.



76

percent in Santa 'llarbata. c;>nly a tiriyproportion(1.7%) rated the visit as
"bad." There was no significant relatiori~hi.P'bet:weenfarl1lsizea~d having
heard of the program, except'that the hold~rs<()fthe 'largest farms appeared
more likely not to have heard it (,7'9.5%) than' the sample" aS"a whole' (6'6.5%).

Of those who had heard of thetitlingprogram'i,most (82.2%) ,had,heard of
it first, via the radio; considerably higher than' ' in >Sa'nta Barbara, where the
radio was the'source for 63.,8perc'ent.:" The cadaster was': the 'second most common
source of information on the program (.11.0%lfollowedbyfriends(4~O%)and by
INA, promote,rs (2.8%). ,In SantaBarbaraINA,pt(.)motersw:re~;the~irs-t',s(jurce',' of
information for 2'1,.3' 'percent of the "respondents.' This'differ'ence' isaresult
of the interviews in Comayagua having been conducted before group meet~ngs had
taken' place.

A 'reflection of the >, differences "in promotional" efforts between SantaBar­
bara and ;'Comayagua is the lower l,eve! of' knowledge of t,hebenef:its of the pro­
gram. In Santa Ba,tbara' 91.9 perc'ent ofi>therespondentsnamed at' least one
advantage to . the t itling<programwhereas inC9Jn~r~9uaorily 70 • 2 percent did.
A,n additional 4'5'.9' percent of: the Santa Barbara' respondents"mentioned a' second
'advantageto'the, ptogram'comparedtb 30.4,percent,in. Comayagiia'~' Thetnos't com­
monly noted advantage in santa Barbar'cf'was:the·isense ofseburityproduced by
the title (71.0%) ,31 wherea,s in- Comayagua;,this wasmentionedbl'" a smaller
proportion of the respondents (48.5%). However, a related response, namely,
that the title would help "legalize the situation," was noted by an additional
32.1 percent of the Comayagua sampled landholders compared to 18.fpercent:' in
Santa Barbara. 32 When added together, then, the security advantage of the
title was the' main perceived benefit in both surveys. Access to credit was
,mentioned by: 18~O' per~ent 'of: the Comayagua sample compared to 44. 6 'percent in
Santa Barbars'. Since the- cr'edit:aspectis' amain' compon'entof'the promotion
campcfign,·the"lower>'meritionlng,'ofi :t.hisbenefi:t:;',is, nod'oubt,a reflection of
,tne':ItlQ'reliniited promotion inComayagua. Ot'heradvantages mentioned' included
improving <'t:he:, value' of the' land and', the increase<;1 facility 'in selling it, but
these were'notedby very few respondents.

·Amuchsmallerpropo,rtloh'of "the' 'respondents in Cbmayaguariall'ted~a disad­
vantage, of the program (26. 6%):than ·named a'n'advantage. This was:' almost the
sameproportlonas founa in, SantaBarbara (25.5%).• 33 The 'most commonly men-
'tioned' ~isadvantage'washavingtO~aytaxes(9.. 4% of all respondents) ',followed
by paying for the land (6.2%). A few respondents were concerned about having
to pay for the title, and a few others were concerned about potential disputes
"ith family-ana' neighbors' thatmlght arise fr6mthetitling. Overall, however,
there ~,eemed to be, a relatively low leV'el of concern, about the "potential dis­
advantages of the titling program.

31. The earlier report uses aflgure of 75% "because ftexc'ludesthose who
did not mention .an advantag~.:

32. Respondents could name up to three advantages; thus· 'percentages ,'may
total greater than. lOO~.

33. 'The figure 'of "one-third" r'eported in Jones etal. (1984:67) is
incorrect.
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CHAPTER 6: TARGETING OF DEVELO~MENT ASSISTANCE

The long~term goals ot-the titling project 90 far beyond its immediate
object.ive'of providing fee-simple property 't.i tIes to 70 , 000 far'm families in
Hondur'as.' The projeo:,t 'paper for this "project begins its'discussion of' tl,1era-
tionaleofthe project by quoting from a reqent AID policy paper on agricul-

;tural development: "Clarity of ownership and title iscriti~al to stimulating
incr,easedcapital investment (andt:herefore production)., at'thelevel of 'the
individual farmer" (USAID 1982:9). ,The granting of a .. title. to small farmers

;/inHonduras is, therefor'e, just the first "step, a catalyst in the develo,pmental
process that should' eventually see increased. farm production and, by extension,
improvements in the welfare of the farmers themselves. .

III this report it is 'impossible to give any indication of the impact of
tit,les'themselves, since the 'findings are based entirely,: upon the baseline
survt!y conducted when titles had just been granted or were in the process of
being'granted. The impact of titling occurs only over time and can be measured
only, as subsequent interviews are conductedwitn the beneficiaries in future
~"ears.

Despite this limitation,thereport can provide some preli.Ininaryindica­
tions of the impact that titling may have when combined with other" inputs.
Previous studies of titling34 have shown that its impact is greatly enhanced
when it is combined with credit and technical assistance. In one of those
stud,ies, the ,authors make the' case that titling 'by itself will have"" ~ minimal
impactJ

th~ presence of. tenu'resecur ity· alon,e wil~ no:t necessar ily' be accompanied
by,·'hi.gher farm prod.uct,ion; ~ther facto,rs ofproductipn such as access ;to
capital (through credit) and technology ~ustalso be present in; order
for farm production to rise. But if access to capital, technology and
othe,r·!.;actC?rs will ,raise ,farm production, ", they; will raise it even higher
,if theY' ,are, ~ade availabl~ in, cOl1,lb~nation withtenures,ecurity••••••

a land ,title". by., itsel.fwill not ,significantly, raise the subsistence farm­
eJ:' s~9ricultural.:produc.t;ion. 'ren.ure f;ecurity must be given, anopportu­
nityto oper~te throu9h.o~he.r factor:s ,o£,."production;inthis sense, ten­
ures~c!Jr.ity·· f,the provi,sion,of.legally "sanctioned titled to land) is, a·'
necessary but not a sufficient condition to agricultural development
(Saenz and Knight 1971:part 5, pp. 6, 9).

34. See Saenz and Knight 1971jal'so 'Seligson 1982:"31-56.
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Ina study of the impact of the Costa Rican titling program, these find­
ings were strongly confirmed. In that study it was fo.und that: liThe land
titling program has provided many peasants with secure title. It does not
appear, however, to have been carefully coordinated with a program of tech­
nical assistance and agricultural credit" (Seligson 1982:53).

;r ,_ ',,",'_.,' ; ... .'.:: ... :', ..-:... ,.';". '",-,'';

The project paper recognizes the importance of a package of inputs which,
when combined with secure title, will have a significant impact on farm pro;..
duction. Indeed, a primary motivatio~ for the loan in the first place was th.e
need, ~ofacilitate credit to coffeefarmerswh~,·t()pnc:l themselves 'un.able to
cOmbat coffee rU,st. without such. as~i,stance_ ..• The\ddesp.re",G .grotlloingofco.ffee
in "the Sa~taBarbara region was thepriIlla~ycO'ns~deratiQn for its selec,tion:, as
the pilo~' ar~a.for the titling program,. and ,the, e:x;tenstve.plan,tings 'of. coffee
in parts of Comayagua no doubt playeda,r()le,< in j.ts'·selectionasa priority
area. The hope is that tne t~tling. projectwill,.be, reinforped~:,by,the "Small
Farmer CoHee Improvement" pJ:"oject (AJ;Dloan\4f522"''.j.'-Q44) that is designed to
c~anllel ,technical, assistance and,creqit to H()nduran ,cqffee farmers. Various
other'lon90in~ programs focused' o~ {ural d~velopment ,should ,also, ,enhance,.t.he
"impact'of titling.

Then~~dto couple "titling with a package of <inputs in,Qrder,toenhance
its effectiven'ess suggests;t,llat th~ data from >tlle b,~seline stuQy·can,be used
to examine the impact of those inputs. Tha't isp'recisely what,·we::,p·ropos.e to
dq ~n" this chapter~The a.imis ,.,to ", point to those· ,fa,ctors> that_are mos'.t:,·di­
tectly responsible for ",incr~asing,,the',valu~i,ofproduct~onamong>t;besample. of

·'titlingbeneficiaries. To the extent that these findings can be generalized
to other regions of Honduras, the impacts should be felt there as well. More­
~ver, ~e can,comPa,re the results obtail)ed~n CQmayagua with those found in
San~a Ba'rbara; in order to deter,mine if some sort, ofpa.tional pa'ttern:"is
~11ler9ing.' '

. , "The fdent'ification of ;thecollateral. ·.factC>rs,re,latedtoi,ncJ;ea'Sesinfarm
production is of considerable import for the cOnduct of rural development as­
sistance during the life of the titling project. Events are moving swiftly in
Central America, and there is no. time to await the l.ong-:term study whiCh will
be completed some five. years >after the initiation . of,theprO<.:lra~_ .' ,If'there
are efforts which can be madeimmedlately, 'the data from thisr~port 'could be
utilized 'to help direct those'e'fforts. .

We must' begin our effort with: a 'note o:fcaution',however. While 'we do
not hesitate to 'point 'to the factorswhich>we "have found to be related to in­
creased farm production, we cannot know with any ce~tainty if these factors
will have the same effect in •... the .. presenceof.>titlersecuritr_....•.. Pl'e\tiou~ re­
search, our own. observations, . andsimpl'e .1<>giT~~g~est .that .th~ impact. of each
factor will be enhanced ,when accompanied by' 'title security'. 35. .We "dCl not
know, of course, if suchwill'be the 'case in 'Honduras. We do feel that it

35. Statistically this would amount to an n interactive effect" in which
the impact of the independent variables (e.g., credit, technical assistance)
working together is 9,reater t1';lantheimpac~;o;e,ac>h .va:r:i~bleworking on its
own.
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would be a mistake t'o assume that the least likely scenario will fal,low,
namely, that these factors in the presence of title' have a' lowered 'impact on
farm production. It is f'ar wiser to assume ,that the impact wl.ll be positive
and to program development assistance accordingly.

Factors that Increase, the" ValUe' of prOduction

Nearly all rural, development programs in Honduras--and, for that ,matter,
in most of the Third World--focus on increasing farm production. The 'titling
program is no exception, and it is entirely appropriate, therefore, that this
chapter on the targeting of ,development assi'stance concent'r'ate on determining
whichfactor.s seemtobe>,mostcritical in achieving the goal of increased farm
production. "

The method we have employed .to measure farm ,productiPll has ,been explained
in considerable detail in chapter 3. , Inbr-ief ,,,we '. recordegthe farmer's,an­
nual production on the sampled parcei of 'the eight most widely cultivated crops
(pluspastureland)in the region and converted these data on Pfoduction to in­
come generated "from the, sales of ",the crops or potentiaJ-ly ge.nera'ted,fr()m;such
sales".' T'othis was added income derived (or potelltially, d~rivedl. from the

;'sale 'or/consumption of, the' 'four most co~onlyrai,sed livestock. ,.~o,.aGco.unt
was't~ken o~costso'f production. The objective, was to red\Jce, the vae;t amount
of production .data obtained to a single. value of .. propu9t~on .• so .i:l.•.~.t() ~1.J,.0w
'comparisons among the beneficiaries. For the ,purposes of this 9liapter, ..the
,'va:lu'eof p'roductfon 'generated on the s'ampled parcel will be used asth*=cent.ral
:aepend,e,n,t'variable.

l'g~' data base compiled for the. baseline studies provides nllmerpul3.varia­
blesthpt c.an be, employed to dete.rmine which f.ac'tors. in~luenc,e farm'pre>d,uc.tipn.
It.:\41,0uldmak,e litt:l.esense,however, to attempt to examine.all,thevariab:tes
"becau~e"l,t is" alreadyknown--from previou.s. studies ofru.ral a9r*~ulture/in

'Lat~n J.\mer~ca .as well as fr()m studies()ftitling.,.-that. there isar~lativ~~y
"sinall number of factors that. are most close.ly associated withv9ryingleyels
of farm production. 'Moreover, it would be wasteful of human and computerre-
sources to embark upon an unrestricted "fishing expedition" in ,hopes of, uncov­
ering a serendipitous finding that would be worth the cost and effort involved.
Th,~ variables not used, ifl this analy~is,howeveJ:, pl?ytwovery irnpprtant roles
i~the baseline: d~ta set. First, they serve an. importal)t descl"iptive pllrpose,
as we have attempted to demonstl:"ate in, th,e previous chapters .. of this report.
IrideeCi,we believe that the baseline data provide the mostcompr~hensive pic­
ture of. agricultural, social, apdeconomic conditions amo~g smallholders cur­
rently available in Honduras, notwithstanding their limitatioptotw()'depart-
ments •. '" As such, we can envision using this. data base fornumer;ous othel:" pUJ:­
poses unr.elated to. the titling project. 36 Second, many. o.f t1'le V~riabl~13 not
used directly in this c'hapter will b"ecome important as.compar.,isonsare made,

36'. One such report on the AID/IHCAFE coffee technicalization project is
currently under .. preparation. See Seligson (n.d'.).
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later in the, project, betwe.enthe baseline<da.ta ..and the reinterview,da'ta. In
addit~on, ,these variables will'beofcon-siderableimpoI:tance as controlv,a."ria­
bles wh~n comparison~ a~e made withthecont"rol group.

Drawirig on the results of the SantaBarbara study, we found that four
main variables seemed to ha.ve important impacts on the value of production.
Technically speaking, these variables are calle<i "predicto,rs" because 'knowledge
of their values helps us to determine what value the dependent variable will
have for any given farm. These four predictors are:

1) Size of hol~in9

Nea~ly all stud'ies of~ural Latin America have concluded that land is<the
scarcest resource. Peasants who liveQnpostage~$tamp-sized plots have little
chance'of producing incomes above the.poverty line without massive capital in­
vestments far beyond the capacity of either the public or the private sector.
Mor~over, previous studi~s oftitling have <su9ges~ed .tha~·those with, secure
title but'aninsufficient,amount. of land a,:enotlikeiy to receiv,e aQequ~te
amounts of credit 'and technical assistance.

In t.hls .rep()r~· weh,averepea~~dlyreferred~o the size of the farm and
its relatlonship to many othervariable$ in i~hestudY. Sizeqftitledplot
(measured" in manzanas>. is used ~sranindependent. variable in this analysis.
Inth~Sant~ Barbara stUdy.; we used a variable (see vari~bleF6»that,at;the

time. of.prepariIl9 the questionnaire, was meallt . to measure .. ti)etotal .size of
thet.itled. parcel. for, which agricultural production data were> obtained. We
'haClP'la~ned to,ll.se the ... cad~SEral .i~formation< for.,the. other .• <plots. However,
as we noted in the'reporton' Santa Barbar'a,the cadastral.informatiopp~oved

to be unreliable in'some instances. In addition, although the interviewers
were instructed to ask about .. ,the size ofthepl,ot .f,or,which the production
data were obtained, .thequestlon .. itself led t()}~ome ambiguities ,on this poi9t.
As a result, a new question (F2A) was inser~edin'the.coma}'ac;Juaquestionnaire

.that specifically referred to the ·.sam~ledi~afcEdl1~der.discussion.Althou.gh
the variable was closely associated. wi~h •.F6,es~eqially ·when the .far~;ro'1ned

only one.plot, this was not always,the~Ci$e••• Henye, in this analysis we qse
F2A,' t-he· :size of the titled plots,' as the' measure of size. '

2)', Credit

The lack of investment and production capital is probably the second. m()st
serious problem small holders face in rural Honduras. Production increa~es

reql1ire.theapPlicatfon. of fertilizers,··· iI1secticcld~S a~d .. fungicides. In.. addi­
tion,farm implements such as sprayers, hoe.s.andsh~velsneedtobe obtained.
The very •. limited ,incomes produced .. bysmallholdings.i~.Hondurasg.eneral_ly. do. !lot
allow the farmers to purchase these badly need'edsupplies and tools. Loans to
purchase these imports must be repaid, which~illpepossibleonly if, increases
in net· income are obtained. In Santa Barbara we found that credit was, related
to increased value of production.

3) Cooperatives

Smallholders in rural Honduras are confronted with serious problems
in marketing their products at. reasonable prices." The individual producer
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gel}erally IllQst,sell his 9ro,P to middlemen who often pay, prices far lower than
t:hose:;o,ffer~(lon'the ma,rket. Some farIllershave joined t9gethet,il1< age icultural
cooperatives and have marketed their crops directly,. In Santa Barbar.a, it was
found that sales to a cooperative were related to higher values o'fproduction.

4) ImprQved Agricultural Practices

We were; ~truck by the low.lev,~lof ,mqde:rn agricultural practices among
the ~eneficia,ries in both Santa,;Barbara and Comayagua. ~heuse of improved

,farm practices was associated wit,hi,ncreased value of production ,in Santa Bar­
baz:.a.ln t,his chapter we use th,e ,overall index, of Jmproved farm prac.tices'de­
velo~e<ipreviously., T.h1S 'indexgro4Ps together many practices, only some of
wqich. ar~t;apP~Qpriate for agive:ncr()p. As we noted ,in ,our discussion' of crop
ri~ld~,,~nly when a crop-specific index of practices is created il;> there any
c;L~a~,'>f~;atiot:lsllip 19. production in the Comayagua data. However, sinGe .the
depe.Ilc1~nt varii;lble. i!'i the. !iggregate value of .all productioIl,we feel justified
ip u~~ngan 'overall index of far lll "practi,ces in this analysis. A more subtle
put far', :more, complex, analysis;wou1q relate tl)e incomes .from each crop ··toeach
se,J?a,fa,F~input. Such an analysis 11;> useful .when the focus is on aspecif.ic
p:r'~p.,but,far,less. so when ov~rallvalue o~production i·is of ,interest. In .addi­
tio\n,in theComayagua questionnaire we added a new series of .·items measuring
capitill, imltr~vement,s made to tl1e farm (see items QlO-Q24) in order' to determine
~h~r~lationship th~se have to, th~ titli.ngeffort. These items can also be
r,ela,t.~d t.ovalueof ,produc.tion~

. ..>"Wed~dnot1imit our. examination of predictors of value 'ofproduction,'to
'these four factors. We also examined the following variabl,esdiscus,s,ed;}e~rlier
in the report: (1) length of residence of the owner in the community,(2) dura~

tion of ownership of the property, (3) technical assistance received, (4) age
of the owner, (5) education of the owner, (6) accessibility of servi:O~'S"/,:;\3(7)

problem-solving efficacy of the owner, (8) participation of the owner in com­
munity organizations other than agricultural cooperatives.

~~thodolqgy

In ,\ :sit.uation,l-.ike this, in which the researcher is ,confronted with a
series, of' predict9rs'an;d a single; ,dependent variable, t.he.most st'caightforward
analytical'pr()cedur~is stepwise Inultiple regression.S implYPM,t"this·,t.ech­
nique searcbes throllghthelist o~ predictors and se;Lect.s, tlje .one ;~:thatis most
closely associated with (i.e., can explain the most variance in) the dependent
variable. Then, while holding this variable constant, it selects from among
theremainingvar iables the one that has t_he strongest,:as,soci.ation wi th the
'~epend~nt \1ariab~e. The procedure continues until all of ,the pred~ctorvaI,"i­

abIes that produce a statistically significant relationship to the dependent
variable are included. The results tell the researcher not only which predic­
tors are related to the dependent variable but also which ones are rnoreclosely
a~$ociatedand ~hich less. so.~n addit.,ion"."itallows the ,researcher to "state
how much of ao impact.on thee, dependentvariab~eaGhangein "each independent
variableis~xp,ect~d to have,. Th:is last outcom.e of the analysis isparticu­
;1.ar1yimportant for purposes C)ftargeting deve,lopment assiE;tance ,because it
provides an estimate of expected ·payoffs of programs that ,""are designed to
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enhance the impact' of,the titling program. In effect, it is possible to pro­
ducereasonablecost/benefit analysis and 'thereby maximize the impact of each
development dollar,spent.

Two different approaches are taken in the regression analysis presented
below. First, the assumption is madethat'each o:ft'he'predictors 6f farm in­
come that are found to be statistically significant act independently of one
another. For example , the assumption is made " tha,tcredi t ,,' and improvedfa,rm
practices have the same impact on farm income when they act'aloneas when they
act together. This assumption is 'neither logical nor, a's will be 'shown,empi­
rically correct. Nonetheless, since the second appr0a.ch i,sso much more com­
plicated statistically, it is important 'that this simplifying assumption be

'made so that the individual impact of each>predictor can be isolated. In the
second approach, the assumption is made that the predictors have their greatest
impact 'on farm income when ,they'act together. For" example ,the .' assumption' !'1ere
is that farmers who receive credit and emplo~improvedfarmpractices will get
a larger payoff in value of production ,than if they, had used' each predictor
separately. By extension, iti:s' alsore'asonableto assume that other factors
may'play a role at· the same time. In this secol'ldapproach, we are lookin<j for
what statisticians call 1linteractions.'' While regression analy'sfswith inter­
action terms in the'equations may 'be a more faithful" representati(JIl o'f" thet:rue
relationships in the data, it is far more 'complex to des'cribethan' the 'simple
(i.e., additive) models. Moreover,·the estimates o:fthe impac't which the in-
teraction terms have on the dependent variable are not easily made arid are
subject to considerable error. In sum, both the simple additive model and the
interaction model have their pros and cons, and for that reason both are em­
ployed in "this, study.

'Results

Additive Model

In Comayagua, it was found that three variables were of greates't: impor­
tance in increasing the value of production: (1) use of improved' farm prac­
tices, (2) availability of more land, and (3) selling to a cooperative. Other
variables did i have an impact on an individ'ualbasis when associated 'w,iththe
value of production(i.e~,yieldedsign1ficant simplecor~elations), ~u,t ,they
tended to shrink in significance ':when included ."i'n an ,equation with thes'e three
variables.,37 The results of the regression equation are 'displayed in'::table
6.1.

In practical terms, these results indic~tethe following. ",For e,ach in­
crease in the number of improved 'farm practices 'adopted by the respOndell,~'

37 • In particular, the new measure of farm ,improveme'nt~ (called mejoras
in the study and represented by variables, QlO-Q24) did significantly correlate
with production value (r = .24) but was overshadowed by mea~1Jrement of the im­
proved farm-pr·actices variable' and therefore was automatically excluded by the
regression analysis.
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TABLE 6.1

Multiple Regression 'Analysis of the Predictors
of Value of Production: Additive Model

(final step of stepwise analy:sis)

VARIABLE

Improved practices

Plot size

Sales toa c'o-op

BETA

392.4

88.5

3,107.5

SIGNIFICANCE
OF BETA

.001

.001,

.004

BETA WEIGHT

.23

,.,20

.12

Multiple ~ = .36 ~2= .12 (adjust.ed) MinimumN = 545,

there"ls an increase in annual value of production of 392.4 lempi:ras. Fur­
ther, for each increase of 1 mz. in plot size, there is an increase of 88.5
+:~mpir~si in,,~production ,value. Unfortunately, the variable. measuring sales
t~ac()?perative was not scored in suc:,h ~ way to allow for a simtJ.ar state­
mentQf·····its ef~ect' on .farm income, 38 but its importance ,should not,beig­
nor:ed •. These impacts on the value .of production are, of ·c()urse·, . theoretical,
bl.1tsinceove~a,ll<valu~of production averaged only 1,483 lempira~, the po­
ten~ial impact of increasing the use of improved farm practices or of.allgment­
11'1g . farm.siz,eb¥ a few manzanasis likely to be substantial in teI'ms.'of,:;~.in­

cR~e 'gel1era~ed by. these farms. 39

;:,«~li~~e:',ttn(U'ngs are not surprising, and are. very consistel1t"wit41,tllQse
',fQund in SantaBarbara. In that study, these same ·three va~iables:~were':found

'to be r~latedto,increa§ed agricultural income. However, in Santa,Bar,baratit
was found tllatrequesting credit and st;abi1ityofresidencewere .also related
to farm income. In fact, both of these variables were significantly related

38. Specifically, the other variables were "interval1evel"measures in
which one unit 'of1and or one increase 'in the number of practices had a mean­
ingful quantitative interpretation. The variable "sales to a cooperative" was
simp1y11leasured'by"yes" arid "no."

39. By way of comparison with Santa Barbara, each improvement in farmprac-
, tices ,woqld have increase'd the value of production by 258~empiras and each
increment Of 1 mz. in p10tsize woUld have increased the value of production
by 56.5 lempiras. It should :be noted, however ,that ave'ragevalue of'pro­
duction in Santa Barbara was considerably higher than in COlllayagua (2,300 vs.
1,483 lempiras).
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to farm income in Comayagua as well/ but the relationship was weaker than in
Santa Barbara. 40 Another di.ffer~nc,e"betweenthe:two,regionswasthat in
Santa Barbara the strongest,.as~oc~ationw,as,with. size of farm, whereas in Coma­
yagua it was with ill\proved agriculturalpractice~. Finally, the predictive
ability of the model in Santa Barbara was greater than in Comaya9ua. Further
examination of the two data sets is needed to determine why this proved to be
th,e case ,.although preliminary evidence indieates that some "extreme income
values in Santa Barbara might be an explanation.

Interaction Model

We now turn our attention to the ,more •complex "interaction model •. ~' The
regression model employed included all of the variables which entered into the
analysis reported abov~ as well as all of the possible inte,raction.terms. 41
The "stepwise" procedure first entered ,the three variables which were included
in the first equation and then added the interaction terms, o,neat a:time. In
total, then, this regression equation includ~d'seven independent variables in
all. ,what complicates matters. is , that, " since. the Interact~?nter~s,ar~ all
composed of their component predictors, there are many cases' of multicolline­
arity that tend to produce misleading results. It is to be expected that under
these conditions the amount of variance explained, in the dependent variable
will increase. The important question to ask is whether or not the increase
is statistically significant. 42 Only thoseinteract~on terms that, pass t~is

test ente't the 'final equation.

The results, of the" analysis with th~ interact~on" t'er-ms included 'demon­
strate',: very clearly that, as expected,tne impact oft'hepredictorf?, wor~~ng

together ·is considerably greater thanwhell.t;h~y.wo.rk alone~ . Th~ amount of
varianceex·plained .bythe . new equation is/a full 19pe.rcent higher <than in
the· equation without the. interaction t.ermsi yieldi~at.otal.exPlained,variance
of .30. 0' .percent. '., A '.' further. indicatio.n of the. imp()rtanc~ of the interac!:ive
effect .is that none' of the variablesfrolll. ~he)original e~llations remains a
significant predictor of farm income. All of 'the variables are significant
only as interaction terms. A total of three of ithe inter~~tionte~ms were
statistically significant•.. The best predictorwiisthe .three:-way i'nte.raction
term-""that is, the interactionoffarmsi~.e,:i.lnI>r9vedpractices,an~ sales to
a 'cooperative. . The other .twosignificantterl1lswe~e (l)~he two-way irit~rac-
'tion of: farm s'ize and sales toa cooperative, and (2) the two-way inte'tac'tion

~o. The association,:between .reql1esting c:r;~ditanq val~eofproductionwas

.25 in~~ntaBarbara and .10 inComayagua,'bf:ltq "signifiq!ant'at.,OSor better.
TheassQCiation '.. between length of..residenc~~i')the••. c.1epartmellt whei::e •t.Oe re­
spondents resided at the time of the interY:~caw,was~,l9inSanta Ba;rbara and
.12 in Comayagua, both significant at.050rbetter.

41. These terms were cre~ted by ,mul,tiplyipge~acll"independentvariable, by
,everyoth~r variable to yield,~hreetwo-wayinteraotioll$,. The, three variables
were, thenmulti,plied by" each other ,to yie~d ClthI'ee~way>int~ractionterm.

42. The appropriate test for this is the hierarchicalF-test~ which was
employed in this analysis.
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o~ improved ·pract~cesand farm size. Because coefficients for equations /em­
,playing iI)teractio~ terms are ~pt to. be unstable, we donat.report them here.

The .over~llm~ssage frqlll the second regression analysis is .\quite clear.
Development' assistance will have a far larger payoff when it has multiple
targets. ,'Anemphasis on only o.;ne component, such as improved farm,practices
alpne orCOQperatives a.lone, will.have. far le.ss, of an impact than programs
which ,target them, both." Indeed, in> light of these findings, the onl.y reason­
able ..apprpachwou~a be.tp des~9n an, integrated strategy of rural development
t~at, uses the titling, ,program, asa linchpin which ties together programs of
tecbniC,ala~sistanq~,cooperativepr;omotion, and ·land redistribution.

Our confidence in these results is bolstered because they conform to the
findings of, anot.herstudy undertaken by AID/Honduras as part ,·ofthe social
~easibi,lityal1alysisfor ti)eir small-farmer coffee-improvement loan JAID loan
# 522-T-044) • The findingsQf that ··study were based on a .sample of coffee
farms and hence do not necessarily apply to the present sample, even though
coffee ,wCis the 'most widely cultivated crop~mong those interviewed here. The
earliers,tudy e][all'lined,sever;al ,fac~.ors ,related to the ·productivity of ,coffee
'fa,rms. ,It fpund that (llcredit,(2) sales to a copperative, and (3) improved
far!UJ?ractices ,were sigp~fiaantlyrelated to; productivity. and the income re­
ceived' from tile sale. of the crop.43 ,The one major finding, in the coffee
study,;tha't. i$,.not.consistent with our own is the lackofrelationship,in ,that
stl1dy petween. £arm, size and. productivity. However ,that study excluded all

'farms ,larger:tb(ln 35 hectare~, and this may explain the varying re~,ults.~4

A.~i>~ic~b~lity to Other Titling Zones

,~jA;.very' strict inter,pJ;etatio,nof the results o,fth,is chapter- would not
,.,al'!cpw, generalization to·otqer regions of Hondura~and,thus ,would limit.,th'eir
.\l~i\~,~,ty, fQ~providing guidelines. fordevelopmen~assistance. B,ut sucn,· aO'"in­

". <~~.rprE!,ta~ion is clearly unwarranted "since the interviews for', the ,study ... w,ere,
',' a'fter all, CQnducted in rural Hopduras·an,d noturban.Swi-tz~rland. Many.,Qf,the
agr~culture census. qata indic~te that thf#·resQlt~ may:be generali,za.ble to ,much
of,rur'al Honduras. Yet it would be a serious ,error toconc,lude tl}at a+J., ,of

43. That study used analysis of variancerath~r than .m~ltiple,;r~gression

to process the data. The techniques when used with "dummy variables" are
analogous. Since our study contained key variables that were continuous
(e~g., farm size) , we opted for the regression approach. The dat'abase for
the coffee study was251 farmsdist;ributed throughout all of ~onduras. These
farms 'were drawn fr'om a larger 1976-78 study conducted as part of an AID agri­
cultural ,assessment study (see USAID 1978).

44. JI1he co~ffee' st'udy is unclear astQ its treatment of interaction effects.
There is some discussion of interaction, but the p,ublishedreport does "not
state that the interaction between, for example, credit and technical assis­
tance was analyzed. It would be of considerable utility if the original report
of that study could be examined; and if the analysis of interaction had not
been cond1jcted, the data could be reanalyzed.
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rural Honduras is completely homogeneous. It is the task of t'his section,
therefore, to highlight the most obvious'findings of t.he study that will' likely
contrast with those that will be encountered as the titling program moves on
.to the remaining five departments that are to be included in this project.

,Two key variables suggest themse·1ves as;the most important for comparIsons
, with other regions: (1) amount of land owned, and (2) prevalence of coffEie,cul-

tivation. Why these .two variables?', 'The first'is selected because'of its lm­
portance in the regression analysisp,resentedin this chapter. Itwas"f,ound
that.the size, of the plot had a direct impact on the 'value of' production- it
generated. It is 'obvious, therefore, that' the generalizability of thefi'nd'ings'
hinges upon the extent to which the distribution of land in the sample is sim­
ilar to that found in the other zones. The second key variable, the prevalence
of coffee cultivation, is selected because ,the, central 'rationale for the ti-
"tling project was b.asedon the need·toprovidetitle to coffee farme'rs ~'o that
t,hey could obtain credit to fight the coffee rust. '

Ob'taining'accurate information on the.six other titling zones so that
,they may:be compared with' the ,survey data'ispr?blematical. ",A'se~rch:;:?f:'the

possible ~sources of information invariab1yledback'to the1974,a'gricultilral
cens-us.,., When: we searched AI~',S,couhtrydevelopment<strate9y.st~te~en€·for
198.3, we were referred to the 1'978 Ag'riculture Sector Ass~ssment. "When we
look.edthere,we found that most of the' studies were based upon the<197'4cen­
sus. ,The only "fre'sher"' ,pu;blished data reported lnthe Agriculture 'Sector
Assessmentwete'included in thesamplesurveyconduct.ed by the Ameri'can Tech-
nical Assistance Corporation. Unfortunately, that survey is representative
only of the major geographic regions of the country and, is not broken down by
departme,nt and there,fore is of no use for present purposes. 'Other' studies
proved to have the same defect; for example ,the social, soundness analysis
prepared for the small-farmer coffee-improvement project (see Annex G of ,the
project paper) was based upon, the-same sou'rces. used< in the' "1978' Agricultural
Sector'Assessment. It is obvious that there 'is a considerable ,need"for'Hondu­
ras to conduct a new census, but, in light of< the serious budgetary "con>straints
'facing ,the government," it is, unlikely that one· wi 1<1 be'donein theforesee"'ab1e
,future. 4? Asa result, we have no other choice but to rely heavily upon 'the
1974 census; for comparisons of land tenure patterns. Fortunately, for coffee
data, we are able to supplement the census with the more recent(1979)cof"fee
census.

Comparative Land Tenure 'Patterns

In the 'discussion of land tenure in chapter 2, .•• itwasreported that the
~ample contained fewer farm~ inthesmallests,lze category «2 ha.) than in
the Department of Comayaguaor in HondurasiaE.l a whole. This was the.same 1 pat­
tern uncovered in Santa Barbara. Hence,atleastin<.this regard, the titl~ng

program as it has been carried out in .thesetwoareas is somewhat atypical of
the lar'ger picture. How do these titling areas· •• compare to the other depart­
ments, "targeted for titling? Table 6.2 ; summarizes that information.

45. For a further discussion of this problem, see, Seligson 1985.
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TABLE 6.2

Farms ,Smaller than 2' Hectares: Sample a~dTit,lin9 Zones
(percent)

DEPARTMENT < 1 ha.
Sample Dept.

TOTAL
Sample Dept~

'Comayagua

Copan

Cortes

El Paraiso

La" Paz

Santa Barbara

Yoro

All Honduras

14.9

10.0

15.3

28.3

19.7

15.4

15:0

20.0

15.4

15. 6 20.6 30.5 35.9

22.6 50.9

20. 7 40.4

18.9 34.3

18.2 33.2,

11.8 19,'.7' 21.8 39~7

20. 1 35. 5

19.8 37.1

.The pattern of ownershi~of farms. in the smallest. 9a~egor~i·~<:l:~.a.)• is
fairly uniform for the seven depar'tments. With the exceptlon of.Co'pan. " these
percentages range from 15.0 to 20.0 percent. The distribution'of'thesmallest
farms within these departments is very close to the national average of 17.3
percent, thus indi~~ating ,that t,hey;arequit~ similar to 'Honduras as ,·a'whole.
The same pat.~ern is encountered" aJUong the farms in the ·1-!.'9ha.range. .In
,th~(s si~e'cate~or~,.. thespreacf1,..iseve~narrower,with each ,of the.departments
,aI:ound the 2.0 percent, mark. Again, thi,s pattern is repeated at the national
level. Taking these two categories together, one finds that about one-third
to two-fifths of all of the farms are of this size. Again, Copan is an excep­
tion", ·wit1:l.over half of its farms less than 2 ha.

h ... :'- •••• :;.\ i./ i:" .... ',f··'

~uJ!Ull~rizing this discu~sion of comparative patterns of land distribution,
~ t ca.r).b~ said that (1) CQmayagua and Santa Barbara 9re broadly representative
'of the remainingde'partments, al'ld(2), the farms delineated in the project thus
far generally .underrep~esent faJ;ms in the category of < 2.,ha. I.fthe pattern
encountered in. the: pil()t areaisrepl~,cated elsewhere in Honduras., ··.· .. then .one
can assum~ that there" will ,be.generalun~errepresentationoffarms .in this
smallest size category.

This finding has some clear implications for the titling program. It has
been repe!1ted,ly stressed. in this tepc;>rt thatthe'si~e of farm is directly
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linked to many other variables under, study. Owners of the smallest farms, as
was shown in chapter 2", generCilly ,live ulld.ert,h~(most, deprived: economic cir­
cumstances. The' .value 'of produc~iC?ll~,Il.ey'gener'ate'f'rom 'their farms is far
lower than that from larger plots.' lndeed,the'regression analysis· presented
above clearly indicates the relationship between plot size and v,alue of pro­
duction. It has a3:-so been spownthat,theo,ther . key variables ,that pr.edict
'farm production (i.e., credit, cooperative membership, and improved agricul­
tural practices) are directly related to farJl\size. Hence, whilE:! 22.5 percent
of all 'qt the respondents 'in the survey with farms largerthan~2m·z. had 50­

licit~d' agricul.tural c~,edit'atofie time>'o{' another, only 6. 2 percent of farm­
ers i'n the '2-mz .-and-smaller size category had done so. Similarly, whereas
4.8 peFcent of the benef,iciarie~with farms larger than 2 rnz •. had sold some of
their crops to a cooperative, none of the farmers with fewer than 2 mz. had
done so. The use of improved agricultural practices was also'sIgnificantly
lower among the owners of the smallest plots.

In light of the general absence of credit, cooperative activity, and use
of improved agricultural practices, it is not. at. all surprisingtbat,the small
plots yield the lowest value of production. As a result, in order to earn
enough to survive, the owners of t.hese plots are compelled to 'earn lncome from
other sources. As was m~de clear in an earlier section of this reP9rt , off­
farm income as a proportion of total income is higher among the owners of the
smaller plots and drops steadily as the ,size of the farm increases. 46
Indeed, this finding is identical to the one reported in the 1978 Agriculture
Sector Assessment ,(9,pAIP~ 1~78:A.l)nex K.: l~) :

there is a correlation between farm size and the source of family in­
come. As farm size increases, there isa decreasing dependence on non­
farm income. The farms under 1 hectare • get two-thirds 'of household
income from non-farm sources, while the largest farms get 90% of their
net income .. from farm. sources. .It •. i:orp be.a~sul1l~q'.ctherefore" tha.t ·•·... this
association cou'ldsaf~ly b~ gen~ralized beyond the samplet~ much ofrura'lHolJ.dur'as. '. .'. ; ,'. . '.' .. '.. '," ...., . ,

Inlight',of these f;indin9s)onewould·thirik--at'leasttipon~initialc~n­

sideration~~that the ·smalles:tfa.rmers would bethenig;hest~priorityt~rgetfor

the 'titling program. Afterall,titlin'gis:'suppbsed to enable" farme'rs:: to get
credit and technic'al assistance andthereby'allow' them to increase their
incomes.

Further reflection on this ques,tion'remiridsoneoftne difficult:les"that
other titling programs have in titlingminifundiosand microfundios. In
doing so, :they not'.'only legalize the'::'nationwiae;, Inequality ofla9d'dfstribution
but:alsote'nd .,tolockpeople into poverty:. Consequently, if' the'Honduran re­
fprm ',is selectively avoiding9'ivingtitles::to.t.hesesmall,holders,'· it may be
do'ing them and the country a' ·favor. However,.>thlswill"bethe case, only if
consolidation;andredistribution accompany.>the>titl~in9pro9ram•.' rftneydo
not, then the smallholders willfacethe;worstofall 'possi-ble worlds w'hen

46'. The analysis of varlance results are signlficari'£ at less', than .• 001.
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those around them with larger plots all hold title and they do h~t~Those

without title will be 'unable to compete for credit and may even becomesoc'ially
stigmatized for· their insecure tenur'e status. Careful cc;>nsideration need's' to
be 'paid. to ,this important:element of the program.

Coffee Cultivation

The cultivation of coffee '. fs atypically common in the Comayaguafarms
studied for this project. The sample 'ofbeneficiaries revealed' that 'the
titling program is concentrating more heavily on coffee land than on' other
k'inds of land. As is shown in' table 6.3, 50.0 percent of 'all of the farms
surveyed in, Comayagua were" growing at· least some 'coffee, as compared .to 'the
census·average of less than one-third.

'TABLE 6.3

Percent of~arm$Growin9Coffee, in the Sample ana in Bonduras

AREA 1974 1979 SAMPLE
.I

Santa Barbara 41.0 49.8 69.4

,(~bmayagua 33.5 32.7 51.0

Copan 33.1 26.3

Cortes 22.2 20.1

El Paraiso 28.1 33.4

La Paz 36.'9 20.8

Yoro 27.4 17.2

Honduras 24.9 20.5

SOURCES: 1974: CensoAgropecuario, vol. 6J 1979: "Censo
cafetero," typescript (Tegucigalpa: IHCAFE).

A brief examination.ofthe cof·.fee census, whioh presents data,frqm 19'79,
reveals ,that,.. nationwide, coffee is being grown. on asma1ler percentage of
fa.rms than in 1974. In·1974, 24~.9percent ofa11 Honduran farms weJ:'e growing
atle~st.some coffee, whereas in 1979 ,that figure had dropped to 20. 5 pe.rc~nt.

This decline is very surprising given the huge increase in national coffee
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productipn during this ,p,eriod (dur;i.ng ·Which wor,ld market prices reached. an
all-time high). Nat.ionalproduct.~()nQtcoff~e·.in .·.1973/74 stood atlmil·lion

"46-k9. bags',~nd"by 198;O/8~ it h~d.rea~h~d.nearl¥.l.• ~ m,i:r~lion. 'I'hreepossible
explanations emerge from these.·,.{f~,9ure~. Tb~.f~rst··.·is.tha.;t,'CQ'ffee: production
is being concentrated on fewer farms, but within those farms more land is being
turned over to coffee production. It is also . possible that. production tech­
niques have been intensified while land undercultivation·has rema'ined.the
same. The third possibility is that the.coffee census includes only production
that is sold on the market, whereas the national census records (at least in
theory) al~ co~~ee ;produ,c~.i?n,n;qma.t~e:r:how,l~mi.ted.; It i~impo~sib,le to se-

, lectamong ~hese alternatives .... withoijt.additiQnal in~ormatioll" bU,tan eQ\lcated
gues.s is'; that. ,~ll .arepartiallycorrect. 47 In·any.,event, !~he ;1979·'>iQ·ata.. ·for
theseventi t;li.ng,d,epartments'· rev;ea,l ..th.~t; ther:~>ar;e:few ,.maj9r ",.cha;nges,with
the e~cepti~.n o~ the mar:ked.drop in Ia~ Pazanda,somewhat'smaller decline in
Yoro•.'. Agaln; given the difficulty in <.:omparill9 t.pe, t~().sourq.es.of<data··",one
should be cautious in interpreting this finding.

The final point to be noted is the relationship between coffee cUltivation
and farm size. It has been noted that the titling program underrepresents the
smallest farm categories. The qu~estion,.ar:ises as to the impact that this might
have, if any, upon the goal of the' titling program to assist in the improvement
of coffee ~cju:l~tivatio'n(and 'specifical'ly~:tofignt····thE! coffeerus'tl. If, for
example, coffee farms were concentrated in this smallest category (of < 2 mz.)
then the" program' would have a reduc-ed impact: -"

In-light of the data presented here, it is clear that the farms titled in
Comayagua and ·Santa Barbara differ in some respects from those in the remaining
departments.': On the two va·riables that 'seem most import.ah€<f6i: the project,
size of land and coffee c~ltivation,it-?was found that:>, 1>" the delineated
farms inComayagua and Santa Barbara systematically under represent the smallest
group of farmers, and (2) the delineated' farms in Comayagua ~;and'~ Santa Barbara
systematically overrepresent coffee farms.

If the patterns encountered in these ·two areas are mIrrored 'in the remain­
ing titling regions, the i~plicationsof these two findings :fo'!the remainder
of the project are as follow~.

1) Since larger land size is associated with higher value 6f production,
it can be expected that the titling project willbe·:ne..f"it, those who
are likely to be in a position to earn relatively higher incomes.

2) Since larger land size is also associated. with greater use of improved
agricultural practices, credit,a~d.• sales to cc:>~,pe~a,tiv,es, and since
these factors are each related to· ~high~~,.,r values of production, the

47. A further factor which complicates-the interpretation of these data is
that the denominator for the calculations from t.he 1979 data was the 1974 cen­
susre~rt of th~ nUJllber of farms>in~adidepartment.Sincethe.nlllllt>e.r. of
farJttShas, no doubt, increased" since 1974 (given the rapid population ,growth
over t'heseyear's), - it 'is likely thatt'he" actual proportion of' farms <i'rowing
COffee according;:tothe :1979 .'coffee' census is . even l.owerthanrepr-esented' here.
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focus on the larger farms will prove of additional benefit to those
in a position to earn relatively higher incomes.

3) Since. coffee is the most profitable of all the major crops grown by
the respondents, and since· coffee farms produce the highest production
values in the sample, the concentration on coffee farms will again
tend to benefit those who are in a position to earn relatively.higher
incomes.

4) Small farmers, especially those who farm fewer than 2 mz. of land,
are likely to benefit less from. this project than those who own
larger farms. In the first place, many of the smaller farmers will
not receive title since their farms fall below the legal limit--un­
less,of course, they grow coffee. In the second place,·· farm size is
closely. linked to many of the factors that increase the value of farm
productio.n.
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CHAPTER 7: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This study of Comayagua'has presented an overview of the major descriptive'
in~orIllationobtainedfromthesec~nd baseline s,prvey conducted aspar~ of the
lon~it.udinal evaluat.ion, 9£ t.heHonejuransmall:-£arme.r t.i~ling program. When
added .tot-he 'data' collected for thefirs~ bas~line survey and j:he ,case stUdies
conducted by the Land Tenure Center, the data base is the' richest 'ever col-
le~tedfor a~impact study of land"titling.Th'e real payoff, however, from
the,sta.ndpoint.ofevalua.tion and ,program design, will not be obtained until
the follow-up i~terview~ are ,pondllc.t'edatthe end of the project, currently
scheduled for 1988. The follow-up surveys. will·.' att,empt to reinteryiew each
of the respondents of the 1983 and 1985 surveys, or, if·the sampled parcel has
changed hands., to interview the current owner of the land.

Until suchdat,a acre available, however, the data contained In 'the baseline
s,~rveys carl;beof eonsiderable utility' to the Government·· of 'Hondar'as and to
international donors. The surveys provide a wide-rangin9descr~l?t~on of the
conditions f?uIld i.~ two major regions of rural Honduras ~nd~.~,s.'~~ch, augment
the picture, obtained from the out-of-.s!ate 1974ag'ricultural' census. In addi­
tion, since .the questionnaires used' in these surveys are f'ar riche.r than the
on7 used. i,~ ..•.,.the ...,... census, ..... co,nside.rably ,more .·detail 'can be ..... 9b~~+n~d:·from these
sti'\]dies. 'Furt.her,t.hereadyava,i,labilit.yo£t.hese .. surveysynpoll\~w:t~r syst.ems
in.t:heun~t.edS~a1:e~(current.ryat.t.beuniverSit.yo£Wiscon.~in;.~~cltson,Uni­
verl3it.y·o~So~t.hFlorida,. ~nduniversit.yo£ Il:ino~s.at.Chic;ag~t~lClt<es second­
ary"analysis of the' databases inexpensive and eas~lyconducted. One such
study, focusing on coffee farms, is already underway, eandQ~.her,studies are
contemplat.e<3.. It is to be hoped that. in ,the not-too-dls1;ant~~ture similar
an'alysiswillbe undertaken in Honduras by I.NA, theuniv~I"si,ty', and other
agencle's.48 '

The present report has attempted to parallel the previous Pile ~sclosely
as possible so ,that comparisons could be easily maae.Thro1J~houtthisreport,

simil~ritiesa~nd differenc~s bet~e~n the two surveys have> b~en ,not~d. Overall,
the most striking point of comparison of Comayagua andSarlta Barbara is that
the similarities far outweigh the differences. In brief, the following repre­
sent some of the cen1;ral points made in this report:

1) Thetrea.~ment-~roup sample contained threestratp, each reflecting
differenta~e~agefarmsizes. The contro~9roupewasdivided into two

48. Currently, ADAI (El Ateneo de la Agro-Industria), a private consulting
firm in~egucigall?~' has the hardware and software. capabilitIes for such anal­
ysl$.' 'The 'Natlonal'Autonomous University of Honduras (UN.AH}, however, does
not'have'the required software and the existinghardwa're is saturated.



94

strata: areas of pr i vate land within the treatment area (specifi­
cally, Las Minas de Oro of Comayagua), and coffee farms in neighbor­
ing Yoro Province. In total, 553 interviews were conducted in the
treatment area and 202 in the control area.

2) Fieldwork proceeded: more efficiently in.the Comayagua survey than it
had in Santa Barbara primarily as a result of the experience gained
in the first study, the availability o.f four-wheel drive vehicles in
good condition, the more efficient use of supervisory personnel, and
~he ,employment ofa clustered "sa.mple d.esig.n.

3) In contra~t to' the SantaBarb,arastuCiy, wher.eqll.,~<d~ta.~nt'ry and
verification functions wer.eperformed in the U.,.8.A •. , in ,this study
those tasKS were done in 'Honduras.

4}1'he .control group proved to be very: ,similafitothetitlinCJ group'in
Comayagua, the only notable differenc:$bein9,inthe.some~ha.t.older
age·· and, ··the> somewhat lower participation' in cooperatives among t;ho>se
in·theJcontrolgroup.

5) The average size of the-sampled parcel was;8.0 >IIIZ., ahd::themean
farm size was 17.8 mz. In Santa Barbara the average farm s~ze was
-l~rger (22.5 mz.) • But these figur.es.are influenced' by a few"large
farms.; the modal ,farm size in Comayagua'" was 6:.5 mz.and' in Santa
B~rba:J:-a" '·9.0 mz.•

'6) Mostresppndents acquiredthe.ir land thro1Jgh purchas.e" with, the
average..durationof possessio'n bei.ng ~ lO •. S.ye?lrs.

"i) ~~ ,,1nSanta.Barbara, . the ,Comaya9u~ r4!spondeo:ts wer,e:alJ\~turegrolitP'
Q~' i.nqividuals. Average.; age inCoDlayaguawas 45.6years,;with:8'5;. O~.'

""b~ingmarried or having common-:--law·:spouses and over· 90%. havlngc,.hil~·"
dren....Age andf,arm size were cJ.osely.l!nked: theold~rthe ,owne;r·,:
the ~arger .the farm.

8) Over four-fifths of the Comayaguarespondentswere natives of the
'department, and the average time lived.' in the community of c.urren,t,
residence was over 26 years. The longer the residence in the de-
part~ent,the larger the. farm size Of the respondent•

. 9) 'As, in Santa Barbar~,educ,ati?nal levels were very low, averaging
only 'slightly over 2 ye~r$; over one-third of the respondents "had
no formal educatioriatall.

10) Living standardsinComayagua were 'even worse than in SantaBarbara,
with 'two-thirds of the Comayagua respondents lacking, toiletfacili­
ties and fewer than' one-third having> water piped into their ,,' dwell­
ings.' Whereas slightly less 'than half/of the homes in Santa Barbara
had dirt floors, nearly three-quarters of those in Comayagua did.
There was a direct positive relationship between farm size and stan­
dard of living.

11) . Themostpopul'ar crops planted among,the'treatment group in Comayagua
were coffee, corn, and beans·, but coffee was somewhat less common
there than in Santa Barbara.
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l~) Many of the, farms in Comayaguadid not.have any crops 'undercultiva­
tion, and those' that ,did used· a portio,n for home oonsumption. '

13) Yields of coffee, beans, and r icewer,e "hig,her .in ComayaguCi ,than in
Santa Barbara, but corn yields were lower. Corn yields were posi-
tively associated with farm size, but coffee yields increased sub­
stantially on~y ogthe.- ~argest farms, and bean 'yields 'showed no
clear r~latioQshiptofarmsize.

14) F'ew Comayagua ,:espondents ha'd livestock, a pattern"a~s9', ,found in
Santa Barbara.

15) The mean 'annual value of production in Comayagu~ wa!31owe,i,',than in
SantaBarbara (1,483 vs~ 2,300 lempiras), a faotor' tl)at' no doubt
was at least partially responsible for the lower lev-elsof living
in the ,former., Additional off-farm income was earned., by. almost'one­
third of the,farIl\famiJ.ies stu4ied anq averaged 2,3l0 1emp,iras for
~hose \fho earned ,such income.

1'6) Low;leve1s of use of improved 'farm practices ,wererePt?rted by
the respondents, although they' were slightly higher ,than in Santa
Barbara. The most common practice was fert:il,izer use (34.9%).

17) 'Improy-ed crop-specific practices did tend to incr:easeqrop.,yields,
although the redu.cedyields res'ulting' fromthereplanti1l9 of coffee
farms tended to cOlQplicatethepicture somewhat, <since the, improved
,pr~ctices ,have not yet been trapslated'. into higher'y*elds. .

l8)Farmsize ,and credit use were closely related t:oinpreaR~guse of
'improved farm practices. <Education (form,al and s,hort-cou,rse) and
'technical assistance also tended to be asSociated with the", use of
these "pt'actices.

'19) Credit:use was somewhat' h'igherin 'Comayagua thanin'Sant:i!;'Barbara,
'but the average size of the loan' was much smaller. Credit. 'use was
associated with improved 'farm practices, use of technIcal assis­
tance, value of farm prOduction" farm size, and eaucation. Its
single strong,est association was with participation" in" the AID/
IHCAFE project.

20) Many respondents lived in remote areas, distant frommanY'f'a.rm ser­
vices (such as markets) and social services (such as schoo'ls).

~;l),Fewer than one-quarter of the respondents had received' t.echnical as­
sistance, although those who did "reported that they were Satisfied
with the assistance rendered. Assistanc,ewas sotnewhatmore common
in Comayagua than in Santa Barbara. Technical <'as'sistancewas also
associatedwithinoreased use of improved farm practices, higher
coffee yields, total income, farm size, amount of land' cl1'ltivated,
and 'education.

22) P~rceptionsof pre,sent and future economic conditio'n,s were far more
favorable in the 1985 Comayaguasamp1ethan in the 1983 SantaBarbara

"sampler T'h~, improved rainfall and pJ;ogress against coffe,e diseases
pr~b~bly influence~ those attitudes.
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?3) The most 'frequently 'noted localptoblemwas the absence "of potable
water" followed ,by roads, schools, medical and 'electric service.
Nearly all of the respondents thought, thatsoIlJething could. be" ¢lone
'to' resolve the'lprob+elDs, ·and ne~rly l1a~f' had' 'actu:ally' ,tr:,,~ed to do
'something.,

2~'), participation in oI:ganizations wasgener'ally" quite infrequent, espe­
cially in key organizations such:as'cooperatives'( 1~8%) and" 'agricul­
turalassociations (7.5%). I~deed,cooperative par<~ici~tion in
Comayagua was eve'n lower than "in' Santa'< Barbara. " pattiqi,pation" was
found to be frequent only in the patronqto,the PTA.'<, '''' and religious
associatio~s. :r,nterest , i~ ,join,i,n9,cooperative,S",however-, was, qpite
w~d~spJ;eaq ,(61.5%) although somewhat l~wer than,,;nSanbCl,:Barbara
(80.0%).

25) KnOWledge of the tit1in~ project' was much 10wer,.in',Comayagua than
in Santa Barbara, probably due tOthe'aJ:)se~ge ,,Offullyqev~loped
promotional activities at the time the interviews' took place. A=­
c()rd~n9ly, a lower propo,rtion ofJ~he< respo,ndents wer,eableto ,point
to advantage~of th,e,ti~lingprogram,butthe level of. res~onse was
st~llquit~ hi~h (70.2% "V:E;. 91.9%l.

26) Although the present study can~ot make any ..e."all1atioll ofth~.po~sible

impact oftitlesincethe~e.baselines.repre~ellt the II befor'e" stage
in the'. "before-an.~-afterll'desig~, itcanP9int to the major factors
that are 'associated '!ith an increasedva~ueof product;ion.ol1. the plot
to be titled. Itwasfou'ndthat each increase in the use of improved
farm practices translated ~ntoan il'lcrease, of ~ 392~lemp-~ras, :and
~~ch increas~ ,of l~z._inplot~ize'translat~dinto:a,n increase of
S8.5 . le1'll~i1:as.Salesto Cl C()9P~rat.iv~alsoincreased farm income,
but that variable was not s~caledin such a way as to beeasi,ly trans-
lated into increased income. These findings are similar to those in

;-Santa,Barbara, although credi;tandstability of residence inCdmaya­
"gua 'did ... not. have .. a strong enough impact· to:.:beinc,ludedln ·the final
ana~ysis (i.e., 1;he final ,mul~iple :,.reg;ression equation'). It was
also deterIllinedthat the va.lue of . production was.,fuI"ther',icncreased
when these production factors were foundtogether>rather'bhan;>alone.

27) Although the results of this study can be generalized with some
degree of ,confidence to other zonesin:Honduras" the, samples over­
represent the coffee farms and underrepresentthe smalle,st farms
in the country. Since larger land size is associated with higher
values of productipn,it can be . expected • that the titling project
~illbenefit thqse who are likely. to ,be in a, position "to earn rel-
atively higher incomes. Also, since'larger land\size,isalso asso­
ciated with gr~ater ,use of improved, agricultural ,p'raotices, sales
to coope:ratives, and··credit, and since-these' ,factors. in,,·,turn are
re,lated to higher production •• values,;>t,he focus.on . the larger farms
will likely prove of additional benefit to those in a·'position to
earn relatively higher incomes. Since coffee is the mostprofit~ble

of all· the major .. cropsgrownbythe're'spondents,andsihcecoffee
farms-produce the highest production :.,. value in the sample, the con-
'centrationon coffee farms will 'again tend to"· benefit those 'who are
in a position to earn, re1ativelyhig'her'incomes. Finally, small
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farmers, especially those who farm fewer than 2 rnz. are likely to
experience fewer benefits from this project than those who own larger
farms. Many of the smallest farms will not be titled by this pro­
gram owing to the legal limitations imposed by Honduran law (except
for coffee farms). Further ,farm size is closely linked to many
of the factors that have been shown to increase the value of farm
production.

Many other relationships are noted in the report, and many others remain
to be explored in the data bases in the months to come. As those relation­
ships are being examined and comparisons are made between the two samples,
work will begin on designing the questionnaire for the reinterviews. It will
follow the same basic format used in Santa Barbara and in Comayagua in order
to maximize comparability. In addition, we expect to incorporate into the
questionnaire new items of interest to INA, IHCAFE, andUSAID.
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")~A I I ))4U / i- 7 I .1)40A LLIJ411 I I I I p4l.A J 1;))421 1 I J 24

. iJ3 jlJICJ/iJi »34/9/9/9791 DJSLlJ/9/9/

1I.JC) I I I. I I JiJ11 J I I I 1))" L!..

trutalea ~ '., .
1I~ ~ I tl. / / bJU/lJ/9/9}91 11)1 19/
11))6' 'a,rjet~Cuae~ill

taslO. ~~

1J't~ 1 1 I. I J 1J44/ J / 71 645 I J 046..·/ I »47 II l l: D47A I I WeI I I I 1b48i I 1D4§7·} 1 I 47

70

241J61 , J I / DCaU J I b62/ I J I I '1J62A J J 11631/ I J..~u I "/

trlJolea

I I ··1 't I I
Illl,77'
I I II. T7
I I.·I}. T7

~dllQ de un1dada 1. Ull'&•• (~I.)·:t. qulDtale. tqq) 3.bultoa (ca••)
4. lat••••edldaa. 0 laloDe. ).·11tro8 ' •.Arroba.~.,laclao,~t.l10. 0.10a,

·'jodavla bablaDdo 8010 de 1.···parcel. a.nalad.t'··Pear favor41lUea
a~... ,-uut•• aanz&ua. eo total cultlv6 eate &Dol a&

alJb). ualau8 MD&aDa. dej6 eD ·de.uDol a&
au-.. Lubt•••~D•• tuvoeDbo.qu••Jaz'·
a1ib1. wlDta. uD&ADa.tJ.eae eD ..torr.~ 0 luala11r_~ _ 40
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LUUP~RA~lO~ .~~ LA CO~L~lDAD

* l,omo Vd. sabe, en todas las comunidades hay p.roblemasque afec t 4D a "todos
los ve'cinos. <.;uAl cree Vd. que es e1· problema,p.rinclpalde esta comunidad?
(no aceptar: "somos pobres", "costa de 1a vida~'

*u. Problema:(Sondeo: "Pues, algUQ :problema que se Ie oturra") 01. No hay
problemas lpasar a 1:.4.) 02. Agua. potable 03. Luzelectrica
04. laminos 05. l:-scuela 06. Serv1c10s medlcos07. Crt£dito 08,. Empleo
&8. hS (Solo anotar un problema)
Otro:---------------------------_......--------

*t.2. Lree usted que se puede hacer alga para reso1verl'o1 1.51 2. No
8. !l~ ~. lnap.

*h:j. ha hecho Ud. alga para resolver101 1. 51 ~.No 8,. NS 9. lnap.

*r..n algunas comunidades hay grupos y,organ1zaciones que ayudan
en e1 desarrollo de esa comunidad. De las organizac:ione'sque
Ie voy a mencionar, me gustarla que me d1jera 81 asiate a
reun10nes de elll;i.ss 81 es miembro de ellas y siVd.foma
parte de 1a .Junta cDirect1va'/

L1

LL

Asiste a reuniones de: % CPa rt,1c1 pac16n "
1:..4. Lna cooperativa agr1cQla? 1. No aslste 2. Asiste 3.
t..). Asociacion ,Agrlcola~(p.e. APROt,;AF,E) 1. No aslate 2.: Asiste 3 ••
10 • una cooperativa" de ahorro y ~r€d1t·o11. No" aslate 2',. Asiste 3.
~7. 1:.1 patronato ", 1. No aslate 2. Asiste 3'.
lB. Asoc:iac16n de Padres de Fam111a 1. No asiste 2. ABlste,3'.
l:.~. Asociacion d'e~~mpesino8 1. No aslate 2., Aslate 3.
.t:..lu. un partido politico 1. No asiate 2. ABlste 3.
1:.11. (solo damas) Club de Amas de Casa 1. No asiste 2. As~iste 3.
l:.12. Asociaciones Deportiv&s 1. No aslate 2. As'1ste3.
Ui.A. Asoc1ac1on r~llg1osa 1. No aslate 2. ABlate 3'.

Miembro 4. Junta / /
l-11embro 4. Junta 77
Miecb:r;o 4. Junta n
Mlembro 4.': Junta T7
~11embro 4:, Junta T7
Miembro 4.' Junta 77
l-11embro 4. Junta 77
lwJiembro 4. Junta / I
~deI!1b,ro 4; Junta T7
Mlembro 4. Junta I I

*k.13. l=.star1a Vd. de actierdo en un1rse con sus :veclnos para vende,r susproductos?
1. 5i 2~' liC) 3. \a es miembro de una organizaclon que vende los
productos,de sus socios 8. ~5 L1

*1:.14. S1 en un pueblo cercano se establec1era una cooperatlv,a p~ra 1a
compra/venta de sus productos, p1ensa Vd. afi11arse cOtlel1al
1. S1 2. ~o' b. ~& 1-1

*U.5. 1:.1 ana pasado' vendi,€> al'gunos, de sus producto,so an1males por med1'oq.e
una cooperat1val '

1. S1 ~. ~o 8.~S

**************************************************************:~:*******

L1 l~
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1: c.-uales de los s1gu1entes animalescr1a Yd. ell 1a par~ela que hemos estadohablandol
(J..eer toda la 11sta)

Animal lantldad
en

b.tstenc1a
1)71 I I I ./

N6mero
veud1dos
este ana

D72 /7 i I

NCuDero
comprados
este ana

D73 J. 1,1 ,/

N6mero
com1dos

. en casa
D74 } I I J 52.

lJ79/' /'1 lObO I I II
IJ82A larjeta' humero 101

lJanado·····. de, engarde

~nado d.e leche

IJ75 I I I I 11]0/111 1J77 19/'1191
Botellasleche

d1ar1as

D7(S I I I I

Dij:l ./ 7. I I

64

76

(.,erdos'

bal11nas

lIS) I I } 7 GS4 I I I I IJ8S I I I I Dba I I I I 13

****.....**************************************************************
rll:.N.l:.1~lA 1)1:. LA 'l1rJ<.RA
·.t'l.· ~ot;1o, obtuvo 1a parce1a de 1a que hemo'sestado hablando7 (~o leer) 1. heredado

2. UOmprado: (nombrede 1a persona a quien compro)
3. Los dos ant~r1ores 4. 'Ocupado 5.Uonac16n otro '8. ~S II

501o'Pa~a heredados 0 Lomprado de sus Padres
·FlA. r;eredado de sus padres ode los padres dee.u senor. 0 c,ompan.et:al

1. padres 2. senora 0 companera 9. !nap

*F2.·; hace cuanto tiempo obtuvo 1a parcela1_" {a,nos)
(Ujo: t.o importa 81 el entrev1stado dist1ngue e,ntre los anos
en que DO. t)uvo el titulo y los que 10 hatenidoe. Solo nos interesa aqui
el oUmero total de atlOS de tenencia del tert:eno.)

,/ .. /./'---

*}t~.• l"uantas manzanas tiene esta parcelal {anotar fracciones) II I I, II------
*1'':'. '.11ene un documentoparaesta parcelai' 1. S1 2 •. Nol pasara F,) / ./

26
/ / /
TT7

2.t..scr1 tura
4.~ada

(anos)--------
·~~A. ~ue clase de aocumentol l.larta decompra venta

. J. Utro
*k r..a~e cuAnto tlempo obtuvo este d-o-c-um-en-'-to-l~'------



*~·b. ~, cant1dad de manzanas posee ell total7 DlZ .(anotarfracclones) I II I, LJ..

108

*~.~. '.L1ene Ud. otros terrenos adems de estell. 51 2. ~o (pasarF6)

*}'.5A. ~uantas parcelasl lO-n1nguna)
*FjB. l,uAntas manzanas t1ene 1a otra parcela (OOO'O-nada)
*~.~(.,. (,;uantas manzanas t1ene 1a otra ------(anotar ,fracc1ones
*F)1). l,u4ntas manzanas t1ene 1a otra
*~'~l:.. (;uantas manzanas t1ene1a otra
*F5F. tu4ntas manzanas t1ene 1a otra

. *F.)b. (;uantas manzanas t1ene 1a otra
*F~li. <.,uAntas manzanas t1~ne 1a otra

1//
I I I
I I I
I J I
1//
J I 7
1/1

1/

/ I
I, n
7, T7
7, n
7, 77
/, / I
I, 77
/, I I

36

56 ,

*i7.· Alqu11a Ud. terreno para cUlt1var de otras personas paraeu1t1var11.Si 2.~o LL,
*~'7A. tuantas manzanas1 I I I /

*¥8. Alqu116 0 arrend6 Ud. a1go de su prop!a tierra aotra, personas este ano?
1. S1 ~. No ~Pasar a FlO. ) LL

*F9. <.,uintas manzanas alqui161 .. __. (OOO-lnap.) I I I I

-FlO. ~n total, cuantas m&nzanasesta cult1vando este ano1nc1uyendo todas sus
parcelas lprop1as yajenasl) (mz.) (anotar frace1ones) I I I /,

~uales de las s1gu1entes mejora. ha hechousted· ell'.la· parcel,. menc1onada1

I I
--r

*i'11. Lercos ae alambre
*~l~. Pozo de agua con bomba
*~·1;'. Pozo de agua s1n bomba
*~'14. ~orrales

*i'15 • l1uros de piedra
*i'lb. 1errazas
*F17. Rompevientos

1.51
1.51
1.51
1.51
1.51
1.51
1.51

2.~o

2.~o

2.~o

2.No
2.}4o
2.t;o
2.~o

I I
T7
T7
/ ···1
T7
T7
I I 7'9

*********************************************************************

*~1~. larjeta ~6mero
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I I
T7 3&

II I
'T17
I II 32

..&8. ~s

Vel1tajas
01. ~oder recib1r c:rEdito 02. Legal1zar m1, s!tuac:16n" O;l. ~WDenta.J

e1 valor de 1& parcela 04. Facil1ta 1a venta de la parcela
0). Mas segur1dad Ob. Foder pasado a 108 h1j08
otra J

109

*«"1.; ha escuc:hadoVd.• alao sQpre, e1 Proarama. de' ,:T1tu14c16nd_ t1errasl
1. 51 2. No lPasar a ·~3.) . L.!..

*<"2. (;oQO 5e d16 cue'nta por 'primera vez d~1,Pr~8rama de Iitulac16n de tlerrasl
1. Radio o. per16dico 2. Amigo 3. Promotor U otro funcionar10 del' 1.hA
4. Func1onarios de <.atastro ~., ,~ntro de Capa~1tac16n 64t~FOP

8. ~s 9. !nap I /

*la9. &:e::as de un titulo, usted cree que hayotros ser\'1c:1os
necesarios para que e1 pequeno agr~cult0J:pu~daaumentarsu
producci6n~. 1. 'st' 2. No'~ £. '\Pasar a hl.) :S! 'liS

*~3-(,5. 1-.11 au op1n16n, cuales son las veDt~ja8 Y. de~vell~ajast 0.,: 8e~· ~ob~eDqy
10 aalo detener un titulo de prop1edad~ lUltrev1st~por: 1;10 leer,
las'alteruatlvas, perosolldear con "otra ventaja1" basta tem1nar
COil todas las que p.ue.d•• ,:./~ ll.olDomaX~DlO~arcar tres)..

*~lU-~12. (A)ma cuales1(tio leer alternat1va~, peromarcar hCis.ta 3)
1. l,red1to 2. Asfstencia····lecnlca 3. 'Mereado 4. ca.mincs
). lransporte ";
Otro -----~. ~~ ~. map

·~b-(,b. hay desventa.j_s~ lMarcarh~sta tree) . ~"". .J

01. "0 bay U~. hay que pagar liDpuestos 03. hay qu~ pagarpor lE. tierra
1I4. ~y que pagar por e1 t1tu100~. Causa ple1toscon vecino.
Yo. ~usa .pl~1tos entr, ~~ familia 07. lr~1t~ eugorroso
Otra: ;. \ . .



110

*;~l. na teniao una v:Lsita de un empleadodel>lM? 1.,Si2.No'(Pasar s..'ll) II

*~~. ~ue tipo a~ ~mpleado fuel ~no leer lista) 1. Promotor
oera '~.1'fS 'y'~> Inap. "-"i

X::.J. :'0 su opini6n, como 'fue< '1a v1sital buena,re'gular,
1. buena 2. Regular 3. t-1ala ~. ~s 9. lnap.

-=='4. ha s1do cv1"s-tado"por al:g(in otro e11lpleado del l11A?~.

1. ~,i :to. ~o l~asar all) 9. !nap .':

Agr6nomo
1/

I I

I /

K::5. «ue tipo de empleado fuel (no leer lista); 1 ~ "Promotora '2. Agr6noIDo
utro b. ~s ~. lnap.

·~o. ~n su opin6n, que')le'pareci61a v1sita7"
rue bueno, regular ~ malo

,'"".1." bUeno ~. k.egular 3. Malo b.l1S 9'~ lnap.

*"~~~',~~***-****.**~*!I.~*~~*.***~.~-*~~~~*~>*~-***'l*************,*********~
L::r...;.iJJ. 'j,O

-.l., h4 rec1b1do Vd. algtin consejo sabre credito agr1~.ola en los ult~mos
C.Q'S anos~ l~"~Sl ~"'~ ~d;'\Pasar a La)

*-'-~--J.4,." JJe que inst1tuc1&n ha 'recib1do; estos cOnSejos~ (ho leer llsta, pero
anotar basta tres)
Ul. ~AJ)l:.SA O~. Otro banco" 03. lliA 04., lt1R.N·05.1hLAFt'
Ub. ~egoc1an~e pr1vado
Utra ij8. tiS, 9~., lQ~p, •

.'. ~ ,.. '.,

*1). (;6mo encuentra usted esta clase dec0D:sejos,: biSti, -regul~r 0 mal01
1. bien 2. regular ~. malo b.hS 9.'" Inap.

*...o.ha sol1c1tado usted cr'dl~()4arl<:()la41g\1na.vei'.~9:.1().oen grupol
1. Solo :t. t;rupo 3. Los dos 4. ho 'lSondeo: hlngCmcrEd1to)'
lSi ins1ste en no reportar cred1to, pasara Jl)

/ /
~

/ /

I /

1/ /
TT7
I., / I

I I-
/ I 51



III

(;ua]~ f'ue e1
US9'pr!tlcipa1

lrisumos . £quip9s1t1erra

Iasad~

'Plazo de ,1nte'r~tl
'Pago~meses) lw1ensual

*Podr1a usted decirme c6mo cons1gu!6 los fon~c;>s necesarios pa~a eul.t1y~r su
parce~a durante los Ultimos 2 anosl (Leer 11's'ta de'todas las fuentes).· .
Se puede marcar los dos usos s1 realmente hi usado el credlto para ambos)

lLod'~fieador'~'lJ lJspr;·:·:'·~.,~ para lnap.)
;%' (;~ant,f>. fue e1

c' '~otCll del Prestuo
Fuente .t'· . Monto

f

..,lli' / I 1''/ I I /Prestamo
Ba!'4lWl:.~a.1

l~ L-L-L 19A L-L-L 110 // 111 l-I 63
.L.

i
. _0~ 1_._S_1_._2_._~_·o_ ......._..-...-1......_5_1_'~··_2...._N.......,o

Pr'es~amos

otro'''' :bane0

Prestamo
lhC~'l:.

""~1~, //:./' // / / U3 LL1 l13A LLL .. 114 //'\ 115'/ I 75
,'t L~' 1.

i

51'2. No 1. Si~. No'
,) .. !il~a~J.a"'.·.· r-J-·e-t-a--~~Um-e-r-."· -/~'8~/"""----~----------------------"--"""""

<~~fllb I /'/l I / .. / U7 / / I l17A LLL U8 / / '119. 1/ 13
L.' . . -- 1. siT No 1. Si~. NO

14u. Para este\.s) pr~stamo-\.s) que u~6 de garant1al (Anotar has~a do.> I I I
I' 7 I 77

127. /./ 37
1.·.Si···2~."No

1.39'1/ 73
1. ~t""".~o

"1.3'1/'" / 49
,l •. S~~. No,

'123 II 25
< -, 1.< S.i, Co .2,. N.o

138 Ll

122 / I
l~ Si.1 2. No. '

130/····/
111,51.2.

0
Np

126 I I
1. siT No

I21A LLL

137A LLL

125A LLL

Pr~s''tamo de 120 / I / I I / I 121 L-L-L
c.,omerciante 1. " <.- ;'-:~

.,.l-

Prestamo de 124 / I ,, / I I 125 LL1
Prestamista L.

Pre's<tamo de 128 I / I / .. i I I 129 LLL
un familiar L.

~r~s,t'a.mo de 132 / / I I I / / 133 LL.L
Uu:,abil'g0 L.

Prestamo de 130 / / / I / I / 137 LL1
cooperativa. L.

14uA. ·.t.arjeta !'4Wnero

··.1lJVO /otras tOJ;IDas} d~' consegv.!r·" f-pq.f;los ne~.esa~1os para eult1var suparcela
durante los 61timos dog anosl Podr1a usted dec1rmc '.1:

141. ha vendido productos par ade'lantado1
i4l. ha vendidoalgun ani~1~

..l43·. ha-... ·gas t~ado ..ahorrosl
~44. Luanto ha gastado de sus ahorrosl
.1.4". Otros

1.51 2.~o

1". S1 2.No
1.51 2.No
Lempiras
1.51 2.No

"~I
T7
T7

/ I '-'-I179
. ---

*************************~*******************************************



112

*l,ual de los sigutentes 'lnsUmos acostumb'rausaruste<1ell .au fineal
\U!er todos)

lnsumo
Jl. Semillas mejoradas o.matas mej~radas,

J:t.. Semillaso matas tratadas 0 fUJiliga4a,s
J 3.," .l S<~ tlen'e~at1lmales) lra tam1entos vet:~r1~r1oa paraanimales
J4.' Abonoso f'f!rtil1zantes .
J~. lnsect1c1das
J ~. herb1cldas.
J't. ·Fung1e1das
J~. BQmba para fumigar
J,~. ~qu1nas para bombear aau­
J:lu •. <.,.ranero .
Jll. Yun~ade bueyes
J.l~. un-, tractor
J"13. ·Poda· de' eaf'
J14. 1J~,atroja

Uso
1. S1Z. ~o
1. 51 2~ ho
1. 81 '2. No
1. 51 2. No
1. 51 2. No
1. S1 2. No
1. 51 2. No
1., 81 2. No
1. ,51 2~ No
1 •. 51 2~ Ho
l'~ S1 '2~ No
1.' S1 2. 140
,,1. S1 2. 140
1. 81 2. ~o

l'l
I I
T7
,-/
n

'TJ':n
n
.]7
T7n
n
T7
I I 23

2. lio .(Pasar a 1<.7 • .>*l\l.hay agronomo8 qu~ 1e .han v1s1tado~ 1. 51

*~~4. Ueque ·111st1tuc16n eralll (ano.tar hasta tres>
U1. banco O~. lhA 03. iec. ~at. 04. Ih~
(J5'~.,Ne'gQc1ante pr1va~o;\ otra------------------------

,06. ~S 99. !nap.

*.l\S.<.::~~onqu.frecuencla ,ree1be estasvisitas. • '.
Los rec1be unavez a1 IDes, varias veces a1 auo, solo una vez
&1 ano 0 solo ram.veeea'! "
1. <.;ada mes 2. Varias veces(treshasta. se1s veees) 3. Solo Ul1ayez

a1 ano 4. Baras veeas 8. ~s 9. lnap.

*Ko. De acuerdo a au op1n16n, ,como encuelltra usted esta.· visitaa: buenas,
regulares omalaa'l 1.'buenas;2'.-regulares3. malas 8'~ hS- 9. lnap'.

/1 I
/'·l'/
/',71

I I

/;/

~.Las slgu1entes presulltas (lQ hasta K(4)~oll so1o~para,ague11osque eultlvaneafe)

*,;). ha tecnif1cado su cafetal? 1.51 2.ho (pasarklZ) 9.1nap I I
lqu1tar sombra, varledades meJoradas, uso de. abonos, fungicidase111sect1cldas)'

*!\b.• ("uantas manzanas ha tecn1f1cadol DaZ. (redondear)-----.......----..... Ill·' 3b
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"K.9. 1Je estasmanzanas tecn1f1cadas, cuantas se hizo con ayudadel proyecto
l*...ullltLA!"J:.l fuiz. (redondear) (ijb8·~s) I 1/ /

~llO. t..t.=Antos anos tieDe su catetall (anos)
~-..----

I 1/

a.t\ll. ~:1 cuales meses apllca::~~"ab01lo asu 'c:afe,tal~ {mes) l~9-no usc abono} / / I
...................-{mes) . / I }

.. *w. ~,t:nde algo de su cafE a algun4 cooperat1val 1.51 2.No I I

*U.J. ~=. los 61t1mos dos anos ha hecho ustedun vivero de cafEl 1.51

9.1nap

9.1na.p

-J\l.J. n.:ectal1 los v1e~to8 su cafeta17 1.51

*U4. \1veUd. en 1a parcela en 1a que esta e1 cafe~all 1.51

..

*JUb. l~ntas plantas de caf' sembr6 usted e1 ana pasadol.

*ll7. ~uantas plantas de cafe sembro usted el ana antepasadol

2.No

2.No

LL
I I

I /

111/1/

I I / I I I

*****_••*************************************************************

*~l. P~ensa vd. que su s1tuac1on economica actual es mejor, igc~l 0 peor que
Ia de hace un anol 1. mejor 2. igual 3. pear 8. ~s

*J..,;l. lt1.;..~ op1na us ted i;} c,tee,· que dentro .de un anosu s1tuaciOn economicava a
se:: mejorf'!sual" epeorque "ahoral' ';1'; mejor 2. fgual 3. peor 8. ~S·

II·-
I I

*lI.J, <...'.;~ op1na usted, cree queen el futuro sus hijos viviran mejor ~ peer que
cc=o vivenactualmentel~Sonded: S1 DO tieut!'h1jos: 51 tuv1era hijosl)
1. :;.ejor ~. igual ~. peor. b. ,bS I /

•

*.L4-) ,,~~ har1a 'Jd. s1 ganara ~O Lempiras mas por semana, como los emplear1a?
\~.~ l~~r alternativas) tl,omo maximo marcar :? alternativds)
tt:. ~mprar mas comida O~. lnvertirla enla ,finca. {abonos t sem111as)
LI..:. ~omparar mas terreno U4. l,omprar :luebles, coc!''na U otro artt!iacto
li~. Fiestas y alcohol V,b • .1nvertlrlo e~ negocl0 07. Ahorrar10
u:::o
b~. -.'t....s-----------------------------

~l.b. L.5 :~d crt!~ que hay t~cnicas que 'lIn agr1cultor pu~dt! usar para m~jorar
y ~uns~rvar sus su~los en el tuturol 1." ~1 l. ~o~Pasar aNI) 8. ~s

*.L.i-b. ,,-o:no cu&lt!sl \SOndt!3r hastados)
1.•~rraz~~ ~. Abono natural J. ~~mbrar arbol~s

:. ~otac16nd~ sl~mbras

b •.,~ .~. ln~p

••*** ••••••******•••••••••*•••**••******.****.********************_.*

/ / /
TTl

I I

/ I I
TTl
1/7 73
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·Ahora unas preguntas sobre au familia •••

t1ene seno'ra) I I I 77 •
11/0/ .

L.L!..
LL

LLL
LL
I I-.--

LLJ..

LLL 13

1. S1 2. ~o*~A. Sabe leer y escr1b1r1

*!Oa. (,;uantosh1jo8 mayores de 10 an08 viven COllusted·1

*Ml. l:.s lid. soltero ,casado!<, '. '.' ";
1. Soltero lFasar a 1-14) . 2. <.:asado "3. ·1Jn1611i1~bre,.··:4~. V1udo (pasar aM4) ·9.
map.i. Divorc1ado lPasar a M4) 6. &eparado" '. LL

*~. Vive actualmente con au mujer (esposa, companeral 1. S1 2. No LL
(9-u.o t1enesenora)

*K3. LuAntos an08 t1ene su senora (companera)7 (atlos) (9.9 • 110
*K:SA. 'larjeta hCunero

- ....,;-

*M5. Msta qu' grado 11e86 en la escuela7 (no a818t16-99)

*11b.ha partic1pado usted'en a11(111 curso 0 cursillo1 1.5:1.2:·'140

*!t7. 1:1e11e Vd. hijos1 1. &1 2. ~o

*M4. <.-uintos an08 t1ene Vd.l __

*)18. ~uanta8 personas en total v1veu en 8U casa7.__

***-******************************************************************

*Ahora, hab:lando ~olo d.elosIl1embro.~de.fam111~quey1vflll<e_a 8ucas.pefo.
que trabajan en ot,ro 1&do:por alguD t1empoJPod.r1austed,c;lec1~equ1,eDe''J:abajan
en otro lad07 ~u-no trabajea en otro lado)

~uAntassemaDaS

B.elac16a. al ano trabaja al11
~ll I I

mareso
Seunal
~2 II I I I

Otro.~8resos,

(ADual)

43~911111

)46 Iii I I

L.

L.

~8 I /1 I I

~.

ft~ I I I l I

L.
~7 LLI

uposa(0)

Jefe

itlja
~1(J LL/

L.
:'11 I I II I

L.
~12 1111 I 53

hijo
~13 I II

L.
~14 I I I I I 63

111jo L.
~17 I I I I I

L.'
hlti I II I I 73

Utro8 L. L.
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***************.******************~****************.***.********.***~

A~L.l:SJJ,lLlUADA S~RV1<;105

*Pl•.... Par 10 general, c:u8Dto tiellpo ellp:lea para 1legar. al 1ugar donde
f.,co8tumbra vender sus product081 (sondeo: el m6scom6n)
"_______ lespec:1f1carhoras y minutos)

*P2.', L6mo l1egaa ese lugarl (110 leer las alternat1vaa) 1. a pie 2. bus
'a.' .moto 4. carro/c:am16u propl0 S~ moto/carro/cam16n de un amigo. 6. bestla
Otro
----~·P2A. 'Iarjeta ~CuDero

*P3.,:v.,,; ~u4l1to t1empo emplean sUS·b1j08 para 1legar a 1& escuela pr1mar1.'m4s
"~e,;rcaDa"/_ _ (eapec:1f1car horas y minutos)

*P4.\.",', C6mo llegan a ese lugar1 l'~ a pie'Z. bus 3. moto 4.earrol
,.'~~1On prop10 ~. Dloto/carro/c:am16n de~ un all1go 6. best!a
Otro------

~uinto tiempo emplea para llegar a1 m~d1co mas cercano que u8ted usal
(espec1ficarho,rasy "minutos)

*Pb. ~mo 11ega a ese lugarl 1. a pie 2. bus 3. mota 4. carrol
cam16n prop!o 5. moto/c:arro/cam1611 de un amigo 6. best!a
Otro --

1/ II

I I 77
11/11·---

II I I

LL

*P7. <.;u!nto tiemp:c1l!llplea pa'ra'llegar" -aIat1euda:mas cerca118'1'"
lespec1f1car:'horas, y .. m1nutos)'----- 11,/·····/

..

*Pb.:"., \ c6mo llega a ese lugarl-1'••' p1.e'.2 •. '.bus 3. moto 4,. car~,ol

:ca=1on propio 5.,motol'c:arrolc:am6Ilde un 8migo
V~o .

****",-******************'!-**~*,- ***~_******* ***1t**************'********'

Con·qu' se alumbranti8t'edes;: l~ candl1 U i Oeo·te' 2. Candela; 3. Umpara deGas
o quinquE 4. Luz el~ctr1c:a

*\.i:t., ltad10 1. S1 2. ~o

*~3. ~~quina de coser 1. 51 2. No
*~4~" kefr1geradora ,,1 •. Si,,· 2.,. t.4o
*~~~. '.a.elevlsor ,1 •. 51., 2. Ho
*~b .., l1ene serv1c101 1. hada.2. Let,r1na ~. Sanltar1,o
*<.<7... c..,6mo obt1ene el agua..:, ..l.r.1oo que,brada2.':Pozo: p6blico 3. Pot'oprivado

4. Llave publica i. Agua potable enla casa
~etdculo: l.nada 2.moto J.carro 0 cam16n

*~~. . c..,uanto8 caballos 0 mula. tlene Ud.l

LL 14

I I
T7
77
T7
77
T7

I I
77

/; I I 24
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*l.U41es de las s1gu1entes mejoras ha hecho usteden su f1nca7

~lO.

*tl11.
*41~.

*~13.

*~14.

*~15.
~lb•.
~17.

*ql~.

*~~g.

Patio de concretotpara'asolear caf'
Despulpadora de cate
Bodegas
lrojas
branero . .; ;,
~ranja

,\~cierros para animales
tasa
<.-orredor
lubera:

1.-51'
1.51
1.51
1.51
1.51:
·,1.51'
'1.51
1.51
1.51
1.51"

2.t-4o
2.~o

2.No
2.!40
2.~0

2.No
2.No
2.bo
2'.,No
2~~0

/ .... / .. ;

T7
t. I,
'T7
T7
,D
TTn
T7
IT

*\t~O·. lJn aradoii:,de',iDadera;~,

~~ •....,~ .. 'lJD:, arado de hierro
~2~. bomba de fum1gar
1lIQ~3. MAquina para bombear·., agua
*(.(24. )unta de bueyes

1.,5,1
1.51
1.51
1.51
1.51

2.No
2.~o

2.14.0
2.~o

2.140

I In
T7
If ,:"
.,J; I 39

*****'****************************************************************

b1chCl~'" g~~'c1as J estas' son tedas las preguntas queteuso .~o;sotros·;
estaBlos planeanclo regresar y bablar COD. usted eu unos an08.

(ute parte c1elcuest10nar1·o"la'11eua:.el·,encuestaclor ,s~I1',haeer,prelUuta.,\al
~J1t~~8tado iDlDed1atamente desvuf.·4e ,1& ,el1trey18:t,a.);

IJl:'9. Firma delentrev1stador-----------------_....._-lIfltJ."F'lrma del supervisor del campo--------------------&Jill'•.~'1rma del cod1f1cador_______-....i. ----------

1I~1~·. ~lrma 4e~;~supervl~or ,de~od1'f1cac:16n_. ........---__...............- •

uPl.
lIP~.

lJP3.
IIP4.

lJP5.

lJPb.
LaI!7•
lJl'b.

<;rado de c:ooperaciol1 1.' Due.u02., Re~1ar .3.!t1alo
Validezde respuestas 1. Verdader4s' 2••'Dudosas·.3 •. Muy 'dud~sa.
lecho de lav1v1enda: 1. Paja 2. Zinc 3. '1eja >4. ABbesto
Paredes de 1av1v1enda: 1. tart6n U otromateria.1 telllporal
2. .Babareque 34f'MCbe'4'·.'·,Madera ce~'111ada .5. <cementoo'bloque
fiso de 1a sala de la·v1vienaa 1. t1erra 2. l1adera cruda 3. 1adr1110
4. ~mento ~.Hosa1c:o

casa: Uita dlv1dida en cuartos 0 0.0:1. Dividido2. Un 8010 cuarto
11po ·4e :,v1Vlenda· 1. M\1~yp()<bre~.-.:pobre:3.modes.ta4c·bllloda
Durac16n de'laentrev1sta enm1nutos
(ver cOID1enzo de 1a entrev1sta)

/ I
T7
T7

1,/

II
·TT
l I....-..-...

!...lJ..
I I I
--n
/ T7
-II

.lJitl~;.~us tituto 1. 51 ~. ~o


