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| TABLE 5.1
Organizational Participation: Comayagua and Santa Barbara
(%)

ORGANIZATION © COMAYAGUA SANTA BARBARA

Agricultural cooperative ’ 1.8 ' 4.6 -
Agricultural association 7.5 6.5 .
Savings—and-loan cooperative - 4,5 4.4

Patronato 42,7 50.1

PTA 30.6 : 33.1 .

Peasant association 3.4 7.9

Sports association 9.0 9.3

Religious association ' 57.3 - v

was lower than in Santa Barbara, it still involved over two-fifths of the ben-
eficiaries. Nonetheless, one would expect that the greatest 1mpact on improv-
ing agricultural income, the primary goal of the titling project, ~would 'be
achieved through membership in agricultural cooperatives and agricultural asso-
ciations. Until these organizations acquire more resources and until promo-
-tional activities are undertaken to increase their membershlp, 1t is not 11ke1y
that they will have much to offer the small farmer.

Potential for Cooperatives

Given the potential importance of cooperatives, the questlonnalre probed y
inclinations to join such organizations. A promotional program designed to
increase cooperative membership would not fall on deaf ears in Comayagua. As
in Santa Barbara, a high proportion of the sample expressed interest in coop-
eratives. It was found that 61.5 percent of the Comayagua respondents would
be w1111ng 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 results were
somewhat lower; there 80.0 percent said that they would be willing to join with
the1r neighbors in selling their ;roducts, 10.7 percent said no, and 9.3 per-
cent said that they were unsure. The respondents were also asked directly

27. 1In Jones et al. (1984:66) the answers to the question excluded the
"don't know" category. 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 in a
nearby village, and 63.1 percent said yes.28 An. additional 23.9 percent
said that they did not know, while only 13.0 percent would not join. In Santa
Barbara, the proportion of potential joiners was even higher: 8l1.4 percent said
yes, 12.3 percent were not sure, and only 6.3 percent said no.29

. In sum, although the attitude toward cooperatives was not quite so' favor-

able as it was in Santa Barbara, it is clear that a substantial proportion of

_ the respondents would be interested in joining one. At present, however, only

- 3.3 percent of the Comayagua sample was selling at least some products through
a cooperative as compared to 1l1.2 percent in Santa Barbara.

. Farm size had little direct relationship to organizational participation

except with respect to cooperatives and only when comparisons are made between

those with farms larger than 50 mz. and all others. It was found that 20.5

percent of those with the largest farms were members of an agricultural coop-

~erative as compared to 7.5 percent overall. The largest farmers were three

times more likely to sell to a cooperative than the sample as a whole (9.1%

vs.  3.3%, excluding missing data). However, additional interest in joining a

.cooperative among this group was lower than the sample as a whole (71.1% vs.

.. 83,1%, excluding "do not know"). Yet nearly three-quarters of the largest
_farmers were interested in joining a cooperative.

Perception of the‘Titling Project

-+ ., .. There was much less knowledge of the titling program reported in Comayagua
. than in Santa Barbara. In Santa Barbara only 4.9 percent of those interviewed
. stated that they had not heard of it, whereas in Comayagua 35.3 percent gave
_this response.  This may be because .promotional activities had not yet been
fully developed by the time of the study, or it may be because the promotion
in Comayagua was not as effective as it had been in Santa Barbara. It is
clear, however, that up to the time of the study INA had had much less contact
with the beneficiaries in Comayagua than in Santa Barbara. Only 11l.4 percent
of the respondents in Comayagua stated that they had had some contact with INA
.as compared to 74.7 percent in Santa Barbara. Of those who had been visited
by INA, most (66.7%) had seen a promoter. The evaluation of the visit on the
part of the beneficiary was rated as "good" by 79.7 percent compared to 88.9

percent would be willing 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 proportion of af-
firmative responses might have been obtained.

29. The results reported in Jones et al. (1984:66) correctly identified the
"yes" responses, including "do not know."

30. It should be noted that the fact that more respondents sold to cooper-
atives than participated in them is not an error. Cooperatives will purchase
products from nonmembers in Honduras.
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percent in Santa Barbara. Only a tiny proportion (1l.7%) rated the visit as
"bad." - There was no significant relationship between farm size and having
heard of the program, except that the holders of the largest farms appeared
more likely not to have heard it (79.5%) than the sample as a whole (66.5%).

Of those who had heard of the titling program, most (82.2%) had heard of
it first via the radio, considerably higher than in Santa Barbara, where the
radio was the source for 63.8 percent. The cadaster was the second most common
source of information on the program (11.0%) followed by friends (4.0%) and by
INA promoters (2.8%)." In Santa Barbara INA promoters were the first source of
information for 21.3 percent of the respondents. This difference is a result
of the interviews 1n Comayagua hav1ng been conducted before group meetlngs had
taken place.f

- A reflection of the differences in promotional efforts between Santa Bar-
bara and Comayagua is the lower level of knowledge of the benefits of the pro-
gram. ' In Santa Barbara 91.9 percent of the respondents named at least one
advantage to the titling program whereas in Comayagua only 70.2 percent did.
An additional 45.9 percent of the Santa Barbara respondents mentioned a second
advantage to the program compared to 30.4 percent in Comayagua. The most com~
monly noted advantage in Santa Barbara was the sense of security produced by
the title (71. 0%), whereas in Comayagua ‘this was mentioned by 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 18.4 percent in
Santa Barbara.32 wWhen added together, then, the security advantage of the
title was the main perceived benefit in both surveys. Access to credit was
mentioned by 18.0 percent of the Comayagua sample compared to 44.6 percent in
Santa Barbara. Since the. credit aspect is a main component of the promotion
* ‘campaign, the lower mentioning of ‘this benefit “is, no doubt, a reflection of
‘the ‘more limited promotion in Comayagua. Other advantages mentioned included
“improving the value of the land and:- the increased fac111ty in selling it, but
' these were noted by very few respondents.

““A'much smaller proportion of the respondents in Comayagua named- a disad-
vantage of the program (26.6%) than named an advantage. This was' almost the
same proportion as found in Santa Barbara (25.5%). 33 The most commonly men-
‘tioned disadvantage was having to pay taxes (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
with family and neighbors that might arise from the titling. Overall, however,
there seemed to be a relatively low level of concern about the. potential dis-
‘advantages of the titling program.

31. The earlier report uses a figure of 75% because it excludes those who
did not mention an advantage.

32. Respondents could name up to three advantages; thus percentages may
total greater than 100%.

33. The figure of "one-third" reported in Jones et al. (1984:67) is
incorrect.



CHAPTER 6: TARGETING OF DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

The long-term goals of the titling project go far beyond its immediate
objective of providing fee-simple property titles to 70,000 farm families in
Honduras. The project paper for this project begins its discussion of the ra-
tionale of the project by quoting from a recent AID policy paper on agricul-
tural development: "Clarity of ownership and title is critical to stimulating
increased capital investment (and therefore production) at the level of the
individual farmer" (USAID 1982:9). The granting of a title to small farmers
“in Honduras is, therefore, just the first step, a catalyst in the developmental
process that should eventually see increased farm production and, by extension,
improvements in the welfare of the farmers themselves.

In this report it is impossible to give any indication of the impact of
- titles themselves, since the findings are based entirely upon the baseline
survey 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 conducted with the beneficiaries in future
years,

- Despite this limitation, the report can provide some preliminary indica-
tions of the impact that t1t11ng may have when combined with other inputs.
Previous studies of t1t11ng have shown that its impact is greatly enhanced

when it is combined with credit and technical assistance. In one of those
studies, the authors make the case that titling by itself will have a m1n1ma1

impact:

the presence of tenure securlty alone will not necessarily be accompanied
by higher farm production; other factors of production such as access to
capital (through credit) and technology must also be present in order
for farm production to rise. But if access to capital, technology and
other factors will raise farm production, they will raise it even higher
if they are made available in combination with tenure security. . . .

a land title by itself will not significantly raise the subsistence farm-
er's agricultural production. Tenure security must be given an opportu-
nity to operate through other factors of production; in this sense, ten-
ure security (the provision 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 1971; also Seligson 1982:31-56,
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In a study of the impact of the Costa Rican titling program, these find-
ings were strongly confirmed. 1In that study it was found that: "The 1land
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 agrlcultural credit" (Sellgson 1982:53).

The project paper recognlzes the lmportance of a package of inputs which,
when combined with secure title, will have a significant impact on farm pro-
duction. 1Indeed, a primary motivation for the loan in the first place was the
need to facilitate credit to coffee farmers who found themselves unable to
combat coffee rust without such assistance. . The widespread growing of coffee
in the Santa Barbara region was the primary consideration for its selection as
the pilot area for the titling program, and the extensive plantings of coffee
in parts of Comayagua no doubt played a role in its 'selection as a priority
area. The hope is that the t1t11ng project will be reinforced by the "Small
Farmer Coffee Improvement" progect (AID loan #522—T—044) that is designed to
channel technlcal assistance and credit to Honduran coffee farmers. = Various
other . ongoing programs focused on rural development should also enhance the

1mpact of titling. :

The need to couple titling with a package of inputs in order to enhance
its effectiveness suggests that the data from the baseline study can be used
to examine the impact of those inputs. That is precisely what we propose to
do in this chapter. The aim is to point to those factors that are most di-
rectly responsible for increasing the value of production among the sample: of
‘titling beneficiaries. To the extent that these findings can be generalized
to other regions of Honduras, the impacts should be felt there as well. More-
over, we can compare the results obtained in Comayagua with those found in
vSanta Barbara in order to determine if some sort of national pattern -is
emerging.- ‘ :

The identification of the collateral factors related to increases in farm
‘ productlon is of con51derable 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 long-term study which will
be completed some five years after the initiation of the program. If there
are efforts which can be made immediately, the data from thlS report could be
utlllzed to help direct those efforts.

We must begin our effort with a 'note of caution, however. ' While we do
not hesitate to point to the factors which we have found to be related to in-
creased farm production, we cannot know with any certainty if these factors
will have the same effect in the presence of title security. Previous re-
search, our own observations, and simple logic suggest that the impact of each
factor will be enhanced when ‘accompanied by title security.33 We do not
know, of course, if such will be the case in Honduras. We do feel that it

35, Statistically this would amount to an "interactive effect" in which
the impact of the independent variables (e.g., credit, technical assistance)
working together is greater than the impact of each variable working on its

own.
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would be a mistake to assume that the least likely scenario will follow,
namely, that these factors in the presence of title have a lowered ‘impact on
farm production. It is far wiser to assume that the impact will 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 assistance concentrate on determining
which factors seem to be most critical in achieving the goal of increased farm
production. ! ’ o : ' v o

The method we have employed to measure farm production has been explained
in considerable detail in chapter 3. 1In brief, we recorded the farmer's an-
nual production on the sampled parcel of the eight most widely cultivated crops
(plus pastureland) in the region and converted these data on production to in-
come generated from the sales of the crops or potentially generated from such
sales.’ To this was added income derived (or potentially derived) from the
‘'sale or consumption of the four most commonly raised livestock. No account
was taken of costs of production. The objective was to reduce the vast amount
of production data obtained to a single value of production so as to allow
-'comparisons among the beneficiaries. For the purposes of this chapter, the
wvalue of production generated on the sampled parcel will be used as the central
‘dependent variable. ‘

The data base compiled for the baseline studies provides numerous varia-
'bles that can be employed to determine which factors influence farm production.
It would make little sense, however, to attempt to examine all the variables
' ‘because it is already known--from previous studies of rural agriculture- in
‘Latin America as well as from studies of titling--that there is a relatively
small number of factors that are most closely associated with varying 1levels
of farm production. Moreover, it would be wasteful of human and computer re-
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.
The variables not used in this analysis, however, play two very important roles
in the baseline data set. First, they serve an important descriptive purpose,
as we have attempted to demonstrate in the previous chapters of this report.
Indeed, we believe that the baseline data provide the most comprehensive pic-
ture of agricultural, social, and economic conditions among smallholders cur-
rently available in Honduras, notwithstanding their limitation to two depart-
ments. As such, we can envision using this data base for numerous other pur-
~poses unrelated to the titling projeqt.36. Second, many of the variables not
used directly in this chapter will become important as comparisons are 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, between the baseline data and the reinterview data. In
addition, these variables will be of considerable importance as control varia-
bles when comparisons are made with the control group.

Drawing on the results of the Santa Barbara study, we found that four
main variables seemed to have important impacts on the value of production.
Technically speaking, these variables are called "predictors" 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 holding

; . Nearly all studies of rural Latin America have concluded that land is the
- scarcest resource. Peasants who live on postage-stamp-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.
- Moreover, previous studies of titling have suggested that those with secure
‘title but an insufficient amount of land are not 11kely to receive adequate
amounts of credlt ‘and technical assistance.

In this report we have repeatedly referred to the size of the farm and
its relatlonshlp to many other variables in the study. Size of titled plot
' (measured in manzanas) is used as an independent variable in this analysis.
In the Santa Barbara study we used a variable (see variable. F6) .that, at the
time of preparing the questionnaire, was meant to measure the total size of
the titled parcel for which agricultural production data were obtained. We
had planned to use the cadastral information for the other plots. However,
as we noted in the report on Santa Barbara, the cadastral information proved
to be unreliable in some instances. In addition, although the interviewers
were instructed to ask about the size of the plot for which the production
data were obtained, the question itself led to some ambiguities on this point.
As a result, a new question (F2A) was inserted in the Comayagua questionnaire
-that specifically referred to the sampled parcel under discussion. Although
the variable was closely associated with F6, especially when the farmer owned
only one plot, this was not always the case. Hence, in this analys1s we use
F2A, the size of the titled plots, as the measure of size.

2) Credit

_ The lack of investment and production capital is probably the second most
serious problem small holders face in rural Honduras. Production increases
require the application of fertilizers, insecticides and fungicides. In addi-
tion, farm implements such as sprayers, hoes and shovels need to be obtained.
The very limited incomes produced by smallholdings in Honduras generally do not
allow the farmers to purchase these badly needed supplies and tools. Loans to
purchase these imports must be repaid, which will be possible only 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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generally must sell his crop to middlemen who often pay prices far lower than
those offered on the market. Some farmers have joined together in agricultural
cooperatives and have marketed their crops directly. In Santa Barbara, it was
found that sales to a cooperative were related to higher values of production.

4) Improved Agricﬁltutal Practices

We were struck by the low level of modern agricultural practices among
‘the beneficiaries in both Santa. Barbara and Comayagua. The use of improved
farm practices was associated with increased value of production in Santa Bar-
bara. In this chapter we use the overall index of improved farm practices de-
' veloped previously. This index groups together many practices, only some of
which‘are appropriate for a given crop. As we noted in our discussion of crop
yields, only when a crop-specific index of practices is created is there any
clear relationship to production in the Comayagua data. However, since the
dependent variable is the aggregate value of all production, we feel justified
in using an overall index of farm practices in this analysis. A more subtle
but far more complex analysis would relate the incomes from each crop to each
separate input. Such an analysis is useful when the focus is on a specific
crpp‘but far less so when overall value of production ‘is of interest. 1In addi-
tion, in the Comayagua questionnaire we added a new series of items measuring
capital improvements made to the farm (see items Q10-024) in order to determine
the relationship these have to. the t1t11ng effort. These items can also be
related to value of production, o .

We did not limit our examination of predictors of value of production to
these four factors. We also examined the following variables discussed earlier
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 services;.i(7)
problem-solving efficacy of the owner, (8) participation of the owner in com-
munity organizations other than agricultural cooperatives.

Methodology

In a situation like thls, in which the researcher is confronted with a
serles of predlctors and a single dependent variable, the most straightforward
analytical procedure is stepwise multiple regression. Simply put, this tech-
nique searches through the list of predictors and selects the one ‘that is 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
the remaining variables the one that has the strongest association with the
dependent variable. The procedure continues until all of the predictor vari-
ables 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 more closely
associated and which less so.  In addition, it allows the researcher to state
how much of an impact on the dependent variable a change in each independent
variable is expected to have. This last outcome of the analysis is particu-
larly important for purposes of targeting development assistance because it
provides an estimate of expected .payoffs of programs that are designed to




enhance the impact of the titling program. 1In effect, it is p0551b1e to pro-
duce reasonable cost/benefit analYS1s 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 made that each of the predictors of farm in-
come that are found to be statistically significant act independently of one
another. For example, the assumption is made that cred1t and improved farm
practices have the same impact on farm income when they act alone as when they
act together. This assumption is neither logical nor, as will be shown, empi-
rically correct. Nonetheless, since the second approach is so much more com-
plicated statistically, it is important that this 51mpllfy1ng 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 here
is that farmers who receive credit and employ improved farm practices will get
a larger payoff in value of productlon than if they had used each predictor
separately. By extension, it is also reasonable to assume that other factors
may play a role at the same time. In this second approach, we are looking for
what statisticians call "interactions." While regression analysis with inter-
action terms in the equations may be a more faithful representation of the true
relationships in the data, it is far more complex to describe than the simple
(i.e., additive) models. Moreover, the estimates of the impact which the in-
teraction terms have on the dependent variable are not easily made and 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 greatest 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 have an impact on an individual basis when associated with the
value of production (i.e., yielded significant simple correlations), but they
tended to shrink in significance ‘when included in an equation with these three
variables.37 The results of the regression equation are displayed in table
6.1.

In practical terms, these results indicate the following. For each in—
crease in the number of improved farm practices adopted by the respondent,

37. 1In particular, the new measure of farm improvements (called mejoras
in the study and represented by variables Q10-024) did significantly correlate
with production value (r = .24) but was overshadowed by measurement of the im-
proved farm-practices var1ab1e and therefore was automatically excluded by the
regression analysis.




83

TABLE 6.1

Multiple Regression Analysis of the Predictors
of Value of Production: Additive Model
(final step of stepwise analysis)

‘ SIGNIFICANCE
VARIABLE BETA OF BETA BETA WEIGHT
Improved practices 392.4 .001 .23
Plot size ‘ i . 88.5 .001 ; ; .20
Sales to a co-op 3,107.5 © L,004 .12
Multiple R = .36 R2 = .12 (adjusted) Minimum N = 545

there is an increase in annual value of production of 392.4 lempiras. Fur-
ther, for each increase of 1 mz. in plot size, there is an increase of 88,5
lempiras in production value. Unfortunately, the variable measuring sales
to a cooperative was not scored in such a way to allow for a similar state-
ment of its effect on farm income,38 but its importance should not be ig-
nored. ' These impacts on the value of production are, of course, theoretical,
but since overall value of production .averaged only 1,483 lempiras, the po-
tential impact of increasing the use of improved farm practices or of augment-
ing farm size by a few manzanas is likely to be substantial in terms of  in-
come generated by these farms. 39 :

‘ ' Thése. findings are not surprising and are very consistent with -those
found in Santa Barbara. In that study, these same three variables were:  found
to be related to increased agricultural income. However, in Santa Barbara it
was found that requesting credit and stability of residence were also related
to farm income. In fact, both of these variables were significantly related

38. Specifically, the other variables were "interval level" measures in
which one unit of land or one increase in the number of practices had a mean-
ingful quantitative interpretation. The variable "sales to a cooperative" was
simply measured by "yes" and "no."

39. By way of comparison with Santa Barbara, each improvement in farm prac-
tices would have increased the value of production by 258 lempiras and each
increment of 1 mz. in plot size would have increased the value of production
by 56.5 lempiras. It should be noted, however, that average value of pro-
duction in Santa Barbara was considerably higher than in Comayagua (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 difference between the two regions was that in
Santa Barbara the strongest association was with size of farm, whereas in Coma-
yagua it was with improved agricultural practices. Finally, the predictive
ability of the model in Santa Barbara was greater than in Comayagua. Further
examination of the two data sets is needed to determine why this proved to be
the case, although preliminary evidence indicates 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 above as well as all of the possible interaction terms. 4l
The "stepwise" procedure first entered the three variables which were included
in the first equation and then added the interaction terms, one at a time. 1In
total, then, this regression equation included seven independent variables in
all. Wwhat complicates matters is that, since the interaction terms are 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 those interaction terms that pass this
‘test enter the final equation. ' B

The results of the analysis with the interaction terms included demon-
‘'strate- very clearly that, as expected, the impact of the predictors working
together is considerably greater than when they work alone. The amount of
~variance explained by the new equation is a full 19 percent higher than in
the ‘equation without the interaction terms, yielding a total explained variance
of 30,0 percent. A further indication of the importance of the interactive
‘effect ‘is that none of the variables from the original equations remains a
significant predictor of farm income. All of the variables are significant
only as interaction terms. A total of three of the interaction terms were
statistically significant. The best predictor was the thrée-way interaction
term--that is, the interaction of farm size, improved practices, and sales to
a’cooperative. The other two significant terms were (1) the two-way interac-
tion of farm size and sales to a cooperative, and (2) the two-way interaction

40. The association between requesting credit and value of production was
.25 in Santa Barbara and .10 in Comayagua,  both significant at .05 or better.
The association between length of residence in the department where the re-
spondents resided at the time of the interview was .19 in Santa Barbara and
.12 in Comayagua, both significant at .05 or better.

, 41, These terms were created by multiplying each. independent variable by
_every other variable to yield three two-way interactions. The three variables
~were then multiplied by each other to yield a three-way interaction term.

42, The appropriate test for this is the hierarchical F-test,rwhich was
employed in this analysis.
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of improved practices and farm size. Because coefficients for equations em-
.ploying interaction terms are apt to be unstable, we do not;report them here.

The overall message from the. second regression analy51s is quite clear.
Development assistance will have a far larger payoff when it has multiple
targets. An emphasis on only one component, such as improved farm practices
alone or cooperatives alone,. will have far less of an impact than programs
which target them both.  Indeed, in light of these findings, the only reason-
able approach would be to design an integrated strategy of rural development
that uses the titling program as a linchpin which ties together programs of
technical assistance, cooperative promot1on, and land redlstr1but10n. :

7 Our,confldence in these results is bolstered because they conform to the
findings of another study undertaken by AID/Honduras as part .of the social
feasibility analysis for their small-farmer coffee-improvement loan (AID loan
# 522-T-044). The findings of that study were based on a sample of coffee
farms and hence do not necessarily apply to the present sample, even though
coffee was the most widely cultivated crop among those interviewed here. The
earlier study examined several factors related to the productivity of coffee
farms. It found that (1) credit, (2) sales to a cooperative, and (3) improved
farm practlces .were significantly related to productivity and the income re-
ceived from the sale of the crop. 43  The one major finding in the coffee
study;that is .not consistent with our own is the lack of relationship. in that
study‘hetween farm size and productivity. However, that study excluded all

i’farms“;arger than 35 hectares, and this may explain the varying results.44

AU B : . : -

Aiiiéiicability to Other Titling Zones

: A vety strict 1nterpretat10n of the results of this . chapter would not
';Aallow generalization to other regions of Honduras and thus would limit their
.. utility for providing guidelines for development assistance. But such-an in-
.7.terpretation is clearly unwarranted since the interviews for the study were,
. after all, conducted in rural Honduras and not urban Switzerland. Many of the
agriculture census data indicate that the results may be generalizable to much
of rural Honduras. Yet it would be a serious error to conclude that all of

43, That study used analysis of variance rather than multiple regression
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 data base for
the coffee study was 251 farms distributed throughout all of Honduras. These
farms were drawn from a larger 1976-78 study conducted as part of an AID agri-
cultural assessment study (see USAID 1978).

44, The coffee study is unclear as to 1ts treatment of 1nteractlon effects.
There is some discussion of interaction, but the published report 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 conducted, the data could be reanalyzed. ‘ :
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rural Honduras is completely homogeneous. It is the task of this section,
therefore, to highlight the most obvious findings of the 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 themselves as the most important for comparisons
. with other regions: (1) amount of land owned, and (2) prevalence of coffee cul-
tivation. Wwhy these two variables? The first is selected because of its im-
portance in the regression analysis presented in this chapter. It was found
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 the findings’
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 based on the need to provide title to coffee farmers so that
they could obtain credit to fight the coffee rust.

Obtalnlng accurate 1nformat10n on the six other tltllng zones so that
they may be compared with the survey data is problematical. A search of the
possible ‘sources of information invariably led back to the 1974 agricultural
census. When we searched AID's country development  strategy statement for
1983, we were referred to the 1978 Agriculture Sector Assessment. When we
‘looked there, we found that most of the studies were based upon the 1974 cen-
. sus.,  The only "fresher" published data reported in the Agriculture Sector
Assessment were included in the sample survey conducted by the American Teéch-
nical Assistance Corporation. Unfortunately, that survey is representative
only of the major geographic regions of the country and is not broken down by
department and therefore 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 sources 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 constraints
facing the government, it is unlikely that one will be done in the foreseeable
future.45 As a 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) coffee
census.

Comparative Land Tenure Patterns:

In the discussion of land tenure in chapter 2, it was reported that the
sample contained fewer farms in the smallest size category (< 2 ha.) than in
the Department of Comayagua or in Honduras as a whole. This was the same.pat-
tern uncovered in Santa Barbara. Hence, at least in this regard, the titling
program as it has been carried out in these two areas is somewhat atypical of
the larger 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.




"TABLE 6.2 .

Farms Smaller than 2 Hectares: Sample and TiﬁiinéiZones

(percent)
. FARM SIZE ‘

Sample Dept. Sample Dept. Sample Dept.
Comayagua 14.9 15.3 15.6 20.6 ' 30.5 35.9’
Copan ‘ , 28.3 . 22,6 50.9
Cortes 19.7 ' 20.7  40.4
El Paraiso ; 15.4 -18.9 <. 34,3
La Paz ' 1.0 18.2 332
Santa Barbara 10.0 20.0 - 11.8 19.7 - 21.8 39.7
Yoro 15.4 ©20.1 . 35,5
All Honduras - 17.3 © 19.8 37.1

‘The pattern of ownership of farms in the smallest category (< 1 ha.) is
fairly uniform for the seven departments. With the exception of Copan, these
percentages range from 15.0 to 20.0 percent. The distribution of the smallest
farms within these departments is very close to the national average of 17.3
percent, thus indicating that they are quite similar to Honduras as a whole.
The same pattern is encountered among the farms in the 1-1.9 ha. range. -In
this size category, the spread is even narrower, with each of the departments
around the 20 percent mark. Again, this 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, with over half of its farms less than 2 ha.

 Summarizing this discussion of comparative patterns of land distribution,
it can be said that (1) Comayagua and Santa Barbara are broadly representative
of the remaining departments, and (2) the farms delineated in the project thus
far generally underrepresent farms in the category of < 2 ha. If the pattern
encountered in the pilot area is replicated elsewhere in Honduras, then one
can assume that there will be general underrepresentation of farms in this
smallest size category.

This finding has some clear implications for the titling program. It has
been repeatedly stressed in this report that the size of farm is directly



88

linked to many other variables under. study. Owners of the smallest farms, as
was shown in chapter 2, generally live under the most deprived economic cir-
cumstances. The value of production they generate from their farms is far
lower than that from larger plots. 1Indeed, the regression analysis presented
above clearly indicates the relationship between plot size and value of pro-
duction. It has also been shown that the other key variables that predict
farm production (i.e., credit, cooperative membership, and improved agricul-
tural practices) are directly related to farm size. Hence, while 22.5 percent
of all of the respondents in the survey with farms larger than 2 mz. had so-
licited agricultural credit at one time or another, only 6.2 percent of farm-
ers in the 2-mz.-and-smaller size category had done so. Similarly, whereas
4.8 percent of the beneficiaries with farms larger than 2 mz. 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 surprising that the small
plots yield the lowest value of production. As a result, in order to earn
enough to survive, the owners of these plots are compelled to - earn income from
other sources. As was made clear in an earlier section of this report, 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.4®
Indeed, this finding is identical to the one reported in the 1978 Agriculture
Sector Assessment (USAID 1978:Annex K:14):

there is a correlation between farm size and the source of family in-
come. As farm size increases, there is a 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 can be assumed, therefore,. that this

~ association could safely be generalized beyond the sample to much of
rural Honduras.

In light of these findings, one would think--at least upon initial con-
sideration--that the smallest farmers would be the highest priority target for
the titling program. After all, titling is supposed to enable farmers to get
credit and technical assistance and thereby allow them to increase their
incomes. : o ‘ ' o ‘ i

Further reflection on this question reminds one of the difficulties that
other titling programs have in titling minifundios and microfundios. In
doing so, they not only legalize the nationwide inequality of land distribution
but also tend to lock people into poverty. Consequently, if the Honduran re-
form - is selectively avoiding giving titles ‘to these smallholders, it may be
doing them and the country a favor. However, this will beé the case only if
consolidation and redistribution accompany the titling program. If they do
not, then the smallholders will face the worst of all pdssible worlds when

46. The analysis of variance results are significant at less than .001.




those around them with larger plots all hold title and they do not.' Those
without title will be unable to compete for credit and may even become soc1ally
stigmatized for their insecure tenure status. Careful consideration needs to
be paid to this 1mportant element of the program.

Coffee Cultivation

The cultivation of coffee is atypically common in the Comayagua farms
studied for this project. The sample of beneficiaries revealed that the
titling program is concentrating more heavily on coffee land than on other
kinds 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 Farms Growing Coffee, in the Sample and in Honduras

AREA 1974 1979 SAMPLE
”
Santa Barbara 41.0 49,8 69.4
Comayagua 33,5 32,7 o 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: Censo Agropecuario, vol. 63 1979: "Censo
' cafetero," typescript (Tegucigalpa: IHCAFE).

A brief examination of the coffee census, which presents data from 1979,
reveals that, nationwide, coffee is being grown on a smaller percentage of

farms than in 1974. 1In 1974, 24.9 percent of all Honduran farms were growing
at least some coffee, whereas in 1979 that figure had dropped to 20.5 percent.

This decline is very surprising given the huge increase in national coffee
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production during this period (during which world market prices reached an
all-time high). National production of coffee in 1973/74 stood at 1 million
46-kg. bags, and by 1980/81 it had reached nearly 1.4 million. Three possible
explanations emerge from these flgures._ The first is that coffee 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 under cultivation .-has remained 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) all coffee production, no matter how limited. It is impossible to se-
lect among these alternatives without additional information,  but an educated

/ ,guess is, that all are. part1ally correct.47 In any event, the 1979-.data for

‘the seven t1t11ng departments reveal that there are few major .changes, with
the exceptlon of the marked drop in La Paz and a somewhat smaller decline in
Yoro. Again, given the dlfflculty in comparing the two sources 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 question arises as to the impact that this might
have, if any, upon the goal of the t1t11ng program to a551st in the improvement
of coffee 'cultivation (and specifically to fight the" coffee rust). 1If, for
example, coffee farms were concentrated in this smallest category (of <2 mz.)
-then the program would have a reduced 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 variables that seem most important for the project,
size of land and coffee cultivation, it was found that: (1) the delineated
farms in Comayagua and Santa Barbara systematically underrepresent 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 implications of these two findings for the remainder
of the project are as follows.

1) Since larger land size is associated with higher value of production,

it can be expected that the titling project will benefit 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, and sales to cooperatives, and since
these factors are each related to higher values of production, the

47. A further factor which complicates the interpretation of these data is
that the denominator for the calculations from the 1979 data was the 1974 cen-
sus report of the number of farms in each department. Since the number of
farms has, no doubt, increased since 1974 (given the rapid population growth
‘over these years), it ‘is likely that the actual proportion of farms growing
coffee according ‘to the 1979 coffee census is even lower than represented 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.

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.

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. 1In the second place, farm size is
closely linked to many of the factors that increase the value of farm
production,
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CHAPTER 7: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This study of Comayagua has presented an overview of the major descriptive
information obtained from the second baseline survey conducted as part of the
longitudinal evaluation of the Honduran small-farmer titling program. When
added to the data collected for the first baseline survey and the case studies
conducted by the Land Tenure Center, the data base is the richest ‘ever col-
lected for an impact study of land titling. The real payoff, however, from
the standpoint of evaluation and program design, will not be obtained until
the follow-up interviews are conducted at the end of the project,  currently
scheduled for 1988. The follow-up surveys will attempt to reinterview 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 such data are available, however, the data contained in the baseline
surveys can be of considerable utility to the Government of Honduras and to
international donors. The surveys provide a wide-ranging description of the
conditions found in two major regions of rural Honduras and, as such, augment
the picture obtained from the out-of-date 1974 agricultural census. In addi-
tion, since the questionnaires used in these surveys are far richer than the
one used in the census, considerably more detail can be obtained from these
studies. ‘Further, the ready availability of these surveys on computer systems
in the United States (currently at the University of Wisconsin-Madison, Uni-
versity of South Florida, and University of Illinois at Chicago) makes second-
ary ‘analysis of the data bases inexpensive and easily conducted. One such
study, focusing on coffee farms, is already under way, and other studies are
contemplated. It is to be hoped that in the not-too-distant future similar
analysis will be undertaken in Honduras by INA, the university', and other
agenc1es.48 '

The present report has attempted to parallel the previous one as closely
as possible so that comparisons could be easily made. Throughout this report,
similarities and differences between the two surveys have been noted.. Overall,
the most striking point of comparison of Comayagua and Santa Barbara is that
the similarities far outweigh the differences. 1In brief, the following repre-
sent some of the central points made in this report:

1) . The treatment-group sample contained three strata, each reflecting
- different average farm sizes. The control group was divided into two

48. Currently, ADAI (El Ateneo de la Agro-Industria), a private consulting
firm in Tegucigalpa, has the hardware and software capabilities for such anal-
ysis. The National Autonomous University of Honduras (UNAH), however, does
not have the required software and the existing hardware is saturated.




2)

3)

4)
5)

6)

)

strata: areas of private land within the treatment area (specifi-
cally, Las Minas de Oro of Comayagua), and coffee farms in neighbor-
ing Yoro Province. 1In total, 553 interviews were conducted in the
treatment area and 202 in the control area.

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 of four-wheel drive vehicles in
good condition, the more efficient use of supervisory personnel, and
the employment of a clustered sample design.

In contrast to the Santa Barbara study, where all data entry and
verification functions were performed in the u.s A., 1n this study
those tasks were done in Honduras.

The control group proved to be very similar to the t1t11ng group in
Comayagua, the only notable differences being in the somewhat older
age -and the somewhat lower participation in cooperatives among those
in the control group. -

The average size of the sampled parcel was 8.0 mz., and the mean
farm size was 17.8 mz. In Santa Barbara the average farm size was
larger (22.5 mz.). But these figures are influenced by a few large
farms; the modal farm size in Comayagua was 6.5 mz. and in Santa

- Barbara, 9.0 mz.

Most respondents acquired their 1land through purchase, with  the
average duration of possession being 10.5 years.

As in Santa Barbara, the Comayagua respondents were: a mature- group:

of individuals.. Average age in Comayagua was 45.6 years, with :85,0%

,'“belng married or having common-law spouses and over 90% having chil--
. dren. Age and farm size were closely linked: the older the owner,

8)

9)

10)

11)

the larger the farm.

Over four-fifths of the Comayagua respondents were natives of the
department, and the average time lived in the community of current
residence was over 26 years. The longer the residence in the de-
partment, the larger the farm size of the respondent.

As in Santa Barbara, educational levels were very low, averaging

only slightly over 2 years; over one-third of the respondents had
no formal education at all.

Living standards in Comayagua were even worse than in Santa Barbara,
with two-thirds of the Comayagua respondents lacking toilet facili-
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 1living.

‘The most popular 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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Many of the farms in Comayagua did not have any crops under cultiva-
tion, and those that did used a portion for home consumptlon.

Yields of coffee, beans, and rice were higher in Comayagua than in
Santa Barbara, but corn yields were lower. Corn yields were posi-
tively associated with farm size, but coffee yields increased sub-
stantially only on the largest farms,: and bean yields showed no
clear relationship to farm size. -

Few Comayagua respondents had 1livestock, a pattern also found in
Santa Barbara. ,

The mean annual value of production in Comayagua was lower than in
Santa Barbara (1,483 vs. 2,300 lempiras), a factor that no doubt
was at least partially responsible for the lower levels of living
in the former. Additional off-farm income was earned by almost one-
third of the farm fam111es studied and averaged 2,310 lempiras for
those who earned such income.

Low ' levels of use of improved farm practices were rebqrted by

~the respondents, although they were slightly higher than in Santa

Barbara. The most common practice was fertilizer use (34.9%).

Improved crop—spec1f1c practices did tend to increase crop . ylelds,

~ although the reduced yields resulting from the replanting of coffee

farms tended to complicate the picture somewhat, since the improved
practices have not yet been trapslated into higher yields.

‘Farm size and credit use were closely related to increased use of

improved farm practices. ‘Education (formal and short-course) and

" technical assistance also tended to be associated with the use of

these practlces.

Credit use was somewhat higher in Comayagua than in Santa 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 education. Its
single * strongest association was with participation’ in  the AID/
IHCAFE project.

Many respondents lived in remote areas, distant from many farm ser-
vices (such as markets) and social services (such as schools).

Fewer than one-quarter of the respondents had received technical as-
sistance, although those who did reported that they were satisfied
with the assistance rendered. Assistance was somewhat more common
in Comayagua than in Santa Barbara. Technical assistance was also
associated with increased use of improved farm practices, higher
coffee yields, total income, farm size, amount of land cultivated,
and ‘education. ' \

Perceptions of present and future economic conditions were far more
favorable in the 1985 Comayagua sample than in the 1983 Santa Barbara

.sample. The improved rainfall and progress against coffee diseases

probably influenced those attitudes.




. 23) The most frequently noted local problem was the absence of potable
water, followed' by roads, schools, medical and electric service.
Nearly all of the respondents thought that something could be done
to resolve the ‘problems, and nearly half had actually tried to do
somethlng.

24) Participation in organizations was generally quite infrequent, espe-
cially in key organizations such as cooperatives (1.8%) and‘ agricul-
tural associations (7.5%). Indeed, cooperatlve part1c1pat10n in
Comayagua was even lower than in Santa Barbara. Part1c1pat10n was
found to be frequent only in the patronato, the PTA, and religious
assoc1at10ns. Interest in 301n;ng cooperatives, however, was quite
widespread (61.5%) although somewhat _lower than .in Santa :Barbara
(80.0%).

- 25) Knowledge of the t1t11ng project was much lower in Comayagua than

: in Santa Barbara, probably due to the absence of fully developed
promotional activities at the time the interviews took place. Az~
cordingly, a lower proportion of the respondents were able to point
to advantages of the titling program, but the level of response was
still quite high (70.2% vs. 91.9%).

26) Although the present study cannot make any evaluation of the possible
"impact of title since these baselines represent the "before" stage
in the ”before—and—after" design, it can point to the major factors
‘that are 'associated with an increased value of productlon on the plot
to be titled. It was found that each increase in the use of improved
farm practices translated into an increase of 392 lempiras, .and
each increase of 1 mz. in plot size translated into an increase of
88.5 lempiras. Sales to a cooperative also increased farm income,
‘but that variable was not scaled in such a way as to be ea81ly trans-
lated into increased income. These findings are similar to those in
Santa Barbara, although credit and stability of residence in Comaya-
. gua did not have a strong enough impact to be included in the final
~analysis (i.e., the final multiple regression equation). It was
also determined that the value of production was . further  increased
when these production factors were found together rather than alone.

27) Although the results of this study can be generalized with some
degree of confidence to other zones in Honduras, the samples over-
represent the coffee farms and underrepresent the smallest farms
in the country. Since larger land size is associated with higher

- values of production, it can be expected that the titling project
will benefit those who are likely to be in a position to earn rel-
atively higher incomes. Also, since larger land size :is also asso-
ciated with greater use of improved agricultural practices, sales
to cooperatives, and credit, and since these factors in.turn are
related to higher production values,. the 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 most profitable
of all the major crops grown by the respondents, and since coffee
farms produce the highest production value in the sample, the con-

--centration on coffee farms will again ‘tend to benefit those who are

in a position to earn relatively higher incomes. Finally, small




farmers, especially those who farm fewer than 2 mz. 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, and USAID.
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Estudio de Base del Proyecto de 1itulacibm
Febrero - Abril 1985
Tegucigalpa, D.C.

(k1 encuestador debe llenar esta seccién del cuestionario previo a la visita)

DAT0S Dk IDENLLFICACION

- 15

25

36

1D U.bdigos. experimental empieza con 001, ‘control con 700)" NN
Al. ‘larjeta n(mero . .
A2. Area: 1. bhxperimental (1itulacisn) 2. (.ontrol 3. (.ontrol Privado : 1/
A3. Nombre del dueno:. Primer apellido. L NN RREN. / /
A4. Segundo apellido: . . L e A AL
A5. Noumbre: [ 1077177/ /]/
Ab. Sexo del duenmo: 1. hombre 2. Mujer i
UBLCACION DE PARCELA &~ : ’
kxperimental . Control o Tl
A7. Departamento: :+703 Comayagua - - -04 A SRR A Y )
AB. Municipios:wici’ R O S - e o B CTT

AY. Mapa -

Al0. Aldeas__ __ .. .

_ All. Mémero de parcela: e o

Al2. Cbdigo de ident.: . / / / / / /
“(bepto.) (Munic.) (Aldea) (No. Parcela)

/[ 1/

Dal0S DEL CALAS1KO SOBRE PARCLRLA DE LA MUESTKA

~..{sodificador: Usar ei cbdigo cero (0) para indicar que no
. tiene el irea dedicada al cultivo especificado)

. Al5. hectireas aedicadas a café (ce) —— L 111, 11
~ Alb. Hectireas dedicadas a malz (mz) S Y AV Y T |
4l7. hectireas dedicadas a pasto (pn, zm, pc, zc) —_—— /1 /1 /7, [/
Als. Hectireas -dedicadas-a frijol (£1). - . v o [l Ayl
AlY. hectireas cedicadas a bosque (bha, hp) ——e . L 111, ]
Alba. ‘larjeta nlmero. . . EEEEEY Y/
A20. Hectireas dedicadas a bananos (bn) Y A AV A% S Y
... a2l. Hectéreas dedicadas a matorral o guamil (mt) I Y P
..-A22. hHectireas total de la parcela : . TT71, 1
Az2b. Documentacidn para titulo : __ ‘ T Y Y
'/ UBLLACION DEL ENIREVISIALO
Al00. Lepartamento: /1 /
Al0l. Municipio : /7 7/
AlUZ. Aldea : / 1/

.98

 Enteros/L&cimos

78

21




1lo4

hora de comienzo de la entrevista

*buenos dlas, me llamo » estamos haciendo un estudio comn el
(atastro y el 1NA. Ando visitando a los campesinos de esta aldea para
conocer mejor su situacitm y conversar sobre varios temas con el
propésito de mejorar nuestra‘labor. Nos gustarfa platicar con vd. por

una media hora sobre su finquita. 1loda la 1nformac16n que Vd. nos da se
manejari en forma confidencial, por su puesto.

*Primero quisiera saber si Vd. es (nombre del dueno, ver pagina 1)
(S1 no es el dueno buscarlo hasta encontrarlo. Arotar aqui las sgenas
para eacontrar el dueno)

Bl. Lla entrevista se llevd a cabo con:
1. El dueno. 2. k1 mayordomo. 3. No pudo encontrar a la persomna
4. La persona negd ser dueno de la parcela 5. La persona rechazd

'la entrevista a pesar de ser dueno de la parcela 6. Un familiar
7. Grupo o municipal

Otro

' / /
t****tﬁ**ttt*tt*8*#**‘3‘*‘*(&#**3********tt**************t***********tt**t
M1GKALLUN : 4 , ; .
*.1. Luanto tiempo tiene de vivir en esta aldea (anos) | / 1/ /
*(2. ) en este departamento? _ ‘(especificar anos y meses) R /] /

" (menos de 6 meses = 0, 6 meses hasta 1Z meses = 1)
3. Londe nacib Vd? ___ * AV AT 1

tLepartamento) (Municipio)

t*tttfttt*tt***ttttt***ttt*tt*tt**t**ttt**t**tﬂ!t**tt***tttl*ﬁ*tt**t***t***t

PKOULCLION Y MEKCADEO  WO: SULO DA10S DE LA PARCLLA DE LA MULSTRA

*ahora vamos a hablar de lo que usted sembrd y cultivé el ano pasado en la parcela
mencionada, o sea desde febrero de 1984 hasta febrero de 1985. ' Solo nos interesa sus
siembros y cultivos en la parcela que esti ubicada en el Municipio de ;

(ver primera pagina), Aldea de (ver primera péagina). 0 sea, la parcela
que colinda con: y también con y A (Leer
toda la lista) (Anotar fracciones de mz.)




Lantidad ! tantidad.  Unidad Cantidad  Unidad Unidad Precio  Unidad

Sembrada Unidad _ guardada de - consumo de Cantidad de unidad de

tultivo hz. Froduccibn medida  para semilla - hedida - Casero Medida vendida Medida (Promedio) Medida

w /74,10 7/ve11111 ll.'i_l_i v/l 7/ fbﬁr_f__l' R ANN DSALlDbII/IfW_/_L 7777/ DIA/ [/ 54
— —_— ot e N IE— , 1. Uva
2. Pergaaino

wfé A o .

w 110, 11w DIOII nu { 'mu/l ma2//// maa/ /o1 /777 vaa/ /] /77 77
bl4a larjeta a NGmero /L .

Lacao ‘
b1577777m77777m777 m3777 BI!EH 5T§77775[57752577777“577521[//1 24

banano ’ .

Dul/l IlD&SIIIII D24 / / D25 / [/ / D’l.')ALi - D26 / I/[DQGA]/DZT///II DI7AIID28/I// 47
brutales - : q )

vew /71,117 DJUI9/9/9]9/ b3l /9/ D32 l9797 - D33 7575757 D34797 75797 D35797§I9l i T 67

L35A 1arjets Namerd J4/ : ‘

Fastos XWMMMMWWWXWWWWWW
Lo /17, 7737771117 v3s/d DJ9I// luull wo/ E711 DM)AIIMI/IIII naul/mzl//[ 24
W [T 7, 77 Wal 7777 DSITT Db/ 77T Da6A / 1 De) [ /7 7 DA I D8] 7T 1T 1 N&A_I_[MBIIII . 47

trijoles ’ .

Y ENNEREDYRNNNR YN XYW N 538 /1 / V54 / 7 1/ Ls4A 7 T V551 T 1T 1717 DS.‘:A!_I_.DSbrfI / 70
L56a 1arjeta N(melp 157 .

Arroz . ¥ g
V7 L1 1, L Twel 11l vl wull/d Woa / /. vel / / /1 Doda/ f w62/ [ /77 we2a 7l I3/ 1 7 7 26

Lana

L6digo de unidad: 1. Largas (Lgs) z. quintales (qq) 3. bultos (canas)
4. lates, medidas, o galones 5. litros 6. Arrobas 2. hcl-oq-nllol 0O.1nap

*jodavia hablando solo de la parcela senalada, por favor digame: -

~
~
-~
-
.

.
~

%04, Luantss manzanas en total cultivd este ano? ag

*b5. Lulntas manzanas de j6 en descanso? nz 7717, 717
%166, Lubntas manzanas tuvo en bosques? me 7777, 71
*Lb7. tuintas manzanas tiene en matorral o guaim{l? Cmz 777, 71

40
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CUUPLRACLION EN LA COMUNIDAD

8. NS (Solo anotar un problema)
Otro:

* (omo Vd. sabe, en todas las comunidades hay problemas que afectan a todos
los vecinos. Cudl cree Vd. que es el problema principal de esta comunidad?
(no aceptar: “somos pobres”, "costo de la vida") v

%xr1. Problema:(Sondeo: "Pues, algﬁn problema que se le ocurra”) 0l. No hay ;
problemas (pasar a L4.) 02. Agua potable 03. Luz eléctrica
04. (aminos 05. Lscuela 06. Servicios m&dicos 07. Crédito 08. Empleo

8. nS 9. lnap.

parte de la Junta Directiva?

Asiste a_reuniones de: , :
k4. Lna cooperativa agricola? 1.
k5. Asociacidn Agricola ‘(p.e. APROCAFE) 1.

Lo. Una cooperativa.de ahorro y crédito? 1.
k7. k1 patronato : 1.
| k8. Asociacibén de Padres de Familia 1.
LY. Asociacidn de’'(ampesinos ) 1.
£10. Ln partido politico 1.
£ll. (solo damas) Club de Amas de Casa 1.
rl2. Asociaciones Deportivas 1.
klzA. Asociacién religiosa 1.

productos de sus socios 8. NS

1. 51 2. No 8. NS

una cooperativa? -
1. 81 2. No

No
No
No
No
No
No

No

No
No
No

*cn algunas comunidades hay grupos y organizaciones que ayudan
en el desarrollo de esa comunidad. De las organizaciones que
le voy a mencionar, me gustaria que me dijera si asiste a
reuniones de ellas, si es miembro de ellas y si Vd. forma

* Participacidn

asiste
asiste
asiste
asiste
asiste
asiste

asiste

asiste
asiste
asiste

2‘
2.
2.
2.
2.
2.
2.
2.
2.
2.

Asiste
Asiste
Asiste
Asiste
Asiste
Asiste
Asiste
Asiste
Asiste
Asiste

8. NS

3.
3.
3.
3.

3..

3.
3.
3.
3.
3.

*113. kstaria Vd. de acuerdo ;n unirse con sus vecinos para vender
1. S4 2. No 3. la es miembro de una organizacion que vende los

ARRRKRRRRRXRRRARXRRRRRRXRRRRRRRARRARRRARRARRRRRRRKRRRARRRARKRR t***ttt*?tt*****

*x:2. (ree usted que se puede hacer algo para resolverlo? l. Si 2. No

*:3. ha hecho Ud. algo para resolverlo? 1. S1 2. No 8. NS 9. Ilnap.

Mienbro
Miembro
Miembro
Miembro
Miembro
Miembro
Miembro
Miembro
Miembro
Miembro

Junta
Junta
Junta
Junta

, Junta
- Junta

Junta
Junta

' Junta

Junta

sus productos?

*r14, Si en un pueblo cercano se estableciera una coopetativa para la
compra/venta de sus productos, piemsa Vd. afiliarse con ella?

*£15. k1l ano pasado vendid algunos de sus productos o animales por medio de

~
~

~
~

~
~

~
S b

ANNNNNAN

~
~.

~
~

Iy
~

18
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2 (uiles de los siguientes animales crfa Vd. en la parcela que hemos estado hablando?
(1eer toda la lista) ' .

Animal Cantidad NGmero NGmero NGmero
en vendidos comprados comidos
kxistencia este ano este ano : en casa
vy 7777 - D012 T 777 737777 D74
Lanado de engorde :
» vis /7 /11 vie / / /] L77 /9/9/9/ I8 / /1 /1 /
: Botellas leche :
Ganado de leche : diarias
. we s 71717 DsO / /[ / Del / / / / e/ /.17
182A larjeta Mimero /6/
(erdos :
w3 /7 /777 we /777 w7777 Dbo /1 / [/
Gallinas

AREXRAXARKARARRRXARERARRARXARRARRARARRARARRRARRARL AR LARARRRRRRRARRARRARARRKRRRARRK

AENEM 1A DE LA 11:KRA
*Fl. (omo obtuvo la parcela de la que hemos estado hablando? (No leer) 1. heredado

2. Comprado: (nombre de la persona a quien comprd)
3 Los dos ant=riores 4. Qcupado 5. bonacidn otro 8. NS /[ /

Solo Para heredados o Lomprado de sus Padres
*FlA. rheredado de sus padres o de los padres de su senora o0 companera?

1. padres 2. senora o companera 9. Inap 1/
*F2. hace cuanto tiempo obtuvo la parcela? _ (anos) o ‘ / [/ /

(Ujo: No importa si el entrevistado distingue entre los anos

en que no. tuvo el titulo y los que lo ha tenido. Solo nos interesa aqui

el nlmero total de anos de temencia del terreno. )
*p2A. Ludntas manzanas tiene esta parcela? (anotar fracciomes) / / / /, /
*r3. iiene un documento para esta parcela? 1. Si 2. No (pasar a F5) . 1/

®b3A. e clase de documento? 1l.Carta de compra vemta 2.kscritura .
~ 3.utro 4.Nada !/ /]
*iéh’ mave cuinto tiempo obtuvo este documento? (anos) [ 77

64

76

13
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*FS. 1iene Ud. otros terrenos ademis de este? 1. Si 2. No (pasar F6) 1/
XFSA. Cuintas parcelas? (U=ninguna) 1/
%*FS5B, (ufntas manzanas tiene la otra parcela (0000=nada) /1 /111, [/
Xk95(C. Cuintas manzanas tiene la otra (anotat fracciones / / / /, 7/
*F5D. (uintas manzanas tiene la otra [ 11/, [/
*FSk. Cuintas manzanas tieme la otra 7777, 717
*FSF. Cuintas manzanas tiene la otra {11/, [/
*F5G. Cuintas manzanas tieme la otra 174, 7/
*F5H. (uintas manzanas tienme la otra /[ /171, I/

%kb. (& cantidad de manzanas posee en total? mz.(anotar fracciones) / / / /, [/ /
*F7." Alquila Ud. terrenmo para cultivar de otras personas para cultivar? 1.8i 2.No [/ /

*k7A. Cufintas manzanas? /1 /1 /

*F8. Alquild o arrendd Ud. algo de su propia tierra a otras persohas este ano?
1. S1 2. No (Pasar a F10.)

~
~

|

~
~
~
~

*F9. (ufntas manzanas alquild? ___ _ - (000=Inap.)

|

*F10. En total, cuintas manzanas esta cultivando este ano incluyendo todas sus
parcelas (propias y ajenas?) (mz.) (anotar fracciomes) /[ / / /, [/ /

*Luales de las siguientes mejoras ha hecho usted en la parcela mencionada?

*Fll. Cercos de alambre 1.84 2.No 1/
®Flz. Pozo de agua con bomba 1.84 2.No / /
%*K13. Pozo de agua sin bomba 1.4 2.No 77
*Fl4. Corrales 1.84 2.No / /
*F15. Muros de piedra 1.84 2.No 77
*F16. lerrazas 1.54 2.No / /
*F17. Rompevientos 1.81  2.No 77

ARRRXRRRRARRRRRRRRRARRRRRRRRRRARRKRARXRRRRRRXRRRARRRRRARRRRRRARARRRARRAR

*F18. larjeta hGmero

36

56

79
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CONOCIMIENTO DEL PROYEC10 DE 111ULACLON

*,1l. ha escuchado Vd. algo sqobre el Programa de Titulacién de tierras?

1. S1 2. No (Pasar a G3.) 1/
*02. Como se did cuenta por primera vez del Programa de Titulaci6én de tierras?
1. Radio o periddico 2. Amigo 3. Promotor u otro funcionario del INA
4. Funcionarios de (atastro 5. Centro de Capacitaciébm 6. INFOP
8. NS 9. lnap ‘ o T : -1
*63-¢5. kn su opinién, cuales son las ventajas y desventajas, o0 sea lo bueno y
lo malo de temer un titulo de propiedadl (Entrevistador: no leer
las alternativas, pero somndear con "otra ventaja?” hasta terminar
con todas las que pueda. . (Lomo mdximo marcar tres)
Ventajas
Ul. Poder recibir crédito 02. Legalizar mi situacién 03. Aumenta .
el valor de la parcela (4. Facilita la venta de la parcela e . »
05. Mas seguridad U6. Poder pasado a los hi jos s : . / /1
-otra 7 77
s L E , L IR vy Y I
88. nS
. ®M;6-L0. hay desventajas? (Marcar hasta tres)
Ul. NO bay UZ. Hay que pagar impuestos 03. hay que pagar por 1z tierra [/ /
V4. Hay que pagar por el titulo 05. Causa pleitos con vecinos 7 77
Vo. Lausa pleitos entre la familia 07. 1rdmite emgorroso = = /77 32
Qtra: ‘ '
88, NS
*.9, acezis de un titulo, usted cree que hay otros servicios
necesarios para que el pequeno agricultor pueda aumentar su
_produccidn? 1. S1 2. No.  (Pasar a Hl.) 8. NS 1/
*blu-blz Como cudles? (No leer alternativas, pero marcar hasta 3)
1. Lrédito 2. Asistencia lécnica 3. Mercado 4. Caminos 1/
3. iransporte
vutro !/ /
8. M Y. lnap 77 36

RRRARKRARARKRRRARARRARARRRRRRRRARRRRRRRRRRRRRARRRARRRARRNKRRRARRRRRRARRARRARAR
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CoNiaALIU LUN BL LMNA

x..1
i

xnd.

*=3.

x.1.

X.0.

na tenico una visita de un empleado del IMA? 1. Si 2. No (Pasar a'll)

(ue tipo ae empleado fué? (no leer lista) 1. Promotor 2. Agrdénomo
otro ‘ 8. NS 9. lnap.’ o

za su opinibén, como fué'la visita? buena, regular, mala? -

. 1. buena 2. Regular 3. Mala 8. NS 9. lnap.

ha sido vistado por alglin otro empleado del lhA?
1. 5i 2. ~o (kasar a ll) 9. lnap.

(ué tipo de empleado fu&? (no leer lista) 1. Promotora 2. Agrémomo
utro b. NS Y. lnap.

za su opindén, que-le parecio la visita?
rué bueno, regular ¢ malo

'.1. bueno <. kegular 3. Malo b&. NS 9. lnap.

AXXXXRRXRKRRARKARKK AR KRR RARKR KRR KRR RARK KX AR KRR KK RRRKKRRKK KR AR RRRRKKR R
Cx-bi10

'hd recibido Vd. algin couse jo sobre credito agricola en los &ltimos
aos anos? 1. 'S1 4. No* (Pasar a Lb)

X, 2=14. e que institucion ha recibido estos consejost (No leer lista, pero

anotar hasta tres)

Ul. bBaNADESA 0OZ. Otro banco 03. INA O4. MRN-05. 1HCAFL
Ub. Megociante privado

utra ' __88. NS 99. lnap.

C6mo encuentra usted esta clase de ébnsejos, b1én, regular o malo?’

- 1. bien 2. regular 3. malo &. NS 9. Inap.

ha solicitado usted crédito agricola alguné véz, solo o én_grupo?

1. Solo 4. trupo 3. Los dos 4. No (Sondeo: Ningln crédito)
(S1 insiste en no reportar crédito, pasar a Jl)

~
~

~
S~

|

~
~

~
~

1

~
~

1>
~

NN~
SN
NN

~
~

~
~

51
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*Podrfa usted decirme cbémo consiguid los fondos necesarios para cultivar su
parcela durante los Gltimos 2 anos? (Leer lista de todas las fuentes).
Se puede marcar los dos usos si realmente hi usado el crédito para ambos)

kbodificador. Usar 9, para lnap.) ) R , -

*iuvo otras tomas de conseguir. fondos necesarios para cultivar su parcela
durante los filtimos dos anos?

Podria usted decime si:

. Culnto fué el Tasa de Cual fué el
, lotal del Préstamo, Plazo de Interés Uso pripcipal
Fuente Monto Pago(meses) Mensual Insumos Equipos/tierra
Préstamo 18 // /) / /[ 19/ /)  IA/// 110/ / ui/ /
BALVAD):SA'! ;A,L"- : lo Si 2‘ NO ln Si 20 No
Préstamos 112/ ////// W3/ /) W3/ // 116/ [ s/ /
Otro-Banco L. 1. 81 2. No 1. Si 2. No
‘ lle larJeta Mimere 78/ )
Préstamo 116 / /[ / / / /.1 uz / /1 177/ // ns // 119 / /
LhCAFE L. 1. S1 2. No 1. S1 2. No
' Préstamo de 120 / / (404 I/ ) 1ALl 1214 123 / /
Comerciante L. o < 2 1. S1 2. No . 1. Si 2. No
Préstamo de 124 / / / [/ / /1 125/ /) 1254/ /) 126 / [/ 127/ /
Prestamista L. 1. S1 2. No 1. 81  2.:No
Préstamo de 128 / / / / / /[ 129 /.// 1298/ /] 130 / / 131 / /
un familiar L. 1..81 2. No 1. S1 2. No
préstamo de 132/ /// / /[ 133/ /1 133/ / /. 134/ / 135 / /
un amigo L. v ’ © ST e : 1. S1 2. No 1. Si 2. No
Préstamo de 136 / / / / / [ / 137 / /1 / 1378 / / / 138 / / 139 / /
cooperativa. L. . l. S1i. 2.ho
140. Para este(s) préstaﬁbks)>4ﬁe.u§6‘dé garantfa? (anotar hasta dos) 1
. S ' 7/
1404, ‘larjeta NGmero 9/

141, ha vendido productos por adelantado? 1.4 2.No / /
142, ha vendido algun animal? : 1.4 2.No 77
143. ha. gastado ahorros? 1.54 2.No Z:Z
144. Cuinto ha gastado de sus ahorros? Lempiras [ 11 1]

Utros : AT 1.5f 2.No / 7/

145.

AXXXRRRRRRRRRKARRRRRRARRRR KRR RRRRRARARRARARRRARRKRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRARRRRAR K

63

75

13

25

37

49

61

77
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USU UL INSUMUS Y BQULIPU DE PRODULCIUN

*Cuil de los siguientes 1nsumos acostumbra usar usted en su finca?
\Leer todos) : : .

lnsumo Uso
J1. Semillas mejoradas o matas mejoradas 1.8L 2. N /1 /
Jz. Semillas o matas tratadas o fumigadas ‘ 1. 1 2. ho / /
J3.  (Si tiene ‘animales) lratamientos veterinarios para animales 1. Si 2. No Z:Z
J4. Abonos o fertilizantes 1.84 2.No . [/ /
J5. lnsecticidas ) . 1. sS4 2. No 7 7
Jo. herbicidas . , : - l.8i 2.N T7-
J7. Fungicidas I o 1. S1 2. No 77
J8. Bomba para fumigar - l. 84 2. No 7
JY. Miquinas para bombear agua = ’ 1. 81 2. No ;7'7
J1lU. Granero - 1. 81 2. No T
Jl1l. Yunta de bueyes , o 7 1. 81 2. No 77
Jlz. Un: tractor ' D ‘ 1. S1 2. No 77
J13: Poda de café - S . , o : .- 1le 814 2. No 77
Jl4. Una troja \ . . 1. S1 2. No Z:Z 23
*ii*tﬁga**sagxgggsstt*a:ta:t:sass*tta*t**:a*taatatttta*a**at*ttitta*t
ASLSIENGIA LEUNICA | |
*51 hay agronomoa que le han visitado? 1. Si : o 2;‘N0 (Pasar a Kj.)‘k 1/
*xz-a. De que instituci&n eran? (anotar hasta tres) . . 15
Ul. bBanco 0UZ. 1NA (3. Rec. Nat. 04. IHCAFE ///
05. Negociante privado, otra - YN
[/ /
58, uS 99. lnap.
*hS.fLon que £recuencia recibe estas visitas. . .
los recibe una vez al mes, varias veces al ano, solo una vez
al ano o solo raras veces? Pz
~1l. Cada mes 2. Varias veces (tres hasta seis veces) 3. Solo una vez
al ano 4. Raras veces 8. NS 9. Inap..
!/ /
Xk6. De acuerdo a su opinién, como encuentra usted estas visitas: buenas,
regulares o malas? 1l. buenas 2. regulares 3. malas 8. NS 9. lnap. 4
(Las siguientes preguntas (K7 hasta Klk) son solo para aquellos que cultivan\;afe)
*7. ha tecnificado su cafetal? 1.S1 2.No (pasar K12) 9. Lnay ' ’ R O 4

(quitar sombra. variedades mejoradas, uso de abonos, fungicidas e insecticidas)

Ay, Luantas manzanas ha tecnificado? mz. (redondear) / /1l / 36




*K9. Le estas manzanas tecnificadas, cuantas se hizo con ayuda‘del proyecto

aw/1HCAFE? ~ 'mz. (redondear) ' (888=Ns) i /1 1/
*K10. udntos anos tieme su catetal? (énps) V 1117
*\11l. za cuales meses aplica el abono a su cafetal? (mes) (YY-mo usd abono) / / /

The bl S e : ‘  (mes) 177
*K12. ‘tnde algo de su caf& a alguna cooperativa? 1.S1 2.No i
*513. afectan los vientos su cafetal? 1.S1 2.No “8.N5  9.Inap YA
*14. vive Ud. eﬁ la parcela en la que esti el cafetal? 1.S1i 2.No  9.Inap !/
*K15. =z los Gltimos dos anos ha hecho usted un viQeto de café? 1.54 2.No /7
*k16. (uintas plantas de café sembrd usted el ano pasado? | [ 11/
*K17. (uantas plantas de café sembrd usted el ano antepasado? [/ 111/ 33

KXXRRRRRRXXRXRKRRKXRRRRE R *******t******tt******tt*tt***t************t***

o

PrRCEPCZ vl UE LA SI1UACIUN ELUNOMLCA DE LA PERSUMA

*.1. Pisnsa Vd. que su situacion econdmica actual es mejor, iguil o peor que

la de hace un ano? 1. mejor 2. igual 3. peor 8. NS / /
*LZ. (L& opina usted, cree que dentro de un ano su situacidén econdmica va a

ser mejor, igual o peor que ahora? ‘1. mejor 2. igual 3. peor &. NS / /
*L3. (u& opina usted, cree que en el futuro sus hijos viviran mejor 0 peor que

€0 viven actualmente? (Sondeo: Si no tiene hijos: Si tuviera hi jos?)

1. zejor 4. igual 3. peor 8. NS ‘ i
®L4=5> (u& harfa Vd. si ganara 50 Lempiras mis por semana, cémo los emplearfa?

(ic leer alternativas) (Lomo miximo marcar 2 alternativas)

Ui. omprar mis comida 0Z. lovertirla enm la finca (abonos, semillas)

Us. Lomparar mids terreno U4. Lomprar auebles, coci'na u otro artefacto

U>. Fiestas y alcoliol Ub. lnvertirlo en negocio U7. ahorrarlo / /7

utso S / /1 /

BY. N
*Lb. Ls:zad cree que hay técnicas que un agricultor puede usar para me jorat

y conservar sus suelos em el futuro? 1. S1 2. No (Pasar a M1) 8. NS 1_1
®L7-8. como cuiles? (Sondear hasta dos) :

l. ierrazas ¢. abono natural 3. Sembrar &rboles

“. Xotacidn de siembras . e ~ /17

Ltoos y . 7r7—7

8. M Y. lnap : VA A

tlttktﬂtﬂtlttikt'tlttltll!ﬁ’!ﬂttﬂttt*tt!!ﬂﬁikttlt*ﬂtittt**ttttttti!tt



CUMPUSL1C1UN FAMIL1AR Y EDULACION

~ ®ghora unas preguntas sobre su familia...

*Ml. ks Ld. soltero, casado?
1. Soltero (Pasar a M4) 2. Lasado 3. bniﬁn libre 4. Viudo (pasar a Ma) 9.
lnap 5. Divorciado (Pasar a M4) 6. Separado

®Mz. Vive actualmente con su mujer (esposa, companera? 1. Si 2. No
(9®no tiene senora)

*M3. (uintos anos tieme su senora (companera)? (anos) (99 = no tiene semora) /

*M3a. 1larjeta Namero

*M4. (uintos anos tieme Vd.? __

*MiA. Sabe leer y escribir? 1. Si 2. No

*M5. hasta qué grado llegd en la escuela? __ __’ (no asist16=99) ”
*Mb. ha participado usted en alg(m curso o cursillo? 1. Si 2. No

*M7. Tieme Vd. hijos? 1. S1 2. No

*M7A. Cuéntos hijos mayores de 10 anos viven con usted?

*M8. Cuintas personas en total viven en su casa? ___ _
tt*at****t*tt***t*****tttt****#**tt*l***t**tt**************t**ttt***t*
1NGRESO |

*ahora, hablando solo de los miembros de familia que viven en su casa pero:

que trabajan en otro lado por algun tiempo, podrfa usted decirme quienes ttabajén
en otro lado? (U=no trabajea en otro lado)

Cuintas semanas . Ingreso Otros Ingresos
Relacidén al ano trabaja alli Semanal (Anual)
N/ N7/ [/ / WA NN
Jefe L. L.
Ne [ 1] , N/ N /T T T
Esposa(o) L. L.
YAV N/ /T N/
H1i jo L. L.
N /7 ML/ N2/ /11
ki jo L. L.
N3/ NG ST NS/ 7T 7T T
ki jo L. L.
no / /7 / YA NNEN N8 / /[ 1]

utros L. L.
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"ACUESLBLLIDAD A SERVICLOS

*Pl. - Por lo general, cuinto tiempo emplea para llegar al lugar donde
acostumbra vender sus productos? (sondeo: el mis com(in)
(especificar horas y minutos)

%P2,  (6mo llega a ese lugar? (no leer las alternativas) 1. a pie 2. bus
3. moto 4. carro/camién propio 5. moto/carro/camidn de un amigo. 6. bestia
otro

*P2A. larjeta NGmero

*P3,. . (ufnto tiempo emplean sus hijos para llegar a la escuela prinaria mis
‘cercana? (especificar horas y minutos) :

*Pa.u'; Cémo llegan a ese lugar? 1. a pie 2. bus 3. moto 4. carro/
‘camién propio 5. moto/carro/camién de un amigo 6. bestia
Otro

*pP5. Luanto tiempo emplea para llegar al m&dico mis cercano que usted usa?
(especificar horas y minutos)

*Po. (6mo llega a ese lugar? 1. a pie 2. bus 3. moto 4. carro/
canién propio 5. moto/carro/camién de un amigo 6. bestia
Otro

*p7. Cuinto tiempo ‘emplea para llegar a la tienda mas cercana?
(especificar horas y minutos)

*PYy.. - Y c6bmo llega a ese lugar? 1. a pie 2. bus 3. moto 4. carro/
camidn propio 5. moto/carro/cami&n de un amigo ; :
vtro

RARRRRRARARRRRRRRRRRARRARRRARRRARRARRRRARRRARRRRRRRRRRRRRRARRRRRRKXRRXRRARRR

N1VEL Uk V1DA

1. Lon qué se alumbran ustedes. 1. Candil u Ocote 2. Candela 3. Limpara de Gas
o0 quinqué 4. Luz eléctrica

L VYN Radio 1. sS4 2. No
3. Miquina de coser 1. Si 2. No
*¢4. - Refrigeradora . ..1. 84.. . .2. No
*S. lelevisor 1l.. Si 2. No

*6.  1iene servicio? l. hada 2. Letrina 3. Sanitario

(7. (6mo obtiene el agua: 1. rfo o quebrada 2. Pozo pGblico 3. Pozo privado
4. Llave plblica 5. Agua potable en la casa
XY, Vehfculo: l.nada 2.moto 3.carro o camidn

AyY. - Luantos caballos o mulas tiene Ud.?
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%Cuiles de las siguientes mejoras ha hecho usted en su finca?

*10. Patio de concreto’para asolear café - 1.S1° 2.No
®Q ll. Despulpadora de café 1.54 2.No
*lz. Bodegas 1.4 2.No
*G13. 1rojas 1.4 2.No
*yl4. Granero S v : 1.84 2.No
*Ql5. Granja A 1.4 2.No
*16. Lancierros para animales * 1.84 2.No
*17. Lasa 1.84 2.No
*Ql8. Corredor - - B Lo 1.84 2.No
- *Q@lY. luberfa - B o e 1.84 2.No
#y20. Un arado:de madera: Geo ety s " : 1.4 2.No
*2l. : Un arado de hierro o ‘ ~1eS1 - 2.No
®y22. bomba de fumigar 1.84 2.No
®»)23. Miquina para bombear. agua ; 1.84 2.No
*q24. Yunta de bueyes ‘ . - 1.84  2.No

ARRRARRRRRX KRR RRXRRRXRXARRRARRRRARRARRRRRRRRRARRRRARXRRRRRRXRARRRRRRARSR

Muchas gracias, ésfas son todas las preguntas que tengo. Noéottos“
estamos planeando regresar y hablar con usted en unos anos.

ANFORME LBL LN1KEV1IS1ADOR

(kste parte del cuestionario la llena el encuestador sin hacer preguntas al
entrevistado inmediatamente despuéa de la entrevista.)

UPl. trado de cooperacién 1. bueno 2. Regular 3. Malo :
UPZ. Validez de respuestas 1l. Verdaderas 2. Dudosas 3. Muy dudoasas
UP3..  Techo de la vivienda: 1. Paja 2. Zinc 3. leja 4. Asbesto
UP4.  Paredes de la vivienda: 1. Cartén u otro material temporal
2. Bahareque 3. Adobe 4. Madera cepillada 5. cemento o bloque:
UPS5. Piso de la sala de la vivienda 1. Tierra 2. Madera cruda 3. ladrillo
4. Cemento 5. Mosaico
uP6. Casa: Esta dividida en cuartos o no: 1. Dividido 2. Un solo cuarto
uPk7. 1ipo de vivienda ' 1. Muy pobre 2. pobre 3. modesta 4 cbmoda
UP8. . Duracibn de la entrevista en minutos
* (ver comienzo de la entrevista)

Uk9. Firma del entrevistador
UP1lU. Firma del supervisor del campo
UPll. Firma del codificador

UPlz. rirma del supervisor de coditicacion

UbShRNALlUNbS:

ubklo.

Sustituto l. $1 2. No

AN

NARAN

~
~

N

~
~

N

~
~|

N

~
-~

~
~

RSN

~
~

~
-
~

~
-~
~

|\
~
AN

~
~

iy
-~

39

35



